
U.S. GOVERNMENT PUBLISHING OFFICE

WASHINGTON : 

1 

39–522 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES " ! 116TH CONGRESS 
2d Session 

DOCUMENT 

2020 

116–95 

IMPEACHMENT OF PRESIDENT 
DONALD JOHN TRUMP 

THE EVIDENTIARY RECORD 
PURSUANT TO H. RES. 798 

VOLUME X, PART 10 

Transcript of December 11–13, 2019 Committee on the 
Judiciary Markup of: H. Res. 755, Articles of Impeach-
ment Against President Donald J. Trump, Volumes 
I–XI 

Printed at the direction of Cheryl L. Johnson, Clerk of the House of 
Representatives, pursuant to H. Res. 798, 116th Cong., 2nd Sess. (2020) 

JANUARY 23, 2020.—Ordered to be printed 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 00:22 Jan 25, 2020 Jkt 039522 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 5012 Sfmt 5012 E:\HR\OC\HD095P21.XXX HD095P21 E
:\S

ea
ls

\C
on

gr
es

s.
#1

3

dl
hi

ll 
on

 D
S

K
B

B
Y

8H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
E

A
R

IN
G



(II) 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

JERROLD NADLER, New York, Chairman 
ZOE LOFGREN, California 
SHEILA JACKSON LEE, Texas 
STEVE COHEN, Tennessee 
HENRY C. ‘‘HANK’’ JOHNSON, JR., Georgia 
THEODORE E. DEUTCH, Florida 
KAREN BASS, California 
CEDRIC L. RICHMOND, Louisiana 
HAKEEM S. JEFFRIES, New York 
DAVID N. CICILLINE, Rhode Island 
ERIC SWALWELL, California 
TED LIEU, California 
JAMIE RASKIN, Maryland 
PRAMILA JAYAPAL, Washington 
VAL BUTLER DEMINGS, Florida 
J. LUIS CORREA, California 
MARY GAY SCANLON, Pennsylvania, 

Vice-Chair 
SYLVIA R. GARCIA, Texas 
JOE NEGUSE, Colorado 
LUCY MCBATH, Georgia 
GREG STANTON, Arizona 
MADELEINE DEAN, Pennsylvania 
DEBBIE MUCARSEL-POWELL, Florida 
VERONICA ESCOBAR, Texas 

DOUG COLLINS, Georgia, Ranking Member 
F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR., 

Wisconsin 
STEVE CHABOT, Ohio 
LOUIE GOHMERT, Texas 
JIM JORDAN, Ohio 
KEN BUCK, Colorado 
JOHN RATCLIFFE, Texas 
MARTHA ROBY, Alabama 
MATT GAETZ, Florida 
MIKE JOHNSON, Louisiana 
ANDY BIGGS, Arizona 
TOM MCCLINTOCK, California 
DEBBIE LESKO, Arizona 
GUY RESCHENTHALER, Pennsylvania 
BEN CLINE, Virginia 
KELLY ARMSTRONG, North Dakota 
W. GREGORY STEUBE, Florida 

PERRY APELBAUM, Majority Staff Director & Chief Counsel 
BRENDAN BELAIR, Minority Staff Director 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 00:22 Jan 25, 2020 Jkt 039522 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 5904 Sfmt 5904 E:\HR\OC\HD095P21.XXX HD095P21dl
hi

ll 
on

 D
S

K
B

B
Y

8H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
E

A
R

IN
G



(III) 

MAJORITY STAFF 

AMY RUTKIN, Chief of Staff 
PERRY APELBAUM, Staff Director and Chief Counsel 

JOHN DOTY, Senior Advisor 
AARON HILLER, Deputy Chief Counsel and Chief Oversight Counsel 

BARRY BERKE, Special Counsel 
NORMAN EISEN, Special Counsel 

ARYA HARIHARAN, Deputy Chief Oversight Counsel 

MADELINE STRASSER, Chief Clerk 
PRIYANKA MARA, Professional Staff 

WILLIAM S. EMMONS, Professional Staff 
ANTHONY L. VALDEZ, Staff Assistant 

MINORITY STAFF 

BRENDAN BELAIR, Staff Director, Counsel 
BOBBY PARMITER, Deputy Staff Director, Chief Counsel 

ASHLEY CALLEN, Chief Oversight Counsel 
STEPHEN CASTOR, Counsel 

DANNY JOHNSON, Oversight Counsel 
JAKE GREENBERG, Oversight Counsel 

PAUL TAYLOR, Chief Counsel, Constitution Subcommittee 
DANIEL FLORES, Counsel 

RYAN BREITENBACH, Counsel 
JON FERRO, Parliamentarian, Counsel 

ERICA BARKER, Deputy Parliamentarian 
ELLA YATES, Member Services Director 

ANDREA WOODARD, Professional Staff Member 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 00:22 Jan 25, 2020 Jkt 039522 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 7633 Sfmt 5904 E:\HR\OC\HD095P21.XXX HD095P21dl
hi

ll 
on

 D
S

K
B

B
Y

8H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
E

A
R

IN
G



(20261)

MARKUP OF: H. RES. 755, 
ARTICLES OF IMPEACHMENT AGAINST 

PRESIDENT DONALD J. TRUMP 
VOLUME X 

HEARING 
BEFORE THE 

COMMrrTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

ONE HUNDRED SIXTEENTH CONGRESS 

FIRST SESSION 

DECEMBER 11-13, 2019 

Serial No. 116-69 

Printed for the use of the Committee on the Judiciary 

Available http://judiciary.house.gov or www.govinfo.gov 

39--410 

AUTHENTICATE~ 
U.S. GOVERNMENT 

INFORMATION 

GPO 

U.S. GOVERNMENT PUBLISHING OFFICE 

WASHINGTON : 2020 



20262

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

JERROLD NADLER, New York, Chairman 
ZOE LOFGREN, California 
SHEILA JACKSON LEE, Texas 
STEVE COHEN, Tennessee 
HENRY C. "HANK" JOHNSON, JR., Georgia 
THEODORE E. DEUTCH, Florida 
KAREN BASS, California 
CEDRIC L. RICHMOND, Louisiana 
HAKEEM S. JEFFRIES. New York 
DAVID N. CICILLINE, Rhode Island 
ERIC SWALWELL, California 
TED LIEU, California 
JAMIE RASKIN, Maryland 
PRAMILA JAYAPAL, Washington 
VAL BUTLER DEMINGS, Florida 
J. LUIS CORREA, California 
MARY GAY SCANLON, Pennsylvania, 

Vice-Chair 
SYLVIA R. GARCIA, Texas 
JOE NEGUSE, Colorado 
LUCY McBATH, Georgia 
GREG STANTON, Arizona 
MADELEINE DEAN, Pennsylvania 
DEBBIE MUCARSEL-POWELL, Florida 
VERONICA ESCOBAR, Texas 

DOUG COLLINS, Georgia, Ranking Member 
F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR., 

Wisconsin 
STEVE CHABOT, Ohio 
LOUIE GOHMERT, Texas 
JIM JORDAN, Ohio 
KEN BUCK, Colorado 
JOHN RATCLIFFE, Texas 
MARTHA ROBY, Alabama 
MATT GAETZ, Florida 
MIKE JOHNSON, Louisiana 
ANDY BIGGS, Arizona 
TOM McCLINTOCK, California 
DEBBIE LESKO, Arizona 
GUY RESCHENTHALER, Pennsylvania 
BEN CLINE, Virginia 
KELLY ARMSTRONG, North Dakota 
W. GREGORY STEUBE, Florida 

PERRY APELBAUM, Majority Staff Director & Chief Counsel 
BRENDAN BELAIR, Minority Staff Director 

(II) 



20263

CONTENTS 

VOLUME X 

DECEMBER 11-13, 2019 

A. MINORITY 

Page 
Minority, 2018FY 0MB Budget Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins 1 
Minority, Advising the President: Rules Governing Access and Accountability 

of Presidential Advisors Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ............... 54 
Minority, Application of the Anti-Nepotism Statute-OLC Opinion Submitted 

by the Honorable Doug Collins .... ........ ........ ....... ........... .... ... ................... .... .... ... 58 
Minority, Article, "JPMorgan's Investment Bank in Hong Kong Agrees to 

Pay $72 Million Penalty for Corrupt Hiring Scheme in China," November 
17, 2016 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ......................................... 72 

Minority, Article, Antac, "Repeated Failures by Ukraine General Prosecutors 
Office," January 1, 2018 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ............... 75 

Minority, Article, "Schiff: There is Now 'More Than Circumstantial Evidence' 
of Trump-Russia Collusion," March 22, 2017 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ......................................................................................................... 84 

Minority, Article, Burisma, "Hunter Eiden Joins the Team of Burisma Hold-
ings," Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ....................................... ....... 86 

Minority, Article, Buzzfeed, "Eiden Son Sign On to Ukrainian Gas Company," 
May 13, 2014 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ................................. 88 

Minority, Article, Buzzfeed, "Biden's Son, Polish Ex-President Quietly Sign 
On to Ukrainian Gas Company," May 13, 2014 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins . ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ....... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... ... 92 

Minority, Article, CBS, "A Guide to Trump's Past Comments About NATO," 
April 12, 2017, Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ....... .... .... .... .... ....... 96 

Minority, Article, CNN, "CNN Poll: Fewer Support Impeaching Trump," De
cember 17, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .. .... ....... ........ ... .... 101 

Minority, Article, Grain's New York Business, "Top Dem: Trump Impeach-
ment Would Have to be Bipartisan" Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins .... ... ........ ....... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ....... ........ ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... ... 104 

Minority, Article, Factbase, "Speech: Donald Trump Delivers A Speech in 
Grand Rapids, MI," December 21, 2015 Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins .... ... .... .... ..... .. .... .. .. .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... . ... .... . ... ... .. .. .... .. .. ... .. . . .... ... . ... ... 110 

Minority, Article, Financial Times, "Ukraine's Leaders Campaign Against 
'Pro-Putin' Trump," August 28, 2016 Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins .... ... .... .... ....... .... .... ....... .... .... .... ... .... ........ ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... ... . ... ... 161 

Minority, article, Gorshenin Institute, "Fighting Corruption in Ukraine: 
Ukrainian Style-Round Table," March 7, 2011 Submitted by the Honor-
able Doug Collins .... .... ... .... .. . . .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... . ... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... ... . .... ... 164 

Minority, Article, Kyiv Post, "Court Seizes Property of Ex-Minister Zlochevsky 
in Ukraine," March 14, 2012 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ....... 166 

Minority, Article, Kyiv Post, "People First: The Latest in the Watch on 
Ukrainian Democracy," September 30, 2012 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ................... ...................................... .......................... ...................... 168 

Minority, Article, Kyiv Post, "Prosecutors Put Zlochevsky, Multimillionaire 
Ex-Ecology Minister, on Wanted List," January 18, 2015 Submitted by 
the Honorable Doug Collins .. .... ....... .... .... ........... .... ... ........ .... ... .. .. ...................... 177 

Minority, Article, Kyiv Post, "Under Y anukovych, Ukraine Slides Deeper in 
Ranks of Corrupt Nations," December 1, 2011 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins . . .. .... .... ....... .... .... .... ....... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... ... 181 

(III) 



20264

N 

Minority, Article, Kyiv Post, "Update: Publication of Manafort Payments Vio
lated Law, Interfered in US Election, Kyiv Court Rules," December 12, 
2018 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .............................................. . 

Minority, Article, National Law Journal, "Top Profs: Not Enough to Impeach," 
October 5, 1998 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ............................ . 

Minority, Article, NBC News, "Trump Admi.n Cancels $300M Aid to Pakistan 
Over Terror Record," September 2, 2018 Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins .................................................................................................................. . 

Minority, Article, New York Times, "Donald Trump Used Over $250,000 
From Charity for Business Disputes, Report Says," September 20, 2016 
Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ....................................................... . 

Minority, Article, New York Times, "Harry Reid Cites Evidence of Russian 
Tampering in U.S. Vote, and Seeks FBI Inquiry," August 29, 2016 Sub-
mitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .............................................................. . 

Minority, Article, New York Times, "I am Part of the Resistance Inside 
the Tmmp Administration," September 5, 2018 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ........................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Article, New York Times, "Joe Eiden Lectures Ukraine," December 
11, 2015 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ........................................ . 

Minority, Article, New York Times, "Joe Eiden, His Son and the Case Against 
a Ukrainian Oligarch," December 8, 2015 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ........................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Article, New York Times, "Ukraine Ousts Victor Shokin, Top Pros
ecutor, and Political Stability Hangs in the Balance," March 29, 2016 Sub-
mitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .............................................................. . 

Minority, Article, New York Times, ''US Slaps Egypt on Human Rights 
Record and Ties to North Korea," August 22, 2017 Submitted by the Honor-
able Doug Collins ................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Article, NPR, "US Suspends $800 Million in Aid to Pakistan," 
July 10, 2011 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ................................ . 

Minority, Article, Op-Ed by the Ambassador of Ukraine to the USA Submitted 
by the Honorable Doug Collins .......................................................................... . 

Minority, Article, Politico, "Freshman Rep. Tlaib: Dem Majority Will 'Impeach 
the motherf-er,"' January 4, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Col-
lins ........................................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Article, Politico, "Pelosi Calls for Probe of Possible Russian Black
mail of Trump," Febmary 5, 2017 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Col-
lins ........................................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Article, Politico, "Sen. Boxer Calls for Probe Into Trump Model 
Management," September 7, 2016 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Col-
lins ........................................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Article, Politico, "Trump in Trouble Over 'Second Amendment' Re
mark," August 9, 2016, Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins Support 
Document ............................................................................................................. . 

Minority, Article, Politico, "Ukranian Efforts Sabotage Trump Backfire," Jan-
uary 11, 2017 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ............................... . 

Minority, Article, Politico, "Warner: 'Enormous Amounts of Evidence' of Pos
sible Russia Collusion," March, 3, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins .................................................................................................................. . 

Minority, Article, Radio Free Europe, "Poroshenko Addresses U.S. Congress, 
Asks for Military Aid, Special Security Status," September 18, 2014 Sub-
mitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .............................................................. . 

Minority, Article, The Guardian, "Pentagon Pick Ashton Carter Discusses 
Iraq and Ukraine at Senate Hearing-As It Happened," February 4, 2015 
Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ....................................................... . 

Minority, Article, The Guardian, "The Money Machine: How a High-Profile 
Corruption Investigation Fell Apart," April 12, 2017 Submitted by the 
Honorable Doug Collins ...................................................................................... . 

Minority, Article, The Guardian, ''Welcome to Ukraine, the Most Corrupt 
Nation in Europe," February 6, 2015 Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins .................................................................................................................. . 

Minority, Article, The Guardian, ''Why Shouldn't Hunter Eiden Join the 
Board of a Gas Company in Ukraine?," May 14, 2014 Submitted by the 
Honorable Doug Collins ...................................................................................... . 

Minority, Article, The Hill, "Schiff Claims There's Already 'Direct Evidence' 
of Collusion by Trump Campaign," March 3, 2019 Submitted by the Honor-
able Doug Collins ................................................................................................ . 

Page 

185 

190 

194 

197 

200 

203 

207 

209 

211 

214 

216 

221 

225 

228 

230 

232 

236 

247 

250 

253 

260 

272 

284 

287 



20265

V 

Minority, Article, The Hill, "Ukraine's Ambassador: Trump's Comments Send 
Wrong Message to the World," August 4, 2016 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ........................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Article, USA Today, "25 Companies That Pay Their Board of Direc
tors a Shocking Amount," December 14, 2018 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ........................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Article, USA Today, "Adam Schiff: There is 'Ample Evidence' of 
Collusion Between Trump Campaign, Russians," February 14, 2018 Sub-
mitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .............................................................. . 

Minority, Article, USA Today, "Exclusive: Nancy Pelosi Vows 'Different World' 
for Trump, No More 'Rubber Stamp' in New Congress," February 14, 2018 
Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ....................................................... . 

Minority, Article, USA Today, "Poll: Americans Split 42%-42% on Impeaching 
Trump," July 25, 2017 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ................. . 

Minority, Article, Vanity Fair, "Will Trump Be Impeached," November 14, 
2016 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .............................................. . 

Minority, Article, Wall Street Journal, "Biden's Son, Kerry Family Friend 
Join Ukrainian Gas Producer's Board," May 13, 2014 Submitted by the 
Honorable Doug Collins ...................................................................................... . 

Minority, Article, Wall Street Journal, "Trump, in August Call With GOP 
Senator, Denied Official's Claim on Ukraine Aid," October 4, 2019 Sub-
mitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .............................................................. . 

Minority, Article, Wall Street Journal, "U.S. to Ship Modified Radar Systems 
to Ukraine," October 21, 2015 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ..... 

Minority, Article, Wall Street Journal, "Ukraine to Get More U.S. Aid, But 
Not Weapons; Obama Refuses to Budge on Lethal Aid Despite Poroshenko's 
Passionate Plea in Congress," Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ..... 

Minority, Article, Wall Street Journal, "Ukrainians See Conflict in Biden's 
Anticorruption Message," December 7, 2015 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ........................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Article, Washington Examiner, "Attorney General Jeff Sessions 
Names Prosecutor to Probe FBI, DOJ Wrongdoing," March 29, 2018 Sub-
mitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .............................................................. . 

Minority, Article, Washington Examiner, "Bi den Son Accepts Position as Pri-
vate Citizen," May 13, 2014 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ........ . 

Minority, Article, Washington Examiner, "Joe Biden Emerges as Obama's 
Trusty Sidekick," April 25, 2014 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins . 

Minority, Article, Washington Post, "John Lewis Says Trump Isn't Legitimate 
President," January 14, 2017 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ..... . 

Minority, Article, Washington Post, "About The Fact Checker," January 1, 
2017 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .............................................. . 

Minority, Article, Washington Post, "Democrats Ask the FBI to Investigate 
Trump Advisers' Russia Ties," August 30, 2016 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ........................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Article, Washington Post, "Hunter Biden's New Job at a Ukrainian 
Gas Company is a Problem for U.S. Soft Power," May 14, 2014 Submitted 
by the Honorable Doug Collins .......................................................................... . 

Minority, Article, Washington Post, '"I'm Not for Impeachment' Without Bi
partisan Support, Pelosi Says, Roiling Fellow Democrats," March 11, 2019 
Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ....................................................... . 

Minority, Article, Washington Post, "Pelosi Tamps Down Talk of Impeach-
ment," January 6, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ............... . 

Minority, Article, Washington Post, "Re,p. Rashida Tlaib Profanely Promised 
to Impeach Trump. She's Not Sorry,' Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins .................................................................................................................. . 

Minority, Article, Washington Post, "The Campaign to Impeach President 
Trump Has Begun," January 20, 2017 Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins .................................................................................................................. . 

Minority, Article, Washington Post, "The Trump Administration Has Sprung 
a Leak. Many of Them, in Fact," February 5, 2017 Submitted by the 
Honorable Doug Collins ...................................................................................... . 

Minority, Article, Washington Post, "Trump Revealed Highly Classified Infor
mation to Russian Foreign Minister and Ambassador," May 15, 2017 Sub-
mitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .............................................................. . 

Minority, A1ticle, Washington Post, ''U.S. Ends Aid to United Nations Agency 

~:l1~t~!/cl11~~~i~~ .. ~.~.~~~.~.~::· .. ~~~~·t··~·~: .. ~~~~ .. ~~~~~~.~~~.~~ .. ~!~.~ .. ~~.~~. 

Page 

289 

292 

298 

301 

307 

311 

319 

323 

327 

331 

346 

350 

352 

354 

357 

362 

374 

380 

385 

393 

397 

400 

406 

410 

417 



20266

VI 
Page 

Minority, Assertion of Executive Privilege Over Communications Regarding 
EPA's Ozone Air Quality Standards and California's Greenhouse Gas Waiv-
er Request, June 19, 2008 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ............ 424 

Minority, Assertion of Executive Privilege Over Documents Generated in 
Response to Congressional Investigation Into Operation Fast and Furious, 
June 19, 2012 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .. ........ ... ........ ........... 430 

Minority, Assertion of Executive Privilege Regarding White House Counsel's 
Office Documents, May 23, 1996 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins . 438 

Minority, Assertion of Executive Privilege with Respect to Clemency Decision, 
May 23, 1996 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ................................. 441 

Minority, Bluestar Novelli Contacts Emails Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins . . . . . .. ... . . . . . . ... .. . . . . . ......... .. ......... ... . .. . . . . ............ ... . . . . .... .. . . . . . ............ ... .. . . . . .. ... .. . 448 

Minority, Burisma, "Attorney John Buretta: In the Case of Burisma and 
Zlochevskit I Met With Prosecutor General Yury Lutsenko," February 1, 
2017 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ............................................... 451 

Minority, Chris Heinz Email to State Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins .... ....... .... ....... .... .... ........... .... ....... ........ .... ....... .... ........... ........ ... .... .... ....... ... 454 

Minority, Committee on Oversight and Government Reform v. Eric Holder 
Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .... .... .... ... ........ .... ....... .... ....... .... ....... 455 

Minority, Congressional Requests for Confidential Executive Branch Informa-
tion Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ........ ........ .... ....... ........... ........ ... 4 79 

Minority, Fact Sheet, GOP Attacks on IRS Commissioner are Not Impeach-
ment Proceedings Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .... .... ....... ........... 489 

Minority, Final Vote Results for Roll Call 21 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ......................................................................................................... 491 

Minority, History of Refusals by Executive Branch Officials to Provide Infor
mation Demanded by Congress, December 14, 1982 Submitted by the Hon-
orable Doug Collins . .... .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... ....... .... ........ ... ....... 495 

Minority, Holder Motion for Summary Judgment Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins .... ................... ........ ... ........ .... ....... ........... ........ .... ....... ................... ... 526 

Minority, House Opposition to Motion to Dismiss: Committee on Oversight 
v. Holder Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .......... ........ ... ........ ........... 529 

Minority, Immunity of Counsel to the President from Compelled Congres-
sional Testimony Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ..... ........... .... .... ... 594 

Minority, Immunity of Former Counsel to the President from Compelled 
Congressional Testimony, July 10, 2007 Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins .... ....... .... ....... ........ .... ....... .... ....... .... ........ ... .... .... ....... .... ........ ... .... .... .......... 596 

Minority, Immunity of the Assistant to the President and Director of the 
Office of Political Strategy and Outreach from Congressional Subpoena, 
July 15, 2014 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ................................. 599 

Minority, Journal, "Private Letters and Public Diplomacy: The Adams Net-
work and the Quasi-War, 1797-1798" Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins ................................................................................................................... 613 

Minority, Latner, the Kitchen Cabinet and Andrew Jackson's Advisory Sys-
tem Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins . ....... .... .... ... ........ ........... .... ....... 643 

Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HF AC), Chairman Adam Schiff 
(HPSCI), and Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to Michael Duffey 
(0MB), October 11, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy Biggs ................ 666 

Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HFAC), Chairman Adam Schiff 
(HPSCI), and Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to Brian McCormack 
(0MB), November 1, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy Biggs .............. 668 

Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HF AC), Chairman Adam Schiff 
(HPSCI), and Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to Brian McCormack 
(0MB), October 24, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy Biggs ................ 670 

Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HFAC), Chairman Adam Schiff 
(HPSCI), and Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to Counsel of Michael 
Ellis (NSC), November 3, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy Biggs ...... 672 

Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HF AC), Chairman Adam Schiff 
(HPSCI), and Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to John Eisenberg 
(NSC), November 1, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy Biggs ............... 679 

Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HFAC), Chairman Adam Schiff 
(HPSCI), and Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to John Eisenberg 
(NSC), October 30, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy Biggs ................. 681 

Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HFAC), Chairman Adam Schiff 
(HPSCI), and Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to Michael Ellis, 
(NSC), October 30, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy Biggs ................. 683 



20267

VII 

Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HFAC), Chairman Adam Schiff 
(HPSCI), and Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to Mick Mulvaney 
(White House), November 5, 2019 Subpoena Submitted by the Honorable 

Page 

Andy Biggs .... .............................. .... ....... .... ........ .................. .... ........ ... .................. 685 
Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HF AC), Chairman Adam Schiff 

(HPSCI), and Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to Robert Blair (White 
House), October 24, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy Biggs ............... 690 

Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HFAC), Chairman Adam Schiff 
(HPSCI), and Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to Russell T. Vought 
(0MB), October 11, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy Biggs ................ 692 

Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HFAC), Chairman Adam Schiff 
(HPSCI), Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to Counsel of Robert Blair 
(White House), November 3, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy Biggs . 694 

Minority, Letter From Chairman Eliot Engel (HFAC), Chairman Adam Schiff 
(HPSCI), Chairwoman Carolyn Maloney (HCOR) to Wells Griffith (NSC), 
October 24, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy Biggs ............................. 701 

Minority, Letter from Matthew Morgan (Office of the Vice President) to 
Chairman Eliot L. Engel (HFAC), Chairman Adam B. Schiff (HPSCI), and 
Chairman Elijah E. Cummings (HCOR), October 15, 2019 Submitted by 
the Honorable Andy Biggs . ........ .... ....... ........... .... ........ ....... .... ....... .... .... .... .......... 703 

Minority, Letter from Reno: Assertion of Executive Privilege for Documents 
Concerning Conduct of Foreign Affairs with Respect to Haiti Submitted 
by the Honorable Doug Collins .... ........ ... ........ ....... .... ........ ... ........ .... ....... ........ ... 705 

Minority, Letter from Senator Robert Menendez, Senator Richard Durbin, 
Senator Patrick Leahy to Yuriy Lutsenko (Office of the Prosecutor General 
of Ukraine), May 4, 2018 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ............. 708 

Minority, Memorandum for Fred F. Fielding Counsel to the President Re: 
Congressional Testimony by Presidential Assistants Submitted by the Hon-
orable Doug Collins . ........... ........ .... ....... ........... ............ ....... ........... ............ .......... 710 

Minority, Memorandum to All Heads of Offices, Divisions, Bureaus and 
Boards of the Department of Justice Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins ................................................................................................................... 712 

Minority, Money Laundering Investigation Opened-Serious Fraud Office 
Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ........................................................ 719 

Minority, Press Release, "Congressman Nadler Resolution of Inquiry Into 
Conflicts of Interest, Ethics Violations, and Russia Ties Voted Down in 
Party-Line Vote," February 28, 2017 Submitted by the Honorable Doug 
Collins ................................................................................................................... 720 

Minority, Press Release:, House Foreign Affairs Committee, "Royce, Engel 
Press for Swift Action Following Disappearance of Jamal Khashoggi," Octo-
ber 12, 2018 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ................................... 723 

Minority, Ranking Member Schiff (HPSCI) Opening Statement During Hear-
ing on Russian Active Measures Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins . 726 

Minority, Report, "2014 Director Compensation Report" Submitted by the 
Honorable Doug Collins .. .... ....... .... ....... .... ........ ... .... .... ....... .... ........ ... ........ ....... ... 734 

Minority, Report, "People and Corruption: Citizens' Voices From Around the 
World" Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ............................................ 758 

Minority, Report, 14th Global Fraud Survey, "Corporate Misconduct-Indi-
vidual Consequences," Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .................. 771 

Minority, report, Anti-corruption reforms in Ukraine 4th round of monitoring 
of the Istanbul Anti-Conc1ption Action Plan, 2017 Submitted by the Honor-
able Doug Collins ................................................................................................. 819 

Minority, Report, Atlantic Council, Brookings, The Chicago Council on Global 
Affairs, "Preserving Ukraine's Independence, Resisting Russian Aggression: 
What the United States and NATO Must Do," February 2015 Submitted 
by the Honorable Doug Collins .... ........ ... ........ .... ....... ........ ... ............ ....... ........ ... 987 

Minority, Report, Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs Report on "State Secret: How An Avalanche of Media Leaks is Harm-
ing National Security" Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .................. 1004 

Minority, Report, CRS, "The President's Cabinet: Evolution, Alternatives, and 
Proposals for Change," September 12, 2000 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins . ... ........ .... ....... .... .... ... ........ .... ... .... .... .... ... .... .... .... ....... .... .... ... ........... 1028 

Minority, Report, Deloitte, "2014 Board Practices Report" Submitted by the 
Honorable Doug Collins ............. .... ....... .... .... .... ... ........ ....... .... ........ ... .... .... ....... ... 1062 

Minority, Report, USAID, "Conuption Assessment: Ukraine," Februa1y 10, 
2006 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ............................................... 1145 



20268

VIII 

Minority, Retweet by Donald Trump of a tweet by Mark Zaid, January 
30, 2017 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ........................................ . 

Minority, Subpoena from House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
to Brian McCormack, November 1, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable Andy 
Biggs ..................................................................................................................... . 

Minority, Subpoena from House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
to John Eisenberg (NSC), November 1, 2019 Submitted by the Honorable 
Andy Biggs ........................................................................................................... . 

Minority, Subpoena from House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
to Mick Mulvaney (White House), November 4, 2019 Submitted by the 

Mt!~~u;~b4~e~f;\v!\f~k~~~~··~-;;.·M~t~~i·L~g;i··A~~i~t~~{~~-·i~··c;i~i~·~i··M~t~· 
ters Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ................................................ . 

Minority, Trump Announcement of Candidacy-Democracy in Action Sub-
mitted by the Honorable Doug Collins .............................................................. . 

Minority, Tweet by Donald Trump on NATO, July 9, 2018 Submitted by 
the Honorable Doug Collins ............................................................................... . 

Minority, Tweet by Donald Trump, August 8, 2014 Submitted by the Honor-
able Doug Collins ................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Tweet by Donald Trump, December 13, 2013 Submitted by the 
Honorable Doug Collins ...................................................................................... . 

Minority, Tweet by Donald Trump, July 1, 2013 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ........................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Tweet by Donald Trump, July 13, 2015 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ........................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Tweet by Donald Trump, July 2, 2013 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ........................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Tweet by Donald Trump, July 23, 2013 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ........................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Tweet by Jerrold Nadler, September 21, 2016 Submitted by the 
Honorable Doug Collins ...................................................................................... . 

Minority, United States v. Nixon Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ... . 
Minority, World Bank, Ukraine Economic Update, October 5, 2015 Submitted 

by the Honorable Doug Collins .......................................................................... . 
Minority, Article, Deutsche Welle, "Who are Hunter Biden's Ukrainian 

Bosses?," May 16, 2014 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins ............... . 
Minority, Article, Fox News, "Dern Rep Brushes Off Pelosi Pushback, Says 

He'll Pursue Trump Impeachment," March 12, 2019 Submitted by the Hon-
orable Doug Collins ............................................................................................. . 

Minority, Article, New York Times, "Transcript: Donald Trump Expounds 
on His Foreign Policy Views," March 26, 2016 Submitted by the Honorable 
Doug Collins ........................................................................................................ . 

Minority, Article, New York Times, "Ukraine Court Rules Manafort Disclo
sure Caused 'Meddling' in U.S. Election," December 12, 2018 Submitted 
by the Honorable Doug Collins .......................................................................... . 

Minority, Article, NPR, "After Trump's NATO Criticism, Countries Spend 
More On Defense," May 18, 2018 Submitted by the Honorable Doug Collins 

Minority, Memorandum for the Honorable John D. Ehrlichrnan Assistant 
to the President for Domestic Affairs Re: Power of Congressional Committee 
to Compel Appearance or Testimony of "White House Staff." Submitted 
by the Honorable Doug Collins .......................................................................... . 

Page 

1228 

1229 

1230 

1231 

1235 

1264 

1269 

1270 

1271 

1272 

1273 

1274 

1275 

1276 
1277 

1345 

1347 

1350 

1354 

1382 

1384 

1387 



20269

1 

A ew tion For 
Amer· reatness 



20270

2 

BUDGET OF TIIElJ .. S. GOVERNMENT 

A New Foundation For 
American Greatness 

Fiscal Year 2018 

Office of Management and Budget 



20271

3 

THE BUDGET DOCUMENTS 

Budget of the United Staletl Government, Fiacal 
Year 2018 contains the Budget Message of the President, 
"!~formation on the President's priorities, and summary 
.;,\bles. 

Analytical Perspectives, Budget of the United 
States Government, Fiscal Year 2018 contains anal• 
yses that are designed to highlight specified subject ar
eas or provide other significant presentations of budget 
data that place the budget in perspective. This volume 
includes economic and accounting analyses; information 
on Federal receipts and collections; analyses of Federal 
spending; information on Federal borrowing and debt; 
baseline or current services estimates; and other tecltni
cal presentations. 

The Analytical Perspectives volume also has supple
mental materials that are available on the internet at 
www.budget.gov I budget I Analytical_Perspectives and on 
the Budget CD-ROM. These supplemental materials in• 
elude tables showing the budget by agency and account 
and by function, subfunction, and program. 

Append~ Budget of the United States 
Government, Fiscal Year 2018 contains detailed in• 
formation on the various appropriations and funds that 
constitute the budget and is designed primarily for the 
use of the Appropriations Committees. The Appendix 
contains more detailed financial information on individ
ual programs and appropriation accounts than any of the 
i!ilther budget documents. It includes for each agency: the 
J-oposed text of appropriations language; budget ached• 
ules for each account; legislative proposals; narrative ex
planations of each budget account; and proposed general 
provisions applicable to the appropriations of entire agen-

cies or group of agencies. Information is also provided on 
certain activities whose transactions are not part of the 
budget totals . 

ELECTRONIC SOURCES OF BUDGET 
INFORMATION 

The information contained in these documents is avail
able in electronic format from the following sources: 

lnternet. All budget documents, including documents 
that are released at a future date, spreadsheets of many 
of the budget tables, and a public use budget database 
are available for downloading in several formats from the 
internet at www.budget.gov I budget. Links to documents 
and materials from budgets of prior years are also pro
vided. 

Budget CD-ROM. The CD-ROM contains all of the 
printed budget documents in fully indexed PDF format 
along with the software required for viewing the docu• 
ments. 

The Internet and CD-ROM also include many of the 
budget tables in spreadsheet format, and supplemental 
materials that are part of the Analytical Perspectives vol• 
ume. It also includes Historical Thbles that provide data 
on budget receipts, outlays, surpluses or deficits, Federal 
debt, and Federal employment over an extended time pe• 
riod, generally from 1940 or earlier to 2018 or 2022. 

For more information on access to electronic versions 
of the budget documents (except CD-ROMs), call (202) 
512-1530 in the D.C. area or toll-free (888) 293-6498. 'lb 
purchase the Budget CD-ROM or printed documents call 
(202) 512-1800. 

GENERAL NOTES 

1. All years referenced for budget data are fiscal years unless otherwise noted. All years 
referenced for economic data are calendar years unless otherwise noted. 

2. At the time of this writing, only one of the annual appropriations bills for 2017 had been 
enacted (the Military Construction and Veterans Affairs Appropriations Act), as well as 
the Further Continuing and Security Assistance Appropriations Act, which provided 2017 
discretionary funding for certain Department of Defense accounts; therefore, the programs 
provided for in the remaining 2017 annual appropriations bills were operating under a 
continuing resolution (Public Law 114-223, division C, as amended). For these programs, 
references to 2017 spending in the text and tables reflect the levels provided by the 
continuing resolution. 

3. Detail in this document may not add to the totals due to rounding. 

U.S. GOVERNMENT PUBLISHING OFFICE, WASHINGTON 2017 
For we~ Supcrintendtm: of.Doc.uments. U.S. Govemmmt Publishing Off tee 

tn1emtt Fu: (20l}'ffl~ft~~;= ~~~be~=-~) 512-1800 

JSBN. 978~0· 16~093922-8 
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THE BUDGET MESSAGE OF THE PRESIDENT 

To THE CoN'GRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 

On February 28, I spoke to a joint session of the Congress about what we need to do to begin a 
new chapter of American Greatness. I asked the Nation to look forward nine years and imagine the 
wonders we could achieve by America's 250th anniversary of our Independence if we set free the 
dreams of our people by removing the barriers holding back our economic growth. 

This Budget's defining ambition is to unleash the dreams of the American people. This requires 
laying a new foundation for American Greatness. 

Through streamlined Government, we will drive an economic boom that raises incomes and 
expands job opportunities for all Americans. Faster economic growth, coupled with fiscal restraint, 
will enable us to fully fund our national priorities, balance our budget, and start to pay down our 
national debt. 

Our moral commitment to replacing our current economic stagnation with faster economic growth 
rests on the following eight pillars of reform: 

HeaUh Reform. We need to enable Americans to buy the healthcare they need at a price they 
can afford. To this end, we must repeal Obamacare and its burdensome regulations and mandates, 
and replace it with a framework that restores choice and competition. This will lower the cost of 
care so that more Americans can get the medical attention they need. Additionally, Medicaid, which 
inadequately serves enrollees and taxpayers, must be reformed to allow States to manage their own 
programs, with continued financial support from the Federal Government. 

Tax Reform and Simplification. We must reduce the tax burden on American workers and 
businesses, so that we can maximize incomes and economic growth: We must also simplify our 
tax system, so that individuals and businesses do not waste countless hours and resources simply 
paying their taxes. 

Immigration Reform. We must reform immigration policy so that it serves our national interest. 
We will adopt commonsense proposals that protect American workers, reduce burdens on taxpayers 
and public resources, and focus Federal funds on underserved and disadvantaged citizens. 

Reductions in Federal Spending. We must scrutinize every dollar the Federal Government 
spends. Just as families decide how to manage limited budgets, we must ensure the Federal 
Government spends precious taxpayer dollars only on our highest national priorities, and always in 
the most efficient, effective manner. 

Regulatory Rollback. We must eliminate every outdated, unnecessary, or ineffective Federal 
regulation, and move aggressively to build regulatory frameworks that stimulate--rather than 

1 
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stagnate-job creation. Even for those regulations we must leave in place, we must strike every 
provision that is counterproductive, ineffective, or outdated. 

American Energy Development. We must increase development of America's energy resources, 
strengthening our national security, lowering the price of electricity and transportation fuels, and 
driving down the cost of consumer goods so that every American individual and business has more 
money to save and invest. A consistent, long-term supply oflower-cost American energy brings with 
it a much larger economy, more jobs, and greater security for the American people. 

Welfare Reform. We must reform our welfare system so that it does not discourage able-bodied 
adults from working, which takes away scarce resources from those in real need. Work must be the 
center of our social policy. 

Education Reform. We need to return decisions regarding education back to the State and local 
levels, while advancing opportunities for parents and students to choose, from all available options, 
the school that best fits their needs to learn and succeed. 

*** 
To unleash the power of American work and creativity-and drive opportunity and faster economic 

growth-we must reprioritize Federal spending so that it advances the safety and security of the 
A,nerican people. 

This Budget, therefore, includes $639 billion for the Department of Defense-a $52 billion increase 
from the 2017 annualized continuing resolution level. This increase will be offset by targeted 
reductions elsewhere. This defense funding is vital to rebuilding, modernizing, and preparing our 
Armed Forces for the future so that our military remains the world's preeminent fighting force and 
we can continue to ensure peace through strength. This Budget also increases funding to take care of 
our great veterans, who have served their country with such honor and distinction. 

The Budget also meets the need to materially increase funding for border security, immigration 
enforcement, and law enforcement at the Departments of Homeland Security and Justice. These 
funding increases will provide additional resources for a southern border wall, expanded detention 
capacity, and initiatives to reduce violent crime, as well as more immigration judges, U.S. Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement officers, and Border Patrol agents. The Budget also invests significant 
resources in efforts to combat opioid abuse. 

In these dangerous times, our increased attention to public safety and national security sends a 
clear message to the world-a message of American strength and resolve. It follows through on my 
promise to focus on keeping Americans safe, keeping terrorists out of our Nation, and putting violent 
offenders behind bars. 

As this Budget returns us to economic prosperity, it will also allow us to fund additional priorities, 
including infrastructure, student loan reform, and initiatives to help working families such as paid 
parental leave. We will champion the hardworking taxpayers who have been ignored for too long. 
Once we end our economic stagnation and return to robust growth, so many of our aspirations will be 
within reach. 
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It is now up to the Congress to act. I pledge my full cooperation in ending the economic malaise 
that has, for too long, crippled the dreams of our people. The time for small thinking is over. Ai; we 
look forward to our 250th year, I am calling upon all Members of Congress to join me in striving to do 
big and bold and daring things for our Nation. We have it in our power to set free the dreams of our 
people. Let us begin. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
MAY23, 2017 

DONALD J. TRUMP 
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A NEW FOUNDATION FOR AMERICAN GREATNESS 

I. OVERVIEW 

This 2018 Budget lays the groundwork for 
an overdue renewal of the American spirit, and 
provides a detailed and specific roadmap to 
get us there. A New Foundation for American 
Greatness is not just the title of this Budget. 
It is a bold and specific set of policy and bud
getary initiatives that tackle many of the 
problems ignored or exacerbated by previous 
administrations. 

Our Nation must make substantial changes to 
the policies and spending priorities of the previ
ous administration if our citizens are to be safe 
and prosperous in the future. This Budget rep
resents an attainable vision of a Government that 
preserves the safety and fiscal security of this 
Nation while enabling the creativity and drive 
that has always supported the American Dream. 
This New Foundation for American Greatness 
presents an opportunity for our Nation's values 
and constitutional principles to send a message 
of American strength, leadership, and fiscal re
sponsibility to the rest of the world. 

This message comes from a place of profound 
respect for the American people and the hard
working taxpayers who built this Nation. It 
reflects President Donald J. Trump's deep com
mitment to restore this Nation's greatness, a 
rejection of the failed status quo, and an effort 
that strives to be worthy of the American people 
and the trust they have placed in the President. 

With a $20 trillion debt threatening genera
tions of American prosperity, our Federal budget 
must spend every dollar effectively, efficient
ly, and in ways that make a demonstrable 

5 

difference for our Nation. It also must do some
thing equally important: lay the foundation for 
a rebuilt national defense, strengthened borders, 
and the long-term soundness of our economy and 
well-being of the American family. 

The President and this Budget aim to achieve 
this by laying: 

• A new foundation that solidifies our com
mitment to the border's security. 

• A new foundation of policies to produce new 
American jobs. 

• A new foundation for immigration policy 
that serves the national interest and the 
American taxpayer. 

• A new foundation of federalism that trusts 
States to help manage America's health 
care. 

• A new foundation that creates a pathway to 
welfare reform that is focused on promoting 
work and lifting people out of poverty. 

• A new foundation that places America first 
by returning more American dollars home 
and ensuring foreign aid supports American 
interests and values. 

• A new foundation that spurs innovation and 
enables the American worker and family to 
thrive. 

• A new foundation of restraint that limits 
Government regulation and intrusion. 

• A new foundation of discipline that puts our 
budget on a path to balance. 
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• And, a new foundation of focus on the for- Foundation for American Greatness will put our 
gotten American worker who now has an Nation's budget back into balance and begin to 
advocate in the Oval Office. reduce the national debt. 

The time is now to address the fundamental 
challenges facing our Nation. It is more than just 
words on pages; it is a call to action to save this 
great Nation. We have borrowed from our chil• 
dren and their future for too long, the devastating 
consequences of which cannot be overstated. We 
are fast approaching having publicly held debt at 
or exceeding 100 percent of our Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP), a point at which hopes for a more 
prosperous future are irrevocably lost. 

This Budget makes it clear that we will reverse 
the damaging trends from previous administra• 
tions and restore the American Dream. The New 

A New Foundation for American Greatness 
requires a new approach to how we tax, regulate, 
and support our American worker and job cre
ators. A new approach to how we provide for the 
common defense and promote the general wel
fare. A new approach to how we care for the sick 
and educate our young. A new approach to how 
we spend every tax dollar. 

The President believes it will take courage and 
bold leadership to restore our Nation's greatness. 
This Budget is a large and bold reversal from the 
spiral of decline we were on toward a more bright 
and prosperous future. 

II. WHAT WENT WRONG: INHERITING $20 TRILLION 
IN DEBT AND A BROKEN, STAGNANT ECONOMY 

The new Administration inherited an econom• 
ic situation in which the United States is $20 
trillion in debt and yet at the same time dramat
ically underserving the needs of its citizens due 
to a broken, stagnant economy. 

The previous administration's economic poli
cies resulted in a near doubling of the national 
debt from $10.6 trillion in 2009 to nearly $20 
trillion in 2016. The amount of this debt that 
is publicly held-that is, the portion that re
quires financing on the capital markets-is $14 
trillion. Relative to the economy, publicly held 
debt at the end oflast fiscal year was 77 percent 
of GDP, nearly double the level of 39 percent 
of GDP eight years earlier. This run-up in debt 
over the last eight years brought it to a level 
that we have not seen since shortly after World 
War II. 

While our national debt has soared, our eco
nomic growth has been historically abysmal. 

Stagnant economic growth has severely 
weakened our Nation's capacity to pay off the 
debt in the future, especially as measured 

against historic norms. Overall growth of the 
economy was subpar even before the last re
cession and recovery from that recession bas 
been weak. 

From World War II to 2007, the average fourth 
quarter-over-fourth quarter growth rate was 3.5 
percent. Over the last nine years, average growth 
bas been 1.3 percent. 

Productivity growth is also down from histor
ical averages. Productivity growth (defined as 
growth in real output per labor hour) has aver
aged 0.5 percent per year over 2011-2016. Over 
the years 1948 to 2007, average annual produc• 
tivity growth was 2.3 percent. This stagnation 
has left hardworking taxpayers and American 
families feeling like the American Dream is out 
of their reach. 

SOURCES OF EcONOMIC STAGNATION 

Trade Deals That Have Exported Ameri• 
can Jobs. All across America, there are cities 
and towns devastated by unfair trade policies. 
Horrible trade deals from prior administrations 
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have stripped wealth and jobs from our Nation. 
Persistent trade deficits go hand in hand with 
a stagnant recovery and our trade deficits have 
increased: net exports were about -1 percent of 
GDP in the early 1990s; they were -3.4 percent 
of GDP in 2016. 

Burdensome Federal Regulation. Until 
the new Administration took office this year, the 
regulatory state had continued to grow and hn
pede growth in the economy. For example, over 
the 10 years ending in 2016, non-independent 
agencies added between $78-$115 billion in es• 
timated annual costs through the finalization 
of new regulations. This included several envi
ronmental regulations, such as the Light Duty 
Fuel Economy regulations and the Power Plant 
Mercury regulations that each had estimated 
compliance costs approaching or exceeding $10 
billion per year. The true impact of regulations 
during this time was undoubtedly higher, as 
regulations issued by the so-called "independent 
agencies" are not included in this total. These 
"independent agencies" issue the majority of 
burdensome financial regulations, including the 
vast majority of the cost of compliance with the 
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer 
Protection Act (the Dodd-Frank Act). 

Everyone believes in and supports safe food 
supplies and clean air and water. But the agen
cies of the Federal Government have gone way 
beyond what was originally intended by the 
Congress. The hallmark feature of these regula
tions has been a mind-numbing complexity that 
minimizes the understanding of what constitutes 
compliance, and maximizes the opportunity for 
arbitrary and ad hoc bureaucratic decision-mak
ing, often through vehicles that may not be a 
legitimate substitute for notice-and-comment 
rulemaking, such as guidance and interpretive 
documents. 

Burdensome Permitting Process. As ma
jor infrastructure projects are proposed, Federal 
agencies are responsible for reviewing potential 
impacts on safety, security, communities, and the 
environment. Over time, the legal requirements 
and processes for the permitting and review of 
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major infrastructure projects have developed in 
a siloed and ad-hoe way, creating complex pro
cesses that in some cases take multiple years 
to complete. Projects that are particularly large 
and complex, or that have significant environ
mental impacts, are often in the permitting 
and review process for several years. Up to 18 
Federal agencies and 35 bureaus are responsi
ble for individual, independent permitting and 
review decisions. Delays and uncertainty in proj
ect review timelines can affect critical financing 
and siting decisions; postpone needed upgrades, 
replacements, or new development; and ulti• 
mately, delay job creation and negatively affect 
American competitiveness. While there have 
been a number of efforts to improve these pro
cesses over time, they have had little quantifiable 
impact. Under the auspices of the infrastructure 
initiative, through administrative, regulatory, 
and legislative changes, the Administration will 
work to streamline and rationalize the permit
ting process while maintaining opportunities 
for meaningful public input and protecting the 
environment. 

Highest Business Taxes in the World. The 
corporate tax rate in the United States is the 
highest in the Organization for Economic Co
operation and Development (OECD) and one of 
the highest in the world. While the Federal cor
porate income tax in the United States is 35.0 
percent, after including State taxes, the rate is 
38.9 percent. This compares to an average top 
marginal tax rate of 22.5 percent worldwide 
and 24. 7 percent in the OECD. As long as our 
corporate tax rate is well above other nations, 
businesses will have the incentive to locate over
seas, and America will continue to lose out on 
both jobs and tax revenue. 

Low Business Investment. Due to high 
taxes, high regulations, and poor economic poli
cies, real private nonresidential fixed investment 
has grown by only 1.3 percent each year (on a 
fourth quarter-over-fourth quarter basis} since 
2007, compared to 4.9 percent annually before 
the recession. The capital stock is an important 
determinant of labor productivity, and weak 
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growth in labor productivity in recent years rein
forces the need for more investment. 

THE HUMAN COST OF ECONOMIC STAGNATION: 
Too MANY AMERICANS LEFT BEHIND 

Due to the slow recovery and over-burdened 
job creators, American workers and their fam
ilies have not seen significant gains in their 
wages in recent years. In 2016, real hourly wages 
for production workers grew by only 0.5 percent 
(on a December-over-December basis). From the 
end of 2007 to the end of 2016, real GDP grew 
by 12.1 percent, but real wages grew by only 7.7 
percent. In 2015, 13.5 percent of Americans lived 
in poverty, higher than in 2007. The poverty rate 
among children was even higher, 19.7 percent in 
2015, compared to 18 percent in 2007. 

Further compounding the twin challenges of 
growing debt and economic stagnation are social 
and economic policies that have failed millions of 
able-bodied adults. Millions of Americans are too 
discouraged to remain in the labor force or are 
being forced to work part-time. 

In December 2007, before the start of the Great 
Recession, the labor force participation (LFP) 
rate was 66.0 percent. At the end of 2016, over 
seven years after the end of the recession, the 
participation rate was 62.7 percent. This is not 
solely a reflection of an aging population. Even 
amongst "prime-age" workers (those aged 25 to 
54 years), participation in the labor force has 
declined, from 83.1 percent at the end of 2007, to 
81.5 percent at the end of 2016. For those aged 25 
to 34 years, too, participation has fallen according 

to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (from 83.1 
percent in December 2007, to 81.9 percent in 
December 2016). The employment-to-population 
ratio has fallen one percentage point for this 
young demographic between the end of2007 and 
the end of 2016. 

THE DANGEROUS COMBINATION OF HISTORIC 
DEBT AND ECONOMIC STAGNATION 

Recent Federal budgets tell the story of a 
persistent and unresolved national crisis. 
During the Great Recession, the Federal bud
get deficit rose to unprecedented heights as 
revenue fell and spending rose sharply. From 
2009 to 2012, the budget ran trillion-dollar 
deficits ranging in size from 6.8 percent to 9.8 
percent of GDP, a standard measure of the size 
of deficits relative to the economy. Relative 
to GDP, these deficits were the largest seen 
since the Nation was on an all-out war footing 
during World War II. 

From 2013 to 2016, deficits diminished from 
the trillion-dollar peaks, but still remained be
tween $400 and $700 billion. These deficits were 
still above historical levels prior to the recession, 
despite coming years after the recession ended. 
Unless we change our fiscal course, our budget 
deficits will begin rising again after next year 
and will soon reach trillion-dollar levels once 
again. That would mean the publicly held debt 
will continue to mushroom and soon place the 
Nation in uncharted fiscal territory, unable to 
weather unexpected events such as recession or 
war, and vulnerable to fiscal and economic crises. 

III. HOW TO MAKE THINGS RIGHT: NEW POLICIES FOR 
JOBS AND GROWTH AND NEW SPENDING PRIORITIES 

To promote safety and prosperity for all stimulate American exports and jobs. We need 
Americans, we need to reprioritize Federal family friendly policies that acknowledge the 
spending as we change the policies that have reality of dual income households. In addition, 
stifled economic growth. We need to incentivize we need to bring Federal deficits and debt un
business investment and reform the tax and der control so that the Federal Government no 
regulatory systems that have been headwinds longer absorbs available capital that could go 
for growth. We need trade practices that will to more productive uses. 
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NEW POLICIES FOR JOBS AND GROWTH 

The President's Budget proposes the follow
ing bold steps to spark faster economic growth, 
balance the budget within 10 years, and finance 
important new priorities. 

Control Federal Spending. The first step 
is to bring Federal spending under control and 
return the Federal budget to balance within 10 
years. Deficit spending has become an ingrained 
part of the culture in the Nation's capital. It 
must end to avoid passing unsustainable levels 
of debt on to our children and grandchildren and 
causing serious economic damage. When debt 
levels keep increasing, more and more of the 
Nation's resources are required to service that 
debt and are diverted away from Government 
services that citizens depend on. To help correct 
this and reach our budget goal in 10 years, the 
Budget includes $3.6 trillion in spending re
ductions over 10 years, the most ever proposed 
by any President in a Budget. By including the 
anticipated economic gains that will result from 
the President's fiscal, economic, and regulatory 
policies, the deficit will be reduced by $5.6 tril
lion compared to the current fiscal path. 

As a result, by the end of the 10-year budget 
window, when the budget reaches balance, pub
licly held debt will be reduced to 60 percent of 
GDP, the lowest level since 2010, when the eco
nomic policies of the last administration took 
effect. Under this plan, the debt will continue 
to fall both in nominal dollars and as a share 
of GDP beyond that point, putting us on a path 
to repay the debt in full within a few decades. 
Bringing the budget into surplus and reducing 
the level of debt sets up a virtuous cycle in which 
fewer tax dollars are needed to service the debt. 
This increases budget flexibility, in which the 
Government can pursue other needed priori
ties. Reduced Federal borrowing on the capital 
markets also frees up capital to flow to produc
tivity-enhancing investments, leading to higher 
economic growth. 

The following are a few of the ways we will 
bring spending under control: 
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Repeal and Replace Obamaeare. The 
Budget includes $250 billion in deficit sav
ings associated with health care reform as 
part of the President's commitment to rescue 
Americans from the failures of Obamacare, 
and to expand choice, increase access, and 
lower premiums. The President supports a 
repeal and replace approach that improves 
Medicaid's sustainability and targets re
sources to those most in need, eliminates 
Obamacare's onerous taxes and mandates, 
provides funding fo'r States to stabilize mar
kets and ensure a smooth transition away 
from Obamacare, and helps Americans pur
chase the coverage they want through the use 
of tax credits and expanded Health Savings 
Accounts. Repealing Obamacare and its 
regulations on businesses will also increase 
employment, thereby increasing GOP and 
creating much needed economic growth. The 
Administration applauds the House's pas
sage of the American Health Care Act and is 
committed to working with the Congress to 
repeal and replace Obamacare. 

The Administration is committed to pro
viding needed flexibility to issuers to help 
attract healthy consumers to enroll in health 
insurance coverage, improve the risk pool and 
bring stability and certainty to the individual 
and small group markets, while increasing 
the options for patients and providers. The 
Administration also supports State flexi• 
bility and control to create a free and open 
health care market and will continue to em
power States to make decisions that work 
best for their markets. In light of these goals, 
the Budget promotes efficient operations and 
only funds critical activities for the Health 
Insurance Exchanges. The Administration 
will continue to work with the Congress to 
provide for a stable transition from the bur
densome requirements of Obamacare and 
transition to a health care system focused on 
these core values. 

Reform Medicaid. To realign financial 
incentives and provide stability to both 
Federal and State budgets, the Budget 
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proposes to reform Medicaid by givmg 
States the choice between a per capita cap 
and a block grant and empowering States 
to innovate and prioritize Medicaid dollars 
to the most vulnerable populations. States 
will have more flexibility to control costs and 
design individual, State-based solutions to 
provide better care to Medicaid beneficiaries. 
These reforms are projected to save $610 bil• 
lion over 10 years. 

Support the Highest Priority Bwmedi· 
cal Research and Development. The 
Budget institutes policies to ensure that 
Federal resources maximally support the 
highest priority biomedical science by reduc
ing reimbursement of indirect costs (and thus 
focusing a higher percentage of spending 
on direct research costs) and implementing 
changes to the National Institutes of Health's 
(NIH) structure to improve efficiencies in the 
research enterprise. In 2018, the Department 
of Health and Human Services (HHS) and 
NIH will develop policies to reduce the 
burden of regulation on recipients of NIH 
funding consistent with the Administration's 
initiatives on regulatory reform and the 
goals articulated for the new Research Policy 
Board established in the 21st Century Cures 
Act. 

Provide a Path Toward Welfare 
Reform. The Budget provides a path 
toward welfare reform, particularly to en~ 
courage those individuals dependent on the 
Government to return to the workforce. In 
doing so, this Budget includes Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) re• 
forms that tighten eligibility and encourage 
work, and proposals that strengthen child 
support and limit the Earned Income Tax 
Credit (EITC) and the Child Tax Credit 
(CTC) to those who are authorized to work in 
the United States. 

As a primary component of the social safe
ty net, SNAP-formerly Food Stamps-has 
grown significantly in the past decade. As ex
pected, SNAP participation grew to historic 

levels during the recession. However, despite 
improvements in unemployment since the 
recession ended, SNAP participation remains 
persistently high. 

The Budget proposes a series of reforms to 
SNAP that close eligibility loopholes, target 
benefits to the neediest households, and re
quire able-bodied adults to work. Combined, 
these reforms will reduce SNAP expendi• 
tures while maintaining the basic assistance 
low-income families need to weather hard 
times. The Budget also proposes SNAP re
forms that will re-balance the State-Federal 
partnership in providing benefits by estab
lishing a State match for benefit costs. The 
Budget assumes a gradual phase-in of the 
match, beginning with a national average 
of 10 percent in 2020 and increasing to an 
average of25 percent by 2023.To help States 
manage their costs, in addition to the cur• 
rently available operational choices States 
make that can impact participation rates and 
benefit calculations, new flexibilities to allow 
States to establish locally appropriate benefit 
levels will be considered. 

The Budget also includes a number of 
proposals that strengthen the Child Support 
Enforcement Program, providing State 
agencies additional tools to create stronger, 
more efficient child support programs that 
facilitate family self-sufficiency and promote 
responsible parenthood. Specifically, a suite 
of Establishment and Enforcement proposals 
serves to increase child support collections 
that in tum result in savings to Federal 
benefits programs, and a Child Support 
Technology Fund will allow States to re
place aging information technology systems 
to increase security, efficiency, and program 
integrity. 

The Budget also proposes to require a 
Social Security Number (SSN) that is val• 
id for work in order to claim the CTC and 
EITC. Under current Jaw, individuals who 
do not have SSNs valid for work can claim 
the CTC, including the refundable portion of 
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the credit. This proposal would ensure only 
people who are authorized to work in the 
United States are eligible for the CTC. In 
addition, this proposal fixes gaps in current 
administrative practice for EITC filers that 
allowed some people with SSNs that are not 
valid for work to still claim the EITC. 

Reform Disability Programs. The 
Budget proposes to reform disability in• 
surance programs to promote greater LFP. 
Currently, people with disabilities have low 
rates of LFP-20 percent-which is less 
than a third of the LFP rate of the overall 
working age population. Disability benefits 
are essential for workers with long-term and 
permanent disabilities who are unable to 
work. Program integrity efforts are crucial 
to ensure only participants who remain eligi• 
hie continue receiving benefits. The greatest 
waste is when the Government is not doing 
enough to enable individuals to remain in the 
labor force-incentives and pathways to re
cover from a temporary disability and return 
to work. These disability insurance programs 
should be helping people to stay in the work• 
force and be self-sufficient. 

At the same time, Government must en• 
sure only those who are truly eligible receive 
benefits. Reform proposals in the Budget 
include efforts to improve program integrity, 
close loopholes that make the program more 
susceptible to fraud, and address inequi
ties in the system. For instance, the Budget 
proposes to hold fraud facilitators liable for 
overpayments and, instead of the automat• 
ic current lifetime appointment for Federal 
staff reviewing applications, the Budget 
proposes a probationary period for all new 
Administrative Law Judges hired. 

To test creative and effective ways to 
promote greater LFP of people with dis• 
abilities so individuals can be independent 
and self-sufficient, the Budget proposes to -
expand demonstration authority to allow 
the Administration to test new program 
rules and processes and require mandatory 
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participation by program applicants and 
beneficiaries. An expert panel will identify 
specific changes to program rules that would 
increase LFP and reduce program participa
tion, informed by successful demonstration 
results and other evidence. Past efforts have 
provided enhanced incentives to pursue work 
for disability insurance beneficiaries who 
already spent years out of the labor force. 
The Budget, in contrast, focuses on early 
intervention return-to-work initiatives that 
would help the individual worker maintain 
attachment to the labor force while also re
ducing the individuals' need to apply to the 
disability insurance programs. 

Currently, there is a common expectation 
that receipt of disability benefits results in 
a permanent exit from the labor force. The 
Budget challenges this assumption by eval• 
uating alternative program designs that will 
result in helping individuals with temporary 
work-disabilities return to work. The Budget 
includes targets for reduced program costs in 
the second five years of the budget window, 
savings that would result from increased 
LFP by people with disabilities. 

Reform Federal Employees Retirement 
Benefits. The employee retirement 
landscape continues to evolve as private 
companies are providing less compensation 
in the form of retirement benefits. The shift 
away from defined benefit programs and 
cost-of-living adjustments for annuitants is 
part of that evolution. By comparison, the 
Federal Government continues to offer a very 
generous package of retirement benefits. 
Consistent with the goal of reining in Federal 
Government spending in many areas, as well 
as to bring Federal retirement benefits more 
in line with the private sector, adjustments 
to reduce the long-term costs associated with 
these benefits are included in this Budget. 
These proposals include increasing employ
ee payments to the defined benefit Federal 
Employee Retirement System pension such 
that the employee will generally be paying 
the same amount as the employing agency, 
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and reducing or eliminating cost-of-living 
adjustments for existing and future retir
ees. Viewed in the context of the broader 
labor environment, the Administration be
lieves the implementation and phasing in 
of these changes will not impact the Federal 
Government's recruiting and retention 
efforts. 

Reduce Improper Payments Govern
ment-Wide. For the past few years, improper 
payments have been rising, and the Budget 
helps fulfill the President's promise to 
crack down on these improper Government 
payments. Even though the majority of 
Government payments are made properly, 
any waste of taxpayer money is unacceptable. 
The Budget prioritizes shrinking the amount 
of improper cash out the door. Specifically, 
by 2027 the Budget proposes to curtail 
Government-wide improper payments by 
half through actions to improve payment ac• 
curacy and tighten administrative controls. 

Reduce the Federal Government to 
Redefine its Proper Role and Promote 
Efficiency. The Budget Blueprint for 2018 
provided a plan for reprioritizing Federal dis
cretionary spending so that it advances the 
safety and security of the American people. 
It included a $54 billion increase in defense 
spending in 2018, which was fully offset by 
$54 billion in reductions to non-defense pro
grams. The Budget provides more detail on 
these spending reductions and provides addi
tional savings and reforms that are necessary 
to balance the budget by 2027. 

Details on these spending reductions are 
included in a separate Major Savings and 
Reforms volume. This volume provides a spe
cific, aggressive set of program elimination, 
reduction, and saving proposals that redefine 
the proper role of the Federal Government, 
and curtail programs that fall short on re
sults or provide little return to the American 
people. 

For instance, within HHS, in order to return 
the provision of social services back to State 
and local governments as well as the pri
vate sector, the Budget eliminates the Social 
Services Block Grant (SSBG), a broad-based 
block grant that lacks strong performance 
and accountability standards. Relatedly, the 
Budget reduces the portion of the Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block 
grant (10 percent) that States may transfer 
from TANF to SSBG. Finally, the Budget 
eliminates the TANF Contingency Fund, as 
it fails to provide well-targeted counter-cycli• 
cal funding to States. 

Redirect Foreign Aid Spending. The 
Budget supports the core activities of the 
Department of State, the U.S. Agency for 
International Development (USAID), and 
other international programs, and refocuses 
their work on the highest priorities and stra
tegic objectives. These include: investing in 
critical embassy security and maintenance 
needs in order to safeguard Federal em• 
ployees overseas; meeting our commitment 
to Israel; supporting U.S. national secu• 
rity in efforts to defeat the Islamic State 
of Iraq and Syria; preventing the spread 
or use of weapons of mass destruction by 
state or non-state actors; maintaining U.S. 
leadership in shaping global humanitari• 
an assistance while also asking the rest of 
the world to increase their share; fostering 
opportunities for U.S. economic interests 
by combatting corruption and ensuring a 
level playing field for American business• 
es; advancing global health security and 
pandemic preparedness; and ensuring ef• 
fectiveness and accountability to the U.S. 
taxpayer. The Budget will also continue 
to support ongoing commitments to glob
al health programs, including completing 
our commitment to Gavi, the Vaccine 
Alliance, maintaining funding for malaria 
programs, and continuing treatment for all 
current HIV/AIDS patients under the U.S. 
President's Emergency Plan for Aids Relief: 
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The Budget proposes to reduce or end 
direct funding for international programs 
and organizations whose missions do not 
substantially advance U.S. foreign policy in• 
terests. The Budget also renews attention on 
the appropriate U.S. share of international 
spending at the United Nations, at the World 
Bank, and for many other global issues 
where the United States currently pays more 
than its fair share. In addition, this Budget 
request focuses on making the Department 
of State and USAID leaner, more efficient, 
and more effective, and streamlines interna• 
tional affairs agencies more broadly through 
the elimination of Federal funding to several 
smaller agencies. The Budget will allow the 
Department of State and USAID to support 
their core missions, while ensuring the best 
use of American taxpayer dollars in ways 
that advance national security as we work to 
build a more prosperous and peaceful world. 

Reduce Non-Defense Discretionary 
Spending Each Year with a 2-Penny 
Plan. The Budget Blueprint outlined a 
plan to reduce non-defense discretionary 
spending by $54 billion in 2018. As part of 
the plan to achieve a balanced budget by 
2027, the Budget builds on this approach 
with a 2-penny plan that would reduce 
non-defense budget authority by two per
cent each year, to reach approximately $385 
billion in 2027, or just over 1.2 percent of 
GDP. For comparison, at the 2017 cap level, 
non-defense base budget authority is $519 
billion and 2. 7 percent of GDP. This reduc
tion may seem steep, but the strict and 
disciplined discretionary policies already 
proposed in the Budget Blueprint will serve 
as a down payment on the out-year reforms 
the Administration will unveil, as it seeks 
to downsize the mission of the non-defense 
discretionary budget in the coming years. 

Simplify the Tax Code and Provide Tax 
Relief. A comprehensive overhaul to our tax 
code will boost economic growth and investment. 
A simpler, fairer, and more efficient tax system 
is critical to growing the economy and creating 

13 

jobs. Our outdated, overly complex, and burden
some tax system must be reformed to unleash 
America's economy, and create millions of new, 
better-paying jobs that enable American workers 
to meet their families' needs. 

The Budget assumes deficit neutral tax re
form, which the Administration will work closely 
with the Congress to enact. 

The Administration has articulated several 
core principles that will guide its discussions 
with taxpayers, businesses, Members of 
Congress, and other stakeholders. Overall, the 
Administration believes that tax reform, both 
for individuals and businesses, should grow the 
economy and make America a more attractive 
business environment. 

Tax relief for American families, especially 
middle-income families, should: 

• Lower individual income tax rates. 

• Expand the standard deduction and help 
families struggling with child and depen• 
dent care expenses. 

• Protect homeownership, charitable giving 
and retirement saving. 

• End the burdensome alternative minimum 
tax, which requires many taxpayers to cal
culate their taxes twice. 

• Repeal the 3.8 percent Obamacare sur
charge on capital gains and dividends, 
which further hinders capital formation. 

• And, abolish the death tax, which penaliz
es farmers and small business owners who 
want to pass their family enterprises on to 
their children. 

The Administration believes that business tax 
reform should: 

• Reduce the tax rate on American businesses 
in order to fuel job creation and economic 
growth. 

• Eliminate most special interest tax breaks 
to make the tax code more equitable, more 
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efficient, and to help pay for lower business 
tax rates. 

• And, end the penalty on American business• 
es by transitioning to a territorial system of 
taxation, enabling these businesses to repa• 
triate their newly earned overseas profits 
without incurring additional taxes. This 
transition would include a one-time repatri
ation tax on already accumulated overseas 
income. 

Going forward, the President is committed to 
continue working with the Congress and other 
stakeholders to carefully and deliberatively 
build on these principles to create a tax system 
that is fair, simple, and efficient-one that puts 
Americans back to work and puts America first. 

Provide a Comprehensive Plan to Reform 
the Federal Government and Reduce the 
Federal Civilian Workforce. During the first 
100 days of this Administration, the Office of 
Management and Budget issued guidance that 
takes steps to implement the President's charge 
to reorganize agencies and reduce the Federal 
workforce to begin the work of creating a leaner, 
more accountable, less intrusive, and more ef
fective Government. Each executive department 
and agency will be examined and the American 
public will have an opportunity to provide input. 
The result will be a comprehensive Government 
reform plan that eliminates unnecessary, over
lapping, outdated and ineffective programs. 
Some agencies may find the greatest efficiencies 
come from insourcing or reducing management 
layers while others will want to review pro
grams, shared service and outsourcing options, 
or restructuring. This may mean reorganizing, 
consolidating, and eliminating programs, func
tions, and organizations where necessary. 

Rather than setting arbitrary targets, the 
Administration tasked each agency to deter
mine workforce levels that align with effectively 
and efficiently delivering its mission, including 
planning for funding levels in the President's 
Budget. In addition to broad agency reform, the 
Administration is committed to removing the 

red tape that often traps Federal employees in 
an overly bureaucratic environment. It is often 
heard that managers are unable to function at 
an optimal level, given unnecessary layers of 
disjointed guidance, policy, and regulation. To 
alleviate this barrier to managing an efficient 
and effective workforce, a standard requirement 
included in the Agency Reform plan response is a 
plan for how agencies will reward top performers, 
while holding those with conduct or performance 
issues accountable. 

Roll Back Burdensome Regulations. The 
American people deserve a regulatory system 
that works for them, not against them-a sys
tem that is both effective and efficient. Each 
year, however, Federal agencies issue thousands 
of new regulations that, taken together, impose 
substantial burdens on American consumers 
and businesses big and small. These burdens 
function much like taxes that unnecessarily 
inhibit growth and employment. The President 
is committed to fixing these problems by elimi· 
nating unnecessary and wasteful regulations. To 
that end, the President has already taken four 
significant steps: 

Launch a Regulatory Freeze. On 
January 20, 2017, the President's Chief of 
Staff issued a memorandum to all agencies, 
directing them to pull back any regulations 
that had been sent to, but not yet published 
by, the Office of the Federal Register; to not 
publish any new regulations unless approved 
by one of the President's political appointees; 
and to delay the effective date of any pend• 
ing regulations for 60 days to provide the 
new Administration time to review and re• 
consider those regulations. Federal agencies 
responded by pulling back over 60 so-called 
"midnight" regulations from being issued and 
continue to take a very close look at those 
published, but not yet in effect. 

Control Costs and Eliminate Unneceuary 
B,egula;tions. On January 30, 2017, the 
President signed Executive Order (EO) 
13771, "Reducing Regulation and Controlling 
Regulatory Costs." This EO emphasizes a 
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critical principle for the regulatory state. 
It requires Federal agencies to identify for 
elimination at least two existing regulations 
for each new regulation they issue. It gener
ally also requires agencies to ensure that for 
2017, the total incremental cost of all new 
regulations be no greater than $0. For 2018 
and beyond, the EO establishes and institu• 
tionalizes a disciplined process for imposing 
regulatory cost caps and allowances for each 
Federal agency. 

Establish Executive Order (EO) 13777, 
"Enforcing the Regulatory Reform 
Agenda." This EO establishes within each 
agency a Regulatory Reform Officer and a 
Regulatory Reform Task Force to carry out 
the President's regulatory reform priorities. 
These new teams will work hard to identify 
regulations that eliminate jobs or inhibit job 
creation; are outdated, unnecessary, or inef
fective; or impose costs that exceed benefits. 
These efforts build upon a widely recognized 
and bipartisan consensus that many existing 
regulations are likely to be ineffective and no 
longer necessary. The difference, however, is 
accountability, and these teams and this ef
fort will be a critical means by which Federal 
agencies will identify and cut regulations in 
a smart and efficient manner. 

Reform Financial Regulation and 
Prevent Taxpayer-Funded Bailouts. 
The Budget fosters economic growth and 
vibrant financial markets by rolling back 
the regulatory excesses mandated by the 
Dodd-Frank Act. On February 3, 2017, 
the Administration issued an EO on Core 
Principles for Regulating the United States 
Financial System (Core Principles EO), 
which includes preventing taxpayer-funded 
bailouts and restoring accountability within 
Federal financial regulatory agencies. 

As directed in the Core Principles EO, the 
Secretary of the Treasury, with the heads of 
the member agencies of the Financial Stability 
Oversight Council, is conducting a thorough 
review of the extent to which existing laws, 
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regulations, and other Government policies 
promote (or inhibit) these Core Principles. 
The Budget includes $35 billion in savings 
to be realized through reforms that prevent 
bailouts and reverse burdensome regulations 
that hinder financial innovation and reduce 
access to credit for hardworking American 
families. 

Further, the Budget proposes legisla
tion to restructure the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau (CFPB). CFPB's interpre
tation of the Dodd-Frank Act has resulted 
in an unaccountable bureaucracy controlled 
by an independent director with unchecked 
regulatory authority and punitive power, 
Restructuring is required to ensure appro• 
priate congressional oversight and to refocus 
CFPB's efforts on enforcing the law rather 
than impeding free commerce. The Budget 
proposes to limit CFPB's funding in 2018 to 
allow for an efficient transition period and 
bring a newly streamlined agency into the 
regular appropriations process beginning in 
2019. 

The Budget also proposes to restore the 
Securities and Exchange Commission's ac• 
countability to the American taxpayer by 
eliminating the "Reserve Fund" created by 
the Dodd-Frank Act. 

Reform Immigration Policy. America's 
immigration policy must serve our national 
interest. The Budget supports commonsense 
immigration standards that protect American 
workers, reduce burdens on taxpayers and public 
resources, and focus Federal funds on under
served and disadvantaged citizens. When fully 
implemented, these changes have the potential 
to save American taxpayers trillions of dollars 
over future decades. 

Census data show that current U.S. immigra
tion policy results in a large numbers ofresidents 
and citizens who struggle to become financially 
independent and instead rely on Government 
benefits financed by taxpayers. In 2012, the cen• 
sus reported that 51 percent of all households 
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headed by immigrants received payments from 
at least one welfare or low-income assistance 
program. In addition, participation in welfare 
programs among immigrant-headed households 
varies by education level. In 2012, 76 percent of 
households headed by an immigrant without a 
high school education used at least one major 
welfare program compared to 26 percent for 
households headed by an immigrant with at least 
a bachelor's degree. Focusing immigration policy 
on merit-based admissions has the potential to 
reduce Federal outlays for welfare payments to 
lower-skilled immigrant-headed households. 

Estimates from a recent report by the National 
Academy of Sciences (NAS) on the Economic and 
Fiscal Consequences of Immigration indicate 
that each individual immigrant who lacks a high 
school education may create as much as $247,000 
more in costs at all levels of government than 
they pay in truces over the next 75 years. Based 
on data from the Census Bureau's Current 
Population Survey, 8.2 million adults with a high 
school education or less settled in the United 
States from abroad between 2000 and 2015. 

The NAS study also found that, in 2013, 
first-generation immigrants (across all skill lev
els) and their dependents living in the United 
States may have cost government at all levels as 
much as $279 billion more than they paid in taxes 
for all levels of government, when the costs of na• 
tional defense and other public goods are included 
on an average cost basis. The Federal costs alone 
were estimated to be as much as $147 billion if all 
public goods and benefits are included. 

Some of this cost is driven by our Nation's 
current refugee policy. Under the refugee pro
gram, the Federal Government brings tens of 
thousands of entrants into the United States, on 
top of existing legal immigration flows, who are 
instantly eligible for time-limited cash benefits 
and numerous non-cash Federal benefits, includ
ing food assistance through SNAP, medical care, 
and education, as well as a host of State and lo
cal benefits. 

A large proportion of entrants arriving as 
refugees have minimal levels of education, pre
senting particular fiscal costs. The HHS Annual 
Survey of Refugees showed that, in 2015, those 
who had arrived in the previous five years had 
less than 10 years of education on average. The 
survey also showed that of refugees who arrived 
in the prior five years nearly 50 percent were 
on Medicaid in 2015, 45 percent received cash 
assistance, and 75 percent received benefits 
from SNAP. These federally supported benefit 
programs are not tracked separately in terms 
of welfare and other benefits; they are added to 
the bottom line of the Federal deficit and Federal 
programs. The way that refugee spending is typ· 
ically budgeted for makes it difficult to attribute 
the full fiscal costs, including appropriated funds 
for the Department of State and HHS, along 
with fee-funded programs from the Department 
of Homeland Security. Additional State and local 
funding for services, including public education, 
is not captured in the Federal budget, nor are 
local and State taxes collected from refugees to 
the Federal Government. While HHS is appro
priated funds specifically for refugee benefits, 
many others, including SNAP and Medicaid, are 
unallocated to refugees. 

The paradoxical effect of refugee spending is 
that the larger the number the United States 
admits for domestic resettlement, the fewer peo
ple the United States is able to help overall; each 
refugee admitted into the United States comes 
at the expense of helping a potentially greater 
number out of country. Thus, reducing the num
ber ofrefugees increases the number of dislocated 
persons the United States is financially able to 
assist, while increasing the number of refugees 
may have the effect of reducing the total size of 
the refugee population the United States is able 
to assist financially. 

The Administration is exploring options for 
budget presentation that would make trans• 
parent the net budgetary effects of immigration 
programs and policy. The goal of such changes 
would be to capture better the impact ofimmigra
tion policy decisions on the Federal Government's 
fiscal path. Once the net effect of immigration 
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on the Federal Budget is more clearly illustrat• 
ed, the American public can be better informed 
about options for improving policy outcomes and 
saving taxpayer resources. In that regard, the 
Budget supports reforming the U.S. immigration 
system to encourage: merit;,.based admissions 
for legal immigrants, ending the entry of illegal 
immigrants, and a substantial reduction in refu
gees slotted for domestic resettlement. 

NEW PRIORITIES 

The Budget reprioritizes spending in several 
important ways. 

Invest in Defense. The President's Budget 
includes $639 billion of discretionary budget au• 
thority for the Department of Defense (DOD), a 
$52 billion increase above the 2017 annualized 
continuing resolution (CR) level, fully offset by 
targeted reductions elsewhere. These resources 
provide for the military forces needed to conduct 
ongoing operations, deter potential adversaries, 
and protect the security of the United States. 

Reverse the Defense Sequestratwn. 
The Budget fully reverses the defense 
sequestration by increasing funding for na• 
tional defense by $54 billion above the cap in 
current law, and fully offsetting this increase. 
This includes a $52 billion increase for the 
DOD, as well as $2 billion of increases for oth• 
er national defense programs. Since defense 
sequestration was first triggered in 2013, 
the world has grown more dangerous due 
to rising terrorism, destabilizing technology, 
and increasingly aggressive potential adver• 
saries. Over the same period, our military 
has become smaller, and deferred training, 
maintenance, and modernization have de
graded its ability to prepare for future war 
while sustaining current operations. The 
President's Budget ends this depletion and 
begins to rebuild the U.S. Armed Forces, 
laying the groundwork for a larger, more ca• 
pable, and more lethal joint force consistent 
with a new National Defense Strategy. 
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Fill Critical Gaps and Build War
fighting Readiness. The Administration 
inherited the smallest Army since before 
World War II, a Navy and Marine Corps fac
ing shortfalls in maintenance and equipment 
procurement, and the smallest Air Force with 
the oldest planes in history. Tbe President be
gan corrective action immediately, ordering 
a readiness review, requesting $30 billion of 
additional 2017 appropriations (of which the 
Congress provided $21 billion), and develop
ing a budget that adds $54 billion to national 
defense in 2018. These funds will begin years 
of increased investment to end the deple
tion of our military and build warfighting 
readiness. In 2018, the Budget provides for 
56,400 more Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen, and 
Marines than the end strength planned by 
the Obama Administration. These troops are 
needed to fill gaps in our combat formations, 
man essential units previously scheduled for 
divestment, and provide critical enablers. 
The Budget prioritizes readiness, funding 
critical shipyard requirements, accelerat
ing depot maintenance and weapon system 
sustainment, enhancing training, growing 
our cyber workforce and capabilities, and 
restoring degraded infrastructure. Funds 
also recapitalize, modernize, and enhance 
weapons systems. For example, the Air Force, 
Navy, and Marine Corps would buy 84 new 
fighter aircraft in 2018, including 70 Joint 
Strike Fighters and 14 Super Hornets. The 
Navy continues to increase its ship count, 
with the acquisition of eight new battle force 
ships funded in 2018. 

Implement Defense Reform. The Budget 
lays the groundwork for an ambitious reform 
agenda that underscores the President's 
commitment to reduce the costs of military 
programs wherever feasible without reduc• 
ing effectiveness or efficiency. The Budget 
also continues ongoing efforts to improve 
the Department's business processes, reduce 
major headquarters activities by 25 percent, 
and eliminate redundant spending on service 
contracts. 
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Increase Border Security and Invest• 
ments in Public Safety. The President's 
Budget includes $44.1 billion for the Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS) and $27.7 billion 
for the Department of Justice (DOJ) for law 
enforcement, public safety and immigration en
forcement programs and activities. 

Increase Border Security Infrastructure 
and Technology. The President's Budget 
secures the borders of the United States by 
investing $2.6 billion in high-priority tactical 
infrastructure and border security technol
ogy, including funding to plan, design, and 
construct a physical wall along the south
ern border as directed by the President's 
January 25, 2017 EO. This investment would 
strengthen border security, helping stem the 
flow of people, drugs, and other illicit materi
al illegally crossing the border. 

Increase DBS Personnel. The Budget 
also advances the President's plan to 
strengthen border security and immigration 
enforcement with more than $300 million 
to recruit, hire, and train 500 new Border 
Patrol Agents and 1,000 new Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement law enforcement 
personnel in 2018, plus associated support 
staff. These new personnel would improve 
the integrity of the immigration system by 
adding capacity to interdict those aliens at• 
tempting to cross the border illegally, as well 
as to identify and remove those already in 
the United States who entered illegally. 

Enforce the Nation's Laws. The Budget 
enhances enforcement of immigration laws 
by proposing an additional $1.5 billion above 
the 2017 annualized CR level for expanded 
detention, transportation, and removal of il
legal immigrants. These funds would ensure 
that DHS has sufficient detention capacity 
to hold prioritized aliens, including violent 
criminals and other dangerous individuals, 
as they are processed for removal. 

Invest in Law Enforcement. The 
Budget provides critical resources for DOJ 

to confront terrorism, reduce violent crime, 
tackle the Nation's opioid epidemic, and com
bat illegal immigration. Additional spending 
is provided for DOJ to enhance public safety 
and law enforcement including $214 million 
above current levels for immigration enforce
ment-allowing DOJ to hire 75 additional 
immigration judge teams, bringing the total 
number of funded immigration judge teams 
to 449. In addition, $84 million more is pro
vided for increases in the Federal detainee 
population. Increases of $188 million are 
included to address violent and gun-relat
ed crime in communities across the Nation 
and to target transnational criminal organi
zations and drug traffickers. As part of this 
increase, $103 million is added to maintain 
and expand capacity to fight against opioids 
and other illicit drugs. Further, DOJ will take 
steps to mitigate the risk that sanctuary ju
risdictions pose to public safety. 

Invest in Cybersecurity. The internet 
has transformed and modernized our society 
and enabled astonishing business growth. 
It has fostered education, fueled innova
tion, and strengthened our military. That 
transformation-and the opportunities it 
has created-has been exploited by our en
emies and adversaries. Bad actors must not 
be allowed to use the internet to perpetrate 
crimes and threaten our security. These 
crimes affect our largest companies, impact 
millions of people at a time, damage our 
small businesses, and affect our national se• 
curity. The Budget supports the President's 
focus on cybersecurity to ensure strong pro• 
grams and technology to defend the Federal 
networks that serve the American people, 
and continues efforts to share information, 
standards, and best practices with critical 
infrastructure and American businesses to 
keep them secure. The Budget also includes 
an increase in law enforcement and cyberse
curity personnel across DHS, DOD, and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation to execute 
these efforts and counter cybercrime. In ad
dition, the Budget includes an increase in 
resources for the National Cybersecurity and 
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Communications Integration Center, which 
enables DHS to respond effectively to cyber 
attacks on critical infrastructure. 

Provide an Infrastructure Plan to 
Support $1 Trillion in Private/Public 
Infrastructure Investment. The President 
has consistently emphasized that the Nation's 
infrastructure needs to be rebuilt and modern
ized to create jobs, maintain America's economic 
competitiveness, and connect communities and 
people to more opportunities. Unfortunately, 
the United States no longer has the best infra
structure in the world. According to the World 
Economic Forum, the United States' overall in
frastructure places 12th, with countries such as 
Japan, Germany, the Netherlands, and France 
ranking higher. 

If the United States continues to underinvest 
in infrastructure, we will continue to fall further 
and further behind our peers and our economic 
performance will suffer. Given these challenges, 
the Administration's goal is to seek long-term re
forms on how infrastructure projects are regulated, 
funded, deliver¢, and maintained. Simply provid
ing more Federal funding for infrastructure is not 
the solution. Rather, we will work to fix underly
ing incentives, procedures, and policies to spur 
better, and more efficient, infrastructure decisions 
and outcomes, across a range of sectors, including 
surface transportation, airports, waterways, ports, 
drinking and waste water, broadband and key 
Federal facilities. Such improvements will include 
tracking the progress of major infrab'tructure proj
ects on a public dashboard to ensure transparency 
and accountability of the permitting process. 

The President's target of $1 trillion will be 
met with a combination of new Federal funding, 
incentivized non-Federal funding, and expe
dited projects that would not have happened 
but for the Administration's involvement (for 
example, the Keystone XL Pipeline). While the 
Administration will propose additional funding 
for infrastructure, those funds will be focused 
on incentivizing additional non-Federal invest
ments. While the Administration continues to 
work with the Congress, States, localities, and 
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other infrastructure stakeholders to finalize 
the suite of direct Federal programs that will 
support this effort, the Budget includes $200 
billion in outlays related to the infrastructure 
initiative. 

The impact of this investment will be ampli
fied with other administrative and regulatory 
actions the Administration plans to pursue. The 
Administration is comprehensively reviewing 
administrative policies that impact infrastruc
ture, and will eliminate and revise policies 
that no longer fulfill a useful purpose. Further, 
as part of the regulatory reform agenda, the 
Administration will eliminate or significantly 
revise regulations that create unnecessary bar
riers to infrastructure investment by all levels of 
government and the private sector. 

The United States has maintained an excel
lent aviation safety record while operating the 
world's most congested airspace. Despite this re• 
cord, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
is challenged increasingly to address the quickly 
evolving needs of the Nation's airspace users. 

To accommodate growing air traffic volume 
and meet the demands of aviation users, the 
Administration proposes to shift the air traffic 
control functions to a non-profit, non-governmen
tal entity. Similar efforts have been undertaken 
successfully in many other countries. This trans• 
formative undertaking will create an innovative 
corporation that can more nimbly respond to the 
demand for air traffic services, all while reduc
ing taxes and Government spending. The parts 
of FAA that will remain with the Government 
will retain important aviation safety regula
tory activities as well as maintain the Airport 
Improvement Program grant program. 

The Budget reflects the proposal to shift the 
air traffic control function to an independent, 
non-governmental organization beginning in 
2021, with a cap reduction in discretionary 
spending of $72.8 billion, and reduction in 
aviation excise taxes of$115.6 billion. These es
timated changes represent a high-level reflection 
of the Administration's proposal. 
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Support Families and Children. The 
Administration is committed tohelpingAmerican 
families and children. 

Provide Paid Parental Leave. During 
his campaign, the President pledged to pro
vide paid family leave to help new parents. 
The Budget delivers on this promise with a 
fully paid-for proposal to provide six weeks of 
paid family leave to new mothers and fathers, 
including adoptive parents, so all families can 
afford to take time to recover from childbirth 
and bond with a new child without worrying 
about paying their bills. 

Using the Unemployment Insurance (UI) 
system as a base, the proposal will allow 
States to establish paid parental leave pro
grams in a way that is most appropriate for 
their workforce and economy. States would 
be required to provide six weeks of parental 
leave and the proposal gives States broad 
latitude to design and finance the program. 
The proposal is fully offset by a package of 
sensible reforms to the UI system-including 
reforms to reduce improper payments, help 
unemployed workers find jobs more quickly, 
and encourage States to maintain reserves 
in their Unemployment Trust Fund accounts. 
The Administration looks forward to working 
with the Congress on legislation to make paid 
parental leave a reality for families across 
the Nation. 

&tend the Children's Health Insurance 
Program (CHIP). While the future of CHIP 
is addressed alongside other health reforms, 
the Budget proposes to extend CHIP funding 
for two years, through 2019, providing stabil
ity to States and families. The Budget also 
proposes a series of improvements that rebal
ance the State-Federal partnership, including 
returning to the historic Federal matching 
rate, and increasing State flexibility. 

Reform Student Loan Programs. In re
cent years, income-driven repayment (IDR) 
plans, which offer student borrowers the option 
of making affordable monthly payments based 

on factors such as income and family size, have 
grown in popularity. However, the numerous IDR 
plans currently offered to borrowers overly com
plicate choosing and enrolling in the right plan. 
The Budget proposes to streamline student loan 
repayment by consolidating multiple IDR plans 
into a single plan. The single IDR plan would 
cap a borrower's monthly payment at 12.5 per
cent of discretionary income. For undergraduate 
borrowers, any balance remaining after 15 years 
of repayment would be forgiven. For borrowers 
with any graduate debt, any balance remaining 
after 30 years of repayment would be forgiven. 

To support this streamlined pathway to 
debt relief for undergraduate borrowers, and 
to generate savings that help put the Nation 
on a more sustainable fiscal path, the Budget 
eliminates the Public Service Loan Forgiveness 
program, establishes reforms to guarantee that 
all borrowers in IDR pay an equitable share of 
their income, and eliminates subsidized loans. 
These reforms will reduce inefficiencies in the 
student loan program and focus assistance on 
needy undergraduate student borrowers instead 
of high-income, high-balance graduate borrow• 
ers. All student loan proposals apply to loans 
originated on or after July 1, 2018, except those 
provided to borrowers to finish their current 
course of study. 

The Budget also supports expanded access to 
Pell Grants for eligible recipients through Year• 
Round Pell. This policy incentivizes students 
to complete their degrees faster, helping them 
reduce their loan debt and enter the workforce 
sooner. Year-Round Pell gives students the op• 
portunity to earn a third semester of Pell Grant 
support during an academic year, boosting total 
Pell Grant aid by $1.5 billion in 2018 for approx
imately 900,000 students. 

Extend the Current VA Choice Program. 
Veterans' access to timely, high quality health 
care is one of this Administration's highest pri
orities. The Budget provides mandatory funding 
to extend the Veterans Choice Program, enabling 
eligible veterans to receive timely care, close to 
home. As of April 2017, veterans have completed 
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over 8.7 million appointments through the program through targeted programmatic 
Choice Program. The Administration will changes to mandatory benefits programs to 
work with the Congress to improve this pro· better align them with programmatic intents. 
gram and implement bold change so that Through these tradeoffs, VA will focus its 
the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) budgetary resources on providing veterans 
continues to provide the services and choices with the most efficient and effective care and 
veterans have earned. The Budget propos- benefits. 
es to fully offset the cost of continuing this 
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Table S-1. Budget Totals 

Cln billions of dolla:rs and"" a percent ofGDPJ 

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Budget Totals in Billions of Dollan: 
Receipts 3,268 3,460 3,654 3,814 3,982 4,161 4,390 
Outlays ................................................ 3,853 4,062 4,094 4,340 4,470 4,617 4,832 

Deficit/surplus H ............................ 585 603 440 526 488 456 442 

Debt held by the public ................ 14,168 14,824 15,353 15,957 16,509 17,024 17,517 

Gross domestic product (GOP) ............... 18,407 19,162 20,014 20,947 21,981 23,093 24,261 

Budget Totals as a Percent of GDP: 
Receipts ...................................... 17.8% 18.1% 18.3% 18.2% 18.1% 18.0% 18.1% 
Outlays ................ .,,'",. ... ,, ..... 20.9% 21.2% 20.5% 20.7% 20.3% 20.0% 19.9% 

Deficit/sorplus (-) ..... , .................. , 3.2% 3.1% 2.2% 2.5% 2.2% 2.0% 1.6% 

Debt held by the public .... , ...... 77.0% 77.4% 76.7% 76.2% 75,1% 73.7% 72.2% 

2023 2024 2025 2026 

4,615 4,864 5,130 5,417 
4,933 5,073 5,306 51527 

319 209 176 110 

17,887 18,150 18,379 18,541 

25,489 26,779 28,134 29,557 

18.1% 18.2% 18.2% 18.3% 
19.4% 18.9% 18.9% 18.7% 

1.3% 0.8% 0.6% 0.4% 

70.2% 67.8% 65.3% 62.7% 

Totals 

2018- 2018-
2027 2022 2027 

5,724 20,001 45,751 
5,708 22,353 48,901 

-16 2,351 3,150 

18,575 

31,053 

18.4% 18.1% 18.2% 
18.4% 20.3% 19.6% 
-0.1% 2.1% 1.4% 

59.8% 
I 
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Table S-2. Effect of Budget Proposals on Projected Deficits I~ 

(Deficit increases ( +) or decreases ( ~) in billions of dollars) 

Totals ---
2018- 2018-

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2022 2027 

586 605 413 553 647 743 881 925 956 1,082 1,234 1,3311 3,238 8,775 
3,2% 3,2% 2,1% 2,7% 3,0% 3,3% 3,8% 3,8% 3,8% 4,1% 4,5% 4.7% 

Proposals in the 2018 Budget: 
Major initiatives: 

Repeal and replace Obamacare ... 25 30 -5 -30 -,'15 -40 -40 -50 -50 -55 -15 -250 
Support $1 triition in private/public infrastructure investment . 5 2S 40 50 40 20 10 5 5 160 200 
Reform financial regulation and prevent taxpayer-funded bail-

outs ............... ,.. -2 -3 -3 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -5 -13 -,'1,5 
Establish a paid parental leave program . l 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 7 19 
Reform Medicaid and the Children's Health Insurance Program 

(CHIP) -2 -3 -10 -20 -40 - -80 -105 -130 -165 -76 -616 
Reform the welfare system ............................... ., ....... --9 -16 -23 -25 -30 -,'13 -33 -,'14 -35 -34 -102 -272 
Reform Federal student loans -4 -7 -11 -13 -15 -17 -18 -19 -19 -20 -50 -143 
Reduce improper payments Governmentwwide . --0 -1 -2 ~1 -5 -5 -10 -21 -38 -58 -10 -142 
Reform disability programs -1 -1 -2 -2 -3 -5 -8 -12 -17 -22 --9 -72 
Reform retirement benefits for Federal employees . -4 -I -3 -4 -6 -7 -8 -9 -10 -11 -17 -63 

I 1:-.'.l Limit Farm Bill subsidies and make other agricultural reforms . -· -3 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -5 -5 -5 -15 -38 ---1 
Extend the current Veterans Choice program 1 2 2 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 11 29 
Other spending reductions and program reforms 7 -12 16 17 26 -35 -38 27 -71 -89 79 -339 

Total, major initiatives .............................. ,,,,. 4 10 -32 -67 -122 -185 -228 -276 -369 -458 -208 -1,723 

Reprioritize discretionary spending: 
Eliminate the defense sequester and raise the cap on defense 

di..-;cretionary spending 2 42 52 52 50 49 48 47 4S 43 41 24S 469 
Reorganize Government and apply two-penny p1an to non-defense 

discretionary spending " -5 -15 -49 -81 -112 -133 -156 -179 -202 -226 -251 -390 -1,404 
Phase down the use of Overseaa Contingency Operations funding ' , l 2 -16 -,'13 -51 -69 -77 -82 -85 -87 --90 171 -593 

Total, reprioritize discretionary spending .. , -3 25 -13 -63 -113 -152 -185 -214 -243 -271 -299 -316 -1,528 

Debt service and indirect interest effects ....... ' . -1 -5 12 -24 -38 -55 -76 101 18 -311 

Total proposals in the 2018 Budget ......... -3 29 -3 -86 -185 -287 -394 -480 -673 -715 - -642-3,563 

Effect of economic feedback ... . 2 -24 -63 -102 153 -213 267 -,'!33 -408 -496 -,'145 -2062 
u, 
C: 

Total deficit reduction in the 2018 Budget ·-·-· -3 27 -28 -159 -1188 -440 -607 -747 --906 -1,124 -1Jlfl4 -887-6.625 al: 

~ Resulting deficit/surplus(-) in the 2018 Budget 586 603 440 526 488 456 442 319 209 176 110 -16 2,351 3,150 -< 
Percent of GDP ""'"'"" ........................................ 3,2% 3,1% 2.2% 2,5% 2,2% 2,0% LS% L3% 0,8% 0,6% 0.4% --0,1% ~ * $.'iOO miUion or Jess 
i Reductions associated with OCO arc relative to the BBEDCA baseline and are based on notional plaooholdITT" amounts that are consistent with a potential transition of 

,. 
certain OCO costs into the base budget while continuing to fund contingency operations. The placeholder amounts do not reflect specific decisions or assumptions about El 
OCO funding in any particular year. 
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TableS-3. Baseline by Category 1 :i1 

t"l 
(In billions of dollars) "' ---- C: 

Totals 0 ---- ~ 2018- 201S. 
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2026 2026 2027 2022 2027 

.,, 
0 

"' Outlay., :;; 
"' Discretionary programs: ~ Defense ..... .,, .... ,.,.,,. .. ,, .... , 585 592 600 623 640 653 66,5 676 695 713 732 750 3,181 6,747 < Non~dcfonse .,..,. 600 624 618 629 637 6/iO 659 672 688 70/i 722 739 3193 6718 t"l 

Subtotal, discretionary programs l,t85 1,215 1,219 1,251 1,277 1,303 1,323 1,348 1,384 l,418 1,453 1,488 6,373 13,464 ~ 
"' Mandatory programs: s 

Social Se<urity ,. .. ,. .. 910 946 1,005 1,070 1,138 1,207 1,281 1,362 1,448 1,537 1,630 1,728 5,702 13,406 "' Medicare 588 593 582 646 701 757 854 885 913 1,012 1,106 1,195 3,541 8,650 
368 378 408 432 454 480 507 537 570 604 648 688 2,280 5,328 
560 656 589 626 643 670 717 719 726 759 821 846 3244 7115 

2,427 2,573 2,583 2,774 2,936 3,114 3,359 3,503 3,656 3,912 4,205 4,457 14,767 34,500 
,.., ....................... 240 276 316 372 431 487 542 592 634 670 706 741 2147 5489 

Total !>Utlays ............ '" ... ,., .... , ... , .. ,.,., ... ,,., ... 3,853 4,065 4,118 4,398 4,643 4,905 5,224 5,443 5,673 6,000 6,364 6,687 23,287 5,3,453 

ReeeiptBl 
Individual income taxes ., 1,546 1,660 1,836 1,934 2,042 2,16.5 2,291 2,425 2,568 2,719 2,880 3,056 10,268 23,918 I 1:-.'.l 
Corporation income taxes 300 324 355 375 401 400 414 425 439 455 475 497 1,945 4,235 00 
Social insurance and retirement receipts: 

Social Seturity payroll taxes ...... 810 8,57 892 931 972 1,027 1,()81 1,133 1,191 1,251 1,316 1,379 4,903 11,173 
Medicare payroll taxes ...... 247 258 270 283 297 315 332 348 367 386 407 427 1,497 3,432 
Unemployment insurance., ..... .,,,, .......... , ........... ,, ...... , ........ 49 49 50 49 49 50 51 52 53 54 56 57 248 519 
Other retirement .... , ...... 9 10 10 1l i1 12 12 13 13 14 15 16 56 127 

Excise tax-es ............. ,. ...... 95 87 106 107 110 114 116 119 123 127 131 136 553 1,189 
Estate ond gift taxes , .................. ,. ... ., ... ., ......... ,. .. 21 23 24 26 28 29 31 33 36 38 40 43 139 328 
Cust-Oms duties .. 35 34 40 42 43 44 46 50 53 56 60 65 214 499 
Deposits of earnings, Federal Reserve System .. 116 97 70 56 49 51 60 70 78 86 91 98 286 709 
Other misce-Uanoous receipts ,.,, .. , ....... ,., . ., .. , ........... ,.,.,,,.,,., 40 60 54 56 57 58 60 61 64 65 67 69 284 610 

Total reooipts ......................... """'""'"'"'"'"""'"'"' 3,268 3,460 a,107 3,869 4,059 4,264 4,495 4,730 4,984 5,251 5,538 5,844 20,394 46,741 

Deficit .. ~.,, •. 1185 606 411 529 1184 641 728 713 689 749 826 842 2,81)4 11,712 

Net inter .. t ....... .. ,,., ..... , ......... 240 276 316 372 431 487 542 592 6,'l4 670 706 741. 2,147 5,489 
Primary deficit ............ ,. ..... 345 329 95 157 153 154 187 121 55 79 120 101 746 1,224 

On-budget deficit .. , ........... 620 647 436 533 564 612 682 640 593 627 681 668 2,826 6,035 
Off-budget detlcit/surplu• H ......................................... -36 -42 -25 -4 20 29 47 72 97 122 145 174 68 618 

I 
N) 
-.J 
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Table S-3. Baseline by Category 1-Continued 

Memorandum, budget authority for diocretionsry 
programs: 
Defense ................. , ........... , ...... , ....... , ....... , .... , .............. , ........... 
Non~defense ...... ··········--·······""""''··············· 

Total, discretionary budget authority .......................... , ...... 

Memorandum, totals with pre~policy economic: assump-, 
tlons: 

201il 

607 
560 

1,167 

/In billions of dollars) 

2017 2018 2019 - 2021 2022 2023 

616 616 630 645 661 677 694 
5.'11 548 562 575 589 604 619 

1,167 1,164 1,192 1,221 1,250 1,281 1,313 

Totals ---
2018- 2018-

2024 2025 2026 2027 2022 2027 

711 729 747 765 3,229 6,875 
634 6S0 667 683 2879 6133 

1,346 1,379 1,414 1,449 6,108 13,008 

&ceipt• 3,268 3,467 3,707 3,838 3,991 4,151 4,3,30 4,505 4,703 4,902 5,116 5,339 20,017 44,581 
Outlays 3,853 4,072 4,120 4,39'2 4,638 4,894 5,211 5,431 51659 51984 6,350 6,678 231255 53,il56 

Deficit........ 585 605 413 553 647 743 881 925 956 1,082 1,234 1,338 3,238 8,775 
J Baseline estimates are ort the basis of the economic assumptions shown in Table 8--9i which incorporate the effects of the Administ:ration1s fiscal policies. Baseline totals 

reflecting: currcnt~law economic assumptions are shown in a memorandum bank, 

1&; 

(/J 

i ; 
~ 
r" 
f;l 

1:-.'.l 
CD 



20298
Table S-4. Proposed Budget by Category :i1 

"' (In billions of dollars) 0, ---- C: 
Totals 8 ---- ~ 2018,. 2018,. 

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2022 2027 cl 
:0 

Outlays: ~ 
Discretionary programs: f,'; 

Defense 585 594 643 665 670 667 662 665 679 693 708 722 3,307 6,774 t"' 

Non-defense , ..... 600 619 601 567 537 506 485 464 455 446 437 429 2696 4927 ~ Subtotal, discretionary programs . 1,185 1,213 1,244 1,232 1,207 1,173 1,148 1,129 1,134 1,139 1,145 1,151 6,003 11,701 
"" Mandatory programs: 8 

Social Security"'. 910 946 1,005 1,070 1,137 1,205 1,279 1,360 1,446 1,535 1,628 1,725 5,696 13,392 "' 
Medicare ...... 588 593 582 646 700 756 851 882 910 1,017 1,085 1,166 3,535 8,594 
Medicaid 368 378 404 423 439 460 467 477 490 499 518 524 2,193 4,701 
Other mandatory programs .. 560 656 570 603 609 622 658 653 649 667 687 678 3,062 6,396 
Allowance for Obamacare repeal and 

replacement . ····························· '"''",. ~'JO --30 -90 -130 -140 -155 -160 -170 -170 -175 -420 -1,250 
Allowance for infrastructure initiative ... 5 25 40 50 40 20 10 5 5 160 200 

Subtotal, mandatory programs . 2,427 2,573 2,535 2,736 2,835 2,96,1 3,156 3,237 3,345 3,553 3,754 3,919 14,226 32,033 
Net interest .. 240 276 315 371 428 481 528 567 595 613 629 639 212.1 5166 

Total outlays 3,8.53 4,062 4,094 4,340 4,470 4,617 4,832 4,933 5,073 5,306 5,527 5,708 22,3.53 48,901 

I w 
0 

Receipts: 
fndividual income taxes .. 1,546 1,660 1,836 1,935 2,044 2,167 2,293 2,428 2,572 2,723 2,884 3,062 10,275 23,945 
Corporation income taxes 300 324 355 375 401 400 414 425 439 455 475 497 1,946 4,236 
Social insurance and retirement receipts: 

Social Security payroll taxes 810 857 892 931 972 1,027 1,081 1,133 1,191 1,251 1,316 1,379 4,903 11,173 
Medicare payroll taxes 247 2S8 270 283 297 315 332 348 367 366 407 427 1,497 3,432 

49 49 50 49 50 53 55 54 56 56 59 62 257 543 
9 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 23 24 25 26 80 199 

Excise taxes ........ " .. 95 87 106 107 110 99 IOI 104 106 109 113 117 524 1,072 
Estate and gift taxes ........ 21 23 24 26 28 29 31 33 36 38 40 43 139 328 
Customs duties ... 35 34 40 42 43 44 46 50 53 56 60 65 214 499 
Deposits of earnings, Federal Reserve System ... 116 97 70 56 50 52 61 71 78 87 92 99 290 717 
Other miscellaneous receipts .......... , .. 40 60 54 55 57 57 59 61 63 64 66 69 282 606 
Allowance for Obamacare repeal and 

replacement .. --55 -oO -&'\ -100 -105 -115 -120 -120 -120 -120 -405 -1000 
Total receipts .. 3,268 3,460 3,654 3,814 3,982 4,161 4,390 4,615 4,864 5,130 5,417 5,724 20,001 45,751 

Deficit/surplus (-) 585 603 440 526 488 456 442 319 209 176 110 -16 2,351 3,150 

240 276 315 371 428 481 .528 567 595 613 629 639 2,123 5,166 
345 326 125 155 60 -25 -,,,7 -249 -386 -438 -518 -654 228 -2,017 

On-budget deficit/surplus H . 620 644 466 534 472 431 399 251 117 59 -30 -185 2,301 2,514 ,~ 
Off-budget deficit/surplus H ... -36 -42 -25 -8 16 25 42 68 92 117 140 169 50 636 
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TableS-4. Proposed Budget by Category-Continued 

(In billions of dollars) 

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

Memorandum, budget authority for di:scre-
tionary programs: 

Defense ........... 007 646 668 668 668 666 665 679 693 
Non..defense ...... 500 536 479 464 450 428 419 410 402 

Total, discretionary funding ,, .. .,,. . .,,,,,. .. ,. 1,167 l,182 1,147 l,L32 1,118 1,094 1,084 1,089 1,095 

2025 2026 2027 

707 722 737 
394 386 378 

1,101 1,108 1,115 

Totals --2018- 2018-
2022 2027 

3,335 6,873 

2~9 4,209 
5,574 11,081 

,~ 

I 
~ r 
gJ 

w ,.... 
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Table S-5. Proposed Budget by Category as a Percent of GDP 5l 

"' (As a peroont of GDP) "' ---- c:: 
Totals C 

0 ---- ~ 2018- 2018-
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2022 2027 6 

"' 
Outlays: ~ 

SI< 
Discretionary programs: ~ Defense ............... ••••¥••»•••••,.,,,_ • .,.,,,,,,,,,.,., ... ,.,,,,, 3.2 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.0 2.9 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.4 2.3 3.0 2.7 

~ Non-defense ......... ••·••··"""''""'''''"'"'"···•··"""''''''" 3.3 3.2 3.0 2.7 2.4 2.2 2.0 J.8 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.4 2.5 2.0 
Subtotal, discretionary programs., .... , ........................ 6.4 6.3 6.2 5.9 5.5 5.1 4.7 4.4 4.2 4.0 3.9 3.7 5.5 4.8 

Mandatory programs: s 
Social Sceurity .. 4.9 4.9 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.3 5.3 5.4 5.5 5.5 5.6 5.2 5.3 "' 
Medicare .......... 3.2 3.1 2.9 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.2 3,4 

Medicaid .................... 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.7 2.0 1.9 
Other mandatory program• ... 3.0 3.4 2.8 2.9 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.6 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.2 2.8 2.6 
Allowance for Obamacare repeal and replacement .... .,. --0.1 --0.1 --0.4 --0.6 --0.6 --0,6 --0.6 --0.6 --0.6 --0.6 --0.4 --0.5 
Allowance for infrastrot'ture initiative ...... , ................. ,. . 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 . . . .... ., ... 0.1 0.1 

Subtotal, mandatory programs ................................ 12.7 13.l 12.9 12.8 13.0 12.7 12.5 12.6 12.7 12.6 12.9 12.8 
Net interest ... , .... , ....... " ........ .,.,., ................. ,,., .... .,,. .......... 1.4 1.6 LS 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.1 1.9 2.0 

Tot.al outlays ................................................................... 21.2 20.5 20.7 20.3 20.0 19.9 19.4 18.9 18.9 18.7 18.4 20.3 19.6 

I w 
Receipts: I:,:) 

Individual income taxes ... ,, ... ,,,,,, .. ,,,, ...... ,, ........................ M 8.7 9.2 9.2 9.3 9.4 9.5 9.5 9.6 9.7 9.8 9.9 9.3 9.5 
Corporation income taxes .,, ,,,.,.,,,,, .. ,.,.,,,.,, .......... ,. ... ,. .. 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.8 L7 1.7 1.7 LS 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.7 
Sodal insurance and retirement teeei1>ts: 

Social Security payroll taxes ......................................... 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.4 
Medicare payroll taxes 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4 L4 1.4 l.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 
Unemployment insurance .............. ............................. 0.3 0,3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
Other retirement ..................................... ,,. .... ,, ............. , 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 OJ 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.4 
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Customs duties ....................................................... ,, ... 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
Deposits of earnings, Federal Reserve System ........... 0,6 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 
Other miscellaneous receipts ..................... 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 
Allowance for Obama.care repeal and replacement .. , ..... , .. ..... ,. .. --0.3 --0.3 --0.4 --0.4 --0.4 --0.5 --0.4 --0.4 --0.4 --0.4 --0.4 --0.4 

Tot.al reroipts , ... ,.., ..... , .... 18.1 18.3 18.2 18.1 18.0 18.l 18.1 18.2 18.2 18.3 18.4 18.1 18.2 

Deficil/surplw, (-) 3.2 3.1 2.2 2.li 2.2 2.0 1.8 1.3 0.8 0.6 0.4 -0.l 2.1 1.4 

Net interest ........................................... , ....... , ... ,,, ... , ... ,« .•• 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.8 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.1 1.9 2.0 
Primary deficit/surplus H ..... 1.9 1.7 0.6 0.7 0.3 --0.1 --0.4 -1.0 -1.4 -1.6 -1.8 -2.l 0.2 --0.7 

On-budget dcfici1/surplus (-) ... 3.4 3.4 23 2.5 2.1 1.9 1.6 1.0 0,4 0.2 --0.1 --0.6 2.1 LI 
Off-budget deficit/surplus (-) ... ..................... --0.2 --0.2 -0.1 -· 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 . 0.2 le,:) .... 
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Table S-5. Proposed Budget by Category as a Percent of GDP-Continued 

iJ\s a pera,nt of GDPJ 

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 

Memorandum, budget authority for discretionary 
programs, 

Defense ......... ............. , ............. , .. , ... ,.,. 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.2 3.0 2.9 2.7 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.4 
Non--d.efense ..... , .................................... , .......... , .. ,. ........... 3.0 2.8 2.4 2.2 2.0 1.7 L6 1.5 1.4 1.3 

Tota11 discrotiona!J:: funding ,. ___ i;.:i_ -~6.2 5.7 5.4 5.1 <1.5 .. 1-3 4._1 3,9_ ~-7 

'0.05 P<'l'C"llt of GDP or le••· 

2027 

2.4 
1.2 

- ~-6 

Totals 

2011!• 2018-
2022 2027 

3.0 2.8 
2.0 1.7 
5.1 4.5 

C;:) 
r,,;, 

"' i 
~ -< 
~ 
~ 

w 
w 
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Table S--6. Mandatory and Receipt Proposals 

... 
::i:: 
"' (Deficit increases (+ J or <lecreaBes (.) in millions of dollars) to 
C: 

Totals 8 
"' 20Ul- 2018- >-3 

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2022 2027 6 
Agriculture: 

:,, 
=i 

Farm Bill savings: 00 

Limit crop insurance premium subsidy to ~ $40,000 ,, ............... -1,552 -1,620 -1,815 -1,826 -1,845 -1,856 -1,885 -1,897 -1,920 -6,813 -16,218 
Limit eligiblity for agricultural commodity ~ 

payments to $500,000 A<liusted Gross ~ 
Income (AG!l .............................................. ......... -72 -60 -77 -73 -71 --67 -84 -60 -56 -53 -353 -653 .., 

Limit Crop Insurance eligiblity to $500,000 e 
AG! -34 -35 -40 -42 --4.S --49 ~'13 -58 --64 -151 --420 "' ............. .,. 

Eliminate Harvest Price Option for Crop 
Insurance ......... ,., ....... , .... ,.,. ... ,, .... , ............ ,. ......... ,.,,.,.., -1,212 -1,251 -1,314 -1,325 -1,335 -1,353 -1,36,5 -1,378 -1,390 -5,103 -11,924 

Streamline conservation programs , -84 -210 -272 -319 -402 ..(,60 -716 -886 -1,072 -1,234 -1,287 -l;,755 
Eliminate small programs ............................. -111 -304 -313 -339 -335 -335 -335 -335 -335 -335 -1402 -3077 

Total Farm Bill savings .............................. -261 ~1,an -3,568 ~3,900 -4,001 -4,188 -4,373 -4,584 -4,797 -4,996 -15,108 -38,046 
Establish Fnod Safety and Inspection Service 

(FSIS) user fee ................. ·······,.·······.,,.·,. ,., .... ,, -660 -660 -660 -660 -660 -660 -660 -660 -660 -2,640 -5,940 
E•tabliah Animal Plant and Health Inspection 

Service (APHISJ user fee ............................... -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -100 -200 
Establ.ish Grain ln•pection, Pru:ker,, and Stock· I Ci,;) 

yards Administration (GIPSA) user foo . -30 -30 -30 -30 -30 -ao ~10 -30 -30 -30 -150 -300 .i,.. 

Establish Agricultural Marketing Service 
(AMS J w,er foo ........... .,,.,., .............. , .... -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -20 -100 -200 

Eliminate interest payments to electric & 
telecommunications utilities . .,,. ........... , ...... ......... -131 -136 -136 -140 -142 -137 -138 -139 -139 -139 -685 -1,377 

Eliminate the Rural F,oonomic Devolopment 
Program ................ , ... , .. ., -6 -154 -158 -159 -477 -477 
Total, Agriculture .......................................... -474 -4,392 -4,592 -4,929 -l;,865 -19,260 -46,540 

Education: 
Great~ single income~driven student Joan 

repayment plan 1 
, ............... , ........................... ........ , -1,685 -3,333 -l;,317 -6,830 -8,141 -9,060 -9,972' -10,394 -10,726 -10,946 -25,306 -76,404 

Eliminate subsidized student loans ....... , .... , .. , .. ......... -1,052 -2,157 -3,098 -3,791 -4,199 -4,499 -4,744 -4,960 -5,145 -l;,228 -14,297 -38,873 
Eliminate Public Service Loan Forgiveness ..... -859 -1,466 -2,179 -2,679 -3,030 ~1,263 -3,493 -3,575 -3,491 -3,436 -10,213 -27,471 
Eliminate account maintenant-e fee payment.a 

to guaranty agencies . -443 ... ,, .... -443 -443 
Support Year-Round Pell grants .. 81 314 322 327 332 338 344 350 356 361 1,376 3,125 
Reallocate mandatory Pell funding to support 

Year-Round Pell Grants ................................ -Ill -314 -322 -327 -332 -338 -344 -350 -356 -361 -1~76 -3,125 
Total, Edueation ............................................ . ........ -4,038 -6,956 -10,594 -13,300 -15,370 -16,82.3 -18,209 -18,930 -19,362 -19,609 -50,259 -143,192 

Energy: 
Reduce Strategic Petroleum Reserve by half .... ......... -l;OO -l;OO -1;52 -1,390 -1,426 -1,489 -1,519 -1,549 -3,793 -3,868 -4,368 -16,586 
Restart Nueloar Waste Fund Fee in 2020 ......... ,. . .,, .. , -381 -381 -382 -382 -382 -382 -382 -382 -1,144 -3,054 
Repeal borrowing authority for Western Area 

Power Administration (WAPA) ..................... -610 -900 -1,095 -660 -725 -235 -50 -50 ~50 -50 -3,990 -4,425 le,:, 
c,:, 
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TableS-6. Mandatory and Receipt Proposals-Continued I~ 

(Deficit increases (+l or docro,.... {-) in millions of dollars) 

Totals 

2018- 2018-
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2022 2027 

Divest Southwestern Power Administration 
transmission assets .................... ., ....... -13 . . ., ..... .. ....... .. ....... . ....... , -13 -13 

Divest WAPA transmission assets , ... .. ., ..... --580 -580 -580 
Divest Bonneville Power Administration trans~ 

mission assets ................. ,., ... ",, .. ,, .... ,. ............ ......... -1821 -ll96 -386 -386 -,386 -386 -386 ~'J86 -ll86 -2989 -4919 
Total, Energy .. ,. ......... , ... ., ... ,_,,,. ................. ...,, .. ,. -1,110 _.;i,814 -2,424 -2,817 -2,919 -2,492 -2,337 -2,367 -4,611 -4,686 -13,084 -29,576 

Health and Human S.,rvices: 
Reform Medicaid .......... .. ....... -10,000 -20,000 -40,000 -60,000 ---80,000 -105,000 -130,000 -16.5,000 -70,000 --610,000 
Extend Children's Health Insurance Program 

(CHIP) funding through 2019' ..................... -2,359 -ll,365 159 -250 ......... ., ....... . , .. ,.,., .. ... ,,,. ......... -5,815 -5,815 
Repeal the Independent Payment Advisory 

Board (IPAB) .................................................. ......... ......... . ..... ,,. , ... , .... 1,o40 1,471 1,583 1,700 1,828 .. ....... 7,621 
Improve the Medicare appeals system ...... .., ..... .. ,,., ... 127 127 127 127 127 127 127 127 127 127 6.35 1,270 
Improve 340B program integrity .................... 
Prohibit governmental discrimination against 

health care providers that refruie to cover 
abortion ......................................................... 

Interactions .. ,,.,_.,, ............ -20 ,, .... ,.. 17 13 2 -ll _.;) -5 _.;) -4 12 --6 

I w 
Strengthen Child Support Enforcement and Ol 

Establishment ...... -2'.,l ~35 -54 -68 --85 --86 ..S7 -90 -90 ~l -264 -708 
E,tablish a Child Support Technology Fund .... ,, ....... -110 -122 -120 -121 -136 -43 -48 -55 -36 -42 --609 -833 
Shill: Social S.,rvices Block Grant (SSBGJ expen• 

ditu"'" to Foster Care and Permanency ........ .,,,,,. .. 18 22 23 23 23 23 2.3 23 23 23 109 224 
Extend oortain Medicare Access and CHIP 

Reauthorization Act of 2015 (MACRA) pro-
grams through 2019: 
Extend HMlth Centers '""""""'''"'''' 

,..,., ... 1,439 ~1 .. 346 2,161 254 .. ,, ... ,. ......... ........ , 7,200 7,200 
Extend the National Health Service Corps ... ......... 62 248 232 56 16 6 . ........ . ........ .. ....... 614 620 
Extend Teaching Health Centers Graduate 

Medical Education .............. , .... , ............... ......... 60 60 ..., ... ., ., ....... .. ....... . ....... , ......... . . ., ..... 120 120 
Extend Family to Family Health Information 

Centers ............ . , ........................... , ........ ........ , l 4 4 l ......... .. ....... .. ....... u, ...... ......... .. .. ,. ... 10 10 
Extend the Maternal, Infant, and Early 

Childhood Home Visiting Program ........... ,,, .... ., 16 112 316 268 68 20 ········· ......... .... , ... , . .. , ..... 780 800 
Extend the Special Diabetes Program for 

the National Institutes of Health and the 
Indian Health Service ................................ ......... 180 266 111 30 8 4 2 ..... ., .. .. ....... . ........ 595 601 Ul 

Extend Medicare Enrollment Assistance c:: 
Programs .................................................... 18 32 18 6 2 ...... ,.. . ........ 76 76 ii:: 

Extend Abstinence Education and Personal ~ Responsibility Education Program ........... ....... ,. 3 88 116 54 10 I 5 ..... ,, .. ......... . ...... ., 271 277 
Extend Health Profession Opportunity 

~ Grants ...... . ., .............................. ,. 3 45 75 39 7 169 169 

Total Health and Human Services ................ . ., ...... -584 828 --6,815 -19,568 -ll9,958 -{;8,911 -78,510 -103,417 -128,279 -163,159 --66,097 -598,374 t" 
t'l 
Ul 
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Table S-6. Mandatory and Receipt Proposals-Continued S! 

"" (Deficit incr.,.... (+) or decreases (-) in millions of dollars) t1l 

Totals 8 
t'!l 

2018- 2018- .., 
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2026 2026 2027 2022 2027 cl 

Homeland Security: 
:,, 
~ Extend expiring Customs and Border Protec ... "' tion (CBP) fees ....... ................... , ...... . ... , .. ,, ...... .. ....... ,. ....... . ........ .. ....... ,.,..,.,. .. ....... -,3,931 -4,143 ····•···· -ll,074 C'.l 

Increase Customs user fees . ,, ... , ... -7 --9 -12 -19 -26 -38 -46 ~52 -66 -78 -73 -,35.3 [!: 
Increase immigration user fees .......... , ....... ,. .... ,, . ., ......... .,.,,,. .. ~ Establish Electronic Visa Update System user 

fee i ............ ..................... .,. . ... ,,,., ,. ... ,. .. "' 0 
Reform the National Flood lnsuraru:,, Program -· -95 -301 -509 -730 --971 -1,076 -l,141 -l,260 -1,375 -1,432 -2,606 -8,890 ~ 

"' Authorize mandatory outlays for US, Coast 
Guard Continuation Pay .......................... ,., .. ......... 3 9 28 31 3,1 34 35 36 37 38 104 284 

Eliminate BrandUSA; make revenue available. 
toCBP' .... 62 70 18 210 210 

Transfer Electronic Syswm for Travel Au-
thorization receipts to lntornational Trade 
Administration 2 •• ,., •• . ......... .,., .. , 
Total, Homeland Security ···•···•'"·•··"············" "'""" -16 -2.11 -415 -718 -964. -1,080 -1,152 -1,276 ---5,335 -5,615 -2,365 -16,823 

Interior: 
r,.,.,.. oil and gas in the Arctic National Wild-

I 00 life Refuge (ANWRJ ........................................ ,., ...... ...... ,,. . ... ., ... ,. .... , .. -400 -500 .,,.,, ... ,. .. ,. ... -400 ---500 -400 -1,800 0:, 
Repeal Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act 

(GOMESAJ State payments ............... , .......... -272 -327 -344 -,386 -376 ~115 -375 -375 -,375 -,375 -1,685 -3,560 
Cancel Southern Nevada Public Land Manage-

ment Act (SNPLMAJ balances ...................... - ......... -83 -69 -78 ......... . ........ .. ....... .,. .... ,, .... ., ... .. ....... .. ..... ,. -230 -230 
Repeal enhanced geothermal payments to 

counties, ... ,, ........... , ...... , .. , ... ,.,, ................ , ...... , ........ -1 -,3 -3 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -17 -37 
Reauthorize the Federal Land Transaction 

Facilitation Act ............... ,, ........ ,, .. , ........ ,. .. -5 -6 -9 -12 ~, . .. .., ... . ........ . ........ .. ....... -.'35 -35 
Total, Interior . ..... ,.,,., .. ,. .. ,.,, -,363 -405 -434 ~1s2 -783 -879 -379 -,379 -779 -ll79 -2,367 ~5,862 

Labor: 
Establish a paid parental leave program: 

Provide paid parental leave benefits 1 ........... ········· 709 709 2,420 1,644 1,868 2,109 2,172 2,296 2,415 2,160 7,3,50 18,502 
Establi•h an Unemployment lnsursnce (Ul) 

solvency standard :.t ................................. ......... -758 -1,894 -2,568 -1,045 -1,833 -1,072 -1,488 -2,254 -5,220 -12,912 
[mprove Ul program integrity 2 .................... --94 -215 -251 -249 -243 -211 -25.1 -249 -241 -228 -1,052 -2,234 
Provide for Reemployment Services and 

Eligibility Assessments' ........................... -88 -541 -562 ---522 -411 -413 -493 -499 -519 -1713 -4048 
Total, establish a paid parents! leave 

program .. .. ......... 615 406 870 -1,061 -1,465 442 -327 482 187 -841 -635 -692 
Improve Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-

tion (PBGC) solvency .............................. -1,546 -2,238 -2,335 -6,409 -15,858 
Accelerate PBGC premium payment ................ 3088 -3088 -5005 -<>005 

Total, Labor .................................................... ......... -581 -796 -340 -2,355 -2,972 -1,183 -2,032 2,024 -5,139 -8,181 -7,044 -21,555 
I 
~ 
en 
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TableS--6. Mandatory and Receipt Proposals-Continued I g:; 

(Deficit increases (+I or decre.,.,. (-J in millions of dollars) 

Totals ----
2018- 2018-

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 ll022 2027 

Transportation'; 
Air Traffic Control: 

Reform Air Traffic Control ' ,,,,.,. .. 14,391 14,976 15,627 16,382 17,302 18,073 18,881 29,367 115,632 
Outlay savings from discretionary cap ad~ 

justment .. .. ,,, ..... , .. , ... ,, -S,786 -9,669 -10,058 -10,293 -10,407 -10,407 -10,407 -18,455 -70,027 
Reform Essential Air Service' .......................... "'""" ......... .. ... ,. .. .. ....... 52 .. ....... .. ....... .. .... ,,, ,,,,, ... , .. ., ..... ""'""' 52 52 
Assume Highway Trust ~•und outlays conform 

to baseline levels of Highway Trust Fund 
revenues, ...... ,., .... , ........ . ................... 367 637 173 -919 -5.2i!! -15,164 -16,833 -18,156 -19,436 -20,399 -5,288 -95,276 
Total, Transportation .......................... '" .. """" .. ,,. .... 367 6.37 173 4,738 -239 -9,595 -10,744 -11,261 -11,770 -11,925 5,676 -49,619 

Treasury: 
Provide authority for Bureau of Engraving and 

Printing to eonstruct new facility z ...... -15 -74 -3 5 ~314 5 14 3 165 -494 -401 -708 
Veterans Affairs: 

Continue the Veterans. Choice Program .... 718 1,593 2,469 3,056 3,437 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 11,213 28,773 
Cap Post--9/11 GI Bill Flight Training .............. -42 -43 -46 -48 -50 -o2 -54 -66 -59 -61 -229 -511 
Extend round-down of cost--of~Hving adjust-

I ments (COLAs) ............ ,., ....... , .. -20 -66 -127 -182 -235 -295 -347 -403 -466 -536 -630 -2,677 w 
Modernize Individual Unemployability , -3,205 -3,394 ...a,582 -3,773 -3,968 -4,166 -4,369 -4,576 -4,787 -5,002 -17,922 -40,!!22 -..J 

Total, Veterans Affairs .................... , .............. -2,549 -1,910 -1,288 -,147 -l316 -1,013 -1,270 -1,535 -1,812 -2,099 -7,508 -15,237 
Corps of Engineers: 

Divest Washington Aqut;iduct ........... w.,,, -119 -119 
Reform inland waterways financing 2 

....... -530 -1037 
Total, Corps of Engineers ........... ,. .................. -&19 -1,156 

Environmental Protection Agency: 
Expand use of peoticide lirensing foes 5 4 4 4 4 3 2 l 1 l 21 29 

Office of Personnel Management (OPM): 
Red\ti;:e Federal retirement benefits; 

Eliminate Federal Employee Retirement 
System COLA; reduce Civil Servi<• Re• 
tirement System COLA by 0.5% ............... -524 -1,187 -1,89'2 -2,657 -3,481 -4,369 -5,322 -6,344 -7,432 -8,591 -9,740 -41,799 

Other Federal retirement changes , ............... ,,.,, .. ,, -1,875 -2,134 -3,0.~5 -2,617 -3,298 -3,620 ~1,943 -4,383 -4,841 -5,280 -12,979 ~35,046 
lncrease Employee (',0ntributions: 

lncreaw employee contributions to 50% of 
cost with 6-year phase-in (1% per year)' ........ , -1.719 -3,227 -4,810 -6,372 -7,959 -sl,537 -sl,568 -sl,599 -9,624 -9,640 -24,087 -72,05,5 "' lntragovernmental effects of OPM proposals C 

,::: 
(non-sroreable): 

~ Loss of mandatory offsetting receipts from 
OPM proposals ........ , ............................. .. ... ,, .. .. ....... 12,295 13,957 15,779 17,425 19,050 19,166 19,280 19,384 19,472 59,456 155,808 

~ 
[;; 
Ul 
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Table S-6. Mandatory and Receipt Proposals-Continued 5:1 

t"1 
(Deficit increases(-+} or decreases Hin millions of dollars) "' c:: 

Totals 8 
20U!- 2018- ~ 

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2022 2027 6 
Discretionary effect of OPM proposals ..... ,.". ...;,657 -7,230 -7,826 -8~ -ll,1124 -8~90 7,966 7,650 7~1 29,978 -,;g,849 

:,, 
~ Total, Office of Personnel Management -910 -3,031 -3,692 -6,578 -7,100 -7,957 -9,012 -10,163 -11,380 -17,329 -,;2,941 (/J 
r, 

Other Independent Agencies: ?: 
Federal C<>mmunications Commission: i:i Enact Spectrum License User Fee ............... -50 -150 --300 -460 -600 -600 -600 -600 -600 -500 -1,450 --3,950 > 
Reform the Postal Service ........ ·······••s;••····~ ......... -2,807 -4,68.5 -4,871 -4,791 -4,923 -4,904 -4,913 -4,795 -4,676 -4,655 -22,077 -46,020 :,, ..., 
Restructure the Consumer ¥"'inancial Protec- 0 

tfon Bureau ... ., ................ ,, ...... .,.,,., .. -145 --650 -,;sa -706 -726 -745 -764 -784 -804 -826 -2,910 ...;,833 ; 
Eliminate the Securities and Exchange Com~ 

mission Reserve Fund ................ ,. ....... -50 -50 -50 -50 -50 ~50 -o0 -200 -450 
Mandatory effects of agency eliminations -1 

Total, Other Independent Agencies ............... """'"" --5,535 -5,904 -o,997 --6,200 -,;,199 --6,227 -,;,129 --6,030 -6,031 -26,639 -57,255 
Cross~cutting reforms: 

Repeal and replace Obamacare l .. ,.,, .......... ,, 25,000 30,000 -6,000 --30,000 --35,000 -40,000 -40,000 -60,000 -50,000 -55,000 -15,000 -250,000 
Implement an infrastructure initia.Uv~ .,,. .. ., 5,000 25,000 40,000 50,000 40,000 20,000 10,000 5,000 5,000 ..... , 160,000 200,000 
Reform welfare programs: 

Reform Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 

I w Program (SNAPJ . -4,6.17 -7,627 -13,990 -16,928 -21,130 -24,871 -24,634 -25,714 -26,135 -2.5,266 ~,312 -190,932 CfJ 
Establish a SNAP authori1.ed retailer appli• 

cation fee ............ , .... ,.,, ......... , ...... , .... ,,, ... -252 -246 -241 -2:l6 -230 -230 -230 -230 -230 -230 -l,205 -2,355 
Eliminate SSBG ...... , .. , .. ,,,., .. ,. . ... ,.,,. -1,411 -J,683 -1,700 -1,700 -1,700 -1,700 -1,700 -l,700 -1,700 -1,700 -8,194 -16,694 
Reduce Temporary Assistance for Needy 

Families (TANF) block grant ................... ,. ......... -1,218 -1,491 -1,550 -1,582 -1,615 -1,632 -1,632 -1,632 -1,632 -1,632 -7,456 -15,616 
Provide funding for welfare research and 

Census Bureau Survey of Income and 
Program Participation, transferred from 
TANF ..................... .. ......... , .... .,, . ., ... .. ....... « ....... 

Eliminate TANF Contingency Fund ............. -567 -,;os -608 -608 -608 -<308 -608 -608 --608 -,;QB -2,999 -<l,039 
Require Secial Security Number (SSN) for 

Child Tax Credit & F:arned lnct,me Tas 
Crcditl ...... , .. ..................................... -449 -4 512 -4447 -4358 -4309 -4 296 -4373 -4460 -4555 -4 652 -18 075 -40411 
Total, reform welfare programs. ................ , ......... -8,534 -16,167 -22,536 -25,112 -29,592 -33,:m ... aa,111 --34,344 --34,860 ~'14,088 -102,241 -212,041 

Reform disability programs and test new 
approaches: 
Test new approaches t-0 increase labor force 

participation .... 100 100 100 100 100 -2,494 -6,069 -9,332 -13,809 -18,627 500 -48,831 
Reinstate the reconsideration review stage 

in 10 States ................................................. .. , ...... 71 -10 -59 -626 -246 -263 --305 --354 --376 -524 -2,068 
Reduce 12 month retroactive Disability 

Insurance benefits to six months .,. ........... -113 -64,1 -797 -951 -1,043 -1,112 -1,191 -1,272 -1,349 -1,430 --3,547 -9,901 
Create sliding scale for multi~recipient Sup-, 

plemental Security Income families. ... , .... ., -743 -827 -861 -882 -956 --906 -862 ... 955 -979 -1,002 -4,269 -S,973 

' c,;) 
..;i 
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TableS-6. Mandatory and Receipt Proposals-Continued I f5g 

{Deficit increases (+) or decreases (-) in million..~ of dollars) 

Totals ----
2018- 2018-

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2022 2027 
Create a probationary period for Adminis# 

trative Law Judges (ALJs) ........ ,.,, ........... 
Eliminate Workers Compensation Reverse 

Offsets ..... .. , ................ ., -3 -ll -12 -16 -19 -22 -25 -28 -31 -39 -164 
Offset overlapping unempfoyment and di&-

ability payments 2 • ............. , ........... -58 -249 -329 -324 -319 -323 -323 -296 -317 -960 -2538 
Total, reform disability programs and test 

new approaches .,.,,.,.,., ... , .. .,,.,,, ... , ..•. -. .... , ....... ,. -756 -1.160 -1,825 -2,133 -2,76,5 -5,096 -7,730 -12,212 -16,815 -21,783 --8,839 -72,475 
Reduce improper payments; 

Reduoo improper payments Govern-
ment-wide ...... ,. .. , .... -719 -l.482 -2,383 -4,288 -4,549 ----0,652 -20,480 -38,024 -57,633 --8,872 -139,210 

Allow Government-wide U$e of CBP entry/ 
exit data to prevent improper payments ,,, . .,,..,,. ........ , -1 -.5 -11 -20 -26 ~n -40 -43 -17 -177 

Use Death Master File to prevent improper 
payments . ..... ,.,,.,, ........... , .. .,, ......... ,.,,.,, "'''""' ,..,.,,,. ......... """'" .... , .... . ... , .... .,,,,.,,, .. ,. ..... 

Authorize Social Security Administration 
(SSA) to uoo all collection tools to recover 
funds . ............... ,w, .. .,,..,,, ,.,,.,.,, -2 -2 -3 -4 -4 -5 -5 -5 -U -11 -41 

Hold fraud facilitator• liable for overpay-

I C!,;) mentJ:r. ... , .... , ............ """'" ......... -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -l -1 -1 -3 --8 c.o Increase overpayment collection threshold 
for Old Age, Survivors, and Disability 
Insurance ..... ............. ,, ............... -ll -26 -43 -59 -77 -93 -107 -135 -144 -156 -213 --848 

Exclude SSA debts from discharge in bank• 
ruptey ......................................... ••-'••········ -9 -18 -23 -29 ..,14 -.16 -38 -40 -43 -45 -113 -315 

Allow SSA to U$C commercial databaoo to 
verify real property -12 -28 -44 -53 -60 -69 -70 -68 -76 -79 -197 -51i9 

Increase oversight of paid tax return prepa,r .. 
ers 1 ........................... , .... , ............ ,,, .... , ... .,, .. ......... -14 -31 -.15 -38 -42 -47 -50 ~55 ~1 -66 -100 -439 

Provide more flexible authority for the Inter .. 
nal Revenue Service to address correct-
able errors a , .................. , ..................... -30 ~l ~ -65 ~7 70 -71 -74 76 -77 -287 -o.% 
Total, reduce improper payments .............. '"'""" -73 --885 -1,695 -2,636 -4,584 -4,889 -10,020 -20,889 -38,470 -68,111 ----0,873 -142,252 

Reform the medical liability system 2 
......... ,. .... .... ,. ... -179 -1,097 -1,928 -3,308 -4,827 ~,541 --8,082 -9,114 -9,642 -10,295 -11,339 -55,013 

Reform financial regulation and prevent tax~ 
payer-funded baHouts ... , .... , ........ -2.400 -3,000 -3,400 -4,300 -4,400 -4,300 -4,300 -4,400 -4,500 -13,100 -35,000 

Conduct spectrum auctiQllS below 6 gigahertz ... "''""" , ........ . ........ -1100 -300 ......... .. ., ..... ...... .,. . ..... ". .. ..... ,. ~.ooo ~00 --8,600 
Eliminate allocations to the Housing Trust Ul 

Fund and Capital Magnet Fund 2 ••••••••••••••••• -194 -104 -177 -247 -321 -1135 -348 -367 -375 -378 -1,044 -2,846 C: 
Authorize additional Afghan Special lmmi• a:: 

grant Visas ... .-..............•.........................•.•...... ......... 15 20 20 18 18 18 16 15 16 16 91 172 ~ 
Modify TRICARE Pharmacy fees (includes :;l 

non-sooreable a.-;:crual effect) ....... ,.. ............... •««•"· 293 209 161 117 102 51 29 -49 -93 -187 881 632 

~ Extend Joint Committee mandatory sequestra-
tion .. ,..,,. .................... , ... ,,, .. , 8361 -20341 -27 435 -39415 [.;; 

00 
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Table S-6. Mandatory and Receipt Proposals-Continued ~ 

(Deficit increases {+)or decreases -t ~) in minions of dollars} "" c:: 
Totals 8 

"' 2018- 2018- ..., 
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2022 2027 6 

Tota), cross.cutting reforms .......... 20,571 33,216 3,720 -17,301 -41,270 -74,!129 -93,612 -117,899 -169,980 -217,761 -1.063 --674,845 
:,; 

~ 
'l'o~ mandato!.'l: and receiet eroeosals ·····- - !!,967 9~ ~188 -67.lfflS -122.3!i6 -184.954 -'lfJf11758 :!Z!!,7111 -368.861 -4B11782 -208Jl6'7 -1.'J!MI!:' ~ 'The single income-driven repayment plan proposal has sizeable interactive effects with the proposals to eliminate subsidized loans and Public Service Loan Forgiveness. -< These effects. $7.4 billion over 10 years, are included in the single income..<Jriven repayment plan subtotal, "' 2 The estimates for this proposal include effects on receipts. The receipt effects included in the totals above are as -follows; ~ 

Extend Children's Health Insurance Program "' (CHIP! funding through 2019 ...................... , . ., ... ., 49 -219 -367 --67 >y ... ,. •• ,, ....... . ... ,,, .. -l,04 -li04 0 

Establish Electronic Visa Update System user 
; 

fee ................................ -27 -27 -31 -28 -29 -28 -31 -28 -29 -28 -142 -286 
Eliminate BrandUSA; make revenue available 

toCBP ........ .. ,,., ... , ... ,,.,.,. 162 170 178 510 510 
Tran.sfor Elertronic System for Travel Au• 

thorizatfon rec:eipts to International Trade 
Administration .,. ....... ,,, .... ,. .. -162 -171 -178 -185 -193 -200 -208 -215 -22.3 -230 -889 -l,965 

Provide paid parental leave benefits ................. ,. ....... ···""" "" .. '" ~16 -962 -971 -1,158 -1,264 -1,36.~ -1,459 -1,878 -8,095 
Establish an Unemployment Insurance (Ul) 

solvency standard ....................................... .... ,, .. , -758 -1,894 -2,568 -1,045 -1,833 -l,072 -1,488 -2,254 -5,220 -12,912 
Improve U1 program integrity ........................... ,. ....... . ... , ... , 4 8 2,J 42 86 57 81 102 132 77 535 I .i::,.. 
Provide for Reemployment Services and Eligi• 0 

bility Assessments ............................. -1 18 89 238 269 229 264 284 106 1.390 
Reform Air Traffic Control ................................. .,,,,., .. .. ....... ...,, ... , ......... 14,391 14,976 15,627 16,382 17,302 18,073 18,881 29,367 115,632 
Reform Essential Air Service ............................ ......... ,.,., .... ,. ....... 129 130 132 133 134 136 137 259 931 
Authority for Bureau of Engraving and Print--

ing to construct new facility .. , ... , .. ,,,, .. ,,. -15 -74 -3 5 -314 5 14 3 165 -494 -401 -708 
Refonn inland waterways financing .,,.. -108 -107 -106 -105 -104 -103 -103 -!Ol -100 -100 -530 -1,037 
Increase employee contributions to 50% of cost 

with 6•y•ar phase•in (1% per year) .... -1,719 -3,227 -4,810 -li,372 -7,959 -9,537 -9,568 -9,599 -9,624 -9,640 -24,087 -72,055 
Repeal and replace Obamacare ......................... ......... 55,000 60,000 85,000 100,000 105,000 115,000 120,000 120,000 120,000 120,000 405,000 1,000,000 
Require Social Security Number <SSN) for 

Child Tax Credit & Earned Income Tax 
Credit ...................................................... . .,,,.,,, -298 -1,176 -1,194 -1,228 -1,261 -1,113 -1,381 -1,455 -1,526 -1,618 -5,157 -12,450 

Offset overlapping unemployment and disabifi .... 
ty payments .................................................... . .. ,. .... ..,.,,.,. l 3 7 13 18 23 46 36 11 147 

Increase oversight of paid tax return preparers ... -12 -18 -20 -22 -24 -27 -29 -32 -36 -39 -96 -259 
Provide more ftexible authority for the IRS to 

address corre~ble errors ,,..,, .. , .................... .. ., ..... -6 -10 -11 -11 -12 -13 -13 -14 -15 -15 -49 -119 
Reform the medical liability system ................. -24 -222 -545 -982 -1,468 -2,054 -2,666 -3,053 -3,261 -3,444 -3,241 -17,719 
Eliminate allocations to the Housing Trust 

Fund and Capital Magnet Fund ................... -75 -79 -96 -110 -117 -122 -126 -129 -131 -134 -477 -1120 
Total receipt effects of mandatory proposals ... ······••< 52,766 54,843 77,068 102,649 105,233 1!5,688 ll9,757 120,810 120.987 120,015 392,559 989,815 

I 
t,:, 
(.C) 
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Table S-7. Proposed Discretionary Caps for 2018 Budget I~ 

(Net budget authority in billions of dollau) 

Totals --
2018-

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2027 

Current Law Base Caps:' 
Defense ........... 551 549 562 576 590 605 620 636 652 668 685 6,144 
Non-Defuni,e ............................................................ 519 516 530 543 556 570 584 599 614 629 645 5784 

Total, Base Current Law Caps 1,070 1,06& 1,0ll2 1,119 l,146 1,174 1,204 1,234 1,266 1,298 1,331 11,928 

Prop,,••"- Baoe Cap Change8!' 
[Jefense +25 +S4 +54 +53 +52 +50 +49 +47 +45 +44 +42 +489 
Non-Defense .......................................................... -15 ~'i4 -77 -99 -121 -144 -167 -190 -213 -236 -260 -1559 

Total, Baoe Cap Changes .................................. ,. +10 +* -23 --46 -69 -93 -118 -142 -168 -193 -219 -1,010 

Proposed Base Caps: 
Defense'., .. ,., ........ ,..,.,., ...... , .......... ,., ......... 576 603 616 629 642 65fj 669 683 697 712 727 6,633 
Non-Defense ....... ,,.,., .. ,,.,, ...... ,, ... ,, ......... 504 462 45.3 444 435 426 417 409 401 393 385 4225 

Total, Base Caps l,ol!O 1,066 l,OW 1,073 1,077 1,081 1,1186 1,()112 1,008 1,100 1,112 10,8$8 

Additional Non-Def<,,..• <NDD! Cap Reductions (or Budget Proposals:' I .,I:.. ,.... 
Air Traffic Control Reform .................................. -10 -10 -10 -10 .. ](/ -1{} -10 -7,1 
Federal Employee Retirement 

Cost S!wre Reduction ....................................... ........ , ,. ....... -7 -7 -8 -8 -9 -8 -8 -8 .• 7 -7{} 
Tot<1l, Pmpo#ed NDD Cap Reductlo,.. .............. ......... ··~······ -7 -7 -18 -19 -19 -19 -18 -18 -18 -14:J 

Proposed Base Caps with Additional NDD Adjustments: 
Defense 3 

.... ,., ....... , • ., ............ ,. .. , ........... , ........ , ... 576 603 616 629 642 655 669 683 697 712 727 6,633 
Non-Defense ..... ................... . . ..................... 504 462 446 437 417 407 398 390 383 375 367 4082 

Total, Proposed Base Caps . .... 1,080 1,066 1,1)62 1,066 1,869 1,062 1,067 1,073 1,()80 1,087 1,094 10,715 

Cap Adjustments:• 
Overseas Contingency Operations G 89 77 60 43 26 12 12 12 12 12 12 278 

Defense .................................................................. 70 65 52 39 24 10 10 10 10 10 10 240 
Non-D,fense ........ 19 12 8 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 .18 

Emergency Requirements 3 
Program Integrity ................................................... 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 20 00 

C: 
Disaster Relief1 ............. 8 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 68 i!: 

Total, Cap Adjustments 101 86 69 52 35 21 21 21 21 21 21 365 ~ 
:0 ..,. 

Total, Discretionary Budget Authority ................ 1,1.81 1,150 1,131 1,117 1,093 1,083 1,088 1,094 1,101 1,108 1,115 11,080 ~ ,.. 
12 
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Table S-7. Proposed Discretionary Caps for 2018 Budget-Continued 

(Net budget authority in billions of dollan,) 

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Memorandum-Appropriations Counted Outside of Discretionary Caps: 

2028 2027 

Totals 

2018-
2027 

21st Century Cures Appropriati-Ons 11 
.............. 1 1 1 1 * 1 1 * * * /j 

Non-BBEDCA Emergency Funding9 
... -* -5 -5 

"' $500 million or less. 
The caps presented here are equal to the levels estimated for 2017 through 2021 in the Balanced Budget aad Emergency Deficit Control Aet of 1985 (BBEDCA) with 
separate categories of funding for "defense' (or Function 050) and "non-defense• programs, The 2017 caps were revised in the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015 and the 2018 
through 2021 caps include 0MB estimates of Joint Committee enforcement {also known .as "sequestration"). For 2022 th~u_gh 2027 ~ programs are assumed to grow at 
current services growth rates eonsistent with current law. 

2 The Administration propow,d in its Marth 16 Blueprint an increase in the existing defense caps for 2017 and 2018 that is offset with decreases to the non-defense caps. 
One-half of the 2017 increase ($5 billion of which is classified as Overseas Contingency Operations) is paid for out of non-defense in 2017 while the entire increase in 2018 
is paid for out of non-defense, After 2018, the Budget proposes cap• through 2027 that rellect an annual 2,1 percent increase for defense programs and an annual two per• 
cent ( or '2-penny') deorease fur non-defense programs, 
The defense base cap estimates for 2019-2027 reflect inflated 2018 levels, not a policy judgment, The Administration will determine 2019·2027 defense funding levels in 
the 2019 Budget, in aw,rdanee with the National Security Strategy, National Defense Strategy, and Nuclear Posture Review that are currently under development, 

4 Theae cap reductions are for reforms in the Budget that would shift the Federal Aviation Administration's air traffie control function to an independent, non .. govemmental 
organization beginning in 2021 and reduce Federal agency costs through changes to current civilian employee retirement plans. 

'The funding amounts below are cap ru:ljustments that are designated pursuant to Section 25l(b)(2) ofBBEDCA, 
' The outyear amounts for OCO ln the 2018 Budget reful<:t notional placeholders eonaistent with a potential transition of certain OCO easts into the base budget while COO• 

tinuing to fund contingency operations. The placeholder amounts do not .reflect specific decisions or asswnptions about OCO funding in any particular year. 
7 "Disaster Relier' appropriations are amounts designated as such by the Congress provided they a.re for activities carried out pursuant to a determination under the 

Robert T, Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, Those amounts are held to a funding ceiling that is determined one year at a time and 0MB currently 
estimates the 2018 ceiling to he at $7,4 billion. The Administration is requesting $6,8 billion in 2018, but does not mcplicltly ;request disaster-dasigna.ted appropriations in 
any year after the budget year. A placeholder s,t at the budget year request level is included in each of the outyears, 

' The 21st Century Cures Act permitted funds to be appropriated each year and not oounted towards the disuetionary caps so long as the appropriations were spedfu:ally 
provided for the authorized purposes, These amounts are displayed outside of the diseretionary totals for thi• reason and the levels included through the budt!"t window 
reflect authorized levels. 

'The 2018 Budget includes a permanent cancellation of balances of enwrgency funding in the Department ofEnergy that were not designated pursuant to BB.EDCA, 'These 
cancellations aro not being re-designated ru, emergency; therefore no sovings are being achieved under the caps nor will the caps be adjusted for these cancellations, 

5l 
"' 

I 
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Table S-8. 2018 Discretionary Overview by Major Agency 

(Net budget authority in billions of dollars) 

Base Discretionary Funding, 

Cabinet Departments: 
Agriculture 3 ......... .. 

Commerce ...... , .. ,,.,.,,, ...... ., .... , .. ,,..,.,, ... , .. ,.,., ... , ............... , ... ,.~ ....................... ., ..... , ... , ..... « ... 

Defense: 1 

CR! Enacted for 2017 

Energy 

Naticnal Nuclear Security Adtninistraticn .................... , .... , ........................ , ............ . 
Other Energy ..................................................................... , .............................. .. 

Health and Human Servi(.'CS. 4 • ., .... ,.,. ........ , ........................ ,. .......... ,. •• ._ ... ,,, .... ., .............. .. 

Homeland Security rDHSJ: 
DHS excludtng 2017 Border Reque,t 
March Border Security Request for 2017 1 ........................................................ , ......... .. 

Housing and Urban D.velopment (HUD): 

HUD groo, total /excluding reNtipts) .......................................................................... .. 
HUD receipt• ............................................................................. , ................................. .. 

Interior ... , .. , .......... , ............................... ,. .. , ................ , ................ ,. ............... , .. , ... , .............. . 
Justice (DOJJ: 

DOJ program level (excluding offsets) .................................................................... .. 

DOJ mandatory spending changes (CHIMPs) ........................................................ . 

Labor ................................................................................................................................. . 

State and Other International Programs3 ......................... , .................... , ...................... .. 

Transportation ............................................................. , ........... , ........................ "' ............ ,. 
Treasury: 

Treasury program level (excluding off,rets) .................................................................. . 
'lreasury mandatory spending changes (CHI MPs! ..................................................... . 

Veterans Affairs ............................................. , ....... , .......................................... , ....... , ...... . 
M,dor Agencies: 

Corps ofEngineeni ........................................................................................................ .. 

Environmental 'Protection Agency ............................................... , ............ , ..................... . 
General Services Administration ,., .. , .................. , ... , .. , 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration .................. .,,, ......................... .. 

2017 2018 
EstimateU Request• 

22.7 

9.2 

521.8 

27.4 

549.1 

68.2 
29,7 
12.5 

17.2 

78.0 

41.3 

3.0 

46.9 

--13.2 
13.2 

28.8 

-11.8 
12.l 

39.7 

18.6 

12.6 

-0.9 

74.5 

6.0 
8.2 

0.2 

19.2 

18,() 

7.8 

574.5 

574.5 

59.0 
28.0 

13.9 

14.1 

65.3 

44.1 

4().7 

-9.5 

11.7 

27.7 
-11.3 

9.7 

28.2 

16.2 

12.1 

--0.9 

78.8 

5.0 

5.7 

0.5 
19.l 

2018 Requ-1-
2017 Estimate 

Dollar 

-4.6 
-1.5 

+52.8 
-27.:!_ 
+25,4 

-9.2 
-1.7 
+1.4 
-3.1 

-12.7 

+2.8 
-3.I) 

-6.2 

+3.7 
-1.4 

-1.1 

+0.5 

-2.4 
-11.5 
-2.4 

--0.5 

+4.3 

-1.0 
-2.6 
+0.3 

-0.2 

Percent 

-20.5% 

-15.8% 

+10.1% 
NIA 

+4.6% 
-13.5% 

-6.6% 

+11.4% 
-18,0% 

-16.2% 

+6.8% 
NIA 

-13,2% 

NIA 
-l{}.9% 

-3.8% 

NIA 
-19.8% 

-29.1% 

-12,7% 

-4,1% 

NIA 
+5.8% 

-16.3% 

-31.4% 

N/A 
-0.8% 

,j:. 
Nl 

; 
~ 
I 

.... 
w 
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Table S-8. 2018 Discretionary Overview by Major Agency-Continued :i'! 

t'l 
(Net budget authority in billions of dollars) "' c:: 

2018 Request leas 8 
2017 2018 

2017 Estimate ~ 
Estimate 1,2 Request• Dollar Percent cl 

National Science Foundation 7.4 6,7 --0,8 -10.7% "' :cl 
Small Business Administration., 0.9 0,8 -· -4,9% r,; 

Social Security Administration~ .. 9,0 9,1 +* +0,3% ~ 
Other Agencies 20.4 17,9 -2.6 -12,5% ;i 
2017 Allowanre 1 ...... -13.6 +13.6 NIA ;;; 

Subtotal, Discretionary Base Budget Authority 1,079.6 1,065.0 -14.6 -1.4% s 
00 

Cap Acljustment Funding, 
Overseas Contingency C?perations: 

Defense: 1 

CR I Enacted for 2017 65,0 64,6 --0.4 --0,6% 
Adjustment for March Defens, Request for 2017 , 4,7 -4,7 NIA 
Total, Defense Policy,,,,,,, 69,7 64,6 -5,l -7.3% 

Homeland Security 0.2 --0,2 -100,0% 
State and Other International Programs . , 19.2 12.0 -7,2 -37,4% 

I ~ 
Subtotal, Overseas Contingency Operations 89,0 76.6 -12,4 -14,0% ~ 

Emergency Requirements: 

Agriculture 0,2 --0,2 NIA 
Housing and Urban Development .. 0.4 --0.4 NIA 
Transportation 1.0 -1,0 NIA 
Corps of Engineers .. , LO -1.0 NIA 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration . 0.1 --0,l NIA 

Subtotal, Emergency Requirements . 2.7 -2.7 NIA 

Program Integrity: 

Health and Human Services 0.4 0.4 +0.1 +17,3% 
Social Security Administration L2 1.5 +o.3 +26,8% 

Subtotal, Program Integrity .. , 1,5 L9 +0,4 +24,5% 
Disaster Relief: 5 

Homeland Security 6,7 6,8 +0,1 +l.2% 
1.4 -1.4 NIA 
8.1 6,8 -L3 -16.4% 

Subtotal, Cap Adjustment Funding 101.4 86.3 -16.1 -15.11% 

Total, Discretionary Budget Authority 1,181.0 1,150.3 -36.7 -2.6% 1,1:,. 
c,,:, 
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Table S-8. 2018 Discretionary Overview by Major Agency-Continued 

(Net budget authority in billions of dollars) 

Memorandum ~ Appropriations Counted Outside of Discretionary Caps: 
21st Century Cures Appropdations:6 

Health and Human Services······················"· .... , .... , ... ,,, .. .,, ... ,. .... , ................. , ....... , ... _. 
Non-BBEDCA Emergency Appropriations: 

Agriculture 

2017 2018 
Estimate•~ Req..-• 

0.9 1.1 

-· 

2018 Req..- leos 
2017Estimate 

Dollar Percent 

+0.2 +21.1% 

+* NIA 
Erumzy 1 • ...fl.7 ...fl.7 NIA 

* $50 mHlion or less. 
1 At the time the 2018 Budget was prepared, 2017 appropriations remained incomplete and the 2017 column reflects at the account level en~ 

acted full,year and wntinuing appropriations provided under the Continuing Appropriations Act, 2017 <Division C of Public Law 114-223, 
as amended by Division A of Public Law 114-254 and amended further by Public Law 115-30) that expired on May 5. In addition, the lev• 
els are adjusted to illustratively reflect the current law caps for 2017 and the Administration's March 16 request for additional appropri• 
ations for defense and border security, which are included with the levels shown for the Departments of Defense and Homeland Security. 
The 2017 levels include a further allowance adjustment to rellect the reductions to non-defense programs praposed by the Administration. 

• gnaeted, continuing, and proposed changes in mandatorY programs (CHIMPs) are included Jn both 2017 and 2018. 
' Funding for Food for Peace Title II Grants is included in the State and Other International Programs tots!.. Although the funds arc appro

' · • ·" to the Department of Agriculture, the funds are adminlstored by the U.S. Agency for International Development. 
from tbe Hospital Insurance and Supplementary Medics! Insurance trust funds for administrative el<penses incurred by the 
ecurity Administration that support the Medicare program are included in the Health and Human Services total and not in the 

Social Security Administration total. 
!'. .,Disaster Relier appropriations are amounts designated by the Congress provided they are for activities carried out pursuant to a deter~ 

mination under the Robert T. Stsllord Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act. These amounts are held to a funding cciling that is 
determined one year at a time and 0MB currently estimates the 2018 celling to be at $7.4 billion. The Administration is requesting $6.8 
billion in 2018. 

' The 21st Century Cures Act permitted funds to be appropriated each year for certain activities and not counted toward tbe discretionary 
caps so long as the appropriations were specifu:ally provided for the authorized purposes. These amounts are displayed outside of tbe 
discretionary totals for this :reaMn. 

' The 2018 Budget proposes to eliminate the Title 17 Innovative Technology Loan Guarantee Program and the Advanced Technology Vehi• 
des Manufacturing Loan Progrom in the Department of Energy. This proposal includes a permanent cancellation of most of the remain
ing balan<:oo of emergency funding that wete not designated purSuant to BBEDCA. These cancellations are not being re-designated .as 
emergency; therefore no savings are being achieved under the caps nor will the eaps be adjusted for these cancellations. 

t 
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Table S-9. Economic Assumptions 1 

/Calendar years) 

Actual Pn,jeetions 

2015 20111 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 ll02ll 2027 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP): 
Nominal level, billions of dollars 18,037 18,566 19,367 20,237 21,197 22,253 23,379 24,563 25,800 27,111 28,483 29,924 31,439 
Percent change, nominal GDP, year/year 3.7 2.9 4.3 4.5 4.7 5.0 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 
Real GDP, percent change, year/year ........................... , ...... 2.6 1.6 2.3 2.4 2.7 2.9 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3.0 
Real GDP, per<:1lnt change, Q4/Q4 ............ ...... .,.,.,. 1.9 1,9 23 2,5 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.0 3,0 3.0 3,0 3,0 3,0 
GDP chained price index, percent change, year/year ..... ., ... u 1.3 1,9 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Consumet' Price Index,• percent change, year/year ...... 0,1 1.3 2.6 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2,3 2.3 2,3 2,3 2,3 2,3 

Interest rates, percent:• 
91-dayTroasury bills' .. 0,3 0.8 v; 2.1 2.6 2,9 3.0 3.0 3.1 3,1 3.1 3.1 
JO,year Treasury note• .. 2.J. 1.8 2.7 3.3 3.4 3,8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 

t.Jnemelol!J!eDt rat!!, civlllan, l!!rcent' ............................ 5.3 4.9 4.6 4.4 4.6 4.7 4.8 4.8 4.8 4,8 4,8 4.8 4.8 
* 0.05 percent or less. 
Note: A more detailed table of economic assumptions appears in Chapter 2, "Economic Assumptions and Interactions with the Budget/" in the Analytical Pentpectives volume 

of the Budget. 
1 Based on information availablP- as of early March..2017, 
'Seasonally adjusted CPI for all urban consumers, 
:1 Annual average. 
4 Average raw~ secondary market (bank discount basis). 
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Table S-10. Federal Government Financing and Debt ,~ 

(Dollar amounts in billions} 

Actual 
Estimate 

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 

Finaneing: 
Unified budget deficit/surplus H: 

Primary d•ficit/surplus (-) ,, ...... ,, .. ,,., .. ., ...... , .................. 345 326 126 155 60 -25 --87 -249 -386 -438 ~518 -654 
Net interest .... ............... 240 276 315 371 428 481 528 567 595 613 629 639 

Unified budget deficit/surplus (-J ..................................... 585 603 440 526 488 456 442 319 209 176 110 -16 
A,, a percent of GDP ................ ,,,,.,,,.,,,,.,,.,, .. , .. ,, .. ,,,, .. ,, .. 3.2% 3,1% 2.2% 2.5% 2.2% Z.0% 1.8% 1.3% 0.8% 0.6% 0.4% -0.1% 

Other transactions affecting borrowing from the public: 
ChangeB in financial assets and liabilities: 1 

Change in Treasury <>perating caah balance .................. 155 -3 
Net disbursements of eredit financing aecounts; 

Direct loan and Troubled Asset Relief Program 
(TARP) equity purchase ae<:0unts ., ...... , ................... 83 n1 88 81 68 65 61 61 60 60 58 55 

Guaranteed 1oan accounts '"'"'"''"'"'•'•""'""'"•··· 16 ..g 2 -1. -2 --5 -7 -9 --5 --5 ~5 -4 
Net purchases of non-Federal securities by the National 

Railroad Retirement Investment Trust (NRIUT) ........ . -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -· Net change in other finane:iaJ assets and liabiHties1 213 
Subtotal, cllanges in financial assets and liabilities .. 467 54 90 79 64 59 53 51 54 54 52 50 I .j:;:.. 

Seigniorage on ooin.s .... ,., ... ,, ................ , .. ,. .. ,.,., .. ,.", ....... ,, .... ,. -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 
Ttlta:11 other transactions affecting borrowing from the 

public ....................................................................... 466 54 89 78 64 59 52 51 54 54 52 50 
Total. requirement to borrow from the public 

(equals change in debt held by the public) ...... 1,051 656 529 604 552 515 494 369 26,1 229 162 34 

Changes in Debt Subjoot to Statutory Limitation, 
Change in debt held by the public ........................................... 1,051 656 529 604 552 515 494 369 26.3 229 162 34 
Change in debt held by Government accounts ........ , .. 368 159 210 142 112 96 39 54 76 . -20 -140 
Change in other factors 6 1 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 l 1 2 

Total, change in debt subject to statutory limitation .......... 1,425 816 740 749 666 613 535 426 341 230 143 -104 

Debt Subject lo Statutory Limitation, End of Year: 
Debt issued by Tr-easury .......... , ................. ,.,., ....... ,, ................ 19,513 20,328 21,067 21,815 22,479 2,1,091 23,625 24,049 24,389 24,620 24,763 24,658 
Adjustment for discount, premium, and coverage"' .. 25 27 28 30 31 32 34 35 36 36 36 37 

Totaltdebt subject to statutory limitation" .. , ........... 19,538 20,%5 21,095 21,844 22,510 23,123 23,658 24,084 24,425 24,656 24,799 24,695 

Ul 
Debt Outstanding, End of Year. ~ Gross Federal debt:' 

~ Debt issued by Treasury , .................................... , ................ 19,51.J 20,328 21,067 21,815 22,479 23,091 23,625 24,049 24,389 24,620 24,763 24,658 :,:, 
Debt issued by other agencies ...... ,,..,., .. ,..,.. . ............ , .. ,., 26 27 26 25 24 23 23 21 20 19 19 18 < 

Total, gross Federal debt .. , .................... ,, .. ,. ....... 19,539 20,354 21,093 21,840 22,503 23,114 23,647 24,071 24,410 24,639 24,781 24,676 ~ A,, a percent of GDP ..... , ................................................ 106.1% 106.2% 105.4% 104.3% 102.4% 100.1% 97.5% 94.4% 91.2% 87.6% 83.8% 79.5% t"' 

&l 
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TableS-10. Federal Government Financing and Debt-Continued 

(Dollar amounts in billions) 

Actual 
Estimate 

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 202ll 2026 2027 
Held by: 

Debt held by Government aeoounts 5,372 5,531 5,740 5,883 5,994 6,090 6,130 6,184 6,260 6,260 6,240 6,101 
Debt beld by the public' ..... 14,168 14,824 15,353 15,957 16,509 17,024 17,517 17,887 18,150 18,379 18,541 18,575 

Ail a percent of GDP 77.0% 77.4% 76.7% 76.2% 75.1% 73.7% 72.2% 70.2% 67.8% 65.3% 62.7% 59.8% 

Debt Held by the Public Net of Financial Assets: 
Debt held by the public ........................................................... 14,168 14,824 15,353 15,957 16,509 17,024 17,517 17,887 18,150 18,379 18,541 18,575 
Less financial assets net of liabilities: 

Treasury operating cash balance ................. 353 350 350 350 350 3.50 350 350 350 350 350 350 
Credit. financing a.coount balances: 

Direct loan and TARP equity purchase aeoounta . 1,227 1,294 1,383 1,464 1,532 1,597 1,658 1,719 1,779 1,839 1,897 1,952 
Guaranteed loan accounts ................ ................. , 28 18 20 19 17 12 5 -4 ...I) -14 -19 -23 

Govemment--aponsuted enterprise prefetr-ed stock ............. 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Non-Federal securities hold by NRRIT ........ 24 24 22 21 20 19 18 17 17 16 1.6 15 
Other assets net of liabilities,, .. ,., .... , ......... -42 -42 -42 -42 -42 -42 -42 -42 -42 -42 -42 -42 

Total, financial assets netofliahilities ............ , ........ 1,699 1,753 1,842 1~1 1.985 2~5 2,097 2,149 2,203 2,257 2,310 2,360 
Debt held by the public net of financial assets ...... 12,469 13,071 13,511 14,036 14,524 14,979 15,420 15,738 15,947 16,122 16,232 16,2L5 

As a ~reent of GDP .. 67.7% 68.2% 67.5% 67.0% 66.1% 64.9% 63.6% 61.7% 59.5% 57.3% 54.9% 52.2% 
• $500 million or less. 
1 A decrease in the Treasury operating cash balance (which is an asset) is a means of financing a defi-dt and therefore has a negative sign, An increase in cheeks outstand-

ing (which is a liability} is also a means of financing a deficit and therefore also has a negative sign. 
2 Includes checks outstanding1 accrued interest payable on Treasury debt, uninvested deposit fund balances, allocations of special drawing rights. and other liability ae,-

counts; and, as an offset, cash and monetary assets (other than the Treasury operating cash balance}, other asset accounts, and profit on sale of gold. 
3: Consists mainly of debt issued by the Federal Financing Bank (which is not subject to limit}J the unam-orti?.ed discount Oess premium) on pub lie issues. qf Trequry notes 

and bonds {other than zero--roupon bonds), and the unrealized discount on Government account series securities. 
'The statutory debt limit is approximately $!9,809 billion, as increased after March 15, 2017. 
r;Treasury securities held by the public and zero"®llpon bonds held by Government accounts are almoat all measured at sales price plus amortized discount or less am.or~ 

tized premium. Agency debt securities aN almost all measured at face value. Treasury securities in the Government account series are otherwise measured at fare value 
leas unrealized disoount (if any). 

'At the end of 2016, the Federal Reserve Banks held $2,463.5 billion of Federal securitiea and the rest of the public held $11,704.3 billion. Debt held by the Federal Reserve 
Banks is not estimated for future years, 
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~ Congressional 
Legal Sidebar ::;,;;,; • !!. Research Service 

~ ~ Informing the legislative debate since 1914 _______________ _ 

Advising the President: Rules Governing 
Access and Accountability of Presidential 
Advisors 

Cynthia Brown 
Legislative Attorney 

August 6, 2018 
Media reports have raised questions regarding the extent to which federal ethics laws and regulations 
apply to Presidential advisors. Article II of the U.S. Constitution vests the President with broad authority 
to appoint advisors to key posts in the executive branch. The Constitution simultaneously imposes a check 
on the influence of these unelected advisors by requiring, in certain cases, Senate confirmation of a 
President's nominee. However, the President appoint~ certain officers and employees without such 
approval, including those in White House roles or within the Executive Office of the President (EOP). 
Furthermore, Presidents also have relied upon individuals working outside the government to assist the 
Administration as "special advisors," whether through formal roles on advisory committees or as informal 
advisors to the President directly. 

Generally, the extent to which presidential advisors are subject to ethics requirements depends on the 
classification of their relationship to tl1e government. Two of the main bodies offederal etllics law that 
potentially govem the conduct of presidential advisors-statutory cont1ict of interest provisions and tile 
regulatory Standards of Etllical Conduct for Employees of tile Executive Branch-generaHy apply to 
"employees" of the government Federal law generally defines employee using three factors: appointment 
in the civil service by a designated official (including tile President); performance of a federal function; 
and supervision of that performance by a designated official. All three factors must be met for an 
individual to qualify as an employee. One federal court has explained further that "[t]he status of 
'employee' requires an unequivocal intention to bring an individual within the civil service." 

This Sidebar examines three categories of Presidential advisors and tile related ethics requirements and 
limitations that apply to their respective roles: employees who serve full-time, regular appointments; 

CRSINSIGHT 
Prepared for Members and 

Congressional Research Service 
7-5700 

www.crs.gov 
LSB10183 

Committees of Congress------------------------------



20323

55 

Congressional Research Service 

outside advisors who are formally appointed to temporary roles; and infonnal, personal advisors with 
whom the President consults. 

Appointment of White House Advisors as Federal Employees 

2 

Federal law gives the president some discretion in appointing his White Honse advisors. Specifically, 
Congress has authorized the President "to appoint and fix the pay of employees in the White House Office 
[ ... who] shall perform such official duties as the President may prescribe." Such appointments are 
limited to a maximum number of positions at particular levels of pay, but otherwise Congress drafted the 
President's hiring authority fairly broadly, particularly because it granted the authority ''without regard to 
any other provision of law regulating the employment or compensation of persons in the Government 
service.H 

Once installed in their positions, however, these advisors-having been selected by the President and 
tasked with particular duties about which they report to the President or other White House official
become federal employees. And while the breadth of the President's hiring authority has prompted 
questions about who may be appointed as such an advisor, it appears to be commonly understood that, 
once employed at the White House in an official capacity, these advisors are subject to ethics 
requirements governing employee conduct and conflicts of interest. 

For instance, in a 2017 opinion, the Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) in the Department of Justice 
considered whether the President could appoint relatives to be White House advisors, and its conclusion 
relied significantly on its understanding that various federal ethics rules apply to White House advisors. 
Departing from a series of historical precedents that had concluded that the anti-nepotism statute 
precludes the President from appointing relatives as White House staff, OLC reasoned that the President's 
broad statutory hiring authority permitted him to appoint relatives as White House advisors. Expressly 
noting that such appointments were subject to quantitative limits on certain positions and federal laws 
governing employee conduct, OLC highlighted the additional intent of Congress that employees 
appointed under the President's authority are not excused "from full compliance with all laws, executive 
orders, and regulations governing such employee's conduct while serving under the appointment." This 
understanding appears to be critical to its conclusion, as OLC contemplated that the President--regardless 
of the anti-nepotism statute-would be able to consult with fan1ily members in informal roles (the final 
category discussed in this Sidebar). According to OLC, "[a] President wanting a relative's advice on 
governmental matters therefore has a choice: to seek that advice on an unofficial, ad hoc basis without 
conferring the status and imposing the responsibilities that accompany formal White House positions; or 
to appoint his relative to the White House under [the general hiring authority] and subject him to 
substantial restrictions against conflicts of interest." 

Use of Outside Advisors in Temporary or Informal Roles 
As OLC recognized, the President's authority to name advisors extends beyond formal appointments to 
White House roles. In some cases, Presidents have appointed these individuals to fom1al, though 
temporary, roles, and in other cases, Presidents have relied upon personal associates to provide advice 
without formally assigning them to a particular position within the Administration. 

Advisors Named to Temporary Federal Advisory Roles 

President~ have relied upon outside experts and consultants to advise on particular government initiatives 
or federal programs, naming such individuals as advisors in their professional capacities but not as full
time government employees. This unique type of government service allows such advisors to share 
expertise gleaned in their private professional positions, but consequently raises questions about how to 
address potential conflicts of interests posed by their government service. As the Office of Government 
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Ethics (OGE) has explained, while conflict of interest restrictions arguably should apply to advisors who 
serve the government, even if only on a temporary basis, "the Government cannot obtain the expertise it 
needs if it requires experts to forego their private professional lives as a condition of temporary service." 
Accordingly, Congress tailored bow ethics requirements apply to these types of employees in an effort to 
balance these competing governmental interests. 

To this end, Congress created a category of employees known as special government employees (SGEs), 
which it defined to cover situations in which outside experts and consultants provide advice on a 
temporary basis, with or without compensation. To qualify as an SGE, the individual generally must be 
"retained, designated, appointed, or employed" and cannot serve for more than 130 days during any 365-
day period. Federal regnlations expressly clarify that "[ s ]tatus as an employee is unaffected by pay or 
leave status or, in the case of a special Government employee, by the fact that the individual docs not 
perform official duties on a given day." As a general rule, SGEs are subject to some, but not all of the 
ethics pro'l-isions that govern the conduct of regnlar employees. Typically, the text of the statutory 
langnage or regnlation expressly states whether the provision would apply to employees, SGEs, or both. 

3 

Although Congress established the category ofSGEs, uncertainty about an advisor's status still may arise 
given the array of potential roles that outside advisors may fill in a presidential administration. For 
example, many SGEs serve in a limited capacity on federal advisory committees, including those 
established by the President, but not all members of such committees qualify as SGEs. Rather, as 
described by OGE, advisory committees may be comprised ofthree types of members: regular 
government employees, SGEs, and representatives. OGE characterizes SGEs as a "hybrid" of the other 
categories of membership - "subject to less restrictive conflict of interest requirements than regular 
employees, but[ ... ] subject to more restrictive requirements than non-employees." At the ends of this 
spectrum, regular employees ( as discussed above) are subject to all applicable ethics rules as a matter of 
their full-time positions, and representatives are subject to none. Notably, OGE describes the third group, 
which it labels "representatives," as advisors who represent specific interest groups and "may make 
policy recommendations to the Government." Because these advisors "are not expected to render 
disinterested advice to the Government" and instead represent particular interests, they are not subject to 
the ethics restrictions designed to curtail such influence. Thus, another important question when 
determining which ethics rules may apply to particular advisors is whether those advisors are serving as 
SGEs or as representatives. A 2016 Government Accountability Office (GAO) report recommended 
measures to improve the oversight of the use of SGEs, noting that "weak internal coordination and 
misunderstanding about the SGE designation contributed" to misidentification ofSGEs. In response, 
OGE issued updated regulations in 20 l 7 to facilitate coordination between agency officials to ensure that 
the designation of such employees is accurate. 

Reliance on Informal, Personal Advisors 

Presidents also have relied upon a final category of presidential advisor--a personal, informal advisor. As 
alluded to earlier in this posting, without formal status as government employees (whether regular or 
special), these advisors are not subject to the governing ethics statutes and regnlations. OLC has opined 
on the appropriate status of informal presidential advisors, concluding that the applicability of ethics rules 
to informal, personal advisors depends on the factual circumstances of the consultations. 

As OLC noted in its opinion regarding the appointment of the President's relatives as White House 
advisors, the President may seek advice on an unofficial, ad hoc basis from individuals who are not 
employed by the White House or the government generally. That position echoed similar analysis that the 
office issued forty years prior, in an opinion examining the applicability of conflict of interest laws to 
presidential advisors. OLC, citing a noted ethics scholar, emphasized that the factual circumstances of the 
advisor's role and relationship to tile President are dispositive and explained that the ethics restrictions 
resulting from government employment do not confer "'merely by voicing an opinion on government 
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matters to a federal official at a cocktail party."' Even if similarly informal consultations occur on a 
frequent basis and on a range of policy issues, OLC concluded that such personal advisory relationships 
would not be subject to ethics and conflicts of interest regulation. OLC stressed the significance of the 
"fundamentally personal nature of the relationship." 

4 

Importantly, however, the opinion distinguished that type of general advice from work on a particular 
issue. Reflecting the elements defining federal employees, OLC also concluded that a personal advisor 
who is not initially named to a formal position, but who assumes a more formal role to assist the President 
on specific matters, should be evaluated as a regular employee or SGE. In the example reviewed in that 
opinion, the advisor "departed from his usual role of an informal advisor" by organizing and chairing 
meetings of government officials on a particular issue as well as asswning responsibilities for 
coordinating related government activities on that issue. The advisor "presumably [was] working under 
the direction or supervision of the President," leading OLC to conclude that the advisor should be given a 
formal designation and subject to any consequent ethics requirements. 
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Application of the Anti-Nepotism Statute to a 
Presidential Appointment in the White House Office 

Section I0S(a) of title 3, U.S. Code, which authorizes the President to appoint employees in the White 
House Office "without regard to any other provision of law regulating the employment or compen
sation of persons in the Government service,~ exempts positions .in the White House Office from the 
prohibition on nepotism in 5 U.S.C. § 3110. 

January 20, 2017 

MEMORANDUM OPINION FOR nm COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

You have asked whether section 3110 of title 5, U.S. Code, which forbids a 
public official from appointing a relative "to a civilian position in the agency ... 
over which [the official] exercises jurisdiction or control," bars the Pre.<;ident from 
appointing his son-in-law to a position in the White House Office, where the 
President's immediate personal staff of advisors serve. We conclude that section 
3110 does not bar this appointment because the President's special hiring authority 
in 3 U.S.C. § 105(a) exempts positions in the White House Office from section 
3110. .. 

A decision of the D.C. Circuit, Haddan v. Walters, 43 F.3d 1488 (D.C. Cir. 
1995) (per curiam), lays out a different, but overlapping, route to the same result 
According to the reasoning of Haddon, section 3110 does t10t reach an appoint
ment in the White House Office because section 3 I l O covers only appointments in 
an "agency," which the statute defines to include "Executive agenc[iesJ," and the 
White House Office is not an "Executive agency" within the definition generally 
applicable to title 5. Although our analysis does not track every element of the 
D.C. Circuit's reasoning about the meaning of "Executive agency," we believe 
that Haddon arrived at the correct outcome and that our conclusion here--that, 
because of the President's special hi.ring authority for the White House Office, 
section 31 l O does not forbid the proposed appointment-squares with both the 
holding and a central part of the analysis in that case. 

I. 

Section l05(a) of title 3 authorizes the President "to appoint and fix the pay of 
employees in the White House Office without regard to any other provision of law 
regulating the employment or compensation of persons in the Government 
service," as long as tl.1e employees' pay is within listed salary caps. 3 U.S.C. 
§ 105(a)(l). These employees are to "perform such official duties as the President 
may prescribe." Id. § 105(b)(l). We understand that most White House Office 
employees are appointed under section I 05 or a similar hiring authority, such as 
3 U.S.C. § 107 (the authorization for domestic policy staft). See Auth01ity to 
Employ White House Office Personnel Exempt from the Annual and Sick Leave 
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Act Under 5 U.S.C. § 6301(2)(x) and (.r:i) During an Appropriations Lapse, 36 Op. 
O.L.C. _, at *5 (Apr. 8, 201 l ), https://www.justice.gov/ol.c/opinions; Authority to 
Employ the Services of White House Oj'{ice Employees During an Appropriations 
Lapse, 19 Op. O.L.C. 235, 236 (1995). Such employees are the President's 
''immediate personal staff" and work in close proximity to him. Meyer v. Bush, 
981 F.2d 1288, 1293 & n.3 (D.C. Cir. 1993). The appointment at issue here, we 
understand, would be under 3 U.S.C. § 105(a). 

Section 3110 of title 5, also known as the anti-nepotism statute, states that "[a] 
public official may not appoint, employ, promote, advance, or advocate for 
appointment, employment, promotion, or advancement, in or to a civilian position 
in the agency in which he is serving or over which he exercises jurisdiction or 
control any individual who is a relative of the public official." 5 U.S.C. § 311 0(b ). 
The statute expressly identifies the President as one of the "public official[s]" 
subject to the prohibition, and a son-in-law is a covered "relative." Id. 
§ 3 I lO(a)(2), (a)(3). Moreover, under Article II of the Constitution, the President 
exercises "jurisdiction or control" over the White House Office as well as over the 
rest of the Executive Branch. See Myers v. United States, 272 U.S. 52, 163-64 
(1926); Inspector General Legislation, 1 Op. O.L.C. 16, 17 (1977). Less certain is 
whether the White House Office is an ''agency"•--a term that section 3110 defines 
to include an "Executive agency," thereby calling up the definition of "Executive 
agency" generally applicable to title 5, see 5 U.S.C. § 31 I0(a)(l)(A); id. § 105. 
But whether or not the White House Office meets this definition (a subject to 
which we will return in Part II, infra), we believe that the President's special 
hiring authority in 3 U.S.C. § 105(a) pem1its him to make appointments to the 
White House Office that the anti-nepotism statute might otherwise forbid. 

Section 3110 prohibits the appointment of certain persons to positions of em
ployment in the federal government. It is therefore a "provision of law regulating 
the employment ... of persons in tl1e Government service."' Under section 105(a), 
the President can exercise his authority to appoint and fix. the pay of employees in 
the White House Office "without regard to" such a law. 3 U.S.C. § 105(a)(l). This 
autl10rity is "[s]ubject" only to the provisions of subsection (a)(2), which limit the 
number of White House employees the President may appoint at certain pay 
levels. See id. § I 05(a)(2). Thus, according to the most natural and straightforward 
reading of section l 05( a), the President may appoint relatives as employees in the 
White House Office "without regard to" the anti-nepotism statute. 

This reading of the two statutes gives section 105(a) a meaning no more sweep
ing than its words dictate. The ordinary effect of "without regard" language is to 

'Subsection (c) of section 31 IO, wl!ich states that an individ!Jlll appointed, employed. promoted. or 
advanced in violation of the statute's prohibition is "not entitled to pay," 5 U.S.C. § 31 IO(c), may also 
make section 31 l O a "provision of law regulating the ... compensation of penl(l!IS in the Government 
serviee" rendered inapplicable by section l05(a). 

2 
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negate the application of a specified class of provisions. In American Hospital 
Association v. Bowen, 834 F.2d 1037 (D.C. Cir. 1987), for example, the D.C. 
Circuit declared that the "plain meaning" of a "without regard" exemption, which 
there enabled the Secretary of Health and Human Services ("HHS") to carry out 
his contracting authority "without regard to any provision of law relating to the 
making, performance, amendment or modification of contracts of the United 
States," was "to exempt HHS from ... the vast corpus of laws establishing rules 
regarding the procurement of contracts from the government," although not from 
the requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act. Id. at 1054; see also 
Friends qf Animals v. Jewell, 824 F.3d 1033, 1045 (D.C. Cir. 2016) (holding that a 
statutory direction to issue a rule "without regard to any other provision of statute 
or regulation that applies to issuance of such rule" effectively changed the 
Endangered Species Act); Alliance for the Wild Rockies v. Salazar, 672 F Jd I 170, 
1174-75 (9th Cir. 2012) (reaching the same conclusion about a direction to issue a 
rule "without regard to any other provision of statute or regulation"); cf. Crowley 
Caribbean Transport, Inc. v. United States, 865 F.2d 1281, 1282-83 (D.C. Cir. 
1989) (noting, in interpreting an authorization to the President to take certain 
action ''notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter or any other Act," that 
a "clearer statement is difficult to imagine," and declining to "edit" the language to 
add an implied exemption). 

Applying the "without regard" language, our Office has interpreted section 
I 05(a) as a grant of "broad discretion" to the President "in hiring the employees of 
[the White House Office]"; the provision, we have said, "reflect[s] Congress's 
judgment that the President should have complete discretion in hiring staff with 
whom he interacts on a continuing basis." Applicability of the Presidential 
Records Act to the White House Usher's Office, 31 Op. O.L.C. 194, 197 (2007); 
see also Memorandum for Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the President, from 
Daniel L. Koffsky, Acting Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, 
Re: Presidential Authority under 3 U.S.C. § 105(a) to Grant Retroactive Pa:y 
increases to Sta.ff Members of the White House Office at 2-3 (July 30, 1993) 
(section 105(a)'s "sweeping language" gives the President "complete discretion" 
in adjusting pay of White House Office employees "in any manner he chooses"). 
That congressional intent is manifest in the House and Senate committee reports 
accompanying the 1978 legislation by which Congress enacted section l 05( a). See 
Pub. L. No. 95-570, 92 Stat. 2445 (1978). Both reports state that the language 
"expresses the committee's intent to permit the President total discretion in the 
emplo:yme11t, removal, and compensation (within the limits established by this bill) 
qf all employees in the White House Office." H.R. Rep. No. 95-979, at 6 (1978) 
(emphasis added); S. Rep. No .. 95-868, at 7 (1978) (same). Aside from the 
reference to the compensation limits in subsection {a)(2), that statement is 
qualified only by the committees' explanation that section 105(a) "would not 
excuse any employee so appointed from full compliance with all laws, executive 

3 
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orders, and regulations governing such employee's conduct while serving under 
the appointment." H.R. Rep. No. 95-979, at 6; S. Rep. No. 95-868, at 7 (same). 

One piece of section 105(a)'s legislative history does point the other way. 
During the House subcommittee hearing, the General Counsel to the President's 
Reorganization Project at the Office of Management and Budget ("OMB") 
testified that the language exempting the White House Office (along with other 
entities in the Executive Office of the President) from the usual rules on hiring 
and compensation "would not exempt [these entities} from the restrictions under 
the nepotism statute because of the specific provisions of that act which apply to 
the President." Authorization for the White House Staff: Hearings Before the 
Subcomm. on Employee Ethics and Utilization of the H. Comm. on Post Office 
and Civil Service, 95th Cong. 20 {1978) ("Authorization for the White House 
Staff') (testimony of F.T. Davis, Jr.). Even if we were prepared to reach a 
different understanding of section !05(a)'s text based on a single witness 
statement, but see S&E Contractors, Inc. v. United States, 406 U.S. l, 13 n.9 
( I 972) ("In construing laws we have been extremely wary of testimony before 
committee hearings .... "), this particular statement does not offer a persuasive 
basis on which to do so. Although no member of the subcommittee disputed the 
0MB official's interpretation, it is far from clear whether the members (and 
later, the authors of the House and Senate reports) ultimately endorsed his view 
about the language. The 0MB official offered his interpretation after the 
subcommittee chair asked about the language's effect on a number of federal 
laws and authorities, including "the Hatch Aet, nepotism law, criminal conflict 
of interest laws, (and] Executive Order 11222 regulating employee conduct"; the 
chair explained that she was asking in order to draft the committee report. 
Authorization for the White House StaJJat 20 (question of Rep. Schroeder). But 
while another of the witness's assertions ultimately made it into the committee 
reports--his statement that the language would not affect any laws "dealing with 
conduct by public officials once they are appointed," id. (testimony of Mr. 
Davis), see also H.R. Rep. No. 95-979, at 6; S. Rep. No. 95-868, at 7--his 
comment about the anti-nepotism statute did not. Cf Gustafson v. Alloyd Co., 
513 U.S. 561, 580 (1995) ("If legislative history is to be considered, it is 
preferable to consult the documents prepared by Congress when deliberating."). 
Moreover, the rationale the 0MB official offered for his interpretation-~that 
"specific provisions" of section 3110 "apply to the President"-is not particular• 
ly convincing. Because the President exercises "jurisdiction or control" over the 
entire Executive Branch, section 31 I 0, by its express terms, would seemingly 
apply to the President's filling of numerous positions in federal agencies, even if 
the "without regard to any other provision of law" language carved out a handful 
of entities in the Executive Office of the President, such as the White House 
Office. Cf Ass 'n of Am. Physicians & Surgeons, Inc. v. Clinton, 997 F.2d 898, 
905 (D.C. Cir. 1993) ("AAPS") (suggesting a reading of section 3110 under 

4 
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which "a President would be barred from appointing his brother as Attorney 
General, but perhaps not as a White House special assistant"). 

In our view, therefore, section 105(a) exempts presidential appointments to the 
White House Office from the scope of the anti-nepotism statute. 

II. 

Haddon 11. Walters, 43 F.3d 1488 (D.C. Cir. 1995) (per curiam), a.lso bears on 
the question here and might appear to resolve it, albeit through a different route. 
Relying on arguments that would apply equally to the White House Office, 
Haddon held that the Executive Residence at the White House is not an "Execu
tive agency" within the title 5 definition. Id. at 1490. Because the prohibition in 
section 3110 applies, as relevant here, only to appointment, in "Executive 
agenc[ies]," Haddon seems to compel the conclusion that the bar against 
nepotism would not extend to appointments in the White House Office. Rein
forcing this conclusion, though resting on other grounds, an earlier opinion of 
the D.C. Circuit had expressed "doubt that Congress intended to include the 
White House" as an "agency" under section 3110. AAPS, 997 F.2d at 905; but 
see id. at 920-21 (Buckley, J., concurring in the judgment) (disputing that 
interpretation of "agency"). 

The matter, however, is somewhat more complicated. Not every part of the 
reasoning in Haddon is entirely persuasive, and the court's rationale extends more 
broadly than necessary, in our view, to address the question now at hand. Nonethe
less, we believe that Haddon lends support to our conclusion that the President 
may appoint relatives to positions in the White House Office. 

Haddon held that the Executive Residence, which like the White House Office 
has a staff appointed under title 3, see 3 U.S.C. § l05(b), is not an "Executive 
agency" within the title 5 definition. Haddon was considering 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-16, 
which extends tl1t~ antidiscrimination provisions of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 to employees or applicants for employment "in executive agencies as 
defined in [5 U.S.C. § 105]." 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-16(a). Under that definition (the 
same one that governs section 3110), an "Executive agency" means "an Executive 
department, a Government corporation, and an independent establishment" 5 U.S. C. 
§ l 05. Becau.,;e the Executive Residence, like the White House Office, is plainly not 
an "Executive department" or a "Government corporation," see id. §§ 101, 103, the 
issue in Haddon came down to whether the Executive Residence is an "independent 
establishment," see id. § 104. 

The D.C. Circuit had two reasons for concluding that the Executive Residence 
is not an independent establishment and therefore not an Executive agency under 
5 U.S.C. § 105. First, the court observed that another statute, 3 U.S.C. § I 12, 
authorizes "{t]hc head of any department, agency, or independent establishment of 
the executive branch of the Government [to] detail, from time to time, employees 

5 
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of such departmen~ agency, or establishment to the White House Office, the 
Executive Residence at the White House, the Office of the Vice Presiden~ the 
Domestic Policy Staff, and the Office of Administration." In the court's view, this 
phrasing suggested that the listed entities in the Executive Office of the President 
are not themselves "department[s], agenc[ies], or independent establishment[s]." 
Haddon, 43 F.3d at 1490 ("That Congress distinguished the Executive Residence 
from the independent establishments, whatever they may be, suggests that 
Congress does not regard the Executive Residence to be an independent estab
lishment, as it uses that term."). Second, the court said that title 5 of the U.S. Code 
"relates to government organization and employees and prescribes pay and 
working conditions for agency employees," while title 3 of the Code "addresses 
similar concerns with respect to the President's advisors and the staff of the 
Executive Residence." Id. The incorporation of the title 5 definition in section 
2000e- l 6, the court explained, suggests that Congress intended the statute to cover 
only "title 5" positions-not positions provided for in 3 U.S.C. § 105 and other 
title 3 authorities. Id. 1 

The D.C. Circuit's first reason may be the less convincing of the two. The 
wording of the detail statute, 3 U.S.C. § l 12, "distinguish[es]" between the 
sending and receiving entities only insofar as the sending entities are identified 
generically, while the small group of entities that may receive details, including 
the Executive Residence and the White House Office, are specifically named. This 
wording might well be an apt way to authorize a detail without implying anything 
about the status of the reeei ving entities. Indeed, Congress elsewhere used similar 
constructions to provide for transfers between executive departments. Section 
2256 of title 7, U.S. Code, declares that the "head of any department" may 
''transfer to the Department [of Agriculture]" funds to pe.rform certain inspections, 
analyses, or tests. Similarly, under 22 U.S.C. § 2675, the Secretary of State may 
"transfer to any department" certain "funds appropriated to the Department of 
State." The generic references to "departments" on one side of these transactions 
could not be read to imply that the entities on the other side, the Departments of 
Agriculture and State, are not "departments." 

The court's second argument seems stronger, although the court stated it 
more broadly than the facts of Haddon required. The court apparently viewed 
the provisions in title 3 as creating a complete substitute for title 5: "while 
Title 5 relates to government organization and employees and prescribes pay and 
working conditions for agency employees, Title 3 addresses similar concerns 

1 Shortly after Haddon, Congress passed the Presidential and Executive Office Accountability Act, 
Pub. L No. !04-331, 110 Stat. 4053 (1996), which expressly applies Title VU and other federal civil 
rights and workplace laws to entities in the Executive Office of the President, including the \\.'hite 
House Office and the Executive Residence. See id. § 2(a) (relevant provisions codified at 3 U.S.C. 
§§401.402,411). 

6 
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with respect to the President's advisors and the staff of the Executive Resi
dence." Haddon, 43 F.3d at 1490 (citation omitted). The court then quoted, in a 
parenthetical, the "without regard" provision for hiring in the Executive 
Residence that exactly parallels the one for the White House Office. Id. (quoting 
3 U.S.C. § l0S(b)(l)). Inasmuch as the plaintiff in .Haddon claimed that he had 
been unlawfully passed over for promotion-that he had not been appointed to a 
higher position with higher pay-his claim had to do with exactly the subjects 
identified in 3 U.S.C. § lOS(b){l ), "employment or compensation of persons in 
the Government service." Section 1 0S(b )(l) could therefore be understood to 
displace the restrictions in Title VII, even if title 3 did not completely displace 
all oftitlc 5. Thus, the court's broader statements about the relationship of title 3 
and title 5, though not dicta, went further than necessary to decide the case and 
further than we need to go here. 

In any event, our conclusion above---that the President's special hiring au
thority in 3 U.S.C. § 105(a) allows him to appoint relatives to the Wbite House 
Office without regard to section 31 IO's bar against nepotism-is consistent with 
the holding in Haddon and with the court's reliance on the parallel language in 
3 U.S.C. § lOS(b)(l). In accordance with Haddon, we believe that the White 
House Office is not an "Executive agency" insofar as the laws on employment 
and compensation are concerned. Both the ''without regard" language of section 
JOS(a) and the general treatment of the White House Office under title 3 instead 
of title 5 undergird this conclusion. 1 Having conformed our analysis, to this 
extent, with the only authoritative judicial guidance bearing on this question, we 
have no need to delve into the issue whether the White House Office should be 
considered outside of title 5 for all purposes whenever the application of that 
title is confined to "Executive agenc[ies]."• 

3 We do not address the application of section 3110 lo any other component of the government. 
• We have observed before that the D.C. Circuit's reasoning in Haddon would seemingly extend to 

other entities listed in section 112 with special hiring authorities under title 3, including the White 
House Office. See Memorandum tbr Gregory B. Craig, Counsel to the President, from David J. Barron, 
Acting Auistllnt Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Application of5 U.S.C. § 31 JO to Two 
Proposed Appoi11tments by the President to Advisory Committees at 18 (Sept 17, 2009); Application of 
18 US.C. § 6()3 to Contributions to the Presldem·s Re-Election Committee, 27 Op. O.L.C. 118, 118 
(2003) ("Section 603 Opinion"). In one circumstance, however, bel:ause of features "unique" to the 
statutory scheme at issue---dle Hatch Act Reform ,>\mendmenta of 1993 (''HARA")--we have found 
that the White House Ot11ce should be treated as an "Executive agency" under title 5 notwithstanding 
Haddon. See Section 603 Opinion, 27 Op. O.L.C. at 119 (White House Office employees may make 
contributions to a President's authorized re-election campaign by virtue of an exception available to 
employees in an "faecutive agency"). 

Section 603 of title 18 prohibit~ ··an officer or employee of the United States or any department or 
agency thereof" from "mak[ing] any contribution ... to any other such officer, employee or person ... 
if the person receiving such contribution is the employer or employing authority of the person making 
the contribution." 18 U.S.C. § 603(a). But section 603(c) eJ1empts from liability "employee[s] (as 
defined in section 7322(1) of title 5)"--meaning, employees subject to JU.RA. Section 7322(1), in 
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III. 

Our Office, on several occasions, has addressed the application of section 3110 
to presidential appointments, including appointments to the White House Office 
and other entities within the Executive Office of the President. Although our 
conclusion today departs from some of that prior work, we think that this depar
ture is fully justified. Our initial opinions on the subject drew unwarranted 
inferences about Congress's intent from a single witness statement in a congres
sional hearing. Moreover, the surrounding legal context has been transformed by 
the subsequent enactment of section I05(a), which expressly and specifically 
addresses employment within the White House Office, and also by the D.C. 
Circuit's decision in Haddon. 

A. 

Section 31 IO was enacted in 1967. In a 1972 memorandum, our Office con• 
eluded that the statute would bar the President from appointing a relative "to 
pem1anent or temporary employment as a member of the White House staff." 
Memorandum for John W. Dean, TH, Counsel to the President, from Roger C. 
Cramton, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Applicabili{V 
to President of Restriction on Employment of Relatives at l (Nov. 14, 1972) 
("Cramton Memo"). The Cramton Memo is brief but unequivocal: section 3 ll 0, 
we said, "seems clearly applicable to ... positions 011 the White House staff" Id. 
at 2. 

rn 1977, we advised that section 3110 would preclude the President from 
appointing the First Lady to serve as chair of the President's Commission on 

tum, defines "employee" as "any individual. other than the President and the Vice President, employed 
or holding office in ... an Executive agency.'' 5 U.S.C. § 7322( I )(A). Several cons.ideratioos led us in 
our Section 603 Opinion to confimt a prior opinion treating the White House Office as an "Executive 

for purposes of section 7322( l ), see Whether 18 (J.S.C. § 60J Bars Civilian Executive Branch 
r.m,u,qi,ee,,· and Officers from Making Contributions ta a Presuient 's Authorized Re-Election Campaigti 
Committee, 19 Op. O.L.C. 103 (1995). First, there would be "no purpose" for section 7322{1 )'s e.xpress 
exclusion of the President and the Vice President if they were not understood to be "holding office 
in .. an faecutive agency.'' Section 603 Opinion, 27 Op. O.L.C. at 119. Second. the exception to 
HARA 's substantive prohibition on partisan politij:lll activity in 5 U.S.C. § 7324(b)(2)(B)(i) applies to 
"employee[s] paid from an appropriation for the Executive Office of the President," further reflecting 
HARA's 11SSumption that such employees are otherwise covered, Section 603 Opinion, 27 Op. O.L.C. 
at 119. Third, reading section 7322{1) to exclude employees of the White House Office "might be 
thought to produce highly il!Jomalous results,tt as it would follow that White House employees "would 
be entirely free from the restrictions of [HARA)" and "would be able to engage in all sorts of partisan 
political activity," including by "us[ing] [their] official authority or influence tor the purpose of 
interfering with or affecting the result of an election," see 5 U.S.C. § 7323(a)( l ). Section 603 Opinion, 
27 Op. O.L.C. at 119. Thus, we determined that there are "powerful reasons to conclude that the terl!l 
'faecutive agency' in section 7322(1) does not have the same meaning that section !05 of title 5 
generally assigns it (and that cases like Haddon recognize) for the pwpose of title 5.~ Jd. 
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Mental Health ("Mental Health Commission"), whether with or without com
pensation. See Memorandum for Douglas B. Huron, Associate Counsel to the 
President, from John M. Harmon, Acting Assistant Attorney General, Office of 
Legal Counsel, Re: Possible Appointment of Mrs. Carter as Chairman of the 
Commission on Mental Health (Feb. 18, 1977) (''Mental Health Commission 
Memo I") (referencing attached Memorandum for John M. Harmon, Acting 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Legality of the 
President's Appointing Mrs. Carter as Chairman of the Commission on Mental 
Health (Feb. 17, 1977) ("Mental Health Commission Memo II")). We deter
mined that the Mental Health Commission, which would be established by 
executive order and assigned specific authorities, would "clearly" qualify as an 
independent establishment within the "comprehensive" meaning of that term. 
Mental Health Commission Memo I. Our analysis noted, however, that the 
funding for the Commission would come from an annual appropriation for the 
Executive Office of the President covering "Unanticipated Needs," and we 
accordingly considered the effect of language in that appropriation that, 
presaging section l05(a), authorized the President to hire personnel "without 
regard to any provision of law regulating employment and pay of persons in the 
Government service." Mental Health Commission Memo II, at 5-6. We ulti
mately concluded that the appropriation language did not override section 3110. 
Although we did not say that the Mental Health Commission would be located 
in the White House Office specifically, our analysis suggested that our conclu
sion about the appointment would have been the same, whether or not the 
position was located there. See id. 

Shortly afterward, the White House asked us to answer that very question: 
whether section 31 to applied to the contemplated appointment of the President's 
son to serve as an unpaid assistant to a member of the White House staff. See 
Memorandum for the Attorney General from John M. Harmon, Acting Assistant 
Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Employment of Relatives Who 
Will Serve Without Compensation (Mar. 23, 1977) ("White House Aide Memo 
I") (referencing attached Memorandum for John M. Harmon, Acting Assistant 
Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Appointment of President's Son 
to Position in the White House Office (Mar. 15, 1977) ("White House Aide 
Memo II")). The Civil Service Commission, the predecessor of the Office of 
Personnel Management, had advanced several arguments why section 3 l l O did 
not forbid the President's appointment of relatives to his personal staff. See 
White House Aide Memo I, at I. Reaffirming the points made in the Mental 
Health Commission Memos, however, our Office concluded that the statute also 
covered the proposed appointment. Once again, we rejected an argument that the 
language in the annual appropriation for the White House Office (i.e., the 
"without regard" language) exempted those appointments from section 3110. 
White House Aide Memo II, at 1-3. 

9 
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In 1983, we were asked whether the President could appoint a relative to a 
Presidential Advisory Committee on Private Sector Initiatives ("CPSI"). See 
Memorandum for David B. Waller, Senior Associate Counsel to the President, 
from Rohert B. Shanks, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal 
Counsel, Re: Appointment rif Member of President's Fami(v to Presidemial 
Advisory Committee on Private Sector Initiatives (Feb. 28, 1983). We answered 
that the President's proposed appointtnent of a relative to the CPSI raised "virtual
ly the same problems raised by Mrs. Carter's proposed service on the President's 
Commission on Mental Health." Id. at 2. Because we lacked "sufficient time to 
reexamine the legal analysis contained in our earlier memoranda," we stated that 
we had no choice but to "adhere to the conclusion" that "the President cannot, 
consistently with section 31 l 0, appoint a relative as an active member of such a 
Commission." Id. 

Most recently, we advised whether the President could appoint his brother-in
law and his half-sister to two advisory committees. Once again, we found that 
section 3110 precluded the appointments. See Memorandum for Gregory B. Craig, 
Counsel to the President, from David J. Barron, Acting Assistant Attorney 
General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Applicati011 of 5 U.S. C. § 31 JO to Two 
Proposed Appoi11tme11ts by the Presidem to Advisory Committees (Sept. 17, 2009) 
("Barron Opinion"). In the course of that analysis, we considered whether one of 
the committees, the President's Commission on White House Fellowships 
("Fellowships Commission"), was located within the Executive Office of the 
President or was instead a free-standing establishment within the Executive 
Branch. Id. at 14-15.' Concluding that, either way, the Fellowships Commission 
was, or was within, an "independent establishment" falling within the title 5 
definition of Executive agency, we did not decide the question. Id. But we 
explicitly rejected the possibility that the Fellowships Commission constituted a 
part of the White House Office. Id. at 14. As a result, the Barron Opinion had no 
occasion to reapply or reconsider our precedents finding that section 31 l O barred 
the President from appointing relatives to White House Office positions. See id. 
at 18--19 ( distinguishing Haddon). 

B. 

Although none of our previous opinions analyzed the interaction between 
3 U.S.C. § l05(a) and the anti-nepotism statute, our 1977 memoranda did consider 
the effect of language in annual appropriations for the Executive Office of the 

We concluded that the other advisory committt.-e at issue, the President's Council on Physical 
Fitness and Spons, constituted part of the Department of Health and Human Services. Barron Opinion 
at 9. Nothing in our present opinion should be understood to question our prior conclusions about 
filling positions not covered by the special hiring authorities in title 3. 

10 
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Prei;ident that wu nearly identical to section t05(a). Prompted by the inconsisten• 
cy between our earlier n1en1oranda aod the implications of Jft,dt:Jo4, we now revisit 
the reasoning in those memoranda in order to a.'i!ess the issue prcscnttd uoder 
section 105(a). 

\\i'bile acknowledging that the appropriation language WI!$ ''lm.ad" and the issue 
"ool wholly free of doubt." our memomndun1 rcgan:ling !he White House appoint• 
ment reasoned that section 31 IO showd be understood as a "specific prohibition'' 
constituti113 M "exception to the general rule that limitations 011 employment do not 
apply to the \\.'bite House Otlke." White House Aide Memo n, at 3. We therefore 
invoked the "ha.,ic principle of statutory construction that a statute dealing with a 
narrow, precise, and specific subject is oot submerJCd by a lat4."l" enacted statute 
covering a roore seneralizcd specttun1!' Id, (quoting Radzamrw¥:r v. Touche Ross & 
Co., 42(i U.S,. 148, 153 (1976)). But the canon about general and specific statutes 
seems of limited help hen:, because neither of the two relevant statutes can readily 
be ch!lnlcterizcd a.<: more or less specific than the other. To be sure, section 31 IO 
could be said to concern the ",pccific" subject of nepotism. But section I 05(a) could 
reasonably be described as a statute "dealing with [the) nmnw, precise, and 
,pecitic .. subject of hiring for the White House Office that ought to overcome the 
acncrally applicable anti-oepoti,m rule of section 3110. 

The 1977 memoranda also put 1ignificant weight on the legislative history of 
section 31 lO, discerning a clear congressional intent that the Executive Office of 
the Presidenl., including the White House Office, he an11.mg the entities subject 10 
the anti-nepotism prohibition. &e Mental Health Commission Memo I: Mtmtal 
Health Commission Memo n. at S; White House Aide Memo I, at 2; White House 
Aide Mento H, at 2-•J. We think that this history is m1t so compelling, however, as 
to direct the outcome on the question here. 

Section 3 l l 0 Wil.'l enacted as part of the Postal Revenue and Federal Salary Act 
of 1%7. See Pub. L. No. 90~206, § :m, 81 Stat 613, 640. When Congress 
considered and passed the legi,lation, the annual appropriations for the Executive 
Oilicc of the President then in etlect included tbe permissive language about the 
President's authority to hire personnel in the White House Office, S« Pub, L. No. 
90-47, tit. m, 81 Stat. i 13, l 17 (1967), As om 1971 n'lemoni:nda t)bserved. there 
was no met1ti1)n of those appropriations or that language dwing Coniress's 
consideratfon of the anti-nepotism provision. llut one witness. the Chainnan of the 
Civil Service t'ommission, testified before the Senate eo11unittee that, in his view, 
the language tben under et,nsideration would have prevented President franlditi 
Delano Ruosevelt from appointing his son ''at the White Hou.'IC as a civilian aide" 
{as President Rt)usevelt had done). Federal Pay Legiskltion: lfo:uittg3 Befo~ the 
S. Comm, on PoNt Offiu and Civil Sen;ice, 90th Cong, 366 (1967) ("F~/ Pay 
Legislation Heari,rgs") (testimony of Chairman Macy). Following the hearing. the 
Senate amended the provision in tile bill and explicitly uamoo the President as a 
"public official" to whom the bar applied, "Because the Senate Hearings contain 
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the only extended discussion of the provision and the only discussion at all of its 
application to the President," we explained in our memorandum concerning the 
White House appointment, "it seems appropriate to attach particular significance 
to the Civil Service Commission's interpretation of the statute in the course of the 
hearings. It is reasonable to assume that the Senate Committee and eventually the 
Congress acted on the basis of Chainnan Macy's interpretation of the prohibition 
as drafted." White House Aide Memo II, at 2. 

Having reexamined the legislative materials, we no longer would make that 
assumption. The Senate committee and Chairman Macy were reviewing a version of 
the bill that prohibited nepotistic appointments to "dcpartment[s]," defined more 
broadly to include "each department, agency, establishment, or other organization 
unit in or under the . . . executive . . . branch of the Government . . . including a 
Government.owned or controlled corporation." H.R. 7977, 90th Cong. § 222 (as 
referred to S. Comm. on Post Office and Civil Service, Oct. 16, 1967) (emphasis 
added). It is unclear why the Senate amended the provision to apply instead to 
"Executive agenc[ies)" and thus to call up the title 5 definition of that term See H.R. 
7977, 90th Cong., § 221 (as reported out of S. Comm. on Post Office and Civil 
Service, Nov. 2 l, l 967). The Senate report does not explain the change. See S. Rep. 
No. 90-801, at 28 (1967). Nevertheless, that the Civil Service Commission Chair
man was considering different statutory language when offering bis view about the 
scope of the prohibition dilutes the strength of bis testimony-which, as a witness 
statement, should typically be afforded less weight to begin with. See S&E Contrac-
101:~, 406 U.S. at 13 n.9; Gustafson, 513 U.S. at 580. 

Because the appropriation language was apparently never mentioned during the 
House's or Senate's consideration of the bill, the debates and other materials 
include no clear statement that the anti-nepotism provision was intended to prevail 
over the broad hiring authority previously granted in that year's appropriation for 
the Executive Office of the President.' Moreover, aside from that single question 

• Individual senators did stress the amended provision's breadth in floor statements. See 113 C.ong. 
Rec. 36103 (l967) (statement of Sen. Randolph) (indicating that the Senate amended the pruvision "to 
plug any loopholes which might exist," because "{ijt was critical that the nepotism provisioos he 
applied across the board"); id. (stating that "{wje could not s1<.1p at a certain point in formulating a 
policy on nepotism" and "had to apply the policy across the board"); id. at 36103-04 (suggesting that 
"the White House believes. as does now the Congress. that a nonnepotism policy should apply equally 
t-0 any branch of Govemmenf'); id. at 37316 (statement of Sen. Udall) (explaining that the provision 
applies "across-the-board, from the higbest oft1ce to the lowest paid job. with equal force and effect" 
and that "(nJo official in any of the three branches of the Government ... may appoint or pmmote a 
relative to any position under his or her control or jurisdiction," and calling it "the strongest possible 
guarantee again.st lilly abuse of Federal appointive authority and any preference in Federal positions 
that is adverse to the public interest"). These statements, whatever their worth in demonstrating 
congressional intent more generally, suggest that at least those senators meant for section 3 l lO to have 
bmad effect across the three branches of government. But because those statements do not speak to 
section 31 lO's relationship to the President's hiring anthudty under the annual appropriations for the 
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about the service of President Roosevelt's son as a White House aide---which was 
part of a series of questions posed by the senators to Chairman Macy about the 
language's application to the President generally, see Federal Pay Legislation 
Hearings at 360-69-neither the Senate nor the House appears to have focused on 
the White House Office. We therefore are hesitant to infer that the 90th Congress 
envisioned that section 3110 would overcome the President's hiring authorities 
under the annual appropriation. We are even more reluctant to draw that inference 
with respect to the permanent special hiring authority for the White House Office 
that Congress enacted ten years later. 

IV. 

Finally, we believe that this result--that the President may appoint relatives to his 
immediate staff of advisors in the White House Office--makes sense when 
considered in light of other applicable legal principles. Congress has not blocked, 
and most likely could not block, the President from seeking advice from family 
members in their personal capacities. Cf. In re Cheney, 406 F.3d 723, 728 (D.C. Cir. 
2005) (en bane) (referring to the President's need, "[i]n making decisions on 
personnel and policy, and in formulati.ng legislative proposals, ... to seek confiden
tial information from many sources, both inside the government and outside"); Pub. 
Citizen v. U.S. Dep 't qf Justice, 491 U.S. 440, 466 (1989) (construing the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act ("FACA") not to apply to the judicial recommendation 
panels of the American Bar Association in order to avoid "formidable constitutional 
difficulties"). Consequently, even iftl1e anti-nepotism statute prevented the President 
from employing relatives in the White House as advisors, he would remain free to 
consult those relatives as private citizens. See Barron Opinion at 8-9 (finding the 
application of section 3110 to presidential advisory committees constitutional in part 
because "[tJhe President remains free to consult his relatives in their private, 
individual capacities at the time and place of, and on the subjects of, his choosing"). 
And our Office has found that such an informal, "essentially personal" advisory 
relationship, even if the private person offers advice to the President on a "wide 
variety of issues," does not make that person an employee oftlle federal government 
subject to the conflict of interest laws in title 18. Status of an Informal Presidential 
Advisor as a "Special Government Employee", 1 Op. 0.L.C. 20, 20-21 (1977) 
("lt!formal Presidential Advisor"); see also id. at 22 ("Mrs. Carter would not be 
regarded as a special Government employee solely on the ground that she may 
discuss governmental matters with the President on a daily basis.").' 

Executive Office of the President-d, of course, could not speak to the relationship between section 
3110 and the later-enacted section l05(a}--{hey do not illuminate the !Illltter at hand. 

1 Our opinion explained, however, that while the infom1al presidential advisor's genera! practice {as 
we understood it) of discussing policy issues directly with the President did not itself render him a 
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But the conflict of interest la\\'S do apply to employees of the White House Of
fice. See 18 U.S.C. §§ 203,205,207,208,209 (all applicable to, inter alia, officers 
and employees in the "executive branch"); id. § 202(e)(I) (defining "executive 
branch" for purposes of those statutes to include "each executive agency as defined 
in title 5, and any other entity or administrative unit in the executive branch"); id. 
§ 207(c)(2)(A)(iii), (d)(l)(C) (applying more stringent post-employment restrictions 
to employee.~ appointed to the White House Office pursuant to 3 U.S.C. 
§ I05(a)(2)); see also, e.g., Applicability of Post-Employment Restrictions in 18 
US.C. § 207 to a Former Government Official Representing a Former President or 
Vice President in Connection with the Presidential Records Act, 25 Op. O.L.C. 120 
(2001) (considering section 207's application to former employees of the White 
House Office). 

A President wanting a relative 's advice on governmental matters therefore has 
a choice: to seek that advice on an unofficial, ad hoc basis without conferring the 
status and imposing the responsibilities that accompany formal White House 
positions; or to appoint his relative to the White House under title 3 and subject 
him to substantial restrictions against conflicts of interest. Cf AAPS, 997 F.2d at 
911 n, IO ( declining, after holding that the First Lady qualifies as a "full-time 
otlicer or employee" of the government under F ACA, to decide her status under 
the conflict of interest statutes). In choosing his personal staff, the President ettjoys 
an unusual degree of freedom, which Congress found suitable to the demands of 
his office. Any appointment to that staff, however, carries with it a set of legal 
restrictions, by which Congress has regulated and fenced in the conduct of federal 
officials. 

In our view, section l05(a) of title 3 exempts appointments to the White House 
Office from the bar in section 3 ll O of title 5. Section 3110 therefore would not 
prohibit the contemplated appointment. 

DANIELL. KOFFSKY 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General 

Office of Legal Counsel 

government employee, his more extensive "work" on a particular "current social issue" -~in connection 
with which the advisor "called and chaired a number of meetings that were attended by employees of 
various agencies" and "assumed considerable responsibility for coordinating the Administration's 
activities in that particular area"-{jid cross a line and made him a government employee for purposes 
of that work. I11formal Presidential ,4dvisor, I Op. O.L.C. at 23. 
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JUSTICE NEWS 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Department of Justice 

Office of Public Affairs 

Thursday, November 17, 2016 

JPMorgan's Investment Bank in Hong Kong Agrees to Pay $72 Million Penalty for 
Corrupt Hiring Scheme in China 

JPMorgan Securities (Asia Pacific) Limited (JPMorgan APAC), a Hong Kong-based subsidiary of multinational bank 
JPMorgan Chase & Co. (JPMC), agreed to pay a $72 million penalty for its role in a scheme to corruptly gain 
advantages in winning banking deats by awarding presUglous jobs to relatives and friends of Chinese government 
officials. 

Assistant Attorney General Leslie R. Caldwell of the Criminal Division, U.S. Attorney Robert L. Capers of the Eastern 
District of New York and Assistant Director in Charge WiHiam F. Sweeney Jr. of the FBl's New York Field Office made 
the announcement. 

"The so-called Sons and Daughters Program was nothing more than bribery by another name,• said Assistant Attorney 
General Caldwell, "Awarding prestigious employment opportunities to unqualified individuals In order to Influence 
government officials is corruption, plain and simple. This case demonstrates the Criminal OMslon's commitment to 
uncovering corruption no matter the form of the scheme." 

"U.S. businesses cannot lawfully seek to gain a business advantage by corruptly influencing foreign government 
officials," said U.S. Attorney Capers. "The common refrain that this is simply how business ls done overseas is no 
defense. In this case, JPMorgan employees designed a program to hire otherwise unqualified candidates for 
prestigious investment banking jobs solely because these candidates were referred to the bank by officials in positions 
to award business to the bank. In certain instances, referred candidates were hired with the understanding that the 

hiring was linked to the award of specific business. This Is no longer business as usual; it is corruption.• 

·creating a barter system in which Jobs are awarded to applicants in exchange for lucrative business daals is a corrupt 
scheme in and of itself,• said Assistant Director in Charge Sweeney. "But when foreign officials are among those 
involved In the bribe, the International free market system and our national security are among the major threats we 
face. ThOse engaging in these illegal acts abroad may think they're out of sight and out of mind, but they're wrong. The 
FBI has recentty established three dedicated International corruption squads to combat this type of quid pro quo, and 
we'll use all resources at our dispose! to uncover and put an end to these crimes,• 

According to JPMorgan APAC's admissions, beginning in 2006. senior Hong Kong-based investment bankers set up 
and used a "client referral program,• alSo referred to as the "Sons and Daughters Program,• to hire candidates referred 
by clients and government officials. The Sons and Daughters Program was used as a means to influence those same 
officials to award investment deals to JPMorgan APAC. By late 2009, JPMorgan APAC executives and senior bankers 
revamped the client referral program to improve its efficacy by prioritizing those hires linked to upcoming client 
transactions. In order to be hired, a referred candidate had to have a "directly attributable linkage to business 
opportunity.· 

According to admissions made in connection with the resolution, these quid pro quo arrangements were discussed 
internally among JPMorgan APAC bankers. For example, In late 2009, a Chinese government official communicated to 
a senior JPMorgan APAC banker that hiring a referred candidate would significantly influence the role JPMorgan APAC 
would receive in an upcoming Initial public offering (!PO) for a Chinese state-owned company. The banker 
communicated this message to several senior colleagues, who then spent several months trying to place the referred 

https://www.justice,gov/opa/pr/jpmorgan-s-investment-bank-hong..f!::ong-agrees-pay-72-million-penatty-corrupt-hlring~scheme 1/3 
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candidate in an investment banking position in New York. Despite learning from personnel in New York that this 
referred candidate was not qualified for an investment banking position, senior JPMorgan APAC bankers created a new 
position for the candidate in New York, and JPMorgan APAC thereafter obtained a leading role in the !PO. Further, 
JPMorgan APAC amptoyees misused compliance questionnaires to justify and paper over corrupt business 
arrangements. Employees also used a template with pre-filled answers, including that there was "no expected banefit" 
from the hire, and compliance personnel drafted and modified questionnaires that failed to state the true purpose of the 
hire. 

JPMorgan APAC further admitted that candidates hired during the scheme were typically given the same titles and paid 
the same amount as entry-level investment bankers, despite the fact that many of these hires performed anc!llary work 
such as proofreading and provided little real value lo any deliverable product. 

The corrupt scheme netted JPMorgan APAC at least $35 million in profits from business mandates with Chinese state
owned companies. 

JPMorgan APAC entered into a non-prosecution agreement and agreed to pay a criminal penelly of $72 million to 
resolve the matter. As part of the agreement, JPMorgan APAC has agreed to continue to cooperate with the 
department in any ongoing investigations and prosecutions relating to the conduct, including of individuals, to enhance 
its compliance program, and to report to the department on the implementation of its enhanced compliance program. 

The department reached this resolution based on a numbar of factors, including that JPMorgan APAC did not 
voluntarily and timely disclose the conduct at issue. However, JPMorgan APAC did receive full credit for its and 
JPMC's cooperation with the ctiminal investigation, including conducting a thorough Internal investigation, making 
foreign-based amployees available for inter\liews In the United States and producing documents to the government 
from foreign countties in ways that did not implicate foreign data privacy laws. JPMorgan APAC also took significant 
employment action agsinst six employees whO partlclpated in the misconduct resulting In their departure from the bank, 
and it disciplined an additional 23 amployees whO, although not Involved in the misconduct, failed to effectively detect 
the misconduct or supervise those engaged in it. JPMorgan APAC imposed more than $18.3 mutton in financial 
sanctions on former or current amployees in connection with the remediation efforts. Based on these actions and other 
considerations, the company received a non-prosecution agreament and an aggregate discount of 25 percent off of the 
bottom of the U.S. Sentencing Guidetines fine range. 

In related proceedings, the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) filed a cease and desist order against 
JPMC, whereby JPMC agreed to pay $130.5 million In disgorgement to the SEC, including p,ejudgment interest The 
Federal Reserve System's Board of Governors also issued a consent cease-and-desist order and assessed a $61.9 
million civil penally. Thus, the combined U.S. ctiminal and regulatory penalties paid by JPMC and its Hong Kong 
subsidiary are approximately $264.4 million. 

The FBl's New York Field Office investigated the case. The department appreciates the significant cooperation and 
assistance provided by the SEC and the Federal Reserve Bank of New York in this matter. Assistant Deputy Chief Leo 
Tsao and Trial Attomeys James P. McDonald and Derek J. Ettinger of the Criminal DMs!on's Fraud Section and 
Assistant U.S. Attorney James P. Loonam of the Eastern District of New York's Business and Secun'ties Fraud Section 
prosecuted the case. 

The Criminal Division's Fraud Section is responsible for investigating and prosecuting all FCPA matters. Additional 
Information about the Justice Department's FCPA enforcement efforts can ba found at 
WWW,j~99v/crjmjnallfraud/fcrua. 

Attachment(s): 
Download JPMoroan securities Asia Pacific NPA 

Topic(s): 

Financial Fraud 
Foreign Corruption 

Component(s): 

https://www.Justice.govtopa/pr!jpmorgan-s--investment-bank~hong.kong-.agrees•pay•72~milltOn-penalty..corrupt-hlring-scheme 213 



20342

74 

12115/2019 JPMo,gan's Investment Bank in Hong Kong Agrees to Pay $72 Million Penalty for Corrupt Hiring Schoo'le in China l OPA I Department 

Criminal Division 
Criminal - Criminal Fraud Section 
USAO· New York.~ 

Press Release Number: 
16-1343 

Updated October 3, 2017 
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Repeated failures by Ukraine General Prosecutor's Office 
show politics at work, serious reform needed 
'6 •ntac.org.ua/en/news/burisma-group .. of-comp.anies-are-still•under•crimlnJl--1nvestigation-in-ukr1:1!ne-despite-

Allegations that Ukraine's General Prosecutor's Office abuses its power and has helped an 
alleged criminal keep stolen assets show much more must be done to dean up this 
important institution if the country is to effectively combat systemic corruption and put an 
end to an ugly legacy of theft by public officials and other elites. 

The National Anti-Corruption Bureau of Ukraine {NABU) is investigating whether officials in 
the prosecutor's office failed to take actions relating to criminal proceedings against 
Burisma Group President Mykola Zlochevskyi. The failure to act resulted in a missed 
opportunity to recover US$23.5 million stolen from Ukraine. 

Furthermore, despite overwhelming evidence suggesting criminal actions, the Prosecutors 
Office recently dropped its cases against Zlochevskyi and his company Burisma. The NABU 
continues to investigateill several cases. 

"Confiscation of $US23.5 million from Zlochevskyi's companies in London would have been 
the first success story in Ukraine's efforts to recover funds laundered abroad by Yanukovych 
and his associates. But instead of handing evidence to the UK's Serious Fraud Office in a 
timely fashion, the Prosecutor General's Office did everything possible to prevent this 
potential asset recovery success story from happening, said Daria Kaleniuk from the Anti
Corruption Action Centre. 

No one in the Prosecutor General's Office has been punished for the dumping of 
Zlochevskyi's case. No prosecutor or investigator has been found liable. The leadership of 
the office, which tried to cover up the dumping of the criminal case concerning Zlochevsky, 
resigned only under enormous public and diplomatic pressure. 

"Nowadays, the General Prosecution Office is a political entity, not a law enforcement 
agency," said Yaroslav Yurchyshyn, the Executive Director of Transparency 
International - Ukraine. 

To fix this situation Tl-Ukraine and AntAC made the following recommendations: 

1. PGO to explain publicly detailed reasons and conditions of closing criminal 
investigations against Zlochevskyi and Burisma Group companies; consider 
reopening these cases. 

119 
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2. Ukraine and United Kingdom to establish joint.investigation team, which should 

investigate not only activities of Zlochevskyi and Burisma, but also alleged corruption 

and abuse of power of prosecutors and investigators who dumped the initial criminal 

investigation. The team should be led by foreign law enforcement officers. 

3. Parliament to consider passing legislation, which sets up competitive public 

selection procedure of the Prosecutor General of Ukraine, who should be 

independent professional beyond politics. 

4. International partners to condition Ukraine on delivering measurable results in 

recovery proceeds of grand corruption prior to granting financial technical assistance 

to the country. 

### 

For more information and commentaries please contact Tata Peklun. antac.ua@gmail.com 

and Andrii Sliusar. sliusar@ti-ukraine.org. 

List of attached documents: 

1. Letter of General Prosecutors Office 072-33039-14 from Dec 29. 2016 addressed to 

Viktor Chumak, translation 

2. Letter of General Prosecutors Office 1715-32844-14 from March. 12 201 s addressed to 

MP Sergiy Leschenko, translation 

3. Letter of the former depuJ:¥ Prosecutor General Vita Iii Kasko addressed to the former 

Prosecutor General O.Zalisko from Nov 20, 2014, translation 

4. Report of the former depuJ:¥ Prosecutor General Vitam Kasko addressed to the former 

Prosecutor General Vitalii Yarema, translation 

s. London Criminal Court 1udgment in the case NoRST072014 

6. Official letter Ng041-204/20487 from the National Anti-corruption Bureau from June. 

23.06.2016 

7. Press release in PDF 

Notes for editors: 

There are reasonable grounds to believe that close associates of current Ukrainian President 

Petr Poroshenko. have significantly assisted Mykofa Zlochevskyi in dismissing criminal cases 

against him by PGO. 

Specifically, on Dec 24, 2016 Mykola Zlochevskyi was fillDfil1 at the meeting in Vienna 

restaurant with Igor Kononenko, incumbent Member of Parliament, who is first deputy head 

of the largest political faction in parliament called Poroshenko's Bloc. Kononenko is~ 

.k.nolMl as close friend and business partner of President Poroshenko. Kononenko joined 

official leadership of the Poroshenko Bloc after Mr. Yuri Loutsenko left the position of its 
2/9 
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head to .l;irn Prosecutor General of Ukraine in May 2016. President appointed Yuriy 

Lutsenko after initiating special amendments allowing Lutsenko to become Prosecutor 

General despite the absence of legal education. 

~ that Kononenko personally supervises the work of a separate department of 

investigation of specially important cases. Exactly this department has been investigating 

the cases concerning Zlochevskyi and the companies of Burisma group. 

This how the cases month by month were dumped by the General Prosecutor's Office of 

Ukraine: 

1. In 2014-2015 the General Prosecutor's Office of Ukraine, which was managed by 

Vita!iy Yarema at that moment, assisted Mykola Zlochevskyi with unblocking 23.5 
min USO seized in the UK. 

In April 2014, British Serious Fraud Office started a preliminary investigation of money 

laundering in the amount of 35 million dollars allegedly committed by Mykola Zlochevskyi. 

In this criminal case, the British law enforcers blocked 23.5 min USO on the accounts of the 

companies beneficially owned by Zlochevsky. The Ukrainian party became aware of this in 

late July 2014, when the GPO received request for mutual legal assistance from the British 

counterparts. In particular request asked to provide information regarding Zlochevskyi and 

companies related to him.nu On Aug S, 2014, on the basis of the request and reportlilil of 

the Deputy Prosecutor General (at that time), Vitaliy Kasko, the Main Investigative 

Department of the GPO initiated criminal proceedings No 4201400000000080SIM. regarding 

illicit enrichment and money laundering in especially large sizes committed by Zlochevskyi. 

Two months from the start of the preliminary investigation, on Sept, 23, 2014, the 

investigation issuedM the first letter stating "uncertain legal status and absence of 
notification of suspicion of Mykola Zlochevskyi" at the request of his defence attorney 

who tried to cancel the seizure of funds in the UK. 

The British law enforcers received partial responseilliJ. to their preliminary request to 

Ukrainian party on Sept 25, 2014, after Zlochevskyi's defense had already received the 

certificate confirming absence of criminal investigation regarding him. 

On Nov 20, 2014, Vitaliy Kasko, responsible at that moment for international cooperation, 

notified the management of the GPO on the need to timely provide British law enforcers 

with requested information "due to the court hearings scheduled for the beginning of Dec, 

particularly regarding the legitimacy of seizure of Zlochevskyi's assets in the UK"b@.. 

On Dec 2, 2014, one day before the court hearings in the Central Criminal Court of 

London, the GPO issued the second letterfldlD. stating "uncertain legal status and 
absence of notification of suspicion of Mykola Zlochevskyi" at the request of his 

3/9 
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defense. The letter was used immediately by Zlochevskyi attorneys during court hearings in 

London on Dec 3-5, 2014.llid. The results of those hearings as well as arguments of the 

parties were used later by the court as a ground of decision to unblock the seized assets. 

On Dec 4, 2014, five months after the investigation had started in Ukraine, in violation of the 

law and without any reasonable grounds the Deputy General Prosecutor, Herasymiuk 

M.V. transferred this investigation to the Ministry of Internal AffairsOO Therefore, the 

collection of evidence necessary for preparation of notification of suspicion was stopped for 

two weeks. 

On Dec 1 O, 2014, the representatives of the British Embassy in Ukraine informedflill the 

GPO regarding Zlochevsky's challenge of the seizure of funds and "possible cancelation of 

the seizure by the British court due to lack of active actions from Ukrainian side in 
investigation of the indicated criminal proceedings, particularly due to the absence of 

notification of suspicion and request to seized the abovementioned funds". 

On Dec 25, 2014, the GPO received letterflilll from the respective US authorities regarding 

the risk of the January court decision to unblock the funds due to slow-pace investigation of 
Zlochevsky's case, that would also question the EU, Lichtenstein and Switzerland sanctions 

against Yanukovych and his associates. 

On Dec 29, 2014, the GPO took the criminal investigation back from the Ministry of Internal 

Affairs. At the same day the GPO issued the notification of suspicion to Zlochevskyi in 

illicit enrichment and money laundering. The very next day, on Dec, 30, 2014, the Pechersk 

Court of the Kyiv City seized the assets blocked in London..[)gfil However, on Jan 21, 2015, 
the Central Criminal Court of London cancelledUill!l the seizure of the accounts. 

The Court did not take into account the information regarding the suspicion of Zlochevskyi 

and the decision of Pechersk Court to seize the assets due to the lack of the evidence which 
Ukrainian prosecutors and court used to justify their decisions, The decision of the London 

Court drew conclusion no new sufficient evidence were collected during 8 months of 

investigation to prove the necessity of seizure. The absence of such evidence was the result 
of the GPO's inaction, which did not investigate the origin of 23.5 min USD on the accounts 
of Zlochevskyi's companies. The British judge also stressed attention at the inconsistency 
of the position of Ukrainian prosecutors, who during the period of 27 days both issued 
the letter confirming the Innocence of Zlochevsky and notified him about suspicion. 

2. In criminal proceedings regarding illicit enrichment and money laundering 
(No42014000000000805) the prosecutors investigated payment of taxes in Ukraine 
by Zlochevsky. but not the origin of money, seized in Britain; they also "blurred" 

the criminal proceedings by adding other unrelated episodes. 

419 
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On Dec 29, 2014, in this criminal proceeding Zlochevskyi was notified of suspicions in illicit 

enrichment in large-scale and money laundering~ but the GPO did not transfer this 

episode to court. Investigation continued, and in two years it transformed into tax 

avoidance investigation. As part of the preliminary investigation, Ukrainian investigators 

had to establish the origin and legitimacy of significant funds on bank accounts of 

companies belonging to Zlochevskyi as former top official. 

Instead, investigators checked the payment of the personal income tax by Zlochevskyi 

during his time in the officeilooJ.. District tax inspection hold an audit and did not find any 

outstanding taxes[xvjjJ. 

On this basis, the GPO dosed.oodill. the criminal proceedings in the regard of suspicion of 

Zlochevskyi in illicit enrichment and money laundering on Nov 1, 2016. The reason for 

the closure was "absence of corpus delicti" {the event of the crime). 

PGO manipulatively stated.Dillu that decision of the court in London also confirmed lack of 

violation of tax law by Zlochevskyi. While court in London was discovering not just likelihood 

of tax avoidance by Zlochevskyi, but possibility of illegal origin of seized 23.5 min USO at 

the accounts of companies of Burisma holding in Britain. 

The PGO didn't check the sourceuw of origin of 23.5 min USO, which according to the 

statements made in the British court by Zlochevskyi's attorneys Burisma obtained.wdl from 

offshore companies of Mr.Kurchenko, a frontman of corrupt financial and gas empire within 

Yanukovych regime. Mr.Kurchenko, who had been under the EU sanctions since March 

2014. He is now suspect by the PGO for organized crime, fraud, fictitious entrepreneurship, 

embezzlement and abuse of power, which all together caused losses to the Ukrainian state 

in gas and banking sector totaling to at least 5 bin UAH. 

At the same time, the Prosecutor General of Ukraine, Yuriy Lutsenko, appointed in 2016 by 

the President Poroshenko, could not just close the criminal proceedings, which lasted three 

years and had a considerable public attention in Ukraine and abroad. 

On October 10, 2016, the Office of Large Taxpayers of the State Fiscal Service of Ukraine 

held unscheduled tax audit of Esko-Pivnich LLC, which was part of Burisma holding. The tax 

audit concerned the period of 8 months of 2016 and establishes a violation of tax law. 

Based on the results of the tax audit the Chief Accountant of Esko-Pivnich LLC, Vofodarska 

R.Z., was notified of suspicion of tax evasion in especially large amounts. It was done within 

the same criminal proceedings whereas Ukrainian investigators studied tax payments by 

Zlochevsky in his time in the office. The investigation revealed that Vo!odarska 

underestimated the income tax of Esko-Pivnich LLC in the amount of 33,099,840 UAH. In 

addition to accrued taxes, Esko-Pivnich LLC paid penalties in the amount of 16,549,920 UAH. 

The company reimbursed the unpaid taxes and damages completely during the period of 
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preliminary investigation.LlQifil. This has been done because according to the Criminal Code 

of Ukraine, a person who has committed a tax crime is exempted from criminal liability if he 

or she pays in full the taxes and damages to the state before the indictment is announced. 

On Nov 1, 2016, the same day when the GPO closed the criminal proceedings regarding 

illicit enrichment and money laundering allegedly committed by Zlochevskyi, during the 

interrogation the Chief Accountant, Volodarska, informed the investigators on full 

reimbursement of the damages and appealed for exemption from criminal liability. On 

November 17, 2016, Podil District Court of the Kyiv city confirmed the full reimbursement of 

the damages and exempted the Chief Accountant of Esco-Pivnich LLC from criminal 

liability.l!IWl 

Within available court decisions it is hard to trace any evident logic in the actions of 

Ukrainian investigators who combined the episode of company's tax evasion in 2016 with 

the criminal proceedings on illicit enrichment and money laundering allegedly committed by 

Zlochevskyi in 2010-2014. 

At the same time, with the closure of the criminal proceedings against Mykola Zlochevskyi 

Ukrainian prosecutors lost the opportunity to further confiscate Zlochevskyi's assets 

seized~ in Ukraine, namely 2 land plots, 3 houses and Rolss-Royce Phantom car. 

3. Since May 7, 2014 GPO has been investigating case No42014000000000375 of alleged 

criminal activity of subsidiaries of Burisma in Ukraine, namely companies Esco-Pivnich 

LLC, Parl LLC and First Ukrainian Oil & Gas Company LLC which extract and sell gas in 

Ukraine based on agreements on joint activity with state-owned company 

Ukrgasvydobuvannya. 

Allegedly Burisma subsidiaries were extracting and selling gas in Ukraine for significantly 

discounted prices to related companies to reduce official profits, which according to the 

agreements on joint activity had to be shared with the state-owned company. Officials of 

Ukrgazvydobyvannya state-owned company were allegedly embezzling funds of the 

company through such schemes. According to the information~ by the General 

Prosecutor Yuriy Lutsenko, on 7 July 2016, Burisma subsidiaries were also allegedly involved 

in the large scale tax avoidance schemes. Lutsenko estimated amount of unpaid taxes at 1 

billion UAH during 2014-2015. 

Since August 2016 this criminal investigation focuses only on the episode of tax avoidance 

by Burisma subsidiaries and does not focus on proper execution of agreements on joint 

activity by Burisma subsidiary. Starting from October 2016 the description of the case in 

the court decisions in the framework of this criminal Investigation does not include 

any mentions of subsidiaries of Burisma.fDYl 
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Investigation of tax avoidance crime instead of embezzlement gives green light for 

prosecutors to dose the case should Burisma holding pay to the budget of Ukraine 

estimated by prosecutors losses. 

References: 

filCriminal case No42015000000001142 regarding issuing Illegally natural resources 

licenses to companies Pari LLC, Esko Pivnich LLC, First Ukrainian Oil Gas Company LLC, 

Aldea Ukraine LLC, Ukrnaftoburinnya CJSC, Krymtopenergoservlce LLC, Gasoilinvest LLC, 

Company Azov-oil LLC, Nadragas LLC, Tekhnoresource PJSC by officials of the Ministry of 

Environment and Natural Resources of Ukraine during the period of 2010-2015 years aimed 

for self-enrichment and criminal case No42014000000000181 regarding embezzlement of 

state funds totaling to 49,380 min UAH at public procurement of consulting services for 

implementing technologies of remote land exploration during Zlochevskyi's tenure of the 

Minister of Environmental Protection of Ukraine. The case was investigated by the~ 

Prosecutor's Office (GPO) in Ukraine until the end of 201 s. At the beginning of 2016, the 

NABU has taken over this case and investigation currently continues (from the official 

Official letter N2041-204/20487 from the National Anti-corruption Bureau from June, 

23.06.2016). 

!ill From the letter of the former deputy Prosecutor General Vitalii Kasko addressed to the 

former Prosecutor General O.Zalisko from Nov 20, 2014 // first published in MP Sergiy 

Leschenko blog II http://blogs.pravda.corn.ua/authors/leschenko/S6J ttoacc46331 

lliU From the Report of the former deputy Prosecutor General Vitalii Kasko addressed to the 

former Prosecutor General Vitam Yarema II first published in MP Sergiy Leschenko blog II 

http:Ublogs,pravda.com.ua/authorstleschenko/561 ff0acc4633/ 

IM From the letter of General Prosecutors Office N917/1/5-32844-14 from March, 12 2015 

addressed to MP Sergiy Leschenko, signed former deputy to Prosecutor General 

O.Baganets II first published in MP Sergiy Leschenko blog 

11 http:/lblogs,pravda,com,ua/authors/leschenko/SS49e581cb3df/ 

M From the letter of General Prosecutors Office N21711/5-32844-14 from March, 12 2015 

addressed to MP Sergiy Leschenko, signed former deputy to Prosecutor General 

O.Baganets II first published in MP Sergiy Leschenko blog 

11 http://blogs.prayda.com,uatauthors/leschenko/5549e581 cb3df/ 

1Yil From the Report of the former deputy Prosecutor General Vita Iii Kasko addressed to the 

former Prosecutor General Vitalii Yarema II first published in MP Sergiy Leschenko blog II 

http://blogs.prayda.eom.ua/authors/leschenko/561 ff0acc4633/ 

flliil From the letter of the former deputy Prosecutor General Vitalii Kasko addressed to the 

former Prosecutor General O.Zalisko from Nov 20, 2014 poey // first published in MP Sergiy 
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Leschenko blog 11 http:/lblogs.pravda.com.ua/authors/leschenko/561 ff0acc46331 

bliiil. Official letter issued by the General Prosecutor Office as of Dec, 2, 2014 p. to the 

attorney P.Boyko II first published in MP Sergiy Leschenko blog 

http://blogs,prayda.com.uaJauthors/leschenko/561ffOacc4633t 

1ili1 London Criminal CourtJudgment in the Case NoRSTO72014 

W From the letter of General Prosecutors Office N217/1 /5-32844-14 from March, 12 2015 

addressed to MP Sergiy Leschenko, signed former deputy to Prosecutor General 

O.Baganets II first published in MP Sergiy Leschenko blog 

1 I http:/ Jbtogs.prayda.com.ua/authors/leschenko/5549e581 cb3df/ 

llii.l From the Report of the former deputy Prosecutor General Vitaiii Kasko addressed to the 

former Prosecutor General Vitalii Yarema II first published in MP Sergiy Leschenko blog// 

http://blogs.prayda.corn.ua/authors/leschenko/561ffOacc4633/ 

I2illl From the Report of the former deputy Prosecutor General Vitalii Kasko addressed to the 

former Prosecutor General Vitalii Yarema II first published in MP Sergiy Leschenko blog II 

http:Ublogs.pravda,com.ua/authorstleschenko/561ff0acc4633/ 

Diliil From the letter of General Prosecutors Office N217/1/5-32844-14 from March, 12 2015 

addressed to MP Sergiy Leschenko, signed former deputy to Prosecutor General 

O.Baganets //first published in MP Sergiy Leschenko blog 

11 http://blogs.prayda.corn,uatauthors/leschenkot5549e581 cb3dfl 

fxiYl London Criminal Court Judgment in the Case NoRSTO72014 

loo From the letter of General Prosecutors Office N217/1/5-32844-14 from March, 12 2015 

addressed to MP Sergiy Leschenko, signed former deputy to Prosecutor General 

O.Baganets II first published in MP sergiy Leschenko blog 

I I http://blogs.pravda.corn.ua/authors/leschenko/5549e581 cb3dfl 

rxvj] From the letter of General Prosecutors Office N207 /2-33039-14 from Dec 29, 2016 

addressed to Viktor Chumak, Ukrainian MP, signed by the deputy to the Prosecutor General 

Y.Stolyarchuk 11 https:/ldrive.google.com/fi!e/d/0B7 tuaxGEOVvX1 ZVUVFEVUZVamc/vie't,f 

fxvlil From the letter of General Prosecutors Office N907 /2-33039-14 from Dec 29, 2016 

addressed to Viktor Chumak, Ukrainian MP, signed by the deputy to the Prosecutor General 

Y.Stolyarchuk II https;//drive.google.com/file/d/087 tuaxGFOVvX1 ZYUVFEVUZYarnc/view 

IxltilllJudgment from the criminal case N242014000000000805 from Nov, 11, 2016 // 

http://www.reyestr.court.gov.ua/Review/62761052 

819 



20351

83 

.l.o,W From the letter of General Prosecutors Office N207 /2-33039-14 from Dec 29, 2016 

addressed to Viktor Chumak, Ukrainian MP, signed by the deputy to the Prosecutor General 

Y.Stolyarchuk 11 https://drive.1:qogle.com/file/d/0B7 tuaxGFOYvX1 ZVUVFEVUZYamc/view 

Im Para 50-51 from the London Criminal Court Judgment in the Case NoRSTO72014 

rxxil Para 6 from the the London Criminal Court Judgment in the Case NoRSTO72014 

!Ax.ill From the letter of General Prosecutors Office NgQ7 /2-33039-14 from Dec 29, 2016 

addressed to Viktor Chumak, Ukrainian MP, signed by the deputy to the Prosecutor General 

Y.Stolyarchuk 11 https://drive.google,com/file/d/087 tuaxGF0VvX1 ZVUVFEVUZYamc/yjew 

Ix2ilfil From the letter of General Prosecutors Office N207 /2-33039-14 from Dec 29, 2016 

addressed to Viktor Chumak, Ukrainian MP, signed by the deputy to the Prosecutor General 

Y.Stolyarchuk II https://drive,google.com/file/d/0B7 tuaxGF0VvX1 ZVUVFEVUZVamc/view 

.[xxMJudgment from the criminal case N942014000000000805 // 

http:/ /reyestr.court.gov.ua/Review/55416526 

.[xx:il Information available via the search results judgments in criminal investigation 

No42014000000000375 
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1114/2020 Schiff: There ls now 'more than clrcumstantlal evidence' of Trump~Russia collusion ~ POLITICO 

POLITICO 

POLITICO 

Schiff: There is now 'more than circumstantial evidence· of Trump-Russia collusion 
By MADELINE CONWAY I 03/22/2017 06:15 PM EDT 

Rep. Adam Schiff, the top Democrat on the House Intelligence Committee, said \1/ednesdaythat there is "more than 

circumstantial evidence now" to .suggest t1rnt Pre.sident Donald Trump's campaign may have colluded with Russia's 

attempts to disrupt the election, but he wonld not offer details. 

"I can tell you that the case is more than that,'' Schiff told Chuck To<ld on IVISNBC, ''And I can't go into the particn1ars., but 

there is more than circumstantial evidence now." 

\,\Then Todd follm,vcd up, asking if he had "seen direct evidence of coJ1usion,"' Schiff wou1d not say .so directly, but insisted 
that he has seen some "evidence that is not circumstantial" and is worth investigating, 

"I don't want to go into specifics, but I v.,-m say that there is evidenee that is not .circumstantial and is very much worthy of 

investigation, so that is wh;i,t we ought 1o do," Sthiff sai<l. 

Nunes claims some Trump transition messages were intercepted 
By AUSTIN WRIGHT 

https://www.poHtico.com/story/2017/03/schiff-russta-trump--col!usion-236386 112 
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1114/2020 Schiff: There is now 'more than circumstantial evidence' of Trump-Russia collusion· POLITICO 

The FBI is currently investigating any links between the Trump campaign and Russia and whether the two parties 

coordinated witl1 Russia's suspected cyberattaeks on Democratic Party officials before the election. 

Trump and his aides have repeatedly denied any such wrongdoing. While Democrats have been raising questions about 

the president's relationship with Russia for months1 no public evidence has emerged to tie him or his associates directly to 

the cyberattacks. 
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4/712019 Hunter Biden joins the team of Bunsma Holdings - Burisma 

COMPANY PRODUCTION MANAGEMENT MEDIA CONTACTS 

Hunter Biden joins the team of Burisma Holdings 

Press release 

London, 12 May, 2014 

Burisma Holdings, Ukraine's largest private gas producer, has expanded its Board of Directors by bringing on Mr. R 

Hunter Biden as a new director. 

R. Hunter Biden will be ln charge of the Holdings' legal unit and will provide support for the Company among international organizations. On his 

new appointment, he commented: "Burisma's track record of innovations and industry leadership in the field of natural gas means thdt it can be a 

strong driver of a strong economy in Ukraine. A'> a new membs-r of the Board, I be.lieve that my assistance in consulting the Company on matters of 

transparency, corporate governance and responsibility, international expansion and other priorities will contribute to the economy and benefit the 

people of Ukraine." 

The Chairman of the Board of Directors of Burisma Holdings, Mr. Alan Apter, noted "The company's strategy is aimed at the strongest concentration 

of professmnal staff and the introduction of best corporate pract!Ces, and we're delighted that Mr, Biden is joining us to help us achieve these 

guab." 

Hunter Biden 1s a counsel to Boies, Schiller & Ftexner LLP, a national law firm based in New York, USA, which served in cases including "Bush vs . 

.... ore", and "US vs. Microsoft". He is one of the co-founders and a managing partner of the investment advisory company Rosemont Seneca Partners, 

as well as <.hairman of the board of Rosemont Seneca Advisors. He is an Adjunct Professor at Georgetown University's Maa;ters Program in ~1r.,, c,hoo! 

of Foreign Service. 

https;/!web.arch!ve.org/web/20140606004334/http:l/burisma.com/hunter-biden-joins-the-team-of-burisma-ho!dings/ 112 
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4/7/2019 Hunter 8iden joins the team of eurlsma Ho!dlngs - Burisma 

Mr. Biden has experlenc.e in pubhc service and foreign polity, He is a director for the US. Global Leadership Coalition, The Center for National 

Polley, and the Chairman's Advisory Soard for the Nationat Democratic !t1stltute. Having served as a Senior Vice President at MBNA bank, former U.S. 

President Bill Clinton appointed him an Executive Director Qf E-commerce Policy Coordlnation under Secretary of Commerce William Daley. Mr. Si den 

served as Honorary Co-Chair of the 2008 Obama-Siden lnaug~rat Committee, 

1vlr. Biden is. a member of the bar in the State of Connecticut, the District of Cotumbiai the U.S. Supreme Court and the Court of Federal Claims. He 

received a Bachelor's-degree from Georgetown University, and aJ.D. from Yale Law School. 

R. Hunter Btden ls als-o a we!l•known public figure, He ls chairman of the Board of the World food Programme USA which works together with the 

world's largest humanitarian organization, the United Nations World Food Programme, In thts capacity he offers assistance to the poor in developing 

countries, fighting hunger and poverty, and helping to provide food ahd educat!on to 300 mli!ion malnourished children around the world. 

Company Background: 

Burisma Holdings is a Privatefy owned oil and gas company with assets in Ukraine and operating in the energy market since 2002, To date.1 the 

company holds a poftfoho with permits tO devefop fields ln the Dnieper"Donets, the Carpathian and the Azov•Kuban basins. In 2013, the daily ga~ 

production grew stE!adily and at year-end amounted to l l ,6 thousand BOE (barrels of oil equivalent - incl. gas, condensate and crude oil), -or 1.8 

million m3 of natural gas. The company sells these votum€s in the domestic market through traders, as well as directly to final consumers. 

For more information contact the press office at media@burlsma.com 

Burisma © 2014 I Privacy Policy I T~rms of Use 

https://web.archive.orQi'webl201406060d4334/http://bu!1sma..oom/hunter•bidl3n-joins•the-team-of-burisma--holdingsl 2/2 
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BuzzFeed~ews REPORTING TO""'W>U 

WORLD 

Biden's Son, Polish Ex-President Quietly 
Sign On To Ukrainian Gas Company 
Revelations that Hunter Biden and Aieksander Kwasniewski serve on the 

board of a company controlled by a Yanukovych ally raise serious conflict 

of interest questions for Western countries' Ukraine policy. 

By Max Seddon 
Posted on May 13, 2014, at 6:22 p,m, ET 

Poof/ Reuters 

DONETSK, Ukraine - U.S. Vice President Joe Biden's youngest son has 

joined the board of a gas company owned by an ally of Ukraine's 

ragttt◊@ EX pt@Si&Ehl 'tktbt ldll&KGCJEII &iltl a KEY Ldtbpt&il 

~diNeffswhBiliel'l'pSnripBsl!Jllfl!ooillmstchilnl'<Qaildiy Sign On To Ukra 
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Biden, who was the White House's main interlocutor with Yanukovych 

while the latter was president and has since spearheaded Western 

efforts to wean Ukraine off Russian gas. 

Company documents in Cyprus show that Joe Biden's son, R. Hunter 

Biden, became a member of the board of directors of Burisma 

Holdings, which describes itself as Ukraine's largest private natural gas 

producer, on April 18. Burisma announced Hunter Biden's 

appointment in a press release Monday on its website which was 

quickly picked up by Russian state media. 

"Burisma's track record of innovations and industry IeadershipJn the 

field of natural gas means that it can be a strong driver of a strong 

economy in Ukraine," Hunter Biden said in the statement on Burisma's 

website. "As a new member of the Board, I believe that my assistance 

in consulting the Company on matters of transparency, corporate 

governance and responsibility, international expansion and other 

priorities will contribute to the economy and benefit the people of 

Ukraine." 

Hunter Biden could not be immediately reached for comment. An 

assistant at Rosemont Seneca Partners, the investment firm where he 

is partner, said he was out of the office. A woman who answered the 

phone at the London number listed for Burisma on its website 

appeared to have no idea who either Biden was. By late Tuesday, 

however, Burisma had reacted quickly enough to remove a link to a 

New York Times stQ...ry. from April, when Biden visited Kiev and urged it 

to reduce its dependence on Russian gas, from a prominent position 

on the homepage. 

Kendra Barkoff, a spokesperson for Joe Biden, denied to comment 011 

the vice president's son's appointment. "Hunter Biden is a private 
dlii@ii Xii& J IJW§h, §II@ §Md. iii@ Oil@ Pf@§ld@iil db@§ hut @iidbf§@ 
8unMted~\\\\ly ~IPhl~P~~ .... On To Ukra 
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carrying the press release was even real. Its photos of Hunter Biden 

and Rosemont co-founder Devon Archer, who is listed as a member of 

the Burisma board, are lifted from Rosemont's website. The company 

site carries a bizarre interview with Archer - apparently first 

published in the Ukrainian newspaper Kapital, then translated badly 

into English with Slavic syntax left intact - in which he tacitly 

acknowledges his connections to the Biden family and says Burisma 

"reminds [him] of Exxon in its early days." The Burisma site was 

registered anonymously through the domain service GoDaddy in 2010, 

according to the~ service. 

Company registration documents for Burisma show, however, that 

both Hunter Biden and Archer joined its board of directors in April. 

Burisma is completely owned by another Cypriot offshore company, 

Brociti Investments Limited, which, records show, belongs to Mykola 

Zlochevsky, who was energy minister and deputy national security 

council chair under Yanukovych, deposed in February. While in 

government, Zlochevsky claimed that he had sold his energy assets, 

though an ~giWQU in Ukrainian Forbes later showed this was 

untrue. 

As well as the other directors listed on Burisma's website, Cypriot 

records list a man named Aleksander Kwasniewski - the name of 

Poland's president from 1995 to 2005 - as having become a director 

Jan 2. Kwasniewski was a key figure in the European Union's attempts 

to draw Ukraine closer to Brussels during Yanukovych's presidency: he 

and former European Parliament president Pat Cox visited Kiev 27 

times in failed attempts to secure the release of Yanukovych's rival, 

former prime minister and current presidential candidate Yulia 

Tymoshenko, from prison. 

While it was not immediately possible to confirm that the Burisma 

dtre&or was fhe same kwasmewski, lie ad8ress provtded m the 
BIIZllleed~il~I::"~ l\!IWA~.r~~-On To Ukra 
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Wilanow Agency, according to ~ports. Other Polish 

media reports list the address as the Kwaniewski family's private 

apartment. Jolanta Kwasniewska left the firm while her husband was 

in office, but returned to manage it after his term ended. 

Kremlin spokesperson Dmitry Peskov told BuzzFeed that Russia saw 

no conflict of interest in Joe Biden working to wean Ukraine off 

Russian gas - which makes up about 60 percent of the country's 

energy supply - while his son worked in the Ukrainian gas industry. 

"Anyway, as everyone knows, there's no gas in Ukraine," he added. "The 

gas in Ukraine is Russian." 

Rosie Gray contributed reporting/ram Washington, DC. 

, Max Seddon is a correspondent for BuzzFeed World based in Berlin. He has reported from 

Russia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and across the ex-Soviet Union and Europe. His secure PGP 

fingerprint is 6642 BOFB 4059 E3F7 BEBE 94A5 242A E424 92EO 7B71 

Contact Max Seddon at max,seddon@buzzfeed.com. 

Got a confidential tip? Submit it here. 
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Buzz ~ews REPORTING To"'W>U 

WORLD 

Biden's Son, Polish Ex-President Quietly 
Sign On To Ukrainian Gas Company 

Revelations that Hunter Biden and Aleksander Kwasniewski serve on the 

board of a company controlled by a Yanukovych ally raise serious conflict 

of interest questions for Western countries' Ukraine policy. 

By Max Seddon 
Posted on May 13, 2014, at 6:22 p.rn. ET 

Pool/ Reutns 

BuzzFeed~ews Biden's Son, Polish Ex-President Quietly Sign On To Ukr.; 

joined the board of a gas company owned by an ally of Ukraine's 

fugitive ex-president Viktor Yanukovych and a key European 

interlocutor with Kiev who was previously president of Poland. 
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Biden, who was the White House's main interlocutor with Yanukovych 

while the latter was president and has since spearheaded Western 

efforts to wean Ukraine off Russian gas. 

Company documents in Cyprus show that Joe Biden's son, R. Hunter 

Biden, became a member of the board of directors of Burisma 

Holdings, which describes itself as Ukraine's largest private natural gas 

producer, on April 18. Burisma announced Hunter Biden's 

appointment in a press release Monday on its website which was 

quickly picked up by Russian state media. 

"Burisma's track record of innovations and industry leadership in the 

field of natural gas means that it can be a strong driver of a strong 

economy in Ukraine," Hunter Biden said in the statement on Burisma's 

website. "As a new member of the Board, I believe that my assistance 

in consulting the Company on matters of transparency, corporate 

governance and responsibility, international expansion and other 

priorities will contribute to the economy and benefit the people of 

Ukraine." 

Hunter Biden could not be immediately reached for comment. An 

assistant at Rosemont Seneca Partners, the investment firm where he 

is partner, said he was out of the office. A woman who answered the 

phone at the London number listed for Burisma on its website 

appeared to have no idea who either Biden was. By late Tuesday, 

however, Burisma had reacted quickly enough to remove a link to a 

New York Times filQI.Y. from April, when Biden visited Kiev and urged it 

to reduce its dependence on Russian gas, from a prominent position 

ee ths bewse;ws, 
BuzzFeed~ews Biden's Son, Polish Ex-President Quietly Sign On To Ukra 

the vice president's son's appointment. "Hunter Biden is a private 

citizen and a lawyer;• she said. "The Vice President does not endorse 

any particular company and has no involvement with this company." 
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carrying the press release was even real. Its photos of Hunter Biden 

and Rosemont co-founder Devon Archer, who is listed as a member of 

the Burisma board, are lifted from Rosemont's website. The company 

site carries a bizarre interview with Archer - apparently first 

published in the Ukrainian newspaper Kapital, then translated badly 

into English with Slavic syntax left intact - in which he tacitly 

acknowledges his connections to the Biden family and says Burisma 

"reminds [him] of Exxon in its early days." The Burisma site was 

registered anonymously through the domain service GoDaddy in 2010, 

according to the~ service. 

Company registration documents for Burisma show, however, that 

both Hunter Biden and Archer joined its board of directors in April. 

Burisma is completely owned by another Cypriot offshore company, 

Brociti Investments Limited, which, records show, belongs to Mykola 

Zlochevsky, who was energy minister and deputy national security 

council chair under Yanukovych, deposed in February. While in 

government, Zlochevsky claimed that he had sold his energy assets, 

though an ~ga:tiwl in Ukrainian Forbes later showed this was 

untrue. 

As well as the other directors listed on Burisma's website, Cypriot 

records list a man named Aleksander Kwasniewski - the name of 

Poland's president from 1995 to 2005 - as having become a director 

Jan 2. Kwasniewski was a key figure in the European Union's attempts 

to draw Ukraine closer to Brussels during Yanukovych's presidency: he 

and former European Parliament president Pat Cox visited Kiev 27 

times in failed attempts to secure the release ofYanukovych's rival, 

toEWCE m;ws WM&kf ilPQ SHEEGP$ PfG§isJ@UaJ saosJMalG XuBa 
BuzzFeed ~ews Biden's Son. Polish Ex-President Quietly Sign On To Ukra 

While it was not immediately possible to confirm that the Burisma 

director was the same Kwasniewski, the address provided in the 

company documents, Wilanowska 5/2 in Warsaw, matches addresses 
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Wilanow Agency, according to ~ports. Other £QlWi 

ID&diil~ports list the address as the Kwaniewski family's private 

a,~. Jolanta Kwasniewska left the firm while her husband was 

in office, but returned to manage it after his term ended. 

Kremlin spokesperson Dmitry Peskov told BuzzFeed that Russia saw 

no conflict of interest in Joe Biden working to wean Ukraine off 

Russian gas - which makes up about 60 percent of the country's 

energy supply - while his son worked in the Ukrainian gas industry. 

"Anyway, as everyone knows, there's no gas in Ukraine," he added. "The 

gas in Ukraine is Russian." 

Rosie Gray contributed rnportingfrom Washington, DC. 

Max Seddon is a correspondent for 8uzzFeed World based in Berlin. He has reported from 

Russia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and across the ex-Soviet Union and Europe. His secure PGP 

fingerprint is 6642 80FB 4059 E3F7 BEBE 94A5 242A E424 92E0 7871 

Contact Max Saddon at max.seddon@buzzfeed.com. 

Got a confidential tip? ~ubmit it he_@. 
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Impeachment Trial l Iran Tension ! Democratic Oobate j Buriama Hack I Philippin•s Volcano Evacu-ntion ! To 

LIVE 

A guide to Trump's past comments about NATO 

BY SHAYNA FRtlSLEBEN 

APRIL 12, 2017 I 4:06 PM I CBS NEWS 

President Donald Trump met on Wednesday with North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO) Secretary Generaljens Stoltenberg at the White House. Past 

meetings between American presidents and NATO leaders have seldom seen 

such a contentious lead-in. 

Despite words of praise for NATO at their joint news conference, Mr. Trump has 

repeatedly questioned NATO's purpose and efficacy, calling it "obsolete;' while 

charging that the United States is saddled with paying an unfair share as a 

member. It was one of Mr. Trump's most consistent messages in the months 

preceding his election. But if his views are strongly held, they're relatively newly 

formed. The only mention of NATO on his Twitter feed before he hit the 

campaign trail was a..single 2012 tweet lamenting that Israel, not a NATO member, 

was excluded from a NATO gathering in Chicago. 

Here's a comprehensive look at Mr. Trump's past comments about the military 

alliance. 

https:/lwww.cbsnews.com/news/trump-nato-past-comments/ 1119 
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View CBS News In 

CBS News App OPEN 

Chrome Safari [ CONTINUE l 

March 21, 2016 -- then-candidate Trump meets with the Washington Post's 

editorial board. He describes NATO as an anachronism from a more affluent 

American time: 

"NATO was set up at a different time. NATO was set up when we were a 

richer country. We're not a rich country anymore. We're borrowing, 

we're borrowing all of this money ... NATO is costing us a fortune and 

yes, we're protecting Europe with NATO but we're spending a lot of 

money. Number one, I think the distribution of costs has to be changed. 

I think NATO as a concept is good, but it is not as good as it was when it 

first evolved." 

March 21, 2016 -- Trump participates in a CNN town hall later the same day. He's 

asked directly about NATO by host Wolf Blitzer, and again cites the costs to the 

U.S. 

CNN's Blitzer: Do you think the United States needs to rethink U.S. 

involvement in NATO? 

Trump: Yes, because it's costing us too much money. And frankly they 

have to put up more money. They're going to have to put some up also. 

We're playing disproportionately. It's too much. And frankly it's a 

httos:/fwww,cbsnews.com/newsftrump~nato-past-cornments/ 2119 
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different world than it was when we originally conceived of the idea. 

CBS News App 

Chrome Safari 

View CBS News In 

"Mr. Trump struck similar themes when he discussed the future of 
NATO, which he called "unfair, economically, to us;' and said he was 

open to an alternative organization focused on counterterrorism." 

March 27, 2016 -- Trump sends one of his earliest campaign-season tweets about 
NATO: 

My statement on NATO being obsolete and 
disproportionately too expensive (and unfair). 
for the U.S. are now, finally, receiving plaudits! 

- DonaldJ. Trump (@realDonaldTrump) March 
27, 2016 

April 2, 2016 -- Trump doubles down on NATO criticism at a Racine, WI campaign 
rally, but admits he's only a recent study on the NATO topic: 

"I said here's the problem with NATO: it's obsolete. Big statement to 
make when you don't know that much about it, but I learn quicldy." 

April 8, 2016 -- "Looks like I was right about NATO;' Trump tweets, linking to a 

E1.u:ejgnJ~ulicy article about other Republican senators arguing over NATO allies' 

laggardly defense spending: 

https:/ /www.cbsnews.com/news/trump-nato-past-comments/ 3/19 
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Looks like I was right about NATO. I had no 

View CBS News In 

CBS News App OPEN 

Chrome Safari [ CONTINUE l 
criticism prompted the move: 

See, when I said NATO was obsolete because of 

no terrorism protection, they made the change 

without giving me credit.https://t.co/sRCF1H3rjg 

- Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump) June 6, 

2016 

July 17, 2016 -- Trump and running mate Mike Pence are interviewed by CBS 

News' Lesley Stahl on 60 Minutes; she asked Trump to explain how he would 

tackle the fight against ISIS as president. NATO was invoked: 

"We're going to have surrounding states and, very importantly, get 

NATO involved because we support NATO far more than we should, 

frankly, because you have a lot of countries that aren't doing what 

they're supposed to be doing." 

httos://www.cbsnews.com/news/trump-nato-past-comments/ 4119 
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View CBS News In 

OPEN CBS News App 

Chrome Safari [CONTINUE] 

"If we cannot be properly reimbursed fqr the tremendous cost of our 

military. protecting other countries, and in many cases the countries I'm 

talking about are extremely :rich ... we have many NATO· members that 

aren't paying their hills:' 

July 20, 2016 ·- Trump softens his rhetoric, somewhat, on NATO; in a tweet, he 

does not refer to the military alliance "obsolete;' instead calling for fellow 

members to "pay their bills": 

Wow, NATO's top commander just announced 

that he agrees with me that alliance members 

must PAY THEIR BILLS. This is a general I will 
like! 

- Donald J. Trump (@reaiDonaldTrump) Jllly-3.Q, 

2016 

January 15, 2017 -- in a joint interview, post-election, pre-inauguration, with the 

Times of London and Germany's Bild, Trump reflects on his "obsolete" 

comment, but insists he was both correct and vindicated: 

"I took such heat, when I said NATO was obsolete. It's obsolete because 

it wasn't taking care of terror. I took a lot ofheat for two days. And then 

they started saying Trump is right." 

r\ttns·/!www c:hsnAws_c:om/nP.ws/trnmn-nato-oast-comme"ntsl 5119 
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CNN Poll: The nation remains divided on impeachment as 
House vote approaches 
,_, .. ___ _ 
ICJ cnn.u,m1cu 

(CNN)The American public is about evenly split over whether President Donald Trump 
should be impeached and removed from office, according to a new CNN Poll conducted by 

SSRS, with the House of Representatives poised to vote on articles of impeachment this 

week. 

RELATED: Full poll results 
Support for impeaching Trump and removing him from office stands at 45% in the new poll, 

down from 50% in a poll conducted in mid-November just after the conclusion of the House 
Intelligence Committee's public hearings. Opposition to impeachment and removal stands 

at 47% in the new pol!, up from 43% in November. Support for impeachment and removal 

among Democrats has dipped from 90% in November to 77% now. 

That finding comes even as public views on the facts driving the impeachment process have 

held steady. Americans are about evenly divided over whether there is enough evidence 

against Trump for the House to vote to impeach him and send the case to the Senate for 

trial (47% say yes, 48% no, about the same as in November). And a narrow majority (51 o/o 

now, 53% in November) continue to say Trump used the presidency improperly in his 

interactions with the President of Ukraine by attempting to gain political advantage against 

113 
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a possible 2020 rival. 

The poll finds that Trump's approval rating has also held steady in the last month: 43% 
currently approve of the way he is handling his job, 53% disapprove. 
Read More 

House panel approves articles of impeachment against Trump 
Looking ahead to a possible Senate trial should the House vote in favor of impeachment, 
half of adults {50%) say it is not at all likely that anything that might come up during that trial 
would change their minds on removing Trump from office. That is lower than the 59% who 
said they were not at all likely to change their minds about removing Bill Clinton from office 
in 1999 ahead of his Senate trial. 

Among the 24% who say a Senate trial on the charges facing Trump would be at least 
somewhat likely to sway their views, 19% are currently undecided about impeachment and 
removal, 38% support it and 43% oppose it. 

About a third of Americans {32%) believe the impeachment inquiry will ultimately help 
Trump's reelection bid, while 25% say it will hurt his chances and 37% say it will make no 
difference. Republicans are fairly bullish on the impact it will have for the President, with a 
majority of Republicans (54%) saying they believe it will help Trump in 2020. Among 
Democrats, 40% believe it will hurt the President's shot at a second term, while 38% believe 
that it will make no difference. 
Across 15 battleground states which could decide the election in 2020, views about 
impeaching and removing Trump are just as divided as they are nationally. In these states -
all of which were decided by 8 points or less in 2016 - 46% say Trump should be impeached 
and removed, while 45% say that he should not. But residents of these states also lean 
toward believing Trump did improperly use his office to gain political advantage in next 
year's election: 50% say yes, 45% no. 
Nationwide, those who support impeaching Trump and removing him from office are more 
apt to say they do so because of the particular offenses raised in the impeachment inquiry 
than for his overall behavior. Nearly nine in 10 who support removing Trump from office say 
a major reason they do so is because they believe he "sought foreign assistance to benefit 
his 2020 presidential campaign," or because "Trump used his office improperly to gain 
political advantage in the 2020 presidential election." More than eight in 1 0 in this group say 
a major reason they back removal is because "Trump has obstructed Congressional 
attempts to investigate his administration." Fewer, 68%, say a major reason they support 
impeachment and removal is because of other impeachable offenses Trump has committed 
which are not covered in the charges the House is considering, while 50% say a major 
reason to back it is because Trump is doing a bad job running the country. 

READ: Full House iudidary Committee impeachment report 
Those who oppose impeaching and removing Trump, however, are more likely to cite 
Trump's overall job performance (64%) than his innocence (56%) as a major reason to 
oppose impeachment and removal. About two-thirds say a major reason to oppose 
impeaching and removing Trump is because he has been "the victim of an unfair 

213 
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investigation" (66%), and 64% say a major reason they oppose impeachment is because they 

do not think "the offenses Democrats say Trump has committed rise to the level of an 

impeachable offense." 

Attention to the impeachment proceedings has held steady compared with last month, with 

about three-quarters (76%) saying they are following at least somewhat closely and about a 
quarter (23%) largely tuned out. 

Both major parties and the President generally receive negative reviews for their handling 

of the inquiry, and the leaders of both houses of Congress have seen drops in their 

favorability ratings. 

Overall, 42% approve of the way Democrats in Congress are handling the current 

impeachment inquiry, while 49% disapprove, about the same as in October. Republicans 

fare slightly worse (37% approve of their handling of impeachment), but that's better than 

in October, when 30% approved. Forty percent say they approve of Trump's handling of the 

inquiry, 52% disapprove. 

House Speaker Nancy Pelosi has seen her favorabi!ity rating dip from 44% in October, just 

after she announced the opening of an impeachment inquiry, to 39% now, with the dip 

concentrated among independents. Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell remains less 

well known than Pelosi (26% say they don't know enough to have a view on McConnell). His 

favorability rating stands at 25% in the poll, down from 30% in late January. His favorability 

rating has dipped more among Republicans than others. 

The CNN Poll was conducted by .ssB.S. December 12 through 15 among a random national 

sample of 1,005 adults reached on landlines or cellphones by a live interviewer. Results for 

the full sample have a margin of sampling error of plus or minus 3. 7 percentage points. 

313 
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Rep. Jerrold Nadler vows not to "tear the country apart" 
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The Democrat positioned to spearhead any potential impeachment of President Donald 
Trump won't pull the trigger on proceedings without GOP backing. 

That was the message that Rep. Jerrold Nadler, the ranking member of the House 
Judiciary Committee, delivered at a Grain's breakfast forum Thursday morning. Nadler, a 
13-term Democrat representing parts of Manhattan and Brooklyn, has feuded with Trump 
for decades, and he will almost certainly become the committee's chairman if Democrats 
capture the House this fall. 

But even though that committee would be charged with holding any initial inquiries into 
the conduct of the president and filing articles of impeachment, Nadler insisted he would 
only pursue that course under specific circumstances-including securing at least some 
Republican support. 

"Impeachment should not be partisan," Nadler said. "You have to be in a situation to 
undertake impeachment where you believe that once all the evidence is public, not a 
majority but a good fraction of the opposition voters who supported the president would 
say, 'Well, they had to do it. It was the right thing to do."' 

Moderator Greg David, a Grain's columnist, recalled that the Manhattan-Brooklyn 
congressman opposed the impeachment of former President Bill Clinton in the late 1990s, 
even though the Democratic commander in chief had committed perjury. 

"An impeachable offense is not a crime," Nadler said, but rather an action or policy that 
poses a direct threat to the institutions and Constitution of the United States. 

"Perjury about a private sexual affair has nothing to do with anything," Nadler said. "If the 
president perjured himself about colluding with Russians, that would be worthy of 
impeachment. Perjury about some real estate deal that happened 1 O years ago that the 
Trump Organization took, that would not be an impeachable offense. It would be a crime." 

Rep. Hakeen Jeffries, a fellow Judiciary Committee member who also spoke at the Grain's 
forum, echoed Nadler. He said Republicans-not Democrats-were fomenting rumors of 
impending impeachment proceedings as part of an effort to rile the GOP base ahead of 
the midterm elections. 

"The drum for impeachment is not being beat by House Democrats or Senate Democrats. 
It is being beat by the president and his co-conspirators on the other side," Jeffries said. 
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"This notion that as soon as we the gavel, the first thing we're going to do is march 
toward impeachment couldn't be further from the truth." 
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6Comments Crain's New York Business • Login 

'v Recommend Sort by Newest 

Join the discussion ... 

LOGIN WITH OR SIGN UP WITH DISQUS 

Name 

glsfbg • a year ago 

How does Congressman Nadler feel about Maxine Waters· Keith Ellison, Al Green, etc. who are 
very vocal about impeachment? Green has already entered articles of impeachment more than 
once. 

" v • Reply • Share , 

S!anChaz ,+ gls!bg • a year ago • edited 

I do believe that despite Trump we still have something called freedom of speech. 
Unlike the Republicans who have sold their souls and values to Trump in exchange for tax
cuts to the wealthiest 

as they march with him like lemmings, Democrats, on the other hand, still value diversity of 
opinion, and practice it. 

Congressman Nadler and his rational views will be the deciding factor with regard to 
possible impeachment 

should the House turn Republican in November. 
At the very least things should be brought out into the open, into the sunshine of legitimate 
investigations, 

rather than being hidden and subverted in the sham circus that we today have in Congress 
under Republican rule. 
A v • Reply • Share > 

g!sfug ,+ StanChaz • a year ago 

You didn't answer the question. I didn't expect you to. 
" v • Reply • Share , 

Susan Jones • a year ago 

The democrats screaming with there fists up in the air because !hey are so lazy nol to work for the 
people who put them there in the first place. The dems are the lazy party and it shows, They all 
need to be voted out of office and we need term limits to get these old farts out. We need campaign 
reform so Nancy P. won't be giving out her millions from super pac fun money. Come on democrats 
get DACA and immigration reform passed and a budget. Democrats and liberal media drag this 
country down. 
A v • Reply • Share , 
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StanCha:z-+ Susan Jones • a year ago • edited 

Seems like you're the one screaming about others screaming ... 
Perhaps we'll get you a mirror my dear Susan, a real one 
-- instead of the funhouse mirror you're using that projects all your Party's faults onto the 
Dems. 

Come on Republicans, save your own skins and join the coming blue wave. 
Lifeguard Trump doesn't give a damn about you. 
For it's all about Trump Inc. & him - a man :,,vho erroneously thinks he's above the law. 
I find it amusing that Republicans embrace being labeled as red, because as in the old 
slogan of "better red than dead" they indeed are the traitors of today in enabling Trump, not 
only in his embracing of Putin, but also in his undermining the most valuable institutions of 
our American society, our separation of powers, and our international relationships - not to 
mention the fourth estate. When he's not golfing that is. 

What's truly dragging this country down is that snake-oil-salesman & wanna-be-dictator 
called Donald Trump - our tantrum-twittering, racist-ranting, war-hero-dissing, health-care
destroying, , lobbyist-loving, tax-evading, tariff-crazed, wife-cheating, mistress-bribing, kids
in cages & bone-spur-Putin-loving-traitorous Liar-In-Chief, -our sorry sorry excuse for a 
President. When he's not busy dividing or distracting us and shamelessly creating fake 
scapegoats, this con-man is selling us off to the highest bidder, or selling us out to our 
lowest low-life enemies, as he furthers Trump Inc. and the agendas of his ultra-rich buddies 
&comrades. 
1 ,-.. v • Reply • Share , 

Dan G -+ StanChaz • a year ago 

I agree with Stan. Trump hates Canadiens too, you left that out Stan. 
v • Reply • Share > 
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SPEECH: DONALD TRUMP DELIVERS A SPEECH IN GRAND 
RAPIDS, Ml - DECEMBER 21, 2015 

al, Positive 

Donald Trump 

And know. I brought hirn here. So the poll comes along, every single oo!I. 1.h.arn <:ffe 11 of them r!ght here. 
See name, Trump on top? By ke€lpmQ them small. Small. Gut overy single pol! that thoy took. for the 
debate, who vvon the debat0? Who won? A11d It's sort ot interesting becau~e the Fox pol!, which came out ~?.dl~d f ~~s ~:~r~!d~ i!Jdt~~.one, vvh!ch came Ol1t thrBe or four nights l!ftir the debate hnd me up ·11 points, 

we Positive 

Donald Trump 

And then ! said. i gtH:;ss, ! won the debate, right foiks? You know, so we-they had 11 rafts and they had 
Drudge, who's a great guy, 46%. That's at __.6% of the vote out of 16 people. That's a lot. I would honostly 
take right now 46% of thme people, but ttiis i19 15 people, By the wav, sadly,! gutiss you heard, Lindsay 
GrahBn1 leit tl1e racf! toni<;iht 

n• Positive 
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Sad, very sad: !'m ext~e~1ely said. He was nasty to me, wasn't he? Nasty. You see how many - everybody 
th~t ~oes against me 1s like X, X. So \l\."6 started off with 17 l won't say h?W many left b1,-Jt a lo~ of people are 
starting to. !eave. They're going to start to !eave. But everybody that's going -wovldn't 1t bE! nice - that should 
happen with our country. 

8\1 Negative 

Donald Trump 

,4, Positive 

Donald Trump 

Trump. Drudge, 46%. Tirn'3: magazine. Thay didn't ev"en Qive me the man of the year or the person of the VMi. 
They ,hould have. That's why it's heading down the tubes, folks. Thfty ~ve it to a woman, who has not done 
the right thing in German. It's not doing too w~t/ over there.. Nie"' woman. I like her. l like her. 

Donald Trump 

8' Negative 

feedi>d l 213702329) 
@ Coovr,g!1t 2020 F-actSquared, Inc Hrttp://factsquared.ccP-r/\ 

P,e1ss il•t!os·,~.llA~~!I~~- l'm!llr,l'lmt~~~dtl~,l!~!i 11~1, ntn11 Contact ' Yoll know, it's sort of funny. So Putin out of nci-Hhere - I never e 
together. Not together, but together, meaning I had a segMSiN, a~; 
ratings on that show. 
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a6 Positive 

Donald Trump 

I took full c.redit. I saict if it wasn't for me, they wot!)dn't. But We didn't me~t. So we were stable mates sort 
of sense, noht? It was he and I on 60 Mtnu~es l!k_a five, ,ix weeks ago, and 1t was great. And he came out of 
nowhere two days ago and he said, Trump 1s bn!11ant. He's great. He's the leader. 

a6 Positive 

Donald Trump 

He's the leader of the parties. And he said nice things. I didn't know. 1 never met him, So I didn't know. And 
he said nice things. All of a sudden, I'm heanng things like, oh, isn't it terrible thf:lt Putin is saying that That's not terrible. That's good. That's like a good thing, not a bad thing. He can't stand Obama. 

a, Negative 

Donald Trump 

ple.com/usiapp/tru1T1p-white-•house-co11so\idated•·news·release· 

Obama can't stand him. They're always fighting. Wouldn't it be nice if we could get olonQ like with ~~iil,tid l 213702329) 
You know? lt's unb(?lie'-(abla. ,No. no. Think of it, you know. i'@ ~i•r'lli~~W ~lu1,1¥,9"~ffi:~}tfact::;quarecLcorni 

P:·e9:, (https :;~C:Jtk?Jr:~~8 a~\~g~~,\~1~1~i1r~\0~,~1{g~~l;,r~)1~\~~t~1~:·-~~~~~~ %~{-" r~ ~~~~~d~1~:}h~J~v,ht\~l) 
! . .,,cense (http:i/factsquared.corn) v) 1 (;lttps·//hloq.hc:tlia.se/) 
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u, Negative 

Donald Trump 

u, Negative 

Donald Trump 

• u• Negative 

Donald Trump 

that. l,said, tell 1)18. who did he kill? Anrl I go through this whole,tl}jnq. It, .l'!,)tii<lroi>'.6/J~~W:-iij);illi<.f!i60,~nWloiiiia~o!:li&JClilicl,OJ1iliol·iilGtOC\VS .. rc!P:1,;i\" 
k them, right? Right? So stupid. Just knock the living hell out of them. 
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Donald Trump 

e6 Positive 

Donald Trump 

3f Negative 

Donald Trump 
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Donald Trump 

Donald Trump 

Donald Trump 

115 

hlm out of !~en:o. OK, .so t~<G next day, ttiey come 
m~x\ dav, .1 l'iad nnorher big one, 21,qoo,peop!e. 

was very n:ce ! said, p!easa remove hirn lJUt n0 

they say, that was 
one OW• One guy V✓as 

nil!, Positive 

iHt hfrn. You know 1t1hat thBy did the next? So the first day, he was 
was ooinq to t*?ll you ~h,;~ sAcond d~y but vou Know. Do yoi..1 

torno:ww .souno like Vw~ ",\'fl~ the big9est -we hi!td 9,000 or 

1, Negative 

hf!adfina. Trurnp had tickets, They hod iike tl1roo peoplo. There \VdS 
a p1ck'.et area. Said, nobody sh0y-.,ed up. They will rn!k .about the guv 

two sec0nds So what happened,! was rough with the ~ffst guy. 
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Then the second, l was really not because l got a fot ot bad press that! was too rough. f W8sn't n\ce. So the 
second guy was - the s0cond event, l said, bo really o!ce to him. Please, don't hurt him, p!oaso. And he was 
a bad guy. He was a rough guy, who's swinging at thern. Ho was - you know, they were in fisifights. 

1f Negative 

Donald Trump 

I mean I'm telling these guys to be nica. In the meantirno, l'm standing up here, They hove to taka him on, 
right? But l'rn sating, please, be gent!e. lf he'd like to come back later -- I was so nice. So the next day, Trump 
was ~ft his game. H~ was very, very woak. So you can't win with thes0 people. So you're too tough, you'r0 
too thl5, you're too that. 

nil, Positive 

Donald Trump 

They're bad people. l'Jl tell you the only thing I fove - inf.act, sometimes I'm going to do It myself. They never 
turn the camera, right? I've told you. You've heard thts. lney never turn the camera around. The thing I like 
about a guy like that or a guy like wherever the tiel!, the camoras move. They won't turn the cameras. 

8f Negative 

{httos://itunes.app\e.con1/us/app/trurnp-vvhite-house•-consolkiated~·nf?ws-r01ease-· 

Donald Trump 
feed/id ·12137023:?8) 
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Donald Trump 

117 

I 'ni prouct of•- !10bo-dy gms audiences like I gettirtg. Number one 
dud1ence. We go, _I got :~5,000 in Mobile ,li.Jabama. ! got 20,000, 

And Dat!as was mcrcdtbl6, '.21,000 people. Every place wo go, 

s6 Positive 

!t's .all guided by the s170 of the venue_ Lciok at thi~ venue. the bfggest - I do:,'t ~now when 
When was th;s venue bu1tt? Vvheri:':"s the owner? Ho was very n:ce. We gave -he me 
\.Yhern's thn owner? Where is the owner? We beat the hoH out of hirn, but he's a auy. 
pretty cheap :Jnco. ~ 

16 Positive 

Donald Trump 

1 :nust lell yo_u. Where iS he? Any..Ney. \•Vell -howsver o!d \1 is. l n1ea<1 ~ broke the record and! ,don't have a 
guitar. No guitar, you know? f"!ton John sa1rl, you get tho b19Qest crowds In the wodd for B guy without a 
guitar, rneaning you know 1,v1thout music, wf"lich ls prettv good_ So we 're hav:ng an amazing tirnfJ_ 

•• Positive 
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The subject is fl tough subject because our country is doing poorly. lf,.le don't win. We're being laughed out a!! 
over the world. We're soft._We'ro weak. We h~ve guys liko Bergdah!, who get c~ught - ! moan he left. Ho 
\1\13S o d~~erter. He was o deserter._ He was_ a d1r_ty rotten deserter. And we lost five and maybo six young 
groat bnll1ant wondorful pflople trying to bnng him back 

a, Negative 

Donald Trump 

Th~y wer~. killed, right? So he ~eserts. Now 60 years ago, they would have been sho~ wit_hin a very s~ort 
penod ~f rime, right? Twenty t1ve years aoo, prob~b!y sh_ot. Ten years ago, long-tE!rrn 1n pnson. Now! trnar 
he's going to get off scratdi free, why? N? no. Thm_k of 1t A_nd thon we traded this guy who as far as l'm 
concerned, wo could take him, drop him right b.:1ck :n tho middle. 

s, Negative 

Donald Trump 

We tr~ded- Hello. Hey cameras, turn around t!1ere's another guy up the1·e. The only.timo lhe cnmern will 
mo'-'.o 1s to see somebody like bye.bye. That '-:'as the same QUY tell as he cam.a bac~ 1n for seconds. What? No 
but it's sort of amazi:ig. ! have to f1n;sh the thing. So they nevm show the crowds. fhey always show my face 
and I have a big ego. 

a, Negative 

(hnpsJ/1tuncs.r1pp\e.corn/us/2.pp/trurnp-vvhire .. house.-conso!idatcd-.. news-release•~ 

teed/id'J2·13 702329) 
fr,c 
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! like, I like wMen thoy -- but rny wife said, how rnany people ware at tha svent? Oh, it was packed. Oh. l said. 
what do you think? Well, ! hoard big noise but they only showed your f~co. Thoy never move the camera. So ! 
!ov8 your face ·too. Ho's a handsome guy. Sol lovt) him. We'ro ai! in love. Every place I go, :t's a love fest, 

ad, Positive 

Donald Trump 

l'rn teH:ng yoll folks, there's a m0WJrnent going on. v\te're tired of what 1s happening, We're gonna tak:a our 
coun_try back. 'Miro gor:i11a take 1t back. We're_gonna take it bac:k. But l -vvam t~e cameras to span the room. 
Go a11ead fellas, \Natdl. rhoy don't tum them. fhey don't tuffi thern. They dorYt turn them. Go ahead turn 
then,. 

a, Positive 

Donald Trump 

' : 
~(' \I-

Look, tum t1,e camera. Go i=lhead, turn the carN:lfa ma'.arn. Tum tl10 camera, You with the blond i1air, turn the 
c;,,mera. Show 1ho room. Go eheAd. Thoy don't turn thern. Wh-a1 i:lb(!ut hey, you in the center, why don't you 
turn your c.!'lrnera? Show them how manv poop!o come to these raihes. Turn them. Go shead. 'furn them 

a6 Positive 

feed/id 1213 702329) 
Donald Trump 
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Go ahead. They, did? Th;mlr:: you. That's .the flrst time they've tiver done that Thunk you. That's tbe first -~Jn"H·J. 
Arn~zlng, amazing, Beco!'u.s_o what's g0111g on is am~zino and _I'm telling you, it's a love fest. A friend of mine, 
very s_uccosstul guy, H0 sard, how many poople tonight? I Sfl!d, I (ion't ~now. it holds like 7,500. I think they 
have hke 10,000. He said, what do you do? l said, thoy ~tand in the halls. 

116 Positive 

Donald Trump 

They stan? all over the_ place. Them Hre people outside that can't qet in. Shall we wait a little while_ and !et 
thern QBt m? I don't think so, right? But no, they have people outside. They can't get in. And he sa:d. how do 
you do that? Bocauso I don't have a tolepromptcr, right? No telepromptt;r, right? 1 don'r wBnt a teleprompter. 

19 Negative 

Donald Trump 

ii\ 

; •·rt: 
You speak tram the heart and the brain, You got a - tha brein, very jmportant But he said, how do you do 
that? Arid here's u guy, very, very rich. very successful g:.1y. I said, you speak and lt's easy because there's 30 
much iove ;n the room. !t really is true. Th':'rn is love in every room, whether rm iry Oklahoma, whether !'in in 
DaHc1s, whethor I'm in Iowa, whothor I go tnto l moan North Ca,ohr'a, S01..rth Carolma. 

Donald Trump 

a, Positive 

feed/id 12 ·13702329} 
C,::.p;.•1igh1. 2020 F~Jci:S:;u;:;:-ec~. !r,c rr~t~T1:ftfr.-ctsqu2r2d.sc:,1/ 
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• • 
,11·· ,, 

"' ~ t /h 

New Hampshire Is through the roof. Thern'8 iove. I'm telling you fo!ks, them's love in the roorn. \/VO ore <JOing 
th1.s eround. We'.r+:) gor:ns got this couniry goin-a ag.:iin. Tfi9re's love in_the room. And you,sco Hjllary

nr?an, d1d Y(?ll ~tch mat? yYhat happon~d to her? Sho's torrib!o. She's ten!ble. Donald Trump is .on video 
Dna !SIS is us1ng 111rn on tne v1doo to rncr:11t. 

,6 Positive 

Donald Trump 

And it turned out to be a lie. She's a liar. No, it turned out to be 8 lie. Turned out to boa Ha. And the !~st 
person that she wants 10 run against is mo, 8eli<M1 []eli(Ne rnA. 'rOu know, ! w.:ts just with somebody 
from Al:3C. I won't mention him. And ho said, oh tho carnp sJid they'd iova to run against lrump. 

If Negative 

Donald Trump 

s,6 Positive 
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' 

1;".' 
' " 

' ' 

An.d they d.on't iik.e him very much anymorn, ov-!'r thare. Ask all i;if these g~ys that have gone out, do thev 
an1oy running a.QRinst Trump? Thay don't on1ov 1.1. They don't 0Pi0Y 1t. l en1oy 1r. They don't a~joy it! rrio8n 
paop!e have said that Jeb Bu.sh --you know, ha·s low onorgy. PeoplG have said that if!, If i didn't run, this 
tbtng would hava boen over a!roedy. 

if Negative 

Donald Trump 

He \i\'OL:ld had it. \f,,!hy? For what reason? r mean, I don't know why. But they say, he would have had It- He's 
oonzo: Ho's down to 2~. And you saw thoy Qa!e hi_rn l1urin(l tha daba!es a couf?le .of soundb!tes. Ha goos 
Ilks":\ tt1,s, you couid see it right hi:~ra, Ht~ nwrnor1zcd it. Mr. 'fa.1n1p, I mea_n Donak:1, un, uh. And 1 said, JHb. i'va 
go'l 42. You've got 2. \1\/-8 :3tartcd off, you ware here, ! wt.s noro alway~ ff1 the conter. 

if Negative 

Donald Trump 

Now you're wny ~own therE: and the next time you won'~ even be on the stage. Look, I love running ~gairnn 
Hillary. ! love runrnno agatma her, ArB you witn me or e:g~1nst me? Oh, he's with ma. Oh, oh, oh. '!()u Know, 
['n: looking at this guy and ho's going cra;:y and! thou9ht he Wfls e protoster. They'll say, ho v..,as a protostet 

• Positive 

ihttps://ituncs.applo.r:nn-i/u:3/orp/tru!T1p-\,vhite-house-consolidated-nevv'S--relf1HSP·~ 

Donald Trump 
feed/id 12137023291 
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But he·s got he.'s goto beautiful red, make ,l\l'nerlca great ha! on. M8ko ~marlca gr.eat mako. America gr-e,1t 
again. OK, wo \1ko you. \Ne're no·t gonna throw you out, OK? ,No, I seo this guy. lo?KS Hke a nico guy. He's 
90ing crazy bui. he's on oui' side, nQhtr You'ro on our sido. i Ile thaL So look at this. th•.:J press Just came out 
of tho cage 

a6 Positive 

Donald Trump 

They just can:ie out of the ca:'.]e. So, so Hiffary·is gonn_a get beaten. but l h~ven't started with ~maryyet What 
happei1ed to nf:r? rm watch;ng the deb8te and st'.e disappeared. Whore ~1d she go?_ YVhcrn dtcl she go? l 
rhouQht sho quit. I thought sbe QJve up. Where dJd she go? Whore dld Hillary go? Ttiey had to stt1rt the 
deht1te without iler 

•• Negative 

Donald Trump 

Pha~e tw:.<. Why, _l kn(?W wher:3 ~he w!:nt. lt1s disgusting. ! don'l want to t.alk abcut It's too disgusting. Don't 
3ay 1t !t'~ disgustmg. Lot's noi: •·- we want to be very, very Rtmight up, OK? But! ihought th~t -wMn·t that a 
weird dcnl? We're ready to start. They wern looking. They gave hw evory benefit of the doubt becnusc you 
know, it'3 ABC and sho practic...:illy owns .A.BC 

1, Negative 
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Donald Trump 

~Hn 0,, 

Donald Trump 
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terrible. lt was liko it 
big, he's a big Hillory 
Rolax, relax, relax 

ad, Positive 

n6 Positive 

if Negative 
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He w~nt away. right? Oh don't hurt him. Don't hurt l.1im, Ba very nlCe. Bo very 
Don't 11urt him. Soft now nice i'rn being. I'm ori!y domg it for thorn you know that. 
!O'w'B you too :YlJTL Look at you, how hanctsorne ycu are. Look. 1s thore more fun 

,6 Positive 

is there rnore [,t.i.udio 9apl No tax, no nothing .. l'l,nd .sveryone says, oh fr&e trade, l'rn a free trader. ! love 
tree t1·,:id0. But got'td b(: snrart had~. T(iey c,m't take our jobs, take our ba~e. They can't take, they can't 
t,1k(l our rnoney and then you oot f!ccuseo, oh. he's not a free trader. No, no. it's got to be fair. 

u6 Positive 

Donald Trump 

and take your factories end J-iave cars made b Mexico and have cars made in Japan and 
the p!nGa except here. Ar!d you huve your closed p!an~s a!l over t!"\0 place, end you 

it's a disgi-aco. And by t!1e WHY. !"fl ·tel! yo~1 tho one big thing th-Bt really hB1ps me 

0f Negative 
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l'Ou are really m11king great c~rs now. That's r~ally h.elp~ me because for a whiia it v..ias gotting a little bit s~k:ky 
there_ nghf! It was Qetting a htt!o bit little - a !rttle btt sticky. But you.'re 1nak1ng gr-eat cars. And I'll tell you ;t1st 
a couple of things 1 always tolk about. Has anyone heard what I sa1a abot,t tho Ford companv, Ford? 

n6 Positive 

Donald Trump 

Has 8'.1yone •-!tell :ha,t .story, you heard it Has anyon8 heard that story? YCs. Do you vvant to hear it again? 
OK, !'!! tell you. So polittc1zins are contio!led by their donors and special interests and lobbyists. That's they 
control. Companies pay theso lobbyists _hundreds of thousrir:ds of dolia:s a month,_ ovon millions of dollars a 
moinh and they go m and th:iy glva 8us11 and thoy give - look, ! don't want to get 1nvo!vud, 

n6 Positive 

Donald Trump 
' 

" i' ",~. ' 

Donald Trump 
!C'.(L",:/ifc. '"·~.'(,•, ·s• I 

thi3 one, this 0110 and overybody. Excopt me. /'rn the only one that's self funding: 
the only on0. I'm the only one. They 9ave Hillary a fortune. They're ell otv!ng these 

companies, the rnr companies, other countrios, by 1~c 1,,vay How do you hones tty 

al, Positive 
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~·~u~o;dY'.:~~ ~~l~~:ts~\d£e~g;7t.l~i:~~~t~~~~u 
so many lobbyists. Thoy have so rT1any people roorcsent,no 
believe that it ci=m happ,rn. 

Donald Trump 

if Negative 

\-\'Pat's gonna happen is this artd ! tell the story of Ford. Ford is now building a $2.5 biHion plant Jn MBxico, 
nght? We know thi'lt, right? No, no, ttiink of it- Now yo.J guys know the autoniobi!e business better than 
anybody, bHttor than I do or over will. Ali ! know i3 1 kno'N how to keep,_ yo'.J know, people working because 
nobody~ ycu know, I havo crnatec! tt;ns of thousands of jobs over rny htetme. 

Donald Trump 

l'm really good at 1t. I'm really good at it. So 
cornoony. l like Fo~d. !n foct the president wr◊te n1e o 
ti1.1t b;x!, But ho hardly mentioned what he was doing. 
want tc mennon 1his 

Siford •-

8'f Negative 

Bt:t you know ths car lndustry. So Ford, 9ooct 
Ion.or talking about wo11, you knovv, it wasn't 
you know. how weU tho corr.pany -- he didn't 

a• Positive 
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So ~ord sµen~iing $2.5 billion Th~t's tho b!ggi:~st poin~. Can you irnagkie a one .story plant $2.5 biUion. a 
l?t fftat·s a big piant, right? A•1d it's gomm b€ Jr Moxico and thoy'rc gonna build trucks, cars and parts 
U~ey're gor~na make these things and thoy'rc gonr:a ship thorn al! over maybe the wo1·fct. 

Donald Trump 

1 don't kno-.v. I don't care about the wodd, 8ut they'1·a ,;;onna ship thetn 
Now, l'rn all for lt 1f we get something. We d(?n't get an~•th1i1g. What do we 
Fn:0nco, got to get some, We get nothrng. V-..10 gOt nofri'ing. WG !oso plants. 

Donald Trump 

si Positive 

plants. 

19 Negative 

the Ford plant. But usually, I'm not in MichigJn. Usuafly. !'nr someplace 
They c~1r~ about other things, right? H_E?e, wa care seriously nbout cars, 
$2.5 bd!!on, they gonna build e plant. They're gonna rn~te these cars, 

ti Positive 
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They're gonna be f!ne. They're gonna ship them in, No tax, nothing. V{norn do Y·./8 bone flt other th-an 
happens 1s. you're. closing plants, all over, mostlv r.,,,1ichigflr1, but you'ro closing plants. Now Tennossef-) 
prob1orn because Tonnessoa was al! set to get ono of the big plants. One ot the fornign companios was 
cornmg in. Thoy're all s:::-,t. 

!If Negative 

Donald Trump 

The ~aa! was reBdy to be inkmL And ~!I of a sudden, boorn, it was nnnounred they'r·a going to Mexico. 
Mexico 19 9oiqq to Decormi the car capital of the world. You better be careful. W~tch. Not with rne as 
president. 11 ·s •101, by the w2iy. Not with TPe. Not \-\1ith rr1e. So hmo's what happenod. So Jeb Bush and Hillary 
J•1d othNs I don't even know why ! me.niioncd Jcb 

!If Negative 

Donald Trump 

happons 1.s this. Look,, It's sad. It's very sad. His fatrlly 1s so asha.rn0d, Loo~. smj. No you 
HKe ;t? Spending rniliions ot do!lam of adv~rti~ing on me, n13:gat1ve R~S on me. He's ,;io! to 
seve11 other guys before it gets to rnc. Why isn't he sp;ar.d1ny on otr1cr people? 

!If Negative 
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silfw Positive 

Donald Trump 

be 1f 

s6 Positive 

Donald Trump 

a, Negative 
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And! spend nothing. No because thost;-No, ! spond nothing. l spend nothing. To be honest, l spend !,think 
$212,000 and that was only because! like the peoplo. Tho people 1n Iowa are great. Some of those radio 
stations have been so,_ you know, thE:v'.vo been nic!3. ! put SOf:1'.3 ads on th_e radio stati01}S in Iowa, but ! 
spont $212,000. l hey'vc spent $30 m1!!1on, $40 million. $50 million, $20 million, $28 million. 

ffllowa kr'.'.$212,000 ~$25rn<lhor. ""'r.-.d10it1troni ~2,n 

Donald Trump 

Donald Trump 

16 Positive 

PACs, the !Tloney is all being 
worse than a real estate 
wo havo a case, whme 

u, Negative 

I'm doina the best 
h.flvEI CNN, so 

guys. 

e8 Positive 

(h~rps://:tunPs.app1H.cDrn/us/npp/tr1;rnp··\N\"tite-house-consoliclsted-nevvs-roiecistJ-

'feed/id 1213 702J29) 
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Donald Trump 

a, Negative 

Donald Trump 

a6 Positive 
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B.ut l say that ~ut unle.ss you're dru9gad out, .whi~h is a possibl!ity. But if they're not, I'm telling you. 1 could 
sit W!th those kids and we would talK and a!I J·m ooing !S, I '.'I/ant to rnciko our country bettor, ! want to put 
peop!t1 oack to .-..-'Ork. You know. torgettmg atl about even the app!auso hold for a socond 

ai Positive 

Donald Trump 

! want to put people bvcl:: to work. \/Ile want to make our country strong. We want to create good health care, 
not Obarnacarn, which is .a disaster, where the premiums are going up 35%, 45%, 55% and it's crashing. It's 
crashing. And I've explained this to them. l want to take care of our Y0terans. Our vetflfens. aie being treatod 
horribly, 

u!f Negative 

Donald Trump 

They're belng treated horribly. I want to mal::a:, 1 .... mnt to make our.military so strono, so .big, s? powarful th~t 
we don't h<IYB to u~e it l don't want to use it.! don·t wam to use it, 1 don't want to use 1t. But what I want ts l 
want peot}\o to look: .at us not lika now where Goneral Adriano wht.in he !eft, recently I saw him on te!ev!sion, 
he said, wo'ro tho least prepared wo've been 

Donald Trump 

Blf Negative 

feed/id 1213702329/ 
tJ Copyng.ht ;~020 F0,:lS\7uar~w. !:-;f'. ih::r.-://fac:t,~:quoroo.ccrr>t 
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J, Positive 

Donald Trump 

Donald Trump 

of 

a6 Positive 
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11noan don't you think that would be. a positive thing? I roally bellovo !f somebody would give hlm the 
mossage, it would bo 1J positive thing. I really befo~ve that. OK, no"'.V you're gorina play. Right? So, so Ford. So 
they open up a plant. fh.e.nk you. Th8t'S another friend. You kr.ow. n's hflrd 10 te!I the friendly ones from there. 

sit Positive 

Donald Trump 
' 

' ' ,~ 
:~t ~ ' 

TherB's so much enthusiasm in hern, That's another one. Thank VOtL So Ford ls gonna build a plam. And !'in 
saying to myself, how does it hetp us? Now here's what happens. Let's ass1~rne that H1!iary be~omes 
prosldent Oh my God. Oh, she'!! be the worst. ls thl\t a president? You saw ner the otht:r day, 1n all fairness. 

sit Positive 

Donald Trump 

You r.aw her tile otl10r ciay. Ymi saw tha debates when~ thoy hide 1hem ln between football gem es. They put 
them on crazy. How about the next debate thBy have? They'1e putting it agair,st two NFL pluyoff oamas so 
that nobody Wlltches. Let mo just tell you, ! may win, ! may not win, HJ\!ary, that's not J president. 

s, Negative 
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not. She's not taking us !o- everything thars been irwo!v-nd in Hillary hss been losses. You take a look. 
a to Oborna, she was gonna beut Obarra I don't know who wou!d be worse. I dor:'t know. !-low 
tt worse? But she was gonna beat·- she was favorite to win ar.d she gm slcng. She lost 

a, Negative 

Donald Trump 

I 1naan ~he lost bu_t ! \Vtrtchad !~er tha qthe:r night lt was hard . .Jt wa:s raa!!y hard b_ecauso them ½'.era " lo~ of 
other th!nQs went better inclu_dmg reading boo~s _and reading Jinancifl! papers, wlnch l actualiy en;oy reading. 
But I ,.,,vntchod her th~ other nigt-it anU I sa,d, this 1s r~ot a president. Now you can ~8y wha: you want. 

at Negative 

Donald Trump 

be nics so we don't hava to be nice. But the truth ts, we have a very importRn.t thing happaning. 
get ,t right th'is time. We're fl!")t qonna have B co~mtry !Bft, foii:s. We're not gonna hava a _country. 

not gonna have a country let!.. So if Hillary were ~)resident o:- jeb or one of these guys or Rubio, any of 

119 Negative 
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First 0t al!, most of the_rn don't know whC!t l'rn t-1lking nbout Th~y think, oh the Ford, i.s that wonderful t~-2:lt 
Ford 1s ~oving to _Mexico. Thatis a Q'.Bot thing. By the way. Nabisco, just to ~ako you foe! not so lone!y m the 
car b11smoss. Nab_i.sco frorn Ch)('.:lQO JU~t announced !hat they're mov:no their big o!ant from Chicago into 
Mexico, OK. Mexico, Moxico ls: becorrnng the Ctwla nearby ' 

9'r Positive 

Donald Trump 

Thay are tabn~J. t?Ur buslne~s like - and by the _way, l h.we grfilet refationsh[ps with Me:xk::o, l have. great 
relationships w1tl1 the Mexic_an paop!e .. 1 have tho_us~nds of them that have worked for rrn.:i over ttie years. l 
have unbelievable re!ntionsh!ps. wi!h Hispanics .. i Just 1,,'-'.011 e poll in Nev1::1da. where ! \Nas number one with th!:) 
Hispanics, OK? BocatJSH ! create Jabs l create Jobs, OK? But so hero's the story 

9', Positive 

Donald Trump 

So let's say any one of thes-e politidt.ns, (?ther tnan n10;. ! moan, hone!"ftly, any one of them g~t olBcted a~1d 
tht~y'rn there .. 4nd Ford l~ you know buildmg tfl(S m11ss:v0 otun _now. T~ey oll know it'B a bad thing. They 
know it's not good. How Is 1t good? Wo'rc closrni;;i threti plal"lts 111 Michigan to btiild one in Mexico. 

if Negative 

{https://itunes.apple.con-1/us/-app/trurnp-\vhi!"e-house-consolidated-ne\J\lS•-telease-

Donald Trump 
feed/itl°l 2 ·13702329! 
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It's not too good. l mean, they're gcnna hav1~ 
dcvoto about 30 seconds to hstenmg to them 
repott1:d wday, p!ayed 250 rounds of go!1 mid 

Donald Trump 

Donald Trump 

138 

lot of hard work to convlnca me. So! would say, I'd 
l cui: it off because I don't have tirno. Obama. it was 

gonna be in Ha•van. ! think thot they say for three wcek1. 

u, Negative 

Mt Negative 

1/',k have to work. We have- to work, OK? HH talks about tho carbon footprint and then he flies a rnal!yold 747 
that :3p~ws ou1 all sort_s ot to HawAii, right? The ~arbon foot•~ Whl·lt h.!'pp!med to the carbon footprint? So 
hon:i's lhe story, So w11h JU ot the monoy they give ancl it's rnar.sive, 'rf.$, tl1ank you. Yf!s, d.arhng. 

•• Positive 

{ h !tps J/itun es .ti op le, com/us/a p p/t rum p--\:V hi :2-hou se~con solida t ed~ nev,,.is-re 1 ea so~ 

Donald Trump 
feed!ici ·; 21310232~,} 
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11f Negative 

Donald Trump 

sf Negative 

Donald Trump 

• a, Negative 
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OK? (3ive :ne a break, Ls she crooked? l mean how crooked is sho? How crooked is ,3h0? And vm1 have to 
undmstan(:I i(! ,my pnor lifo. on-o of the rr1agaLino:::, ~w.id world clElss buslnoss1T1on, which is true. i'1':l !'I\! over tho 
vvorld ar.c! ! OKI fllO-?.l. roaily good. A.nd l QOt .along w:th evorybody. I get a!otifl with her_ ! get along with 
~ver,ibody. 

~ Positive 

Donald Trump 

l get a!ong with Democr~ts. That's mv obJiQBtion. Thet's rny job. ! have to .do that So 1+1ey say to her, t!·1e-y say, 
it's bad. VVe ,;io~ to stop it An.d then Jhe'JI bo confronte~ with the spec1c1I 1n.!mests, the lobbyists, the donors. 
And 1mrnodiatc1y :she'll say, all 1ight. lot hirn budd. Now nore's lrurnp. Nov11' frump is presk!'!~nt 

Donald Trump 

,, 

"~i, •r : ijffl, ' 

~ Positive 

frurnp, 11·un1p, ·n-urnp is now President Tn.irnp, Trunw. So PresidDnt n·u111p, I CM'B thern, all like -you know, 
who I owo? i hear this is the group! ow0, I owe :hese people. Wow. l owe thls group_ So I didn't take anv 
of thei_r mo~e'{ And by tho W-t!fy, you know, ii'_s sort of adveme t0 whl'lt I do. These people are coming up, 
ospuciaHy i-ve been in first place practic;:il!y s1nc:G ! announeed, ncht? 

" .. Positive 
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For li~a six months, l'vo t?een in first place. Do you know how mar-y peop1e have come up? Don, I'd love to 
conrnbute to your carnpa1gn. ! s.:iki. I'm not taking money, They 9aid. tiut 1,,ve'd love to m"'ke ~ r,n-!:jor 
contribution. Bocause !f I do, you tnow what's gonna h"-ppen. It's just psycholor;:1icaily. Even 1f it's not a deal or 
any. 

Donald Trump 

It's just a guy gives 
you kr.ow, you've 
easy way, dori"t 

Donald Trump 

$5 mimon tmd ht:i's repres1;mting a compnny or he's repre3enting or he.'s a-
ot feel ob!ig.ated. I stiU really don't think it Bm l'rn a very loyal person. I just dD the 
And it's very hard for me to s<w no bocause aH my lite l take, ! take monoy. 

a, Negative 

inori,N l tt'lle money. Now l'rri te!!ing these poopla, l don't WJnt your money. 1 don't want your monBy 
I kn_ow what h<'lppens. So no»' th0y come to lr\G .Md l'H get a cal! frorr! Hie he.ad of Ford. Nice guy, by 

way. l think. who the t1t-)i1 knows, right? But I think h0 1s. Wrote rn-e B beautiful letter. 

alil Positive 
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An.d ~e'II say to ,rne. Mr_ President, we'rs doi~g a wonderful thing. ! said, why is it won~erful t~at you'ro 
building a plant ;n M0xi~o? Why can't you build that pla_nt in the Unitod States._ ldoally, in Michigan, you know, 
1doally, I want 1t 1n M1chigcu1. But why can't you even 1t ;t's anywhere 1n the United States, ngh1? 

n6 Positive 

Donald Trump 

bnh, bah, bah. After about three seconds, ! 
us. And !'ll say no. Here's the story. 

If you plant in Mexico, !'m 
our country. 

9f Negative 

Donald Trump 

a, Negative 

Donald Trump 
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'.fhey are.ripping us and\ love Chin8. T~ay pay rne a fortune. 'Thay buy rny apartments, I have them .a~ tenants 
1n ,ny bw!ding. I have 1he iargest bank :n the world in China. They pay me a lot of rent. How can ! d;shkB 
China? But U1~~y·ro too smart !or our politicians. So hero's who:: happens. Soi say, I want 35% tax .on everv 
ccir ilnd every truck Jnd every patt that comes into this coumry. 

J, Positive 

Donald Trump 

A1·1d he's gonna say, well, \,ve won't do it Now hem's .what's probably Q(?-nne happen and I have the smartest 
bus.inessrne:n ln the world. Many ot whom are endorsing Cml lcahn 1s endors;nq n:ie, A Im of the great 
nn~s bocause thoy ~now I'm liko smnrt. Th's i~: whc1t I do. what happens - but thts ts too easy 

J, Positive 

Donald Trump 

I don't nead any - but lbis is too aosy. This tt1kes rnlnuws. So whst .ll<.\Pf..1€111s is he'll .say probabty, we ~a·n't_do 
th.,t. l'il say don't worrv ebout it. Ci'IH mB whenovor you·ro ready. Within 24, hourn ru get a can and he·n make 
on~ mme piea. Mr. President, that's not riqht l'i! :=iay, 359-.:) . .6..nd if you wait anothet day, it's going to 40%, 
OK? It's t1ue. 

if Negative 
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. ' 8' Positive 

Donald Trump 

Donald Trump 

n6 Positive 
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! said, what's wrong with you? Very good, great excavator. digs foundotio.ns and footings tor a lot of big 
buildings and roads and everyth!c.g elso. And he's ah,veys ordored Caterpillar tractor stuff, He's almys ordered 
Caterpillm excavators nnd rrnctors, So I snld to hlrn, why are you upset? He said, the first t1mo ln my hte 
Donald, I've ordered Kom<itsu tractors. 

1, Negative 

Donald Trump 

!t's a big orde1·, ! said .. how do y~u find \hem? Good. They'rt1 not quite as good, but they're oood, Theire 
qua!itY,equiornenL But I ne~r did it before. I've always - rn~ whole !if~ I've <;irdered Calerpnlar ~rector$, 
Caterpillar equ1prnent. He said, out what Jap;:in has done to ~he yen with tho1r rocent davaiuation:.:l ITH.:ikBs it 
irnpo!srb!o ior Coterp:llar 10 comp(~te. 

16 Positive 

Donald Trump 

Now he told me this probably ahncst a year aQo now anq I've bean telling this story. And I've been sayln{J be 
careful. Look, Catcrp1!lar, look at what's happened to ths1r stock. l rnean this guy to!cl mo bettor than any 
analysts can tel! me bocauso thflt's your customer. And I said, so why did you do it? Ho said, i owe it to 
myself, to ITlV fami!y, to rny empiovoos, to nay company to buy the best stuff I can get for the best prico. 

Donald Trump 

if Negative 

,:,>1-\..>, ;(,.,;,/;:,:,_ .. , .t-<. \. ;'r>-·y··. poh-:y.11~n~l 
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,w Ill •• Negative 

Donald Trump 

16 Positive 

Donald Trump 

s, Negative 
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But! havB tot.ell you, 1. see what th.e-se guys do 1:md thiSy staoa it b<~cause thay only hl!ve H tA\._., ot thi.3m, 
Thoso guys wrl! makf:! It sound like it'$ a biq deal. .Thore · s iie threa, peoplo so f;':H, four people. l'U tell you we 
'.ihou!d havo boen dotng that for the last scv1~n. rnght yoar.s. Why didn't wo do •t? OK? SJy what you went 
about thern, but ,,.,,,e should hav0 been doing that 

Donald Trump 

'We don't do that For some r":lf!son, 
doing th<-\1 because what tl:ey'vH done 
vvhat. H doe5n't have !orig to go. Vvo'ra 

Donald Trump 

• Positive 

meaning we collectively, we don't do that. Wa st1ou!d hflve been 
our country f)aS tfostroyed our country. They are~ And i'I! te!! you 
e big hrt bubtilEi. We're Qoing to be up to S21 tf!Hion iri dobt. 

st Negative 

'rou saw t'1at plece of ~l'l_rt)a9e ofllnibus that they just pa~sec!, which is a disgrace_, which is a disgrace-, 
Approved by tho Rapuohcans, _by tha way_ I'm rnore sn91y Witl:1 tl"\e Republican~ m~n lam with.the Democrat. 
At !east you know where tho•frt1 coming trom, But what they Just passed is a dlsgrnce. 1t's a disgr~ce. 

u, Negative 



20416

148 

if we't·e gonna bring our country bac~ and !t s,hou!dn"t be "!lowed. And these poiitidans that get elected by 
you .and everybody else an~! _thay go to \rVashmgton and then they do a total fo!d .::ill tho tirno. They're alw0ys 
folding because thoy'ro poht1dt1ns. Thev're all talk. Thoy're no act1on. They don't get tho Job done. 

!lf Negative 

Donald Trump 

They dm1't Q(~t it dona. So eny\\lBY, sn that's \A,1hat happened. That'~ the storYon the Ford. !t's h~rd to believe. 
fhey're so weak though. Do you noticed? They just walk ouL Corne wlth us. Oh, OK. BBh. bah, btitt They're 
yoti11g people. You know what, ldeAfistlc-•· although he wasn't so young actually, I rrt\mt sBY 

•• Negative 

Donald Trump 

So with Ford, they come back. l guarantee You they corne back. With Nabisco, the sAmo thing, I don't war,t 
people ~ui!dino. outsi~e of this country. l ',,V,:lnt to kaep our great p~opla to work. I want to bring jobs back 
from Chma. China 1s npplng us Eke nobody has ever ripped us. China cre~ted the sini;il0 groatest theft In the 
history of the world 

8' Positive 

(https://itu11es..app!e.con1/us/app/trun-ip-\,vhite-house--ccnsolidated~nev.,,;s-rel0as1➔~ 

Donald Trump 
feed:'ld 12 i 37023291 

© Copyrigh! 2020 F;~::;.tSD;'.Jamd, 1-httq://f1:1rt.squc-1rn-d.coc~1'. 



20417

149 

n6 Positive 

Donald Trump 

n6 Positive 

Donald Trump 

a, Positive 
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I got it under the Obama administration. Can you believe it? Everybody wanted it. I got it. That means you're 
really good. I mean, you'ro rnally - and now it's under construction. We're building one of the great hotels of 
the world. lt's under budget, ahead of schedule. !t's about a year early. We're gonna be opening in September 
of next year, of '16. It's a yoar ahoad of schedu!o. 

16 Positive 

Donald Trump 

Tha_t's what we have to do. ~nd you know, what? We have to build a wall on our south~rn bor~eL We have to 
do it. We have to dolt. And it's gonna be a great wall. lt's g1;mna be a real war. Nobody 1s coming over that 
Wflll, folks. Nobody. It's gonna be way, wny up there. It's going to be a Trump wall. I always say. I've got to 
make it i;;ireat and I've got to even mako 1t boautiful cause someday they will honor me by calling it the Trump 
wall 

it Negative 

Donald Trump 

So now we're gon11a build A wall. And It's not a big deaL Buildlno .!!I wa!I is not - you know, thal's not a big 
dea!. When .1 b\Jild 95-story buildinQs let me tell you, walls are easy. 1/'Jalls are really easy. lt's called precast 
blank. Now 1n the past, you know, they\10 wanted wails but they weren't able. 

s6 Positive 

(https://i1u11t:)s,appio.con1/us/oppitrurnp-vv'hite-house~consolidated-:;e\.vs-rs!ease-

Donald Trump 
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Oh, here we go, I can't believe how easily they !eave. I'll tell you, these security people, they're amazing. 
They just leave. OK. So we're gonna build a wall and we're gonna let people come in, but they're coming in 
legally. They're coming in legally. Now, if you remember, when I first came up with Illegal immigration, oh, did 
I take trouble. 

16 Positive 

Donald Trump 

Rush Limbaugh s!ld, I've never seen any human belno take more incoming than Trump. And then I turned out 
to be right. It turned out to be rioht. Rioht? It turned out to be rioht. And now everybody wants to corne to my 
- but it's too late for them. Most of them, it's over. It's over. Many of them are over it. Do l hear some noise? 

,, Negative 

Donald Trump 

It's so much fun. OK, you can get them out. J'Qah. Don't hurt them. Be nice. Now the press is gonna say 
Trump is soft That's the problem. He's soft. He's gotten \18ry soft. Yeah, don't hurt him. OK. OK. So let me 
tell you one other thing because it just has to go with the dealmak.ino and we need it. We need love. 

lofun ~Much!un a.,prns:\ <!\thin~ 16 Positive 

{https://itunes.app!e.com/us/app/trump-white-house-consolidated-news-re!ease
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We naBd co~1passlon. We naed heart \Aje need great h~aith cere. We need a let: of things. But !ook at tht1 
lr~n deal, and thi~ just ca.me to me and 1·vf: nevor heard it tro.m any,.vhere eiso, lran mad~ one of the gieatest 
deals €NOT rnade in the history of deal making beyond countnes. We gave them a $150 bilhon. 

Donald Trump 

··'·'l"l 
It 

' 
,--,•li~;·,.., .. 

JI Positive 

Th~y kept our prisoners, which no,,,.v th!ly just.a1,nounced the.ywill begin negoti11tion for the prisoners, Do ','!'.m 
believe this? We could have had them tirst, Tney kept our prisoners and they want to now start negotiation 
Rnd they ,von a lot and they !et us. Bu~ we won a lot lt makes rne so angry, OK? So angry. 

~ Negative 

Donald Trump 

We should have gon'-1 in there, ll)re& years 1JOO, when this - l'bU aver sea anythinQ tAke so iong a~ t~l!:t crazy 
Iran deal? We should hays 9one 1n there three years ago, ~ay, look, nurnbEH. one, Qive us bsck our pns.oners, 
You don't what them. We do. 11: will set .!'I great 'tone, Very important. Givo us back our prlsonors end tney 
would have said no. We got up. \/v'e wJlk. 

s6 Positive 

{https://itunes.apple.corn/us/app/trun1p"•white--house-consc)lidated~-nevvs••releas~-

Donald Trump 
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And about~ week a.~d a half ago l started saying, it's !10t They made an oven greater d6al than th.at. V,,/e 
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deal, lo11ded up \,.,,.·itn cash. 1 l'":ey have $150 b!lbon, b1!Hon, bi!!ion, b11i1on w;th a B dollars 
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Donald Trump 

But what did we do? Wa gave them !r;:iq because when we decapitated lraq, those two Bnni0s, those t\vo 
rr.:iitanes wsre i:he same. They'd tigtit for decades. Boom. boom. They go 15 feet back, for!h. The-re was 
equi!lbqum in the Middte EHst. You h~C a dictator. Wh,o the hotl caros? \IV-hat tho heH. ! w£ir:1 to bt;i!d this 
country 

Donald Trump 
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wo've .s:pent $4 trtmon, maybe $5 trimon. ThElY don't t..":w~n 
been using lt)iS nurnbsr to: two years :~o you know n's a hti!! 

our young great pooptG dec'ld. \-\lour~ded warriors, who! lovo a:! 
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coming They've be~n tigh\1no for decades and dec.'.'ldas. Iran IS corning fr1, ~lking ln ,i,nd just like 
stat!ding and sitting !lore, now ,evorybody sta,m1inq, That's good. But just hka you standing hem, 
rekinq over What have wt~ Qot? We got nothing. And I've been :?>l'lymg forthreo years, 1;,ke the 

a, Positive 

Donald Trump 

l d1dn t soy bon~b the oiL You c.Jn do that ~oo. I don't care becau;C;e we're rebuilding. Exx-on Mobile, these quys 
good. Boom, boom, b00f!1, they put it bad: S? fast. Bui you ta-ke l11e oil and you take the oiL You Know, 
victor belong the spoils, nght? Yoti tDkc tho 01L You don't just leave it. Wo're th-8 only country <n tho 
--· You know, when I was yDl1ng, when I was verv youn~;, we never lost a war. 

•• Positive 

Donald Trump 

!hey ~lwa'y"S uted to say, nry· history te.ach~r. United St11~·os has never lost a wor. Noy,.,, wa never win a vvar. 
We can't beat ,;mybociy. We can't b\-:-.:at Mynody. W(", cB.n t beat ISIS. I watch on teie111.sion, they have a genBro!. 
We!!, what do you thi:1k about !S!S? Do you thlnk we can ! don't k:now. It's going to boa very tough battlo. 
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Donald Trump 
feed/\ci1213/023:?9l 



20425

Donald Trump 

Donald Trump 

157 

Patton. Where Is ()enara! i\fac,\n:hilr? \/Vhore 
c; touyh bat!lc. Ther; l heo, of tho 
onviron•TJcnt bocaLisc lhe 1s nonn-2:1 

•• Negative 

said, rnke the ·;;it il1ke 
soldiers that h.ave 

parut1ts, who have k-:,st 

•• Negative 

you 

•• Negative 



20426

Donald Trump 

Donald Trump 

158 

a, Negative 

They're buying the oil. )bu know who's taking 
l 'rn angry with 0ur people. If I get elected 

so succ:cssful Ftgaln. Wo ·re gonna bocorrn-1 so 
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US presidential election 

Ukraine's leaders campaign against 'pro-Putin' Trump 

Serhiy Leshchenko holds papers allegedly showing payments made to Donald Trump aide Paul Manafort if! AFP 

Roman Olearchyk in Kiev AUGUST 28 2016 

For years, Serhiy Leshchenko, a top Ukrainian anti-corruption campaigner, worked to expose 

kleptocracy under former president Viktor Yanukovich. Now, he is focusing on a new perceived 

pro-Russian threat to Ukraine: US presidential candidate Donald Trump. 

The prospect of Mr Trump, who has praised Ukraine's arch-enemy Vladimir Putin, becoming 

leader of the country's biggest ally has spurred not just Mr Leshchenko but Kiev's wider political 

leadership to do something they would never have attempted before: intervene, however indirectly, 

in a US election. 

Mr Leshchenko and Ukraine's anti-corruption bureau published a secret ledger this month that 

authorities claim show millions of dollars of off-the-book cash payments to Paul Manafort, Mr 

Trump's campaign director, while he was advising Mr Yanukovich's Regions party from 2005. 

Mr Manafort, who vigorously denies wrongdoing, subsequently resigned from his campaign role. 

But Mr Leshchenko and other political actors in Kiev say they will continue their efforts to prevent 

a candidate - who recently suggested Russia might keep Crimea, which it annexed two years ago 

- from reaching the summit of American political power. 

"A Trump presidency would change the pro-Ukrainian agenda in American foreign policy," Mr 

Leshchenko, an investigative journalist turned MP, told the Financial Times. "For me it was 

httos://www.ft.com/content/c98078d0-6ae 7-11 e6-a0b1-d87a9fea034f 1i3 
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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." 

Mr Trump's rise has led to a new cleavage in Ukraine's political establishment. Hillary Clinton, the 

Democratic nominee, is hacked by the pro-western government that took power after Mr 

Yannkovich was ousted by street protests in 2014. The former Yanukovich camp, its public support 

sharply diminished, leans towards Mr Trump, 

If the Republican candidate loses in November, some observers suggest Kiev's actions may have 

played at least a small role. 

It was important to show not 
only the corruption aspect, 
but that [Trump] is [al pro~ 
Russian candidate who can 
break the geopolitical 
balance in the world 

Serhiy Leshchenko 

"Ukraine's anti-corruption activists bave probably 

saved the Western world," Anton Shekhovtsov, a 

western-based academic specialising in Russia and 

Ukraine., tweeted after Mr Manafort resigned. 

Concerns about Mr Trump rocketed in Kiev when be 
hinted some weeks ago he might recognise Russia's. 

clafo1 to Crimea, suggesting "the people of Crimea, 

from wbat I've beard, won!d rather be with Russia 

than where they were". 

Natalie Jaresko, a US-born Ukrainian and former 

State Department official who served for a year as Ukraine's finance minister, fired off a volley of 

tweets to US officials. In one, she challenged former Republican presidential candidate ,John 

McCain: "Please assure us you disagree with statement on Crimea/Ukraine. Trump's lies not 

position of free world, inc Rep party," 

On Facebook, Arseny Yatsenluk, the former prime minister, warned that Mr Trump bad 

"challenged the very values of the free world". Arsen Avakov, interior minister, called the 

candidate's statement the "diagnosis of a dangerous marginal". 

Ukrainian politicians were also angered by the Trump team's alleged role in removing a :reference 

to providing arms to Kiev from the Republican party platform at its July convention. 

Adrian Karatnycky, a senior fellow at Washington's Atlantic Council tbink-tank, said it was "no 

wonder that some key Ukrainian political figures are getting involved to an unprecedented degree 

in trying to weaken the Trump bandwagon", 

Kiev moved beyond verbal criticism when Ukraine's 

national anti-corruption bureau and Mr Leshchenko 

us election poll tracker - who has a reputation for being dose to the bureau 

https:/Nif\NW,ftr.om/content'c98078d0-6ae-7-1ie6-a0bi-d87a13faa034f 2/3 
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Which White House candidate is 

leading in the polls? 

published the ledger showing alleged payments to 

Mr Manafort last week, 

The revelations provoked fury among former 

Regions party backers. Asked by telephone about Mr Mauafort's activities in Ukraine, a former 

Yanukovich loyalist now playing a lead role in the Regions party's successor, called Opposition 

Bloc, let loose a string of expletives, He accused western media of "working in the interests of 

Hil1ary Clinton by trying to bring down Trump", 

Though most Ukrainians are disillus:ioned with the country's current leadership for stalled reforms 

and lacklustre anti-corruption efforts, Mr Leshchenko said events of the past two years had locked 

Ukraine on to a pro-western course. The majority of Ukraine's politicians, he added, are "on Hillary 

Clinton's side". 

Copyright The Financial Times Limited 2019. All rights reserved. 

httpsdAvww.ft com/content/c93078d0-6ae7~1iAb-80biwt.!87a9foa034f 3/3 
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FIGHTING CORRUPTION IN UKRAINE: UKRAINIAN STYLE- ROUND TABLE 

PARLIAMENT MEMBERS ATTEMPT SOFTENING PROVISIONS OF ANTI-CORRUPTION LAW AS MUCH AS 
POSSIBLE TO SATISFY PERSONAL NEEDS - EXPERTS 

The Gorshenin Institute held a round table discussion Fighting Corruption: Ukrainian Style, where experts 
discussed the problem of corruption in the country and the ways to comhat it 

The participants in the round-table discussion said that the corruption-fighting shall be managed by authorities 
independent from the Ministry of Internal Affairs and working on different principles than the Ministry. 

Opening the discussion, the first deputy head of the Ukrainian Parliament's committee on combating the organized 
crime and corruption, Hennadiy Moskal, said that the parliamentary majority was attempting to soften as much as 
possible the provisions of the draft law On Principles of Preventing and Fighting Corruption in Ukraine to satisfy 
their personal needs. The draft law was suhmitted by Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych. In particular, 
Moskal recalled that one and a half years ago the Ukrainian parliament already approved a package of laws aimed 
at fighting corruption, however the enactment of the laws was postponed three times and later the laws were 
cancelled. Moskal also said that members of parliament are trying to do everything possible to keep their personal 

interest intact. That is why the draft law submitted by the president, if approved, will not be accepted in Europe. 

The MP, member of Parliament's Committee on Justice, Serhly Vlasenko, said for his part that the mentioned anti
corruption law 90 per cent reproduces the earlier approved and cancelled law and "the remaining 10 per cent 
makes the earlier law softer". According to Vlasenko, if the law does not include a provision obliging officials' 
relatives to declare their expenses, the law won't work effectively. "There will be mothers-in-law in our countiy 
worth of tens of millions dollars," Vlasenko said. He also said that today corruption means bribery to people while 
bribery is just an element of corruption. Vlasenko is convinced that it is necessary to change the ideology of 
fighting corruption in the country. "The main problem of fighting corruption in Ukraine is that there is no strategy 

and ideology for doing that," Vlasenko said. !n particular, Vlasenko said it is necessary to introduce a mechanism to 
make it impossible for a bribe-taker to spend the illegally received money. Vlasenko also said that without 
attention from public, media and European institutions it will not be possible to change the state of corruption in 
Ukraine. 

The chairman of the International Association of Officers Combating Organized Crime, Oleksandr Davydenko said 
that openoess and transparency of authorities in charge of enforcing the state policy in this foeld will help fighting 
corruption and organized crime. "lfthe responsible persons are unknown it means that there is no responsibility," 
Davydenko said. He also said that now the names of those who develop the methods of fighting corruption and 
organized crime and control their implementation are not known. 

Ukrainian Federation of Employers Board Memher Yuriy Bohuslavskyy said that corruption decreases Ukraine's 
competitiveness. "Corruption creates monopoly. This affects the country's competitiveness. As a result, Ukraine 
may soon end up with the level of competitiveness of African countries," - Bohuslavskyy said. 

The chairman of pubic organization UhTainian Anti-Corruption Committee, major-general Andriy Koval, said that 
there is a need for a more active cooperation between NGOs and the Ministry of Internal Affairs and State Security 
Service of Ukraine. 
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LB.UA Internet Portal Chief Editor Sonya Koshkina said that one month ago l.B.UA decided to support Ukrainian 
President Yanukovych's initiative on fighting corruption. "Over the past year, Yanukovych repeatedly said that 
corruption interferes with our life. Yanukovych said this when talking to the nation on TV on the first anniversary 
of his inauguration, this phrase was also heard a number of times over the last year. When Yanukovych meets 
people they complain him of being demanded bribes in policlinics or in the Odessa sea portto load lorries with 
grain. But when the president asks people to give him specific facts: names, positions, addresses and office 
numbers, people become confused. We decided to help the president learn these facts and addresses: we set up a 
special section called Corruption-STOP at our web-site. This is a sort of a coordination office where people may 
send their complaints, both unanimously and publicly. We already have several hundreds of complaints, and what 
is more, most of them tell about major ahuses. These are violations hytax authorities, large bribes. We process the 
complaints and forward them to respective authorities• the National Security and Defense Council, Prosecutor· 
General's Office. In other words, we inform the government on the events at a local level, - Koshkina said. 

l{oshkina also told about another activity within the Corruption-STOP project: journalistic investigations. "We had 
a series of publications prepared based on letters and investigations in the Odessa sea port. We received 
information about corruption in the area of land management in Kharkiv Region, we are about to finish the 
journalistic investigation on this issue. We decided to involve ourselves in this subject as people began complaining 
to us. Because ifwe do not make these facts public nothing will ever change," Koshkina said. 

In 2010, Gorshenin Institute conducted a telephone survey on the topic "Corruption in Ukraine." Its results show 
the following trends: 

1. Ukrainians recognize that corruption is rampant in Ukraine 

The majority of the respondents (86.0%} believe that bribery is common in Ukraine. As many as 54.8% of them 
think that it is "very common,» while nearly a third of the respondents believe that is «common.» According to 
8.8% of the survey participants, bribery is not common in Ukraine. Among them, 7.4% expressed their confidence 
that it is «not very common» and 1.4% said it was «not common.» Approximately 5.2% of the respondents did not 
give an answer to this question. 

2. Although Ukrainians have a negative attitude towards the phenomenon of corruption, they resort to it to solve 
their problems. 

As many as 68.8% of the Ukrainian citizens had to give money or gifts to the people, who could solve their 
problems. Almost one fifth of the respondent did not have such an exprience (18.9%), while 12.3% did not answer 
the question. 
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!ets Photo highlights of the Kyiv Post's 8th annual Tiger 
Conference 

Court seizes property of ex
minister Zlochevsky in Ukraine 
-PGO 
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Ex~ Ecology Minister Mykola Z/ocht"":vsky at the Cabinet of Ministers on 

March 14, 2012. 

1oto by Ukrafoto 
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The movable and immovable property of former 
Minister of Ecology and Natural Resources of 
Ukraine Mykola Zlochevsky in Ukraine has been 
. eized, according to the press service of the 
Prosecutor General's Office of Ukraine (PGO). 

"The PGO filed a petition to court to arrest the 
property of the ex-Minister of Ecology and 
Natural Resources of Ukraine, the Deputy 
Secretary of the National Security and Defence 
Council of Ukraine, Mykola Zlochevsky, from 
which arrest was withdrawn, and other property 
he actually uses, namely housing estate with a 
total area of 922 square meters, a land plot of 
0.24 hectares, a garden house with a total area of 
299.8 square meters, a garden house in the 
territory of Vyshgorod district, a garden house of 
2,312 square meters, a land plot of 0.0394 
hectares, a Rolls-Royce Phantom car, a Knott 924-
5014 trainer," reads the report. 

, he PGO clarifies that the court satisfied the 
petition on Feb. 2. 

"Thus, none of the objects of movable and 
immovable property, which was seized under the 
previous court ruling, has not been excluded 
from Zlochevsky's property," the press service 
said. 

Zlochevsky is suspected of committing a criminal 
offense under Part 3 of Article 368-2 of the 
Criminal Code of Ukraine (illicit enrichment). 

SUPPORT THE KYIV POST 

Independent Ukraine needs independent 
iournalism 
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The final udys of the middle class in Ukraine 

Ukrainian sociologists claim that less than 5 percent of the population 
enjoys a quality of life comparable with the average level of the 
European middle class. According to their research, this social strata 
is made up of entrepreneurs and top management of large 
companies exclusively. At the same time, only 1 percent of the 
population can be considered rich. 

Today the remaining portion of the population spends most of their 
income on food (53 percent); it should be noted that inflation is 
increasing the price for food without improving the quality. Besides 
food, families spend a lot of money on education and medical care, 
despite the fact that these services are supposedly free in Ukraine. 
Most Ukrainians are left with almost no funds for recreation or 
cultural development. 

Ukrainian scientists illustrate that while in European societies the 
share of middle class is on average 60-65 percent, in Ukraine the 
great stratification of the population is deepening. It is believed that 
stable democratic development requires at least 50 percent of a 
population to belong to the middle class. In Ukraine, as in most post
Soviet countries, the majority of highly-qualified specialists do not 
belong to middle class in terms of their income. At the same time 
almost 17 percent of the population survives on less money than the 
minimum subsistence level (about $130 per month). It is hard to hope 
for positive democratic developments in Ukraine when the middle 
class - the basis of democracy - is being watering down further and 
further. 

People First Comment: There are a number of reasons why the 
Ukrainian middle class is diminishing. The first is that anybody with 

https :/ /www. k yivpost.coml a rt1cle/op1 n 10 n/op-ed/ people-fl rst-the-latest-ln-the-watch-on-u krain ian-democracy-6-31 3 71 D _ html? en-reloaded= 1 2110 
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any brain:, nas already moved their wealth and their famil1"'s out to 
countries that are less hostile to the concept of middle class wealth. 
The second reason is the almost wanton destruction of the small and 
medium sized business sector through crippling taxation and the 
rapacious demands of the tax police. Those in power really do seem 
to be under the illusion that all wealth generated in this country 
belongs to the state ... that is apart from their wealth. 

In most successful economies small business is the backbone of the 
nation contributing the lion's share of the tax revenue and also the 
majority of the national growth however in Ukraine the regime see it 
more as a singular source of taxation to prop up their failing 
economic policies. Thus the middle class are simply voting with their 
feet; after all, why should anybody who has worked hard and made 
enough money to be comfortable risk losing it to the bandits who 
manipulate the tax revenue service. The standard system here 
appears to be if you make any money at all here they will tax you 
mercilessly to a point where there is no point working hard. 

It is a sad reality that it is simply better to leave Ukraine and move to 
somewhere, anywhere, where the rule of law and justice have real 
meaning. Sadly, Ukrainians today have more civil rights living, even 
illegally, in Europe or in North America than they do living in Ukraine 
such is the current state of Ukrainian society. 

Yanukovych U-turns on Ukraine's European future 

In his address to the Ukrainian people on the 21st anniversary of 
Ukraine's independence (Aug. 24) President Viktor Yanukovych said 
that European integration must not come at the cost of intrusion into 

https :/ /www. kyivpost ,com/ a rt1cle/opin ion/op-ed/peop!e-f1rst-the-iatest•-in-the-watch-on-ukra inian-democracy-6-31 3 71 0. html? en-reloaded;:: 1 3/10 
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the courn, y's internal affairs. In his words, integration into Lne EU at 
the cost of losing independence, making economic and territorial 
concessions, and having internal affairs intruded into is absolutely 
unacceptable. At the same time Yanukovych stated that processes of 
integration into Commonwealth of Independent States will not be left 
outside of Ukraine's attention; it is after all one of the largest market 
for Ukrainian exporters. 

Right after reassuring the Ukrainian people of his intention to protect 
state interests Yanukovych left for his second meeting in six weeks 
with Russian President Vladimir Putin in Sochi. 

This meeting turned out quite unexpectedly for journalists and 
experts, since no breakthrough agreements between the two 
countries were reached. At the same time the President of Ukraine 
stated that Ukraine aims to become an observer in the Shanghai 
Cooperation Organisation (SCO), to further develop Eastern vectors of 
economic cooperation. These statements about reversing integration 
into the EU at any cost and the simultaneous request to gain 
observer's status in the SCO suggest Yanukovych is re-orientating 
from European integration to Eurasian, despite many months political 
rhetoric to the opposite. 

People First Comment: The problem with European integration 
for the regime is that if they join the EU they will have to obey the 
rules, something in Ukraine they seem singularly unable to do up 
until now. Since coming to power they have bent the Constitution, 
change the whole basis of democracy within the Verkhovna Rada, 
written laws specifically to suit their purpose, rewritten the entire 
electoral system and corrupted the judiciary to a point where many 
would rightly claim that Ukraine no longer has a functioning legal 
system or a working democracy. And the critics would be right. In two 

https://www.kyivpost.comiart1cle/op1rnon/op-ed/people-f1rsHhe-latest-in-the-watch-on-ukrainian-democracy-6-313710.html?cn-reloaded=1 4/10 
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years the uoys in blue have undone a fledgling democracy dnd in its 
place built a neo-Soviet criminocracy. So their penny has finally 
dropped ... joining the European family is not a good idea ... Not a 
good idea for whom? 

In joining the EU Ukraine would have to build a functioning 
democratic system controlled by the will of the people and backed by 
a function legislature. Corruption would be much more difficult as 
the EU has standardised systems of control and functioning 
accounting systems that would make blatant theft so obvious that 
even the blind would see. Monopolies would be illegal and take-overs 
would have to be legal as opposed to men in masks backed up by the 
tax police ... in fact Ukraine would have to build a truly functioning 
democratic society in which the hospitals would work properly, 
children would get a sound education, the small business would 
flourish, salaries would rise and as would the standards of living. This 
is not Utopia; this is the reality of the European system, but this is not 
what the regime considers to be in the national interest... 

So now they turn toward China as if the Chinese are going to allow 
them to play their games without any sort of penalty. As many African 
nations have found to their cost, nothing that comes from China 
comes for free. Everything has its price and perhaps the regime ought 
to take note that in China the price of high level corruption, is your 
life. 

Financial, currency risks growing 

With the October elections drawing near the experts and population 
hold a growing fear of a significant devaluation for the national 
currency. Another destabilising factor is that Ukrainian banks and 
importers are resorting more and more to speculation: making 
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money 01, currency reselling(S). Experts underline the dani,er of the 
current tendencies in Ukraine's economy and state finances. 
Particularly, ex-Minister of Finance Viktor Pynzenyk has said that the 
Ukrainian economy has no stimulus towards growth. The reasons for 
this are the decreasing demand for Ukrainian products on external 
markets and the absence of any serious positive changes on the 
internal market that might stimulate investment and domestic 
demand. 

Another factor that is worsening instability are measures 
implemented to stop currency bleed from Ukraine, introduced by the 
National Bank of Ukraine. Meanwhile, import of foreign currency is 
going through a process of deregulation, with the requirement to 
prove where imported cash has been withdrawn from being removed 
as of Aug. 31. Experts highlight that the policy is likely to attract large 
quantities of questionably-sourced (black) cash which will be invested 
in Ukraine's high interest deposit accounts; interest rates currently 
reach up to 20 percent in hryvnia Not only will this increase the 
shadow sector of the Ukrainian economy, but the risks of currency 
and financial speculations will grow as well. 

The population has already increased the rates of currency buying 
Uuly saw growth of 26% compared to June) and some banks have 
started limiting credit in UAH. At the same time Prime Minister M. 
Azarov repeatedly states that the government together with the 
National Bank will prevent the national currency from being devalued 
and will not permit use of the "printing press". Only 33% of Ukrainians 
believe him, whilst 39% are certain that the national currency rates 
will fall significantly, even before the end of the year(S). 

People First Comment: When bank interest rates rise above 20 
percent you can bet your bottom dollar that the nation and its entire 
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banking system is in real trouble. Currently some banks are offering 
interest on deposits of 25 and 26%, fine for the investor willing to take 
a punt but very risky indeed for the average citizen looking for a safe 
haven for their life savings. This is not the first time we have seen the 
Ukrainian currency go more than a bit wobbly. 

How many of you can remember the karbovanets ... Funny money 
designed by the National Bank as an interim between the ruble and 
the hryvnia. In fact, it was a very slick method of making a few people 
very rich indeed. You see they borrowed money from the banks ... 
which at that time happened to be the state in dollars but repaid it in 
hryvnia at fixed interest rates. By manipulating the exchange rates 
and causing rampant inflation, their dollar loans were repaid at a 
fraction of the real cost allowing them to pocket the difference. They 
got very rich but any poor Ukrainian with savings in Karbovanets saw 
them evaporate. 

Successive regimes, rather than grow the economy, have been using 
the national currency reserves for years to support the value of the 
hryvnia and peg it to the US dollar. A wise move you might think until 
you realise that this is totally false accounting because the national 
currency reserves are not infinite. Now the piggy bank is almost 
empty and try as they might the value of the hryvnia is slowly falling. 
It will most likely slip gently before the October election but 
afterwards it could easily go into freefall once again wiping out the 
savings of ordinary people. 

How do you fight it? Hold your money in foreign currency at home in 
a very strong safe until Ukraine gets a government that cares about 
your welfare and decent legislation to control the banking system. 

Informal giving is a positive surprise for Ukraine 
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Ukrainian:,, inspired by the Italian tradition of caffe sospesu or coffee 
"in suspense," whereby people buying coffee anonymously pay for 
the next customers coffee. The tradition is proving so effective that it 
is bleeding over into other spheres of life. Specifically, well-to-do Kyiv 
residents are buying drugs in pharmacies and leaving them for those 
in need. These drugs become drugs "in suspense" and they are listed 
on a special board. Obviously only non-prescription drugs are 
distributed in this way. Currently this movement is spreading in Kyiv, 
6 pharmacies to date, whilst other Ukrainian cities are likely to follow. 
The drugs are mostly consumed by impoverished senior citizens(9). 

Ukrainians seem to enjoy playing charity: the new movement quickly 
spread from cafes to pharmacies and even to dry cleaners and yoga 
studios. This mechanism circumvents bureaucratic barriers and the 
general distrust of big charity funds. These new charity initiatives are 
being promoted heavily on social networks. Giving a present to an 
unknown person by buying him or her medicine, coffee or services is 
simple and pleasant act. So, Ukraine demonstrates new ways of 
building communication bridges between people. It might come as a 
surprise, but Ukrainians are clearly much better at generating social 
capital than they think of themselves(10). 

People First Comment: Ukrainians are wonderfully caring and 
charitable people only it's a secret. Herein lies a very powerful social 
conundrum that if Ukrainians declare their wealth and use it for social 
good, they get hammered by the tax police. Rather than donate to 
the lost cause of government taxation they go about their charity 
quietly, without fuss or publicity. To the outside world it may appear 
that Ukrainians are heartless and uncaring but exactly the opposite is 
true. Children's homes get flooded with clothes, books, used 
https://www.kyiVpost.com/article/opinion/ op-ed/people-first-the-!atest-tn-the-watch-on-u kra1 nia n-democracy-6-31 3 71 0, htmt?cn-reload ed = i 8/10 
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compute,"'' toys and worst of all fluffy animals, this new pt,dse of 
buying over the counter drugs for those least able to afford them is 
just an extension of their inherent generosity. 

The sad part about it is that if the parliament were to pass sensible 
charities legislation to enable real charities to operate freely then the 
cost of State social support would drop appreciably. What many 
democratic societies have found is that if you allow the free market to 
operate properly those that have acquired even a little wealth want to 
share it with those who have nothing; it is simply a part of their 
humanity. When people can choose which worthy cause to support, 
all sorts of social good prevails in areas that governments really have 
nothing to do with. Organisations such as the World Wide Fund for 
Nature, Save the Children and Medicine Sans Frontier are entirely 
supported by private and corporate charity. In the UK the lifeboat 
maritime rescue service is financed entirely by private donations 
whilst in Ukraine what search and rescue services that do exist are 
part of the military and run at government cost ... assuming of course 
that they have the fuel to fly helicopters and run rescue boats. 

Charity is an integral part of any humane society. The suppression of 
Ukrainian charity by this government and frankly those that have 
preceded it, through their short-sightedness and callous attitudes is 
just another example of how far behind the times and out of touch 
Ukrainian leaders really are. 

Victor Tkachuk is chief executive officer of the Kyiv-based People First 
Foundation (www.peoplefirst.org.ua), a former deputy secretary of 
the National Security and Defense Council of Ukraine, adviser to three 
Ukrainian presidents and a former parliament member, Tkachuk can 
be reached via viktor.tkachuk@peoplefirst.org.ua. 
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Prosecutors put Zlochevsky, 
multimillionaire ex-ecology 
minister, on wanted list 
By llya Timtchenko. Published Jan. 18, 2015 at 7:30 pm 

L2.l Prosecutors have put Mykola Zlochevsky, country's 48-year-old 

ecology minister in 2010-2012, on the wanted list for alleged financial 

corruption. 

Photo by Courtesy 

Prosecutors have put Mykola Zlochevsky, 
country's 48-year-old ecology minister in 2010-
2012, on the wanted list for alleged financial 
corruption, Prosecutor General Vitaliy Yarema 
-aid on Jan. 16. 

The British government froze $23 million that the 
ex-minister, whose whereabouts remain 
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unknown, kept in United Kingdom banks, Yarema 
added. Forbes Ukraine estimated Zlochevsky's 
overall fortune at $156 million. 

Prosecutors refused to reveal the details of the 
investigation over the phone and haven't replied 
to an e-mailed request for comment. 

Zlochevsky, who also served several terms in the 
parliament, is believed to control Burisma 
Holding Limited, a producer of oil and gas in 
Ukraine. A Cyprus-registered entity owns 20 
licenses for hydrocarbon extraction and claims to 
control a quarter of the nation's private oil and 
gas market. The company's board of 
directors includes Hunter Biden, son of the 
incumbent U.S. Vice President Joe Biden, as well 
as Alexander Kwasniewski, ex-president of 
Poland. 

The Ecology Ministry hasn't replied to the Kyiv 
.'ost's email request to tell whether Burisma still 
possess the production licenses. 

Anna Ba bi nets, an investigative journalist who 
covered Zlochevsky's affairs, wrote he was 
monetizing his ministerial position through 
controlling the licensing of oil and gas extraction. 

On Aug. 19, 2014, head of the Anti-Corruption 
Action Center Vitaliy Shabunin wrote an official 
letter to Yarema stating that private energy 
companies Pari and Esko-Pivnich also belong to 
Burisma Holding. 

He added that it is likely that Ukrnaftoburinnya, 
another oil developer, belongs to Zlochevsky as 
well. In July 2014, Dnipropetrovsk billionaire 
·overnor lhor Kolomoisky was said to take over 

45 percent of the company's shares. Shabunin 
wrote that permits for these companies were 

https://www.kyivpostcomfartide/content/reform-watch/prosecutors-put"zlochevsky-rnultimi!llonaire-ex-ecology-minister-on-wanted-list-377719.htm! 2/4 



20447

179 

11/25/2019 Prosecutors put Zlochevsky, mult1mi1lionalre ex-ecology minister, on wanted list - Jan. 18, 2015 I KyivPost I KyivPost - Ukraine's Global 

given without a tender and during Zlochevsky's 
ministerial cadence. 

Jurisma Holding did not provide their list of 
licenses and did not say if Zlochevsky abused his 
power. 

An owner of a Rolls-Royce and two Bentley 
Continentals at a time of his ministerial service, 
Zlochevsky is also known for having an extremely 
luxurious 4.5 hectare-large residence near 
Ky.i\L that he owned through Velyki Klyuchi, a 
private company. 

Henp111cTynHa Q)OPTel.lR eKC-MiHiCTpa eKonor 

a 

TV journalist Natalie Sedletska exposes the lavish 
residence of ex-Ecology Minister Mykola 
Zlochevsky. 

Zlochevsky kept visiting the residence even after 
the EuroMaidan Revolution overthrew his political 
patron - President Viktor Yanukovych, locals told 
Radio Liberty in October 2014. 

Tetyana Tymochko, an environmental activist, 
accused the former ecology minister of severe 

httos://WWW,kvivoost.com/article/content/reform-watch/prosecutors-put-zlochevsky-mu!tlmi!!ionaire-ex-ecology-minister-on-wanted-list-377719.htm! 3/4 
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violations of the ecology laws while constructing 
the residence . 

. yiv Post staff writer llya Timtchenko can be 
reached at timtchenko@kY.iYP-OSt.com. 

ADVERTISEMENT 
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Under Yanukovych, Ukraine slides deeper 
in ranks of corrupt nations 
By Mark Rachkevych. Published Dec. 1, 2011. Updated Dec. 1 2011 at 11 :39 prn 
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Corruption watchdog Transparency International puts nation in 
'highly corrupt' category.The results for President Viktor 
Yanukovych's much-trumpeted campaign against corruption are in a 
drop of 18 places in a leading global ranking. 

Ukraine now sits alongside the Central African Republic, Congo, 
Uganda and Tajikistan in 152nd place of 183 countries in 
Transparency lnternational's Corruption Perceptions Index on Dec. 1. 

Ukraine scored 2.3 in Transparency lnternational's 10-point scale, 
falling in the "highly corrupt" group of countries. 

That's sobering news for Yanukovych, who made fighting corruption a 
top campaign pledge and recently said corrupt officials are 
"increasingly feeling" the effects of new legislation. 

Yanukovych has formed a much-lauded anti-corruption committee 
and pushed through legislative changes designed to combat graft. 

But many in and outside of Ukraine say that the nation has only 
become more corrupt under his rule, and has slid deeper toward 
kleptocracy and authoritarianism. 

"Transparency International urges Viktor Yanukovych to fully make 
use of his powers as president of Ukraine and head [a] real fight 
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against cu, ruption offenders," said TORO, a corruption waLLndog in 
Kirovohrad and Transparency lnternational's national contact in 
Ukraine 

"Ukraine in the year 2011 is on the way to corruption abyss," the 
organization said. 

The president's press service refused to comment, referring the Kyiv 
Post instead to the president's official website. The website had not 
addressed Transparency's report by the time the Kyiv Post went to 
press. A spokeswoman for Yanukovych could not be reached. 

The Group of States Against Corruption (GRECO), a Council of Europe 
body to which Ukraine has belonged since 2006, on Nov. 30 urged 
Ukraine to increase its efforts to combat bribery and create greater 
transparency of political funding. 

"Provisions on public sector bribery needed expanding to cover non
material gain, private sector bribery and trading in influence were not 
fully addressed, and improvements were needed on sanctions," 
GRECO said in their third corruption monitoring report on Ukraine. 

At a June 8 meeting of the National Anti-Corruption Committee, 
Yanukovych said that corruption robs the state budget of some $2.5 
billion in revenues annually. On top of that, Yanukovych said, 
improper government spending robs the state of additional billions of 
dollars. 

Through corrupt dealings in the sphere of public procurement, from 
10 to 15 percent of the state budget ends up in the pockets of 
officials. That is, $7.4 billion," Yanukovych said in June. "That's why in 
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the last 1:, months we have worked hard on the eradicatio,, of 
corruption." 

Yanukovych has faced increased criticism inside and outside Ukraine 
for trying to present attempts of political persecution against his 
opponents as genuine attempts at cracking down on corruption. 

Referring to the Transparency International corruption ranking, 
Hryhoriy Nemyria, an adviser to jailed opposition leader Yulia 
Tymosheko, asked: "Is this the result of Mr. Yanukovych's anti
corruption campaign?" 

For their part, citizens need to continue demanding better 
performance from their leaders, the Transparency report said. 

Transparency's rating is comprised of 17 data sources. The surveys 
and assessments used to compile the index include questions 
relating to the bribery of public officials, kickback in public 
procurement, embezzlement of public funds, and questions that 
probe the strength and effectiveness of public-sector anti-corruption 
efforts. 

Kyiv Post staff writer Mark Rachkevych can be reached at 
rachkew..rJJ..@.ky.lYpost. com. 

KyiyPost Subscribe now 
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UPDATE: Publication of Manafort 
payments violated law, interfered in 
US election, Kyiv court rules 
Published Dec. 12, 2018. Updated Dec. 12 2018 at 2:45 pm 

Editor's Note: This story has been updated to include a statement by MP 

Serhiy Leshchenko. 

Two Ukrainian officials violated the law by revealing information about 

htt ps: / /www. kyi vpos t.co m /u k r aine-pol i tics/pub I ica Hon -of-ma nafor t- payments~ viol at ed-I aw - interfered- in-us -et e ction -kyiv- court- ru ie s. html Page 1 of 5 
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millions of dollars of alleged illegal cash payments to lobbyist and former 

chair of U.S. President Donald Trump's election campaign Paul Manafort, a 

Kyiv district court said on Dec. 12. 

In reviewing an administrative case filed by lawmaker Boryslav Rozenblat, 

the court concluded that Artem Sytnyk, director of the National Anti

Corruption Bureau of Ukraine, and parliamentarian Serhiy Leshchenko 

acted illegally when they revealed that Manafort's surname and signature 

were found in the so-called "black ledger" of ousted President Viktor 

Yanukovych's Party of Regions. 

The "black ledger" is alleged to be a secret accounting book showing 

suspicious payments by the party to a range of individuals and officials. It 

became a key document implicating Manafort in corruption in Ukraine, and 

helped to end his tenure as Trump's campaign chair. 

In a statement on its website, the court also appeared to describe the two 

men's actions as constituting interference in the 2016 United States 

presidential election. 

The release of information about the "black ledger," which was part of a 

pre-trial investigation, "led to interference in the electoral processes of the 

United States in 2016 and harmed the interests of Ukraine as a state," the 

court's press service wrote. 

The court also declared that Leshchenko acted illegally and termed his 

actions "interference in the external politics of Ukraine by spreading the 

above-mentioned information about Paul Manafort." 

In October 2017, the court launched judicial proceedings in Rozenblat's suit 

against Sytnyk and Leshchenko. In the suit, the lawmaker called on the 

court to recognize the two men's actions as illegal. 
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In its Dec. 11 ruling, the court partially satisfied the demands of the plaintiff 

because Sytnyk and Leshchenko, as "subjects of state authority," could not 

prove that they spread the information about Manafort without violating the 

law, the court's press-service wrote. 

In response to the ruling, Leshchenko Qublished a 12ost on Facebook 

suggesting that the decision was aimed at helping President Petro 

Poroshenko remove Sytnyk from office. By finding the National Anti

Corruption Bureau chief in violation of the law, the government will attempt 

to deflect criticism from among Western diplomats in Kyiv if he is removed, 

Leshchenko claimed. 

"In response to criticisms about how (firing Sytnyk) is unacceptable, the 

scammers in the president's circle will say: we're firing him for illegally 

influencing the elections in the U.S.," Leshchenko wrote. 

In 2005, Manafort went to work for the Party of Regions in Ukraine after 

mass protests prevented its leader, then Prime Minister Yanukovych, from 

assuming the presidency after the falsified 2004 election. That event, 

known as the Orange Revolution, became the impetus for a large and 

extremely expensive campaign to burnish Yanukovych's reputation in 

Western capitals. 

Manafort's consulting would eventually help Yanukovych win the presidency 

in 2011. After a tenure marred by excessive corruption, Yanukovych would 

subsequently be forced from power by the EuroMaidan Revolution in 2014 

and flee to Russia. 

In May 2016, Leshchenko published information from the Party of Region's 

"black ledger" showing that the party spent large sums of money on paid 

advertising and the services of top state officials. 
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In August 2016, the National Anti-Corruption Bureau of Ukraine published a 

report indicating that Manafort's name was found in the ledger alongside a 

list of payments. It concluded that Manafort could have received more than 

$12 million from the Party of Regions since 2007. 

That revelation helped force Manafort to abandon his role as Trump 

campaign chair. However, it also proved controversial in Ukraine. 

After Trump's November 2016 election, Nazar Kholodnytsky, head of the 

Special Anti-Corruption Prosecutor's office, said his agency could not prove 

the authenticity of Manafort's supposed signature in the ledger. It also saw 

no grounds to press charges against Manafort. 

In January 2017, the news site Politico published an article suggesting that 

Ukrainian government officials attempted to use the "black ledger" to 

interfere in the U.S. presidential election in favor of Trump's rival for the 

presidency, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton. 

In June 2017, Yaroslav Hordiyevych, spokesperson for the Special Anti

Corruption Prosecutor's office, told the Ky<iv Post that his agency did not 

support Leshchenko and the National Anti-Corruption Bureau's decision to 

release the information. 

Claims that Ukraine attempted to interfere in the U.S. presidential election 

have even reached Trump himself. In July 2017, the U.S. president wrote in a 

tweet: "Ukrainian efforts to sabotage Trump campaign - 'quietly working to 

boost Clinton."' 

In his Facebook post, Leshchenko suggested this was another reason for 

the court ruling. 

"With this decision, Poroshenko will try to earn additional loyalty from the 
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Trump Administration, so it will close its eyes to any violations during the 

(March 2019 Ukrainian presidential) elections and the use of administrative 

resources, so that the ruling corrupt officials remain in power," he wrote. 
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NLJ JURY OF 12 CON-LAW EXPERTS WEIGHS EVIDENCE. 

on a jury of 12 constitutional law professors, all but two told The National Law Journal that, from a constitutional 
standpoint, President Clinton should not be impeached for the things Independent Counsel Kenneth W. Starr claims 
he did. 

Some of the scholars call the question a close one, but most suggest that it is not; they warn that impeaching 
William Jefferson Clinton for the sin he admits or the crimes he denies would flout the Founding Fathers' intentions. 

On the charges as we now have them, assuming there is no additional report [from Mr. Starr], impeaching the 
president would probably be unconstitutional, asserts Cass R. Sunstein, co-author of a treatise on constitutional 
law, who teaches at the University of Chicago Law School. 

The first reason for this conclusion is that the one charge indisputably encompassed by the concept of 
impeachment-abuse of power-stands on the weakest argument and evidence. 

The allegations that invoking privileges and otherwise using the judicial system to shield informationis an abuse of 
power that should lead to impeachment and removal from office is not only frivolous, but also dangerous, says 
Laurence H. Tribe, of Harvard Law School. 

The second reason is that the Starr allegation for which the evidence is disturbingly strong-perjury-stems directly 
from acts the Founders would have considered personal, not governmental, and so is not the sort of issue they 
intended to allow Congress to cite to remove a president from office. 

No Large-Scale Infidelity 

Says Professor Sunstein, Even collectively, the allegations don't constitute the kind of violation of loyalty to the 
United States or large-scale infidelity to the Constitution that would justify impeachment, given the Framers' 
decision that impeachment should follow only from treason, bribery or other like offenses What we have in the 
worst case here is a pattern of lying to cover up a sexual relationship, which is very far from what the Framers 
thought were grounds for getting rid of a president. 
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Douglas W. Kmiec, who spent four years in the Justice Department's Office of Legal Counsel and now teaches at 

Notre Dame Law School, agrees: The fundamental point is the one that Hamilton makes in Federalist 65: 

Impeachment is really a remedy for the republic; it is not intended as personal punishment for a crime. 

There's no question that William Jefferson Clinton has engaged in enormous personal misconduct and to some 

degree has exhibited disregard for the public interest in doing so, he says. But does that mean that it is gross 

neglect-gross in the sense of being measured not by whether we have to remove the children from the room when 

the president's video is playing, but by whether [alleged terrorist Osama] bin Laden is now not being properly 

monitored or budget agreements aren't being made? 

Adds Prof. John E. Nowak, of the University of Illinois College of Law, the impeachment clause was intended to 

protect political stability in this country, rather than move us toward a parliamentary system whereby the dominant 

legislative party can decide that the person running the country is a bad person and get rid of him. Mr. Nowak co

authored a constitutional law hornbook and a multivolume treatise with fellow Illinois professor Ronald Rotunda, 

with whom he does not discuss these matters because Professor Rotunda is an adviser to Mr. Starr. 

It seems hard to believe that anything in the reportcould constitute grounds for an impeachment on other than 

purely political grounds, Professor Nowak says. If false statements by the president to other members of the 

executive branch are the equivalent of a true misuse of officel would think that the prevailing legislative party at any 

time in our history when the president was of a different party could have cooked upways that he had misused the 

office. 

And that, says Prof. A.E. Dick Howard, who has been teaching constitutional law and history for 30 years, would be 

a step in a direction the Founders never intended to go. 

The Framers started from a separation-of-powers basis and created a presidential system, not a parliamentary 

system, and they meant for it to be difficult for Congress to remove a president-not impossible, but difficult, says 

Professor Howard, of the University of Virginia School of Law. We risk diluting that historical meaning if we permit a 

liberal reading of the impeachment power-which is to say: If in doubt, you don't impeach. 

Many of the scholars point to the White House's acquisition of FBI files on Republicans as an example of something 

that could warrant the Clintons' early return to Little Rock-but only if it were proved that these files were acquired 

intentionally and malevolently misused. The reason that would be grounds for impeachment, while his activities 

surrounding Monica Lewinsky would not, the professors say, is that misuse of FBI files would implicate Mr. Clinton's 

powers as president. But if Mr. Starr has found any such evidence, he has not sent it to Congress, which he is 

statutorily bound to do. 

One professor who believes there is no doubt that President Clinton's behavior in the Lewinsky matter merits his 

impeachment is John 0. McGinnis, who teaches at Yeshiva University, Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law. I don't 

think we want a parliamentary system, although I would point out that it's not as though we're really going to have a 

change in power. If Clinton is removed there will be Gore, sort of a policy clone of Clinton. A parliamentary system 

suggests a change in party power. That fear is somewhat overblown. 

Professor McGinnis considers the reasons for impeachment obvious. I don't think the Constitution cares one whit 

what sort of incident [the alleged felonies] come from, he says. The question is, Can you have a perjurer and 

someone who obstructs justice as president? And it seems to me self-evident that you cannot. The whole structure 

of our country depends on giving honest testimony under law. That's the glue of the rule of law. You can go back 

to Plato, who talks about the crucial-ness of oaths in a republic. It's why perjury and obstruction of justice are such 

dangerous crimes, 

This argument has some force, says Professor Kmiec, but the public is hesitant to impeach in this case because of 

a feeling that the entire process started illegitimately, that the independent counsel statute is flawed and that the 

referral in this case was even more flawed, in that it was done somewhat hastily by the attorney general. 
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TOP PROFS: NOT ENOUGH TO IMPEACH; NLJ 

Jesse H. Choper, a professor at the University of California at Berkeley School of Law (Boal! Hall) and co-author of 

a con-law casebook now in its seventh edition, agrees that perjury, committed for any reason, can count as an 

impeachable offense. The language says high crimes and misdemeanors, and [perjury] is a felony, so my view is 

that it comes within the [constitutional] language. But whether we ought to throw a president out of office because 

he lied under oath in order to cover up an adulterous affairmy judgment as a citizen would be that it's not enough. 

A Judge Would Be Impeached 

Many of the professors say Mr. Clinton would almost certainly be impeached for precisely what he has done, were 

he a judge rather than the president. That double standard, they say, is contemplated by the Constitution in a 

roundabout way. Says Professor Kmeic, The places where personal misbehavior is raised have entirely been in the 

context of judicial officers. There is a healthy amount of scholarship that suggests that one of the things true about 

judicial impeachments (which is not true of executive impeachments) is the additional phraseology saying that 

judges serve in times of good behavior. The counterargument is that there is only one impeachment clause, 

applying to executive and judicial alike. Butour history is that allegations of profanity and drunkenness, gross 

personal misbehavior, have come up only in the judicial context. 

In addition to history, there is another reason for making it harder to impeach presidents, says Akhil Reed Amar, 

who teaches constitutional law at Yale Law School and who recently published a book on the Bill of Rights: When 

you impeach a judge, you're not undoing a national electionThe question to ask is whether [President Clinton's] 

misconduct is so serious and malignant as to justify undoing a national election, canceling the votes of millions and 

putting the nation through a severe trauma. 

They're Uncomfortable 

None of these arguments, however, is to suggest that the professors are comfortable with what they believe the 

president may well be doing: persistently repeating a single, essential lie-that his encounters did not meet the 

definition of sexual relations at his Paula Jones deposition. Mr. Clinton admits that this definition means he could 

never have touched any part of her body with the intent to inflame or satiate her desire. It is an assertion that 

clashes not only with Ms. Lewinsky's recounting of her White House trysts to friends, erstwhile friends and the 

grand jury, but also with human nature. 

That's one of the two things that trouble me most about his testimony-that he continues to insist on the quite 

implausible proposition [of] Look, Ma, no hands, which is quite inconsistent with Monica Lewinsky's testimony, and 

that he's doing that in what appears to be quite a calculated way, Professor Tribe laments. But I take some solace 

in the fact that [a criminal prosecution for perjury] awaits him when he leaves office. 

Professor Amar agrees that whatevercrimes he may have committed, he'll have to answer for it when he leaves 

office, and that is the punishment that will fit his crime. 

Also disturbing to Professor Tribe is the president's apparent comfort with a peculiar concept of what it means to tell 

the truth, a concept the professor describes as It may be deceptive, but if you can show it's true under a magnifying 

glass tilted at a certain angle, you're OK. 

But even that distortion, he believes, does not reach the high bar the Founders set for imposing on presidents the 

political equivalent of capital punishment. 

It would be a disastrous precedent to say that when one's concept of truth makes it harder for people to trust you, 

that that fuzzy fact is enough to say there has been impeachable conduct, Professor Tribe says. That would move 

us very dramatically toward a parliamentary system. Whether someone is trustworthy is very much in the eye of the 

beholder. The concept of truth revealed in his testimony makes it much harder to have confidence in him, but the 

impeachment process cannot be equated with a vote of no confidence without moving us much closer to a 

parliamentary system. 
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Professor Kmiec does suggest that something stronger than simple no confidence might form the possible basis for 
impeachment. Call it no confidence at all.It is possible that one could come to the conclusion that the president's 
credibility is so destroyed that he'd have difficulty functioning as an effective president, Professor Kmiec says. But 
the public doesn't seem to think so, and I don't know that foreign leaders think so, given the standing ovation Mr. 
Clinton received at the United Nations. 

In the end, Professor Howard says that he opposes impeachment under these conditions not only because the past 

suggests it is inappropriate, but also because of the dangerous precedent it would set. Starting with the Supreme 
Court's devastatingly unfortunate and totally misconceived opinion [in Clinton v. Jone s, which allowed Ms. Jones's 

suit to proceed against the president while he was still in office], this whole controversy has played out in a way that 
makes it possible for every future president to be harassed at every turn by his political enemies, Professor Howard 
warns. To draw fine lines and say that any instance of stepping across that line becomes impeachable invites a 
president's enemies to lay snares at every turn in the path. I'm not sure we want a system that works that way. 

The other jurors on this panel of constitutional law professors were: 

--The one essentially abstaining juror: Michael J. Gerhardt, of the College of William and Mary, Marshall-Wythe 

School of Law. 

--Douglas Laycock, of The University of Texas School of Law. 

--Thomas 0. Sargentich, co-director of the program on law and government at American University, Washington 
College of Law. 

--Suzanna A. Sherry, professor at the University of Minnesota Law School. 

Load-Date: April 16, 2011 

Enrl of Document 
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GLOBAL POWER 

Trump admin cancels $300M aid to Pakistan over terror record 
The proposed cuts mark a new low in what were already deteriorating relations v.,ith the Cnitcd States' longtime ally 

{ewly graduate Pakistani police officers march during their graduation ceremony after completing their training in Islamabad, Pakistan, on Dec. 17, 2015. 
Mv'lanm1a.d Rcz,i / Anadolu Agcncy/Get.ty 

2, 2018, 11:08 AM EDT 

By Saphora Smith and Reuters 

The U.S. military said it has made a final decision to cancel $300 million in aid to Pakistan, accusing Islamabad of not doing enough to 

root out militants from its border region with Afghanistan. 

The proposed cuts mark a new low in what were already deteriorating relations with the United States' longrime ally. 

Pentagon spokesman Lieutenant Colonel Kone Faulkner said in a statement to Reuters on Saturday that if the cuts are approved by 

Congress, the Pentagon aimed to spend the money on "other urgent priorities." 

The Coalition Support Funds - which the Pentagon is now proposing to cut - were part of a broader suspension of aid to Pakistan 

announced by President Donald Trump at the start of the year. 

The Trump administration has claimed Islamabad is gr..illID1}g safe haven to militants who are waging a 17-year-old war in neighboring 

Afghanistan - a charge Pakistan denies. Announcing the initial suspension of funds in January, the president accused Islamabad of 

rewarding past U.S. aid with "nothing but lies & deceit." 

U.S. officials had previously held out the possibility that Pakistan could win back the funding if it showed that it was taking decisive 

actions to root out insurgents. 

;ut a final decision was made "due to a lack of Pakistani decisive actions in support of the South Asia Strategy," Faulkner told Reuters. 

"The remaining $300 [million] was reprogrammed," he added. 

He said the other $500 million in Coalition Support Funds was stripped by Congress from Pakistan earlier this year, to bring the total 

withheld to $800 million. 
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The chairman of Pakistan's senate foreign relations committee, Mushahid Hussain, said the proposed cuts were "a sop to India." He also 

claimed that the money in question was owed to Pakistan and did not constitute aid. 

U.S. to withhold $255 miUion in aid from Pakistan 
IAN. 2, 201800:49 

Analysts say that the Trump administration's increasing closeness with Indian Prime Minister Narenda Modi is leaving space for other 

countries such as China\ Russia, Iran and Turkey to gain influence in Pakistan. 

Russia in particular has launched a charm offensive in Pakistan including the signing of a military cooperation pact, helicopter deliveries 

and oflker training exercises. 

While Russia-Pakistan strategic dialogue, training and military sales began in earnest around a decade ago, the Trump administration's 

apparent antipathy along with the victor}'. of cricker-icon-turned-anti-cormPllQil crusader Imran Khan in July's election appear to have 

provided an opportunity for Moscow to significantly ramp up its influence in the country. 

Such changes coul<l have a big effect on the war in Afghanistan. Trump has grown increasingly frustrated with the contlict, prompting 

ll:.S.,_Qeace talks with the Taliban. 

Khan, who once suggested he might order the shooting down of U.S. drones if they entered Pakistani airspace, has opposed the United 

States' open-ended preseuce in Afghanistan. In his victory speech, he said he wanted "mutually beneficial" relations with Washington. 
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Cricket star-turned-politician Imran Khan, chairman of Pakistan T<1hr('ek-e·-1nsaf (PTI), gives a speech as he dedarcs victory in the general 

election in Islamabad, Paki:-tan on July 26, 2018. Reuters TV / Reute1's TV 

Meanwhile Trump has repeatedly railed against Pakistan's reluctance or inability to crack down on extremists in its border regions, 

including militants in the Taliban-linked Haqqani network. 

''The United States has foolishly given Pakistan more than 33 billion dollars in aid over the last 15 years, and they have given us nothing 

but lies & deceit, thinking of our leaders as fools," Trump tweeted at the start of the year. "They give safe haven to the terrorists we hunt 

in Afghanistan, with little help. No more!" 

~J.S. Ambassador Nikki Haley has also accused Pakistan of play_ill.g a "double game" on fighting terrorism. Haley said Pakistan would work 

with the U.S. at times, while at the same time harboring terrorists that attack American troops in Afghanistan. 

The proposed cuts are not the first move to withdraw U.S. military support to Pakistan. Ali]. Siddiqui, Pakistan's ambassador to the 0.S., 
confirmed to NBC News last month that the U.S. has also axed a long-standing military training program between the two countries. 

Many of Pakistan's top military commanders participated in the program, which also proved to be a useful back channel for American 

diplomats - a total of 66 Pakistani officers were due to be involved this year. 

Separately on Friday, the Trump administration announced it would eliminate U.S. funding to the United Nations relief agency: for 

Palestinian refug~(UNRWA) calling it an "irrcdeemahly flawed operation." 

\~aJa"lat. S. Kh,w contributed. 
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Donald Trump Used Over $250,000 From 
Charity for Business Disputes, Report 
Says 
By Steve Eder 

Sept. 20, 2016 

Donald J. Trump, already under scrutiny for how he uses his foundation, directed 

more than a quarter of a million dollars from the charity to settle legal disputes 

stemming from his personal businesses, according to a report on Tuesday in The 

Washington Post. 

The payments from Mr. Trump's charity, the Donald J. Trump Foundation, helped 

settle unpaid fines by the tavvn of Palm Beach, Fla., and a lawsuit over a hole in one 

at a tournament at a Trump golf course, The Post said. 

The New York attorney general, Eric T. Schneiderman, who regulates charities in the 

state, said last week that he was looking into the foundation to see whether it was in 

compliance with state laws. His office declined to comment on Tuesday about 

whether it would look into the donations tied to Mr. Trump's business disputes. 

A group of congressional Democrats has also asked the Department of Justice to look 

into a $25,000 political donation made through the foundation in support of 

Florida's attorney general, Pam Bondi, around the time her office was reviewing 

allegations against Mr. Trump's for-profit education programs. Ms. Bondi ultimately 

decided not to take action against Mr. Trump. 

Aides to Mr. Trump, the Republican presidential nominee, have said that donation 

was made in error from the foundation. 

Jason Miller, a spokesman for the Trump campaign, discounted the latest 

revelations, saying in a statement that foundation transactions had been publicly 

disclosed. "There was not, and could not be, any intent or motive for the Trump 

Foundation to make improper payments," he said. 
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Legal experts said the foundation's donations in connection with litigation involving 

Mr. Trump's personal businesses may have violated tax regulations that prohibit 

using nonprofit charities for private interests. 

"That's way across the line," said Lloyd Mayer, a professor at Notre Dame Law 

School who specializes in nonprofit and tax law. "It's not even close. It's clearly self

dealing for a private foundation like the Trump Foundation." 

Mr. Mayer said he was surprised about the amount of money involved in the Trump 

expenditures. "I haven't seen numbers this large before," he said. 

In one instance reported by The Post, the foundation made a $158,000 donation to 

settle a lawsuit by a golfer who was denied a promised $1 million payout for getting a 

hole in one at a charity golf tournament at a Trump course in Westchester County, 

N.Y. 

The organization that put on the event, Alonzo Mourning Charities, had bought an 

insurance policy to cover any holes in one, but the insurer refused to pay the prize 

after determining that the golfer's tee shot was a few yards shorter than the 150 

yards required by the policy. 

As part of the settlement, both Mr. Trump's club and Alonzo Mourning Charities had 

to donate money to a charity of the golfer's choosing. The club's donation, according 

to tax records, came from the Trump Foundation. 

In another case, the foundation paid $100,000 in 2007 to Fisher House Foundation, 

a veterans' cause, as part of a settlement for fines racked up by Mr. Trump's Mar-a

Lago Club in Palm Beach when it hoisted an oversize pole for an American flag. 

Other unusual donations from the foundation have included $20,000 paid to an 

artist to paint a portrait of Mr. Trump, and $12,000 for an autographed helmet from 

the football player Tim Tebow. 

A compounding factor for Mr. Trump is that he has given relatively little of his own 

money to the foundation; in recent years, it has relied almost exclusively on 

donations from others. 
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Mr. Trump and his campaign have deflected questions about his foundation, saying 
that he has donated "tens of millions of dollars" to charities, through his charity and 
directly from personal accounts, and that his friends have also contributed to help 
"worthy causes." But Mr. Trump has refused to release his personal tax returns, 

which would indicate how much money he reported giving away. 

On Tuesday, the campaign of Hillary Clinton, the Democratic nominee, seized on the 

revelations about the mixing of foundation money with business issues. 

"Once again, Trump has proven himself a fraud who believes the rules don't apply to 
him," said Christina Reynolds, a spokeswoman for Mrs. Clinton. "It's past time for 

him to release his tax returns to show whether his tax issues extend to his own 
personal finances." 

Mr. Trump paid a $2,500 penalty to the Internal Revenue Service for his 
foundation's donation in support of Ms. Bondi. Some of the other expenditures may 

have occurred too long ago to be taxed and fined under the statute oflimitations, 
said Marc Owens, a Washington lawyer who was formerly the director of the I.R.S.'s 

tax-exempt organizations division. But he said there could be other ways the I.R.S., 
or the New York attorney general, could pursue the foundation. 

"I don't recall ever seeing a pattern of self-dealing that encompasses so many 
different kinds of self-dealing," he said. 
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Harry Reid Cites Evidence of Russian 
Tampering in U.S. Vote, and Seeks F.B.I. 
Inquiry 
By David E. Sanger 

Aug.29,2016 

The Senate minority leader, Harry Reid of Nevada, asked the F.B.I. on Monday to 
investigate evidence suggesting that Russia may try to manipulate voting results in 

November. 

In a letter to the F.B.I. director, James B. Comey Jr., Mr. Reid wrote that the threat 
of Russian interference "is more extensive than is widely known and may include the 

intent to falsify official election results." Recent classified briefings from senior 

intelligence officials, Mr. Reid said in an interview, have left him fearful that 

President Vladimir V. Putin's "goal is tampering with this election." 

News reports on Monday said the F.B.I. warned state election officials several weeks 

ago that foreign hackers had exported voter registration data from computer systems 
in at least one state, and had pierced the systems of a second one. 

The bureau did not name the states, but Yahoo News, which first reported the 
confidential F.B.I. warning, said they were Arizona and Illinois. Matt Roberts, a 
spokesman for Arizona's secretary of state, said the F.B.L had told state officials that 

Russians were behind the Arizona attack. 

After the F.B.I. warning, Arizona took its voter registration database of:fline from 

June 28 to July 8 to allow for a forensic exam of its systems, Mr. Roberts said. 

The F.B.I., in its notice to states, said the voter information had been "exfiltrated," 

which means that it was shipped out of the state systems to another computer. But it 

does not mean that the data itself was tampered with. 
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It is unclear whether the hackers intended to affect the election or pursued the data 
for other purposes, like gaining personal identifying information about voters. The 
F.B.I. warning referred to "targeting activity" against state boards of elections, but 
did not discuss the intent of the hackers. 

"That incident was only a small part of what disturbed me," Mr. Reid said on 
Monday. 

In his letter to the F.B.I., he offered no specifics about how Russian hackers could 
manipulate election data, an effort made harder by the varying vote-tallying 
procedures in each state. 

But the prospect of election tampering has been discussed since the revelation that 
two Russian intelligence agencies, the F.S.B. and the G.R.U., were believed to be 
responsible for the hacking of the networks of the Democratic National Committee. 

Emails published by a hacker who called himself Guccifer 2.0 - believed to be an 
alias for Russian hackers linked to the intelligence agencies - revealed that the 
committee had denigrated the campaign of Senator Bernie Sanders of Vermont. 

The disclosures led to the resignation of Representative Debbie Wasserman Schultz 
of Florida as the committee's chairwoman. 

Mr. Reid's accusation that Russia is seeking not only to influence the election with 
propaganda but also to tamper with the vote counting goes significantly beyond 
anything the Obama administration has said in public. 

While intelligence agencies have told the White House that they have "high 
confidence" that Russian intelligence services were behind the hacking of the 
Democratic committee, the administration has not leveled any accusations against 
Mr. Putin's government. Asked about that in the interview, Mr. Reid said he was free 
to say things the president was not. 

But Mr. Reid argued that the connections between some of Donald J. Trump's 
former and current advisers and the Russian leadership should, by itself, prompt an 
investigation. He referred indirectly in his letter to a speech given in Russia by one 
Trump adviser, Carter Page, a consultant and investor in the energy giant Gazprom, 
who criticized American sanctions policy toward Russia. 
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"Trump and his people keep saying the election is rigged," Mr. Reid said. "Why is he 

saying that? Because people are telling him the election can be messed with." Mr. 

Trump's advisers say they are concerned that unnamed elites could rig the election 

for his opponent, Hillary Clinton. 

Mr. Reid argued that if Russia concentrated on "less than six" swing states, it could 

alter results and undermine confidence in the electoral system. That would pose 

challenges, given that most states have paper backups, but he noted that hackers 

could keep people from voting by tampering with the rolls of eligible voters. 
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<'!!be New ijork ~itncs https://nyti.ms/2CyF3Jh 

~ Am Part of the Resistance Inside the 
Trump Administration 
I work for the president but like-minded colleagues and I have vowed to thwart parts of 

his agenda and his worst inclinations. 

Sept. 5, 2018 

The Times is taking the rare step of publishing an anonymous Op-Ed essay. We have done so 

at the request of the author, a senior official in the Trump administration whose identity is 

known to us and whose job would be jeopardized by its disclosure. We believe publishing this 
essay anonymously is the only way to deliver an important perspective to our readers. We 
invite you to submit a question about the essay or our vetting process here. [Update: Our 
answers to some of those questions are published here.] 

President Trump is facing a test to his presidency unlike any faced by a modern American 

leader. 

It's not just that the special counsel looms large. Or that the country is bitterly divided over 

Mr. Trump's leadership. Or even that his party might well lose the House to an opposition 
hellbent on his downfall. 

[The author of this Op-Ed will publish a book in November 2019 titled "A Warning."] 

The dilemma - which he does not fully grasp - is that many of the senior officials in his 

own administration are working diligently from within to frustrate parts of his agenda and 

his worst inclinations. 

I would know. I am one of them. 

To be clear, ours is not the popular "resistance" of the left. We want the administration to 

'Jcceed and think that many of its policies have already made America safer and more 

prosperous. 
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But we believe our first duty is to this country, and the president continues to act in a 
manner that is detrimental to the health of our republic. 

'hat is why many Trump appointees have vowed to do what we can to preserve our 
democratic institutions while thwarting Mr. Trump's more misguided impulses until he is 
out of office. 

The root of the problem is the president's amorality. Anyone who works with him knows he 
is not moored to any discernible first principles that guide his decision making. 

Although he was elected as a Republican, the president shows little affinity for ideals Jong 
espoused by conservatives: free minds, free markets and free people. At best, he has 
invoked these ideals in scripted settings. At worst, he has attacked them outright. 

In addition to his mass-marketing of the notion that the press is the "enemy of the people," 
President Trump's impulses are generally anti-trade and anti-democratic. 

Don't get me wrong. There are bright spots that the near-ceaseless negative coverage of the 
administration fails to capture: effective deregulation, historic tax reform, a more robust 
military and more. 

But these successes have come despite - not because of - the president's leadership style, 
✓hich is impetuous, adversarial, petty and ineffective. 

From the White House to executive branch departments and agencies, senior officials will 
privately admit their daily disbelief at the commander in chief's comments and actions. 
Most are working to insulate their operations from his whims. 

Meetings with him veer off topic and off the rails, he engages in repetitive rants, and his 
impulsiveness results in half-baked, ill-informed and occasionally reckless decisions that 
have to be walked back. 

"There is literally no telling whether he might change his mind from one minute to the next," 
a top official complained to me recently, exasperated by an Oval Office meeting at which the 
president flip-flopped on a major policy decision he'd made only a week earlier. 

The erratic behavior would be more concerning if it weren't for unsung heroes in and 
around the White House. Some of his aides have been cast as villains by the media. But in 
private, they have gone to great lengths to keep bad decisions contained to the West Wing, 
though they are clearly not always successful. 

1t may be cold comfort in this chaotic era, but Americans should know that there are adults 
in the room. We fully recognize what is happening. And we are trying to do what's right 
even when Donald Trump won't. 



20473

205 

The result is a two-track presidency. 

Take foreign policy: In public and in private, President Trump shows a preference for 
utocrats and dictators, such as President Vladimir Putin of Russia and North Korea's 

leader, Kim Jong-un, and displays little genuine appreciation for the ties that bind us to 
allied, like-minded nations. 

Astute observers have noted, though, that the rest of the administration is operating on 
another track, one where countries like Russia are called out for meddling and punished 
accordingly, and where allies around the world are engaged as peers rather than ridiculed 
as rivals. 

On Russia, for instance, the president was reluctant to expel so many of Mr. Putin's spies as 
punishment for the poisoning of a former Russian spy in Britain. He complained for weeks 
about senior staff members letting him get boxed into further confrontation with Russia, 
and he expressed frustration that the United States continued to impose sanctions on the 
country for its malign behavior. But his national security team knew better - such actions 
had to be taken, to hold Moscow accountable. 

This isn't the work of the so-called deep state. It's the work of the steady state. 

"riven the instability many witnessed, there were early whispers within the cabinet of 
mvoking the 25th Amendment, which would start a complex process for removing the 
president. But no one wanted to precipitate a constitutional crisis. So we will do what we can 
to steer the administration in the right direction until - one way or another - it's over. 

The bigger concern is not what Mr. Trump has done to the presidency but rather what we as 
a nation have allowed him to do to us. We have sunk low with him and allowed our discourse 
to be stripped of civility. 

Senator John McCain put it best in his farewell letter. All Americans should heed his words 
and break free of the tribalism trap, with the high aim of uniting through our shared values 
and love of this great nation. 

We may no longer have Senator McCain. But we will always have his example - a lodestar 
for restoring honor to public life and our national dialogue. Mr. Trump may fear such 
honorable men, but we should revere them. 

There is a quiet resistance within the administration of people choosing to put country first. 
~ut the real difference will be made by everyday citizens rising above politics, reaching 
dcross the aisle and resolving to shed the labels in favor of a single one: Americans. 

The writer is a senior official in the Trump administration. 
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Follow The New York Times Opinion section on Facebook and Twitter (@NYTopinion). 

A version of this article appears in print on Sept. 6, 2018, Section A, Page 23 of the New York edition with the headline: The Quiet Resistance 

Inside the Trump Administration 
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.DITORIAL 

Joe Biden Lectures Ukraine 
By The Editorial Board 

Dec. 11, 2015 

The only applause Vice President Joseph Eiden Jr. got while he addressed the Ukrainian 
Parliament on Tuesday was when he berated Russia. That's not hard: Russia's venality 

the seizure of Crimea and the support for separatists in eastern Ukraine - is a strong 

unifying force in Ukrainian politics. By contrast, Mr. Biden's ardent talk of the need to put an 
end to Ukraine's ubiquitous corruption and the power of its oligarchs was met with stony 

silence. 

Mr. Eiden was right to upbraid Russia and to pledge an extra $190 million in aid to Ukraine. 

And as a Western leader who has made Ukraine his special project, he was also right to 

'Varn Ukrainian legislators to waste no more time in rooting out corruption. Though the 
.C:uropean Union is likely to renew sanctions against Russia again in January, its patience 
with Ukraine is being tested by the lack of critical reforms. In his address, Mr. Eiden 

specifically called for an overhaul of the office.of the prosecutor general, changes in the 
energy sector, transparency about official sources of income and other reforms. 

Russia's actions are no excuse for the failure of democratically elected Ukrainian leaders to 

crack down on corruption. About 50 magnates currently own about 85 percent of Ukraine's 
gross domestic product, according to the Jamestown Foundation's Eurasia Daily Monitor. 
Many politicians and judges are holdovers from previous governments, mouthing a new line 
but living by old rules and blocking serious reform measures. 

Taking on so well-entrenched a system is a huge challenge. A measure of President Petro 
Poroshenko's weakness against these forces was his having to import foreigners for key 

jobs, including Mikheil Saakashvili, the former president of Georgia, to be governor of 

Odessa and David Sakvarelidze, a former Georgian prosecutor, to be Ukraine's deputy 

prosecutor general. 

,_,adly, the credibility of Mr. Biden's message may be undermined by the association of his 
son with a Ukrainian natural-gas company, Burisma Holdings, which is owned by a former 

government official suspected of corrupt practices. A spokesman for the son, Hunter Eiden, 
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argues that he joined the board of Burisma to strengthen its corporate governance. That 

may be so. But Burisma's owner, Mykola Zlochevsky, has been under investigation in Britain 

'lnd in Ukraine. It should be plain to Hunter Eiden that any connection with a Ukrainian 

J!igarch damages his father's efforts to help Ukraine. This is not a board he should be sitting 

on. 
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Toe Biden, His Son and the Case Against 
a Ukrainian Oligarch 
By James Risen 

Dec. 8, 2015 

WASHINGTON When Vice President Joseph R. Eiden Jr. traveled to Kiev, Ukraine, on Sunday for a series of 

meetings with the country's leaders, one of the issues on his agenda was to encourage a more aggressive fight against 

Ukraine's rampant corruption and stronger efforts to rein in the power of its oligarchs. 

But the credibility of the vice president's anticorruption message may have been undermined by the association of his 

son, Hunter Eiden, with one of Ukraine's largest natural gas companies, Burisma Holdings, and with its owner, Mykola 

Zlochevsky, who was Ukraine's ecology minister under former President Viktor E Yanukovych before he was forced 

into exile. 

Hunter Eiden, 45, a former Washington lobbyist, joined the Burisma board in April 2014. That month, as part of an 

investigation into money laundering, British officials froze London bank accounts containing $23 million that allegedly 

belonged to Mr. Zlochevsky. 

Britain's Serious Fraud Office, an independent government agency, specifically forbade Mr. Zlochevksy, as well as 
Burisma Holdings, the company's chief legal officer and another company owned by Mr. Zlochevsky, to have any 

access to the accounts. 

But after Ukrainian prosecutors refused to provide documents needed in the investigation, a British court in January 

ordered the Serious Fraud Office to unfreeze the assets. The refusal by the Ukrainian prosecutor general's office to 
cooperate was the target of a stinging attack by the American ambassador to Ukraine, Geoffrey R. Pyatt, who called 

out Burisma's owner by name in a speech in September. 

"In the case of former Ecology Minister Mykola Zlochevsky, the U.K. authorities had seized $23 million in illicit assets 

that belonged to the Ukrainian people," Mr. Pyatt said. Officials at the prosecutor general's office, he added, were asked 

by the United Kingdom "to send docnments supporting the seizure. Instead they sent letters to Zlochcvsky's attorneys 

attesting that there was no case against him. As a result, the money was freed by the U.K. court, and shortly thereafter 

the money was moved to Cyprus." 

Mr. Pyatt went on to call for an investigation into "the misconduct" of the prosecutors who wrote the letters. In his 

speech, the ambassador did not mention Hunter Biden's connection to Burisma. 

But Edward C. Chow, who follows Ukrainian policy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, said the 
involvement of the vice president's son with Mr. Zlochcvsky's firm undermined the Obama administration's 

anticorruption message in Ukraine. 

"Now you look at the Hunter Eiden situation, and on the one hand you can credit the father for sending the 
anticorruption message;• Mr. Chow said. "But I think unfortunately it sends the message that a lot of foreign countries 

want to believe about America, that we are hypocritical about these issues." 

ate Bedingfield, a spokeswoman for the vice president, said Hunter Biden's business dealings had no impact on bis 

father's policy positions in connection with Ukraine. 
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"Hunter Biden is a private citizen and a lawyer," she said. "The vice president does not endorse any particular 
company and has no involvement with this company. The vice president has pushed aggressively for years, both 
publicly with groups like the U.S.-Ukraine Business Forum and privately in meetings with Ukrainian leaders, for 
• Tkraine to make every effort to investigate and prosecute corruption in accordance with the rule of law. It will once 
_,gain be a key focus during his trip this week." 

Ryan F. Toohey, a Burisma spokesman, said that Hunter Biden would not comment for this article. 

It is not known how Mr. Biden came to the attention of the company. Announcing his appointment to the board, Alan 
Apter, a former Morgan Stanley investment banker who is chairman of Burisma, said, "The company's strategy is 
aimed at the strongest concentration of professional staff and the introduction of best corporate practices, and we're 
delighted that Mr. Biden is joining us to help us achieve these goals." 

Joining the board at the same time was one of Mr. Biden's American business partners, Devon Archer. Both are 
involved with Rosemont Seneca Partners, an American investment firm with offices in Washington. 

Mr. Biden is the younger of the vice president's two sons. His brother, Beau, died of brain cancer in May. In the past, 
Hunter Biden attracted an unusual level of scrutiny and even controversy. In 2014, he was discharged from the Navy 
Reserve after testing positive for cocaine use. He received a commission as an ensign in 2013, and he served as a 
public affairs officer. 

Before his father was vice president, Mr. Biden also briefly served as president of a hedge fund group, Paradigm 
Companies, in which he was involved with one of his uncles, James Biden, the vice president's brother. That deal went 
sour amid lawsuits in 2007 and 2008 involving the Bidens and an erstwhile business partner. Mr. Biden, a graduate of 
Georgetown University and Yale Law School, also worked as a lobbyist before his father became vice president. 

"lurisma does not disclose the compensation of its board members because it is a privately held company, Mr. Toohey 
did Monday, but he added that the amount was "not out of the ordinary" for similar corporate board positions. 

Asked about the British investigation, which is continuing, Mr. Toohey said, "Not only was the case dismissed and the 
company vindicated by the outcome, but it speaks volumes that all his legal costs were recouped." 

In response to Mr. Pyatt's criticism of the Ukrainian handling of Mr. Zlochevsky's case, Mr. Toohey said that "strong 
corporate governance and transparency are priorities shared both by the United States and the leadership of Burisma. 
Burisma is working to bring the energy sector into the modern era, which is critical for a free and strong Ukraine." 

Vice President Biden has played a leading role in American policy toward Ukraine as Washington seeks to counter 
Russian intervention in Eastern Ukraine. This week's visit was his fifth trip to Ukraine as vice president. 

Ms. Bedingfield said Hunter Biden had never traveled to Ukralne with his father. She also said that Ukrainian officials 
had never mentioned Hunter Biden's role with Burisma to the vice president during any of his visits. 

"I've got to believe that somebody in the vice president's office has done some due diligence on this," said Steven Pifer, 
who was the American ambassador to Ukraine from 1998 to 2000. "I should say that I hope that has happened. I would 
hope that they have done some kind of check, because I think the vice president has done a very good job of sending 
the anticorruption message in Ukraine, and you would hate to see something like this undercut that message." 
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Ukraine Ousts Viktor Shokin, Top Prosecutor, and Political 
Stability Hangs in the Balance 

" -

MOSCOW - Bowing to pressure from international donors, the Ukrainian Parliament voted 

on Tuesday to remove a prosecutor general who had clung to power for months despite 

visible signs of corruption. 

But in a be-careful-what-you-wish-for moment, veteran observers of Ukrainian politics said 

that the prosecutor, Viktor Shakin, had played an important role in balancing competing 

political interests, helping maintain stability during a treacherous era in the divided 

country's history. 

The United States and other Western nations had for months called for the ousting of Mr. 

Shakin, who was widely criticized for turning a blind eye to corrupt practices and for 

defending the interests of a venal and entrenched elite. He was one of several political 

figures in Kiev whom reformers and Western diplomats saw as a worrying indicator of a 

return to past corrupt practices, two years after a revolution that was supposed to put a 

stop to self-dealing by those in power. 

113 
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As the problems festered, Kiev drew increasingly sharp criticism from Western diplomats 
and leaders. In a visit in December, Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr. said corruption was 
eating Ukraine "like a cancer." Christine Lagarde, the managing director of the International 
Monetary Fund. which props up Ukraine financially, said last month that progress was so 
slow in fighting corruption that "it's hard to see how the !.M.F.-supported program can 
continue." 

With this pressure mounting, Parliament on Tuesday voted by a comfortable margin to 
remove Mr. Shokin. 

In the final hours before Parliament voted him out, Mr. Shokin had fired his reform-minded 

deputy prosecutor, David Sakvarelidze, with whom he had been feuding. It was not 
immediately clear whether that firing would remain in force. 

With the prosecutor"s office in turmoil throughout Ukraine on Tuesday, one of Mr. 

Sakvarelidze's appointees in the Odessa regional office was arrested by military 
prosecutors, assumed to be loyal to Mr. Shokin. 

Foreign donors had complained about rot in the prosecutor's office, not least because much 
of the money suspected of being stolen was theirs. 

In one high-profile example, known in Ukraine as the case of the "diamond prosecutors," 
troves of diamonds, cash and other valuables were found in the homes of two of Mr. 
Shokin's subordinates, suggesting that they had been taking bribes. 

But the case became bogged down, with no reasons given. When a department in Mr. 

Shokin's office tried to bring it to trial, the prosecutors were fired or resigned. The 
perpetrators seemed destined to get off with claims that the stones were not worth very 
much. 

For many Ukrainians, the case encapsulated a failure to follow through on the sweeping 
promises made during the heady days of the revolution to root out corruption and establish 
a modern. transparent state. Instead, there has seemed to be a return to business-as-usual 
horse-trading and compromise among the tightly knit Ukrainian oligarchic and business 
elite. 

Since his appointment a year ago, Mr. Shokin had been criticized for not prosecuting 
officials, businessmen and members of Parliament for their roles in corrupt schemes during 

the government of former President Viktor F. Yanukovych. He also did not press cases for 
sniping by the police and opposition activists during the street protests in 2014 that killed 

more than 100 people and wounded about 1,000. 

213 
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To a certain extent, analysts say, accommodations of this sort are necessary if the 

government is to get anything done in Parliament, because supporters of the Yanukovych 

government remain a political force in Ukraine, coalesced around the Opposition Bloc party. 

It represents Russian-speaking southeastern areas of Ukraine and the former elite, whose 
support in Parliament President Petro 0. Poroshenko needs to push through reforms and 

to try to implement a peace accord with Russia. 

"There are prices the new political establishment has to pay," Tymofiy Mylovanov, the 
president of the Kiev School of Economics, said in an interview. "How do they pay? They 

guarantee some security for their opponents' business interests." 

3/3 
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J.S. Slaps Egypt on Human Rights Record 
and Ties to North Korea 
By Gardiner Harris and Decfan Walsh 

Aug. 22, 2017 

WASHINGTON - The Trump administration on Tuesday denied Egypt $96 million in aid and 
delayed $195 million in military funding because of concerns over Egypt's human rights 
record and its cozy relationship with North Korea. 

Analysts said they were surprised by the moves, which followed an Oval Office meeting in 
April between President Trump and President Abdel Fattah el-Sisi of Egypt, during which Mr. 
Trump lavished praise on the military strongman. 

"I just want to let everybody know, in case there was any doubt, that we are very much behind 
President el-Sisi;" Mr. Trump said. "He's done a fantastic job in a very difficult situation. We 
are very much behind Egypt and the people of Egypt. The United States has, believe me, 

acking, and we have strong backing." 

Egypt is among the largest recipients of United States aid. But on Tuesday, the State 
Department confirmed that it was curtailing its funding to the country because of its lack of 
progress in human rights and a new law restricting the activities of nongovernmental 
organizations. 

Asked if Egypt's robust relationship with North Korea played a role in Tuesday's action, a 
State Department official would say only that issues of concern have been raised with Cairo, 
but refused to provide details about the talks. 

While Mr. Sisi approved the new law almost two months after his meeting with Mr. Trump, 
concerns over Egypt's human rights record and its relationship with North Korea have been 
percolating for years. 

Robert Satloff, the executive director of the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, said the 
conflicting messages from the Trump administration were surprising. 

"It is unusual that the Trump administration would take a punitive measure against Egypt, 
iven the president's outreach to President Sisi and his general embrace of this Egyptian 

government," Mr. Satloff said. "I would not say reports of difficulties with Egypt's human 
rights situation or its connection with North Korea are new;' 
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Secretary of State Rex W. Tillerson's top priority has been to increase North Korea's economic 
and diplomatic isolation, and he has asked foreign leaders in almost every meeting that they 
cut ties with Pyongyang. 

Egypt has been close with North Korea since at least the 1970s. North Korean pilots trained 
Egyptian fighter pilots before the 1973 war with Israel, and Egypt was later accused of 
supplying Scud missiles to North Korea, said Daniel Leone of the Project on Middle East 
Democracy. 

This year, United Nations investigators said they acquired evidence of North Korean trade in 
"hitherto unreported items such as encrypted military communications, man.portable air 
defense systems, air defense systems and satellite•guided missiles" in the Middle East and 
Africa, among other locations. 

In 2015, a United Nations panel said that Egypt's Port Said was being used by North Korean 
front companies and shipping agents engaged in weapons smuggling. 

Successive American administrations have privately raised the issue of North Korea in talks 
with Cairo, but with little success. The United States may be pressuring Egypt over its civilian 
and military links to North Korea. One of Egypt's richest men, Naguib Sawiris, owns Orascom 
Telecom Media and Technology, the telecommunications company that helped set up North 
:area's main cellular telephone network in 2008. 

Another factor in the decision to limit funding to Egypt is the draconian law regulating aid 
agencies - particularly those funded by Western governments and organizations - which 
was signed into law by Mr. Sisi in late May. Several Egyptian groups, including those working 
with victims of police torture, said the law will make it impossible for them to continue their 
work and may force them to shut down. 

The Trump administration has proposed significant cutbacks in foreign aid and has promised 
to demand greater accountability from aid recipients. 

But Tuesday's actions were not as tough as they might have been. By pausing the provision of 
$195 million in military funding, the Trump administration saved the money from expiring 
entirely on Sept. 30. This way, Egypt could eventually get the money if its record on human 
rights improves. 
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DONATE 

WORLD 

U.S. Suspends $800 Million In Aid To Pakistan 
July 10, 2011 , 2:20 PM ET 

NPR STAFF AND WIRES 

The Obama administration's decision to suspend $800 million in aid to the Pakistan's 

military signals a tougher U.S. line vlith a critieal bnt sometimes nnreliable partner in 

the fight against terrorism. 

Heard On NPR 

WORLD 

NPR's Jackie 
Northam Reports 
On The U.S.
Pakistan 
Relationship 

LISTEN, 
3,56 

Download 

Transcript 

PLAY LIST 

President Barack Ohama's chief of staff, William 

Daley, said in a broadcast interview Sunday that the 

estranged relationship behveen the United States 

and Pakistan must be made "to work over time," but 

until it does, "we'll hold back some of the money 

that the American taxpayers are committed to give" 

to the country's powerful military forces. 

The suspension of U.S. aid, first reported by The 

New York Times, followed a statement last week by 

Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the U.S. Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, that Pakistan's security services may 

have sanctioned the killing of Pakistani journalist 

Saleem Shahzad, who wrote about infiltration of the military by extremists. His 

battered body was found in June. 

The allegation was rejected by Pakistan's powerful military establishment, including 

the Inter-Services Intelligence Agency, which has historie ties to the Taliban and other 

militant groups and which many Western analysts regard as a state-within-a-state. 

httos:/N\/i..v\N,npwrql20ill07!i0/137746664!u-s-to-suspenct-BQ0-milllon-in-aid-to-pakistan 1112 
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George Perkovich, an expert on Pakistan with the Carnegie Endowment for 

International Peace in Washington, said Mullen's comments and the suspension of aid 

represent "the end of happy talk," where the U.S. tries to paper over differences 

between the two nations. 

Daley, interviewed on ABC's This Week, suggested the decision to suspend military aid 

resulted from the increasing estrangement between the U.S. and Pakistan. "Obviously 

there's still a lot of pain that the political system in Pakistan is feeling by virtue of the 

raid that we did to get Osama bin Laden," Daley said. 

Panetta told reporters traveling with him to Afghanistan on Saturday that the U.S. 

wonld continue to press Pakistan in the fight against extremists, including al-Qaida's 

new leader, Ayman al-Zawahri. 

"We have to continue to emphasize with the Pakistanis that in the end it's in their 

interest to be able to go after these targets as well," Panetta said. "And in the 

discussions I've had with them, I have to say that, you know, they're giving us 

cooperation in going after some of these targets. We've got to continue to push them to 

do that. That's key." 

The U.S. has long been unhappy with Pakistan's evident lack of enthusiasm for 

carrying the fight against terrorists to its tribal areas, as well as its covert support for 

the Taliban and anti-Indian extremist groups. 

But tensions ratcheted up in January, when CIA security contractor Raymond Davis 

shot and killed two Pakistanis who he said were trying to rob him. They spiked in May, 

when U.S. forces killed bin Laden during a covert raid on a home in Abbottabad, the 

location of Pakistan's military academy. 

The Bin Laden Raid 

The early May raid on bin Laden's compound was carried out by U.S. Navy Seals, 

without giving Pakistan advanced knowledge. Shortly after, Defense Secretary Leon 

Panetta, in his former role as CIA chief, suggested Pakistan's military was either 

complicit or incompetent for not knowing bin Laden was living in Pakistan. 

httni::·//www nor nra/:?011 /07 Ii 0/1377 46664/u-s-to-suspend-800-mi!llon-in-ald-to-pakistan 2/12 
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Shuja Nawaz, director of the South Asia Center at the Atlantic Council, says the raid 

and the criticism have had a big impact in Pakistan. 

"All of this has really kind of spooked the Pakistanis, and particularly the military, that 

came under a lot of criticism at home. So they're reacting largely to shore up their 

domestic base again." 

Not long after the bin Laden raid, Pakistan took it-,; own unilateral actions, says Brian 

Katulis with the Center for American Progress. 

"Pakistan ordered U.S. special forces, trainers to leave a few week ago. A couple of 

weeks ago, the defense minister said that the drone strikes the U.S. was conducting 

from Shamsi airbase in Pakistani territory had stopped, and that they were requesting 

the U.S. to pull out its infrastructure there." 

In a written statement, a Pentagon spokesperson indicated that Pakistan's decision to 

eject the American military trainers is what prompted the U.S. decision to withhold 

military aid. And if the An1eriean trainers can't get in, they also can't send in military 

equipment needed by the Pakistanis. 

N awaz, of the Atlantic Council, says this is a dangerous circle, and that neither side is 

going to come out ahead because the U.S. and Pakistan need each other. Nawaz says 

most of the supplies to American troops in Afghanistan run through Pakistan. 

"The U.S. certainly needs Pakistan for its air and land line of communication, 

particularly in this final two or three years of the Afghan campaign. And Pakistan 

certainly needs the U.S.' financial assistance to continue its own fighting against 

terrorism on the western border." 

A Pause In Military Aid 

The $800 million in suspended aid represents 40 percent of the $2 billion in U.S. 

military aid to Pakistan, and according to the Times includes money for 

counterterrorism operations. 

https:l/www.npr.org/2011/07/10/137746664/u-s-to-suspend-800-mH!ion-!n-aidAa-pakistan 3112 
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The report said some of the money represented equipment that can't be set up for 

training because Pakistan won't give visas to the trainers. About $300 million was 

intended to reimburse Pakistan for the cost of deploying 100,000 troops along the 

Afghan border, the newspaper said. 

A senior U.S. official confirmed that the suspension came in response to the Pakistani 

army's decision to significantly reduce the number of visas for U.S. military trainers. 

"We remain committed to helping Pakistan build its capabilities, but we have 

communicated to Pakistani officials on numerous occasions that we require certain 

support in order to provide certain assistance," a senior U.S. official told The 

Associated Press. The official was not authorized to discuss the issue publicly and 

spoke only on condition of anonymity. 

Secretary of State HiUary Clinton recently told senators that "when it comes to our 

milita1y aid, we are not prepared to continue providing that at the pace we were 

providing it unless we see certain steps taken." 

California Rep. Howard Berman, the top Democrat on the House Foreign Affairs 

Committee, said Sunday that he agreed with the administration's decision. "I have 

repeatedly expressed concern over sending assistance to Pakistan's military as 

elements of it actively undermine the count1y's democratically elected government and 

institutions, and I'm relieved the Pentagon shares my concerns," Berman said. 

Pakistan army spokesman Maj. Gen. Athar Abbas declined comment on the 

suspension. He pointed to comments by Army Chief Ashfaq Parvez Kayani, who last 

month said U.S. military aid should be diverted to civilian projects. 

Hasan-Askari Rizvi, a Pakistani political and defense analyst, said the U.S. decision to 

suspend aid is an attempt to increase pressure on Pakistan, but he believes it could 

hurt both sides. 

"The Pakistani military has been the major supporter of the U.S. in the region because 

it needed weapons and money," said Rizvi. "Now, when the U.S. builds pressure on the 

military, it will lose that support." 

httn~·tlw,~,..., nr-,rrirn/?011/07/10/1'?..7740664/u-s~to-susoend-800-mi!!ion-fn-aid-to-pakistan 4112 
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Rivzi said the move could make it harder for the U.S. to push the Taliban into peace 

talks, in preparation for its withdrawal from Afghanistan. At the same time, he said, 

the Pakistani military relies on U.S. aid in its fight against militant groups. 

"This kind of public denunciation needs to stop, and they need to talk," Rivzi said. 

"They shouldn't go to the brink because both will suffer." 

But Abbas, the Pakistani military spokesman, said the loss of aid would have no effect 

on military operations. "In the past, we have not been dependent on any external 

support for these operations, and they will continue," Abbas said. 

Ferkovich, the Carnegie Endowment expert, called the suspension of U.S. aid 

"overdue.0 

"We've been trying for years to get, persuade, push the Pakistani army to conduct 

military operations on their border with Afghanistan, especially in North Waziristan, 

and they've said it's not in their interest, that they're overstretched already," Perkov:ieh 

said in a telephone interview from Paris. "I think it's smart to say, 'We hear you.' ... If 

the army doesn't want the support, we hear them and we'll withdraw the support." 

Ferkovich said if billions in U.S. financial aid didn't change the behavior of the 

Pakistan military, then withdrawing it probably wouldn't either. The shift in the 

administration's policy was prompted by recent tensions, he said. But it also grew out 

of the U.S. decision to begin withdrawing troops from Afghanistan. 

"That decision to withdraw from Afghanistan finally enables us to focus on Pakistan, 

and basically confront the reality that Pakistan's the bigger problem," he said. 

Ferkovich said he doesn't think Pakistan will shift its policies in order to restore U.S. 

military aid. But he said the suspension could have some positive effect in the long 

run, by forcing Pakistan to take a hard look at the dominant role the security services 

play in Pakistan. 

"Internally in Pakistan, there's going to be a much more intense debate now on 

whether the Army has put the country on a good course," he said. 

https://www.npr.org/2011/07/10/137746664/u-s-to-suspend-800-mi!lion-in-ald-!o-pak!stan 5/12 



20489

221 

2/15/2019 Op-ed by Ambassador of Ukraine to the USA Valeriy Chaly for The Hi!I: "Trump's comments send wrong message to world" - Publicatio 

Op-ed by Ambassador of Ukraine to the USA Valeriy 
Chaly for The Hill: "Trump's comments send wrong 
message to world" 

04 August 20l6, 17: 13 

The U.S. presidential race has captured attention of the world, sometimes posing serious challenges for foreign 

diplomats when they find their country in the campaign's spotlight. Ukraine, which came to the world's attention 

two years with its Revolution of Dignity and then worked lo remain on the world's radar after Russian aggression, 

has found itself in the spotlight once again. 

Recent comments by Republican nominee Donald Trump about the Ukrainian peninsula of Crimea occupied 

by Russia since March 2014 - have raised serious concerns in K yiv and beyond Ukraine. Many in Ukraine arc 

,msure what to think, since Trump's comments stand in sharp contrast to the Republican party platfonn. Since the 

Russian aggression, there has been bipartisan suppoti for U.S. sanctions against Russia, and for such sanctions to 

remain in place until the territorial integrity of Ukraine is restored. Efforts to enhance Ukraine's defense capacity 

arc suppo,ted across the aisle, as well, to ensure that Ukraine becomes strong enough to deter Russia's 

aggression. 

Even if Trump's comments are only speculative, and do not really reflect a future foreign policy, they call for 

appeasement of an aggressor and suppmi the violation of a sovereign country's territorial integrity and another's 

breach of international law. In the eyes of the world, such comments seem alien to a country seen by pa1iners as a 

strong defender of democracy and international order. The United States was among the 100 nations which 

supported the U.N. resolution "Territorial Integrity ofUkrainc" not recognizing Russia's attempt to annex Crimea. 

A candidate for the presidency in any country ought to realize the challenges he or she will face to ensure 

consistency in foreign policy and uphold his or her country's international commitments. Ukraine a strategic 

partner of the United States-~- entered the 1994 Budapest multilateral commitment, giving away the world's third 

largest nuclear arsenal in return for security assurances to its territorial integrity from three nuclear powers: the 

United States, the United Kingdom and Russia. 

This commitment has been broken by one signatory country, which attempted to annex Crimea and invaded 

Ukraine's Donbas region. While Ukraine was recovering from the bloodshed in Maidan orchestrated by then

President Viktor Yanukovych, Russia seized control over Crimea's Supreme Council and its security 

infrastructure. The sham referendum carried out at a gunpoint had nothing to do with a free and fair expression of 

the people's will and ignored the choice of the indigenous people of Crimea, the Crimean Tatars. 

tlussia has unleashed its repressive machine against those who protest against the occupation. Censorship, arrests, 

assassinations, abductions, the banning of the Crimean Tatars' representative body -- the Mej lis all threaten 

another tragedy and ethnic cleansing. 

httns·/Ji,~;::i_mfaoovua/en/oress-center/pub!ications/4744-poso!-ukrajlnl-vls!ovlyuvannya-trampa-nadsi!ajuty-nevirnij-slgnal-svitu 3rT 
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The attempted annexation of Crimea has also posed new threats lo nuclear safety. International institutions like 
the U.N. and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) do not recognize the annexation and, from a 
iurisdictional standpoint, cannot control nuclear facilities and radiation security in those areas. Moreover, Rnssia 
has already threatened to deploy nuclear weapons in Crimea in direct vicinity of NATO and EU states. Russia is 
restoring Soviet-era nuclear storage facilities and has already deployed the means for carrying the weapons, 
inclnding warships and combat aircrans. 

Russia did enter Ukraine in 20 l 4 and wonld undonbiedly keep on invading should the position of the most 
impmtant global actors be favorable or neutral, or one of appeasement, and should Ukraine not continue 
enhancing its defense potential. Right now, Russia is flexing its muscles, building military capacity and testing 
state-of-the-art weapons in the Ukrainian Donbas. In numbers, Russia's presence in Ukraine means on average 
400 shells a week. 

Last week, Ukraine's Ministry of Defense identified and reported 22 flights of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) 
operated by Russia-backed militants. Russia continues to pour its weapons and military equipment to Donbas: For 
instance, from Jnly 22 to July 28, nearly 6,000 tons of fuel, 80 tons of ammunition and 120 tons of military cargo 
(including repair parts for militaiy vehicles) were delivered through an uncontrolled part of the Ukrainian
Russian bordec The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe's monitoring mission has reported that 
Russian-backed militants have used a wide array of heavy weapons, including mortars, high-caliber a11illery and 
tanks. 

This bloody war, which has already taken more than 10,000 Ukrainian lives and internally displaced almost 2 
million, is a fight of a young democracy for independence and its choice to be pa!t of the West and embrace 
Western values. Neglecting or trading the cause of a nation inspired by those values---- cemented by Americans in 
their for independence and civil rights would send a wrong message to the people of Ukraine and many 
others the world who look to the U.S. as to a beacon of freedom and democracy. 

"The Hill": ht!ri:l/bit.ly/2aY970b 

Source: I The Hill 
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POLITICO 

POLITICO 

Rep. Rashida Tlaib, the first Palestinian-American woman and one of the first Muslim women elected to 

Congress, was sworn in to office Thursday. I Rashida Tlaib 

CONGRESS 

Freshman Rep. Tlaib: Dem majority will 'impeach the motherf---er' 
By CAITLIN OPRYSKO I 01/04/2019 09:13 AM EST I Updated 01/04/2019 09:24 PM EST 

Freshman Rep. Rashida Tlaib declared Thursday night that the newly installed Democratic 

majority in the House will "go in there and impeach the motherf---cr," breaking with party 

leaders and stirring controversy just hours after officially taking office. 
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House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) and other top Democrats have been largely hesitant 

to promise President Donald Trump's impeachment, preferring instead to wait for the 

results of the ongoing Russia investigation led by special counsel Robert Mueller. But Tlaib 

(D-Mich.) and others in the newly installed House have expressed an eagerness to begin 

impeachment proceedings even before Mueller issues a final report. 

"When your son looks at you and says, 'Momma look, you won, bullies don't win,' and I said 

'Baby they don't,' because we're going to go in there and we're gonna impeach the motherf-

--er," Tlaib said at a party Thursday night. Video of the congresswoman's remarks was 

captured and posted to Twitter by user @_Nestor Ruiz and were reported by journalists 

from The Washington Post and The Huffington Post. 

Earlier Thursday Tlaib's hometown newspaper, the Detroit Free Press, published an 

editorial she co-authored in which she called for impeachment proceedings against Trump 

to begin, albeit in a much more measured tone. 
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Pelosi on Friday said she wouldn't have necessarily used the same language as Tlaib, and 

that her comments did not represent the position of all House Democrats. But Pelosi also 

pointed out that the president himself is known for using similarly coarse rhetoric. 

"I don't think it's anything worse than the president has said,'' she said at a town hall 

hosted by MSNBC, adding later that "some of the words that he uses have a direct impact 

on people's lives. My colleague's comments do not have an impact on people's lives." 

"Generationally, that would not be language I would use, but nonetheless, I don't think we 

should make a big deal of it,'' Pelosi argued. 

Tlaib, the first Palestinian-American woman and one of the first Muslim women elected to 

Congress, had been sworn in earlier Thursday on Capitol Hill. Her office did not 

immediately respond to a request for comment, but Tlaib doubled down on her comments 

Friday morning on Twitter, claiming that Trump's presidency is a "constitutional crisis." 
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"I will always speak truth to power," she wrote, including the hashtag 

"#unapologeticallyMe." 

"This is not just about Donald Trump. This is about all of us. In the face of this 

constitutional crisis, we must rise," she added. 

Asked to address the growing criticism of her remarks and language, Tlaib refused to 

apologize Friday evening and instead said that her choice of words is not any different from 

how her constituents talk. 

"I am very passionate, and I grew up in an incredibly beautiful, urban community- the 

city of Detroit - born and raised," she said during an interview with a local TV station. "We 

say colorful things in interesting ways, but I tell you, the president of the United States is 

my focus. The residents back home are my focus." 

Trump responded to Tlaib's comments directly on Friday afternoon, saying she 

"dishonored herself." 

"This is a person that I don't know. I assume she's new. I think she dishonored herself, and 

I think she dishonored her family," he told reporters at a news conference. "Using language 

like that in front of her son, and whoever else was there, I thought that was a great dishonor 

to her and to her family. I thought it was highly disrespectful to the united States of 

America." 

Asked about the video on Friday morning, Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee 

Chairwoman Cheri Bustos (D-Ill.) neither condemned nor endorsed the comments. 

"Well, passions are running high," she said in an interview on CNN's "New Day." "Let's just 

leave it at that, okay?" 

Bustos, who represents a rural Illinois Congressional district where Trump won in 2016, 

also echoed Pelosi's calls to hold off on impeachment talk until Mueller finishes his 

investigation. 

Rep. Jerry Nadler, the New York Democrat who now chairs the House panel that would 

initiate impeachment proceedings, was more firm in his objection to Tlaib's language. In an 

interview with CNN, he also threw cold water on the idea of guaranteeing impeachment. 

"I don't really like that kind oflanguage. But more to the point, I disagree with what she 

said. It is too early to talk about that intelligently. We have to follow the facts," he said, 
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instead promoting legislation Democrats plan to take up that would shield Mueller from 

outside influence. 

"We have to get the facts. We will see where the facts lead," he said. "Maybe that will lead to 

impeachment. Maybe it won't. It is much too early." 

CONGRESS 

Dems livid after Tlaib vows to 'impeach the motherf-er' 
By RACHAEL BADE, HEATHER CAYGLE and JOHN BRESNAHAN 

Tlaib's expletive-laden comment was widely shown on morning cable news shows and drew 

swift condemnation from Republicans, including from the president, who seemingly 

jumped on the remarks as evidence the new Democratic House would focus more on 

opposing the president than on governing. 

"How do you impeach a president who has won perhaps the greatest election of all time, 

done nothing wrong (no Collusion with Russia, it was the Dems that Colluded), had the 

most successful first two years of any president, and is the most popular Republican in 

party history 93%?" Trump wrote on Twitter on Friday morning. 

In another tweet, Trump portrayed the push as a sign of desperation due to the success of 

his administration in a Friday morning tweet, writing that Democrats "only want to 

impeach me because they know they can't win in 2020, too much success!" 

The White House further weighed in on the controversy later Friday morning, with press 

secretary Sarah Huckabee Sanders echoing Trump's tweet, while deputy press secretary 

Hogan Gidley labeled Tlaib's comments disruptive. 

"It shows you kind of what's on the mind of Democrats right now, they're into name 

calling," Gidley said in an interview on Fox News, pointing to a Georgia congressman under 

fire for appearing to compare the president to Hitler. 

"Now she's using obscene language to describe this president. If they want to come to 

Washington to engage in this type of nasty, ridiculous outrageous rhetoric instead of 

focusing on the issue at hand ... they are going to have a very difficult time in this town and 

with their constituencies," he said. 

RNC Chairwoman Ronna McDaniel contended that "expletive-filled rants about our 

president tell you all you need to know about the priorities of the Democrats in Congress." 
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"President Trump fights every day for a better life for Americans," she said in a tweet. 

"Democrats are only committed to fighting President Trump." 

Republican leadership in the House weighed in as well. 

"Meet the new House Democrat majority," House Minority Whip Steve Scalise (R-La.) 

wrote on Twitter, linking to a story about the video, while House Minority Leader Kevin 

McCarthy (R-Calif.) told Fox News that Democrats' "whole focus here is to try to attack this 

president while we are trying to move America forward." 

McCarthy was more forceful speaking to reporters in the Capitol on Friday before heading 

to the White House to discuss border security, denouncing Pelosi's comments and calling 

on Pelosi to speak with Tlaib about the remark. 

Republican Caucus Chairwoman Liz Cheney (R-Wyo.) denounced Tlaib's' "very foul 

language used in accusations of the necessity to impeach," adding that "we are in a 

situation where the Democrats are clearly bringing into this offense that they take charge a 

level of rhetoric, level of attack, level of vitriol that is not good for the country and ignores 

the very real national security challenge we face." 

She rejected comparisons between Tlaib's remarks and some of the oft-criticized rhetoric 

used by the president, telling reporters that "I am not going to repeat the allegations 

because frankly, I don't want my kids to hear them." 

About Us 

Advertising 

Breaking News Alerts 

Careers 

Credit Card Payments 

Digital Edition 

FAQ 

Feedback 

Headlines 

Photos 



20496

228 

POLITICO 

POLITI 

"1 think we have to have an investigation by tile FB! into his financiaL persona! and political connections 

to Russl,1," Nancy Pe!osi said of Donald Trump, \ /\P Photo 

Pelosi calls for probe of possible Russian blackmail of Trump 
By ISAAC ARNSDOR.F I 02105/2017 ,1.34 AM EST 

lions(• Democratic leader Nancy Pelosi urged the FBI to pwb,, President Trump',; finances 

and personal ties to find nut ifthe· Russ·mn govcrnn1ent is blackn1ailing hhu. 

"i waul to know what the Russi;ms haw on n,mald Trump," the Cnlifornia n,,moerat told 

Chuck Todd on N BC's ''Mt'<'t tlw Pres,,." "I think we have to have an ilwestigation by the 

FBI into his linancial, personal and pol ii ica! connection, to Rus,ia, and we want to S('(' his 

'1 
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12/15/2019 Pelosi calls for probe of possible Russ1an blackmail of Trump - POL!T!CO 

tax returns, so we can have truth in the relationship between Putin, whom he admires, and 

Donald Trump." 

Intelligence officials briefed Trump and outgoing President Barack Obama on claims that 

Russia has attempted to compromise him, and the FBI is investigating those allegations, 

CNN reported in .January. The investigation of included intercepted communications, 

according to the New York Times. 

House and Senate panels are also investigating Russian interference in the 2016 election, 

including possible contacts between the Kremlin and Trump's campaign. 

Trump on Saturday diminished Russian President Vladimir Putin's human rights violations 

in an interview with Bill O'Reilly on Fox News, saying, "You think our country's so 

innocent'?" 

CONGRESS 

Democrats aim to make Steve Bannon a scarier Karl Rove 
By KYLE CHENEY 

Earlier Sunday on "Meet the Press," Todd asked Vice President Mike Pence, "Why can't 

[Trump] say a negative thing about Vladimir Putin?" 

"The president has said many times if we got along with Russia better, that would be a good 

thing for the world," Pence answered. "Maybe it's not going to work out. But I think he's 

absolutely determined. He had a productive conversation with President Putin." 
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Sen. Barbara Boxer called for an investigation into one of Donald Trump's companies after a Mother 
Jones report. I Getty 

Sen. Boxer calls for probe into Trump Model Management 
By LOUIS NELSON I 09/07/201611:24 AM EDT 

California Sen. Barbara Boxer called on U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services to open 

an investigation into Donald Trump's model management company over allegations that it 

broke immigration laws. 

Boxer's request, which came in the form of a letter made public on Wednesday, follows a 

report from Mother Jones magazine alleging that Trump Model Management employed 

foreign women who had traveled to the U.S. on tourist visas that did not allow them to 

work. 

httos://www.oolitico.com/storv/2016/09/trump-mode!-management-barbara-boxer-227830 113 
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12115/2019 Sen. Boxer calls for probe into Trump Model Management- POLITICO 

"I am extremely concerned by the claims levied against Trump Model Management and ask 

that you opeu an investigation into the company's employment practices," Boxer wrote in 

her letter to Citizenship and Immigration Services Director Leon Rodriguez. "I hope you 

will make clear that immigration and labor violations like these will not be tolerated." 

Trump's campaign did not immediately respond to a request for comment. 

Trump has built much of his campaign upon the issue of immigration, winning the 

Republican primary in large part because of his hard-line stances on the issue. He has 

promised to crack dow11 on foreign visitors who overstay their visas and build a wall on 

America's southern border, which Mexico would be forced to pay for. 

But citing interviews with multiple women who worked for the agency, the Mother Jones 

story alleges that Trump Model Management never obtained work visas for at least some of 

its models and specifically instructed them to lie on customs forms about why they were in 

the U.S. Some models told Mother Jones that they made little money because of high fees 

that Trump Model Management charged them for housing and other expenses. 

Of working for the agency, one Canadian-born model said, "it is like modern-day slavery." 
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Trump in trouble over 'Second Amendment' remark 
The campaign says he was referencing gun-rights voter mobilization, but the remark was 
widely interpreted as a joke about using guns against his Democratic rival. 

By LOUIS NELSON I 08/09/2016 03:44 PM EDT I Updated 08/09/2016 06:02 PM EDT 

Donald Trump on Tuesday said "the Second Amendment people" may be the only way to 

stop Hillary Clinton from getting to appoint federal judges if she wins the presidential 

election in November. 

"Hillary wants to abolish, essentially abolish, the Second Amendment," he said as an aside 

while smiling. "By the way, and if she gets to pick her judges, nothing you can do, folks. 

Although the Second Amendment people, maybe there is, I don't know. But I'll tell you 

what, that will be a horrible day." 

httos://www.poHtlco.com/story/2016/08/trump-cHnton-second-amendmenHudges-guns-226833 1/5 
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12/15/2019 Trump in trouble over 'Second Amendment' remark - POUTJCO 

The reference to the Second Amendment, the right to keep and bear arms, could be 

interpreted as a joke about using violence to stop Clinton or her judicial picks. 

Trump was speaking at a rally in Wilmington, North Carolina, where he repeated his 

regular claim that Clinton intends to "abolish" the Second Amendment, presnmably by 

appointing liberal justices to the Supreme Court. But Trump punctuated that line with an 

aside, suggesting that Second Amendment supporters might be in a position to stop her 

even if she's elected. 

The Trump campaign rejected the notion that Trump was inciting violence against Clinton 

or anyone else with his aside at the Wilmington rally. Instead, the campaign said the 

Manhattan billionaire was simply appealing to the collective political muscle Second 

Amendment supporters possess. 

"It's called the power of unification - 2nd Amendment people have amazing spirit and are 

tremendously unified, which gives them great political power," Trump's senior 

communications adviser Jason Miller said in a statement emailed to POIJTICO. "And this 

year, they will be voting in record numbers, and it won't be for Hilla1y Clinton, it will be for 

Donald Trump." 

Indiana Gov. Mike Pence, Trump's running mate, said Trump was "of course not" 

advocating violence with his remarks. Pence was on stage at a to,vn hall-style event in 

Lancaster PA when Trump made the remarks. 

"Hillary Clinton has made it very clear that she wants to see changes in the right oflaw 

abiding citizens to keep and bear arms, and Donald Trump is clearly saying that people 

cherish that right. People who believe that firearms in the hands of law abiding citizens 

make our communities more safe not less safe should be involved in the political process 

and let their voice be heard," Pence said in an interview \vith Philadelphia's NBC10. 

Clinton did not take any questions after her event in Miami on Tuesday, but reached for 

comment, Clinton campaign manager Robby Mook condemned the comments. "This is 

simple-what Trump is saying is dangerous. A person seeking to be the President of the 

United States should not suggest violence in any way," he said in a statement. 

Following Trump's remark, the main snper PAC supporting her, Priorities USA Action, 

immediately circulated the clip with the snhject line, "Donald Trump ,Just Suggested That 

Someone Shoot Hillary Clinton." 

htlps://www.politico.com/story/2016/08/trump-cHnton~second-amendment-judges-guns-226833 2/5 
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12115/2019 Trump in trouble over'Second Amendment' remark- POLITICO 

Congressional Democrats piled on. Sen. Elizabeth Warren tweeted that Trump "makes 

death threats because he's a pathetic coward who can't handle the fact that he's losing to a 

girl." 

"I don't know if this is statement is intended to incite violence, but Donald Trump is a 

reckless individual who will say or do anything," said Rep. G.K. Butterfield, a North 

Carolina Democrat and chairman of the Congressional Black Caucus. "That's inciteful to 

use language about the Second Amendment ... it should be denounced," 

Rep. Eric Swallwell, a California Democrat, called on Twitter for the Secret Service to 

investigate. "Donald Trump suggested someone kill Sec. Clinton. We must take people at 

their word. @SecretService must investigate #Trump Threat," he wrote. 

(Martin Mulholland, a spokesman for the Secret Service, did not directly address the 

question of whether the agency - which provides protection to both Trump and Clinton -

plans to investigate the remark, but he wrote in an email to POLITICO, "The Secret Service 

is aware of the comment.") 

Sen. Chris Murphy, a Democrat from Connecticut, launched a series of tweets criticizing 

the comments: "Don't treat this as a political misstep. It's an assassination threat, seriously 

upping the possibility of a national tragedy & crisis," he wrote. "This isn't play. Unstable 

people with powerful guns and an unhinged hatred for Hillary are listening to you, 

@realDonaldTrump." 

The National Rifle Association defended the first part of Trump's comment, in which 

Trump said that Clinton would appoint anti-Second Amendment judges to the Supreme 

Court. ".@Rea!DonaldTrump is right. If @HillaryClinton gets to pick her anti-#2A 

#SCOTUS judges, there's nothing we can do. #NeverHillary," the organization tweeted 

from its official Twitter account. 

The group subsequently encouraged members to vote for pro-gun rights candidates. "But 

there IS something we will do on #ElectionDay: Show up and vote for the #2A! 

#DefendtheSecond #NeverHillary," the group wrote on its Twitter account. 

Bob Owens, the editor of the NRA-linked BearingArms.com, initially tweeted disapproval 

of Trump's comments. "That was a threat of violence. As a REAL supporter of the #2A it's 

appalling to me," Owens tweeted. Bearing Arms had sponsored the May meeting of the 

NRA's lobbying arm where the group formally endorsed Trump. 

httos://www.politico.com/strny/2016/08/trump-c!lnton-second-amendment-judges-guns-226833 3/5 
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12/15/2019 Trump in trouble over 'Second Amendment' remark - POLITICO 

Within two hours of posting that tweet, however, Owens deleted it and put up a link to a 

new blog post on Bearing Arms, contending that Trump's comments had been taken out of 

context. 

"While he left himself open to be exploited by a serially dishonest media that has clearly 

chosen to support Hillary in this election, I don't see anything to suggest that he was 

threatening violence against Mrs. Clinton," he wrote. 

Matthew Nussbaum, Sarah Wheaton, Nolan McCaskill, Gabriel Debenedetti and Burgess 

Everett contributed to this report. 
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PRESIDENTIAL TRANSITION 

Ukrainian efforts to sabotage Trump backfire 
Kiev officials are scrambling to make amends with the president-elect after quietly working to boost Clinton. 

By KENNETH P. VOGEL and DAVID STERN I 01/11/2017 05:05 AM EST 

President Petro Poroshenko's administratron, along with the Ukrainian Embassy in Washington, insists that Ukraine stayed neutral in the American 
presidential race. J Getty 

Donald Trump wasn't the only presidential candidate whose campaign was boosted by officials of a former Soviet bloc 

country. 

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 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 1A1th 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. 
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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 hy 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 possibility 

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 "I don't think we've ever encountered a more 

aggressive or direct can1paign to interfere in our election process than we1ve seen in this ease." 

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. 

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.SATI<rainian 

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 Conncil 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 tJkrainian 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 commnnity as proxy wars between the U.S. and Russia. 

'·Now, it seems that a U.S. election may have been seen as a surrogate 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, abrnptly hacked out of a European Union 

pact linked to anti-corrnption reforms. Instead, Yannko,ych entered into a multibillion-dollar bailout agreement with 



20506

238 

Russia, sparking protests across Ukraine and prompting Yanukovych to flee Lhe 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 Yanukovyeh caught the attention of a veteran Democratic operative named Alexandra Chalupa, who 

had worked in the White Ilouse Office of Public Liaison during the Clinton administration. Chalupa went ot1 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 la,vyer by training, in 2014 was doing pro bona 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 

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 EU 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 thal 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 "infonnal 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 t1y to arrange an 

interview in which Poroshenko might discuss Manafort's ties to Yanukovych. 

While the embassy declined that request, officials there became "helpful" in Chalupa's effo1ts, she said, explaining that she 

traded information and leads with them. "If I asked a question, they would pro,~de guidance, or if there was someone I 

needed to follow up with." But she stressed, "There were no documents given, nothing like that." 
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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 

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 Shulyar 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, tbe event highlighted female Ukrainian leaders, featuring speeches 

by Ukrainian parliamentarian Hanna Hopko, who discussed "Ukraine's fight against the Russian aggression in Don bas," 

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 Pan! 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, Mana fort 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 ve1y closely with" Chalupa. 

In fact, sources familiar with the effort say that Shulyar specifically called Telizhenko into a meeting with Chalupa to 

provide an update on an American media outlet's ongoing investigation into Manafort. 

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 Manafort'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." 

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 explaining 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 Chalnpa's efforts attracted the attention of the Ukrainian Embassy and Democrats, she also found 

herself the suhject of some unwanted attention from overseas. 

Within a few weeks of her initial meeting at the emhassy 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 pam'l a week after the initial hacking message to discuss her research on 

Manafort .,,,th 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. 
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Center spokeswoman Maura Shelden stressed that her gronp is nonpartisan and ensures "that our delegations hear from 

both sides of the aisle, receiving bipartisan information." Sbe 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 

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 Libra1y 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 lo a telecommunications venture in Ukraine. And Chalupa wrote in the 

email she'd been "working with for the past few weeks" with lsikoff "and connected him to the Ukrainians" at the event. 

Isikoff, who accompanied Chalupa to a reception at the Ukrainian Embassy immediately after the Libra1y 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 you and Lauren need to he aware of that will hit in next few weeks and something I'm working on yon 

should he aware of." Explaining that she didn't feel comfmtable 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 occun·ence 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-tbe-record information and guidance to "a lot of journalists" working on stories 

related to Manafort and Trump's Russia connections, despite wbat she described as escalating harassment. 

About a month-and-a-half after Chalupa first started receiving hacking ale1is, 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 Rnssia

linked intimidation campaign. The police report on the latter break-in noted that "both vehicles were unlocked by an 

unknown person and the interior was ransacked, with papers and the garage openers scattered throughout the cars. 

Nothing was taken from the vehicles." 
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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, sa,~ng 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 research 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. 

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, Yanukovyeh. 

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-corrnption officials, while CNN reported days later that the 

FBI was pursuing an overlapping inquiry. 
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One of the most damaging Russia-related stories during Donald Trump's campaign can be traced to the Ukrainian government. ! AP Photo 

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 

Jaw enforcement to aggressively investigate Manafort. 

"l believe and understand the basis of these payments arc totally against the law - we have the proof from these books,., 

Leshchenko said during the news conference, which attracted international media coverage. "If Mr. Manafort denies any 
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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 heen 

contacted about the ledger by Ukrainian or American investigators, later telling POLITICO "I was jnst 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 be had 

authorized "substantial kickback payments to Manafort." But according to the report, which 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. 

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 halance 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 story quoted Leshchenko asserting that the majority of 

Ukraine's politicians are "on Hillary Clinton's side." 

But by this month, Leshehenko 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 hoth 

Leshchenko's efforts and those oftbe 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 ofinterual 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. 

An official with the anti-corruption burean told a Ukrainian newspaper, "Mr. Manafort does not have a role in this case." 
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And, while the anti-corruption bureau told Politico late last mouth 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 hut 

is now affiliated with a leading opponent of Poroshenko, said it was fishy that "only one part of the hlack ledger appeared.'' 

Ile asked, "Where is the handwriting analysis?" and said it was "crazy" to announce an investigation based on the !edgers. 

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 puhlic. There was nothing off the hooks, but the way that this was presented tried to make it look shady." 

He added that he felt particularly wronged by effort~ 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 denudearlzlng the 

country and on the European Union trade and political pact that Yannkovych spurned before fleeing to Russia. "In no case 

was I ever involved in anything that wonld be contrary to U.S. interests," Manafort said. 

Yet Russia seemed to come to the defense of Manafort and Trump last month, when a spokeswnman for Russia's Foreign 

Ministry 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 wehsite. "All 

of you have heard this remarkable story," she told assemhled reporters. 

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 he." 

Former Ukrainian Prime Minister Arseny Yatseniuk 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 "down" 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 Yannkovych 

when the former iJkrainian leader "fled to Russia through Crimea. Where would Manafort lead Trump?" 

INVESTIGATIONS 
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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 plimaries, Chaly, the connt,y'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. 

"We had an order not to talk to the Trump team, because he was critical of Ukraine 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 dosed 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. "TI1ey 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 Trump, instead explaining that it 

"had different diplomats assigned for dealing with different teams tailoling 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 ,~ctory. Shulyar pointed out lhat 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, inclndiug 

Sens. Jeff Sessions, Trump's nominee for attorney general, and Bob Corker, the chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee, while the ambassador accompanied lvanna Klyrnpush-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 DeMint, president of The Heritage Foundation, which played a prominent role in Trump's 

transition. 

Many Ukrainian officials and operatives and their American allies see Trnmp's inauguration 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. 
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"It's really bad. The [Poroshenko] administration right now is trying to re-coordinate commnnications," said Telizhenko, 

adding, "The 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 "ith Trump, who is known for harboring and 

prosecuting grudges for years. 

A delegation of Ukrainian parliamentarians allied with Poroshenko last month traveled lo Washington partly to try to 

make inroads with the Trump transition team, bnt 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 DAVlD 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 alreadyt1ying 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 sharply critical of Trump duling the GOP primary, which could limit their effec1:ivencss 

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 arc 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 andiences 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 v.ath Yuriy Boyko, a former vice prime minister 

under Yanukovych. Boyko, who like Yanukovych bas a pro-Russian worldvicw, 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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12/15/2019 Warner: 'Enormous amounts of evidence' of possible Russia collusion - POLITICO 

POLITICO 

POLITICO 

Sen. Mark Warner: "There's no one that could factually say there's not plenty of evidence of 
collaboration or communications between Trump Organization and Russians." I AP Photo/Alex Brandon 

https://www.po(itico.com/story/2019/03/03/mark-wamer-trump-russia-co1!usion-1200571 114 
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Warner: 'Enormous amounts of evidence' of possible Russia collusion 
By KELSEY TAMBORRINO I 03/03/2019 12:24 PM EST 

The top Democrat on the Senate Intelligence Committee said Sunday lawmakers have 

found "enormous amounts of evidence" into potential collusion between the presidential 

campaign of Donald Trump and the Russians during the 2016 election. 

Mark Warner of Virginia made his remarks in response to an assertion that there is "no 

factual evidence of collusion" from the Sen. Richard Burr (R-N.C.), who is chairman of the 

Intelligence Committee. 

As evidence, Warner cited on NBC's "Meet the Press" ongoing negotiations about Trump 

Tower and the dump ofWikiLeaks material. 

"Where that evidence leads, in terms of a conclusion ... I'm going to reserve judgment, until 

I'm finished," Warner said. 

But he added: "There's no one that could factually say there's not plenty of evidence of 

collaboration or communications between Trump Organization and Russians." 

CPAC 

Trump delivers scorched-earth speech as he tries to regain footing 
By ANDREW RESTUCCIA 

Warner's House Intelligence Committee counterpart, Adam Schiff, said Sunday on CBS' 

"Face the Nation" that there's both "direct evidence" and "abundant circumstantial 

evidence" of collusion with Russia. 

The California Democrat said "there is direct evidence" in emails from the Russians 

offering dirt on Hillary Clinton in what is described as the "Russian government effort to 

help elect Donald Trump." 

"They offer that dirt. There is an acceptance of that offer in Viriting from the president's 

son, Don ,Jr., and there is overt acts in furtherance of that," Schiff said. "That is the meeting 

at Trnmp Tower and all the lies to cover up that meeting at the Trnmp Tower, and 

apparently lies that the president participated in." 

Asked Sunday by NBC host Chuck Todd whether a Russia conspiracy without any actual 

evidence of a crime being committed could lead to impeachment of the president, Warner 

https://www.po!itico.com/story/2019/03/03/mark-warner-trump-russia-co!!usion-1200571 214 
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12/15/2019 Warner: ·Enormous amounts of evidence' of possible Russia collusion - POLITICO 

again said he would wait to reach his conclusion but qualified his statement by looking at 

history. 

"I have never, in my lifetime, seen a presidential campaign, from a person of either party, 

have this much outreach to a foreign country and a foreign country that the intelligence 

community, and our committee has validated, intervened, massively, in our election and 

intervened with an attempt to help one candidate, Donald Trump, and to hurt another 

candidate, Hillary Clinton," he said. 

Warner also said that some of the "key people" the Senate committee wants to talk to are 

"caught up" in the Mueller criminal investigations. 

"Those criminal investigations need to conclude, before we get a chance to talk to them," he 

said. 

For his part, Trump has continued to call any and all suggestions of collusion to be part of a 

witch hunt against him. On Sunday, he tweeted: "I am an innocent man being persecuted 

by some very bad, conflicted & corrupt people in a Witch Hunt that is illegal & should never 

have been allowed to start. 

About Us 

Advertising 

Breaking News Alerts 

Careers 

Credit Card Payments 

Digital Edition 

FAQ 

Feedback 

Headlines 

Photos 

POWERJobs 

Press 

Print Subscriptions 

https://www.politico.com/story/2019/03/03/mark-warner-trump-russia-co!lusion-1200571 314 



20518

~ RadioFreeEurope 
, RadioLiberty 

UKRAINE 

250 

Poroshenko Addresses U.S. Congress, Asks For Military Aid, 
Special Security Status 

September 18, 2014 15:16 GMT 

UPDATED September 18, 2014 20:34 GMT 

By RFE/RL 

Ukrainian President Petro Poroshenko has asked a joint session of the U.S. Congress for 

military aid and to confer a special security status upon Ukraine. 

In an emotional speech before U.S. legislators, Poroshenko said that his army needed more 

military equipment, both "lethal and nonlethal." 

He said that "blankets [and] night-vision goggles are also important. But one cannot win 

a war with blankets ... and cannot keep the peace with blankets." 

Poroshenko mentioned that just since the start of a cease-fire on Septembers, Ukraine 

has lost 17 soldiers. 

The Ukrainian president warned of a threat to "global security everywhere" posed by the 

Russian aggression against his country. 

He described Ukraine's conflict with Russia as the world's worst since the U.S.-Soviet 

Cuban missile crisis in 1962 and urged the United States not to let "Ukraine stand alone in 

the face of this aggression." 

Poroshenko also pleaded with Washington to give Ukraine "special," non-NATO security 

status to help beef up its defenses against aggression from Russia. 

Poroshenko also said that Russia's annexation of Crimea was one of "the most cynical acts 

of treachery in modern history." 
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He added that there is "no way, at no price, and under no condition" that Kyiv will put up 

with the occupation. 

The Ukrainian leader also called for the creation of a special fund "to support U.S. 

companies' investment in Ukraine and help reform our economy and justice system." 

Poroshenko said all assistance received by Ukraine from the West will be used "by 

noncorrupt establishments and the new generation of officials will guarantee that the 

funding will be used effectively." 

In a gesture of support for Poroshenko, the United States pledged $53 million in fresh aid 

to Ukraine on September 18, including antimortar radar equipment. 

Senior U.S. administration officials said the new assistance would include $46 million to 

bolster Ukraine's security in its conflict with Russian-backed separatists in eastern 

Ukraine and $7 million in humanitarian aid. 

Later, U.S. President Barack Obama met with Poroshenko at the White House. 

Speaking in the Oval Office after their talks, Obama condemned what he called "Russian 

aggression, first in Crimea and most recently in portions of eastern Ukraine." 

Obama praised Poroshenko for his leadership, saying it has "been critical at a very 

important time in Ukraine's history." 

Obama said the United States would continue to help Ukraine find a diplomatic solution to 

the crisis the country faces. 

Poroshenko thanked Obama for what he said was the "enormous" support the United 

States has shown Ukraine. 

Poroshenko said he and Obama discussed the question of energy and that a U.S. "team" 

would be in Ukraine next week to review Ukraine's energy situation and needs with winter 

coming soon. 
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Meanwhile, a bill authorizing military aid including lethal aid - - to Ukraine and 

putting more sanctions on Russia unanimously passed the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee on September 18. 

The Ukraine Freedom Support Act of 2014, authored by Senators Robert Menendez 

(Democrat-New Jersey) and Bob Corker (Republican-Tennessee), passed by an 18-0 vote. 

When and if the bill will come up for a vote in the U.S. Senate is uncertain, as it passed on 

the last day before the chamber adjourns until November. 

The bill goes further than the Obama administration's newly announced aid package on 

September 18, which authorizes $46 million in nonlethal military aid. 

The Menendez-Corker bill authorizes $350 million in military aid, including some forms 

of lethal aid. 

With additional reporting by Reuters, AP, AFP, lnterfax, and RFE/RL's Luke Johnson in Washington 

Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty © 2020 RFE/RL, Inc. All Rights Reserved. 
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Pentagon pick Ashton Carter discusses Iraq and Ukraine at 
Senate hearing - as it happened 
Updated 14 Jut 2017r faces nomination hearing at Senate 
Carter supports giving lethal arms to Ukraine 
Senators grill nominee on strategies in Syria and Iraq 
Defense nominee pressed on Afghanistan withdrawal plan 

Alan Yuhas in New York 
Wed 4 Feb 201516.14 EST 

Key events 
Show 
4 Feb Carter: '!sis' defeat won't be the end of extremism' 
2015 

4 Feb Carter: 'sanctions key to dealing with Putin' 
)15 

4 Feb Carter grilled about Syria and Assad 
2015 

4 Feb Carter asked about Afghanistan 
2015 



20522

254 

4 Feb Carter: Pentagon strategy 'not safe to keep bending' 
2015 
4 Feb Carter: 'US needs cyberwar deterrence' 
'.!015 

Feb Carter backs lethal weapons for Ukraine 
2015 

Live feed 
Show 

4 Feb 201516,14 

Senator McCain has adjourned the hearing, so we'll wrap our coverage of secretary of defense 

nominee Ashton Carter with the summary below. 

Carter said he supports giving lethal arms to the Ukrainian government for its war against 
Russia-backed rebels in the nation's east. He said he is "strongly inclined" to provide equipment, 

but not personnel, and that Europe must continue to inflict punitive sanctions to deal with "the 
big Putin lie". 
Senators John McCain and Lindsey Graham grilled Carter about US strategy in Syria, Iraq and 

Afghanistan. The senators demanded "conditions-based withdrawal" from Afghanistan and a 

plan to deal with Syrian leader Bashar al-Assad. 
"The United States' involvement is necessary, but not sufficient" to defeat Isis, Carter said, but 

e added that extremism will continue beyond a successful campaign. "We need to be thinking 
about terrorism more generally as a more enduring part of our national security mission," he said. 
Cyber capabilites are "not anywhere near where we should be as a country," and upgrades would 

be part of Carter's defense agenda, he said. "Deterrence requires that a potential enemy knows 
that you have the ability to respond:' 
"I don't think it's safe to keep bending" military strategy to accommodate the budget, Carter 
said, promising major reforms, a path out of "the wilderness of sequester" and to be "a stickler for 

chain of command:' 
Carter said he would not give in to pressure from the White House to accelerate the pace of 

releases from Guantanamo Bay. He also said he supported the exchange of five Tablian prisoners 
for US POW Bowe Bergdahl. 
Carter committed to reviews of the US nuclear weapons program, but staunchly defended the 
rationale for a ready US arsenal of nuclear arms. He also promised to review ways to improve the 

military's efforts to combat sexual assault. 
4 Feb 201516'02 

Senator Tillis asks about the size of the US navy fleet and its capabilities. "What would you share 
with us that should make us feel OK for some reduction in the fleet?" 

"You have to look at quality and not just quantity;' Carter says. 
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"We are the paramount navy in the world .... It allows us to be present when things break 

somewhere, whether it be a conflict or a natural disaster. You see the Americans show up first. 

How dio they do that? One of the ways they do that through the navy. So I have a strong interest 

.1 doing that not just through the quality but the quantity as well:' 

It's all about the budget, he concludes. 

4 Feb 201515,58 

Carter: 'Isis' defeat won't be the end of extremism' 

Updated at 4.02pm EST 

Alaskan senator Dan Sullivan asks about the endgame in the war against Isis, and Carter responds 

by saying that even though he sees an end to the terrorist group he thinks the US should take a 

broader perspective. 

"This won't be the end ofislamist extremist terrorism;' he says. "Our experience has been that 
this is a movement that changes and shifts and floats around the world?' 

He says that even though he hopes "Islamic extremism burns itself out" at some point, there are 

still dangerous and socially isolated groups and with outsize power provided by technology. 

"We need to be thinking about terrorism more generally as a more enduring part of our national 
security mission ... We need to be protecting people whatever [terrorists] are t]Updated _;it 4.05pm EST 

, Feb 2015 1558 

At this defining moment for America ... 

The need for a robust, independent press has never been greater. 

This year America will face an epic choice. The future of the White House and supreme court, 

abortion rights, climate policy and a range of other issues - all are in play. At the same time, an 

escalating global crisis makes rigorous reporting more important than ever. Across the world, similar 

challenges lie ahead: far-right populism, escalating inequality, and a growing number of autocrats in 

power. 

Readers like you help the Guardian deliver high-impact journalism from our newsrooms in America 

and around the world. As we look to the challenges of 2020, we're hoping to raise $1.Smfrom our US 

readers in January. Your support allows us to keep our reporting and analysis free and accessible to 

all and supports the global, progressive values we hold dear at the Guardian. 

Support the Guardian from as little as $1 and it only takes a minute. Thank you. Make a 

·0ntribution - The Guardian 

4 Feb 20151553 

Ernst asks about surveillance versus privacy, albeit in euphemistic terms. 
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She asks whether Carter has an opinion "in regards to protecting our national security interests" 

versus protecting the privacy of normal citizens. 

'.arter dodges slightly, saying, the government can "do a lot more" to protect Americans without 
invading their privacy. "The federal government does have a role in protecting the country from 

cyber attack in the same way ti has a role in protecting the country from other attacks." 

The government can share information it has collected about threats with private companies, 

Carter says, as well as can conduct and sponsor research for network defense. 

"We're not anywhere near where we should be as a country;' he says, and people "would be 

clamoring to do more" if they understood the threats out there. 

4 Feb 201515:48 

Joni Ernst of Iowa says that technological superiority is "one of our primary tools for dominance 

on the battlefield;' but worries about the advancing cyber capabilities of Russia, North Korea and 
other countries. 

Carter embraces her pitch. "Not only is our civilian infrastructure susceptible to cyber attack, but 

we have to be concerned about our military infrastructure. As you say, there's no point in having 

planes and ships and armored vehicles in today's world if the network itself is vulnerable." 

de says the network security in the Defense Department "is not where it should be" to defend 

against cyber attacks. 

4 Feb 201515:45 

Ayotte asks whether Carter thinks it wise to transfer Guantanamo detainees to Yemen, 
considering the current state of affairs in the peninsular nation. 

"That doesn't sound very sensible;' Carter says, predictably. 

Ayotte's last follow-up request is that Carter come to New Hampshire, showering Carter with yet 

another invitation to spend hang out with a senator in their home state. 

4 Feb 201515:42 

Updated at 3.59pm EST 

Senator Kelly Ayotte now asks about Russian violations about the INF treaty on nuclear 

weapons, including a new cruise missile recently revealed to be in development by the 

Federation. 

rm told it's quite clear that Russia has violated the INF treaty. What are we going to do about it?" 

We have options, Carter says: "I think we need to remind Russia that it's a two-way street ... if 
you're absolved from your restrictions under this treaty then we are too . ... I think there are 
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defensive steps that we can take, there are deterrent steps that we can take, and there are 

counterforce steps that we can take;' 

The judgement behind the INF treaty was we're both better off [with the treaty], but these are 

two way streets!' 

4 Feb 201515:38 

Martin Heinrich asks a follow-up question about inmates at Guantanamo Bay, and Carter agrees 

with him that there are people there who must remain imprisoned. 

"What can you do with the people in Guantanamo that need to be incarcerated;' Carter asks, "If 

not at Gitmo they need to be incarcerated!' 

"That's a very difficult question, it's partly a legal one'. it's partly a practical one." He says he'll 

work with the committee and the administration to find a solution, but that "it's plain as day that 

[some prisoners] need to be incarcerated in a super-max type place;' 

4 Feb 201515:35 

Cotton moves to Russia. "Right now there's fighting in Ukraine, much of it is over ... the so-called 

Minsk line where forces were separated in September;' 

:e talks about the "little green men" Russian soldiers wearing unmarked uniforms acting in 

support of the rebels. Cotton asks would those soldiers be in a violation of the Geneva 

conventions. 

"I don't know the international legal standard, Carter says, but "I think the little green men are 
part of the big lie, the big Putin lie, where he is clearly pretending he is not violating the integrity 

of a sovereign nation .... I don't know the legal sense but from the common sense of it" Putin has 

violated Ukraine's sovereignty. 

Cotton says he wants Nato "on the lookout for the little green men.'' 

4 Feb 2015 15:32 

Arkansas' Tom Cotton begins his second round of questions, and asks Carter whether he thinks a 

prisoner swap of five Taliban members for POW Bob Bergdahl was the right decision. 

"I have read the letters from all the joint chiefs of staff ... all of which express support for the 

decision. I don't want to speak for them but just speaking fro myself, it does just boil down to one 

thing, which you from your own distinguished service understand, that we have for decades and 

ecades and decades ... have a sacred duty to bring back our fallen;' 

"That was the motivation that the chiefs cited that motivated their support ... It obviously was a 

difficult decision to make because of the five people you cite, but knowing what I know about the 
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circumstances I would have supported it." 

Cotton is not happy: "Well I opposed it then and I oppose it now, and Bowe Bergdahl was not 

1llen, there were thousands of soldiers looking for him!' 

Cotton says Congress was not notified as the law requires about the prisoner swap, and asks for 

Carter's assurance that he will abide by the law. Carter assents. 

4 Feb 2015 15,27 

Cruz: "How would you characterize our objective with respect to Isis?" 

Updated at 3.39pm EST 

Carter: "To inflict a lasting defeat upon Isis. I only include the word 'lasting' because they need to 

stay defeated;' 

Cruz: "What would be required militarily, to destroy, or as you put it to inflict a lasting defeat on 

Isis?" 

Carter: "Militarily it would be a dismantlement of their forces and their networks, and to get to 

the point about lastingly, there's a political ingredient to this that I need to add, which is to have 

them replaced in Iraq, and in Syria, with a government that the people want to be part of, so that 

they don't have to be governed by maniacs and terrorists;' 

Feb 201515,25 

Cruz harps on Israel and Iran, saying that it's a matter of public knowledge that the nation 

possesses nuclear weapons. He says nobody wants nuclear weapons just because Israel does, but 

that the other nations in the area would desire them should Iran gain such arms. 

"The prospect ofiran having nuclear weapons is a pretty fearful matter, and you don't have to be 

an Israeli or an American [to think so]:' Carter answers. Cruz keeps hunting for a condemnation of 

US negotiations with Iran over the latter's nuclear program. He stops when Carter concedes "the 

negotiations have precisely the opposite objective" from keeping Iran completely free of nuclear 

technology. Updated at 3.27pm EST 

4 Feb 201515,20 

Senator Ted Cruz now takes center stage: "I have been for some time critical of the Obama 

administration's foreign policy;' Cruz begins, in understatement. 

He says he wants to talk about threats to America, starting with Iran: what danger would a 

nuclear-armed Iran pose to the United States? 

Carter: "In a phrase: exceptionally grave. That for two reasons, one: they might use them, and 

two: they might stimulate others to get them!' 
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Cruz: "What is it about the regime in Iran that poses a significant threat?" 

Carter: "Well if you take at face value what they say, they have the ambition to wipe off the face of 

1e map other nations, namely Israel. They have a along history of behaving in a disruptive way, 
of supporting terrorism, of trying to undermine other governments in the region!' 

4 Feb 201515,17 

King asks a follow-up about European defense spending. 

Carter: "I think they need to spend more on their own defense, because their own defense is our 

defense. That's what being an ally is about. I'd like to see them carry their full weight of being an 

ally. As I said earlier i don't think any American can be satisfied with the defense spending of our 

allies. I think it should be higher!' 

lofS 
Newest 
Oldest 
Topics 
• US national security 
• Obama administration 
• USSenate 

US politics 
• US military 
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'he money machine: how a high-profile 
orruption investigation fell apart 
After a revolution overthrew Ukraine's disgraced president, Theresa May 
promised to help the country's new leaders recover stolen assets. But the 
UK's first case collapsed within a year 
by Oliver Bullough 
Main image, MoneyMachine WebBanner Photograph, Guardian Design Team 

Wed 12 Apr 2017 01.00 EDT 

0 
n 11 March 2014, a London branch of the French bank BNP Paribas received a 
request from a Ukrainian lawyer. He asked the bank to close accounts belonging to 
his client and transfer their balances to Cyprus. 

The accounts contained a mere $23m, and the transaction should have been 
routine. But although the amount was unremarkable by the standards of the City, 

the times were not. Ukraine had just overthrown its president, Viktor Yanukovich, and the world 
was on the lookout for money that Yanukovich and his associates had stashed abroad. 

Yanukovich was a man whose corruption had to be seen to be believed. The colossal greed of the 
president and his cronies beggared the Ukrainian state and infuriated ordinary citizens. Tens of 
thousands of people protested in central Kiev throughout the winter of 2013-14, until Yanukovich 
fled Ukraine that February. After the revolution, protesters who broke into his private residence 
found vintage cars, ostriches, a drinking den shaped like a galleon. There were stacks of treasures 
in the garage; he had had no space left for them in his $3om, six-storey, log-built palace. 

The country's new government accused its predecessors of stealing $10obn, and the west -
perhaps embarrassed that so much of this money had ended up in its banks - promised to do what 
it could to help return it to Ukraine. 

At the end of April 2014, London hosted a summit that would- in the words of then-home 
secretary Theresa May "provide practical leadership and assistance to the Ukrainian 
government as they identify and recover assets looted under the Yanukovich regime ... It is the 
tangible manifestation of our shared determination to end the culture of impunity, and prevent 
our open societies and open economies from being abused by corrupt individuals to launder and 
hide stolen funds." 

Dozens of countries sent representatives to the summit, from the United States and the United 
Kingdom down to the tiniest tax havens: Bermuda, Monaco, the Isle of Man. On the summit's 
final afternoon, Britain's then-attorney general, Dominic Grieve QC, made a dramatic 
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announcement: the UK had already joined the fight. A transfer had been flagged as suspicious, 
and British authorities had frozen the account and initiated a money-laundering investigation. 

"This week the UK's Serious Fraud Office (SFO) announced that it is investigating allegations of 
_orruption linked to the Yanukovich regime and has obtained a court order to restrain assets 
valued at approximately $23m:' Grieve told the assembled delegates. "There will be no effective 
deterrent for corruption whilst levels of detection of illicit financial flows and recovery of 
misappropriated assets remain small." 

If the frozen $23m was indeed linked to corruption in Ukraine, it would still be only a fraction of 
what Yanukovich and his associates had been accused of embezzling. But the case was intended 
to send a message about the west's determination to make sure Ukraine could regain what had 
been stolen, and that its looters be punished. This pleasingly specific number, $23m, dominated 
headlines from the summit, where it was held up as concrete proof that the rulers of the west 
were finally helping the rest of the world fight corruption. 

"The message is clear;' May said. "We are making it harder than ever for corrupt regimes or 
individuals around the world to move, hide and profit from the proceeds of their crime." 

For decades, hundreds of billions of dollars have vanished from the world's poorest countries, 
finding their way - via the tax and secrecy havens of Europe, south-east Asia and the Caribbean -
into the banking system, real estate and luxury goods markets of the west. According to the World 
Bank, between $20bn and $40bn is stolen each year by public officials from developing countries. 
Rich countries returned only $14 7.2m worth of these assets between 2010 and 2012 far less than 
,ne cent out of every misappropriated dollar. And that may even understate the scale of the 
,.iroblem. Some lawyers involved in asset-recovery cases estimate the volume of money 
embezzled globally at around $ltn a year, which makes the tiny amount of money recovered look 
even feebler. 

As both a financial centre that launders an estimated £10obn a year and a prime real estate market 
for the investors of crooked cash, London has a special responsibility in the fight against 
corruption - one that it has rarely accepted. The 2014 summit - much like David Cameron's highly 
publicised global Anti-Corruption Summit in 2016 - was intended to show Britain's determination 
to live up to its responsibilities. 

Instead, the case of the $23m collapsed within a year when a British judge ruled that the SFO 
had built its case on "conjecture and suspicion", and ordered the money returned to its owner. 
This is the story of how a very high-profile corruption investigation fell apart - and what it means 
for Ukraine and the UK. 

Y 
anukovich was not the first Ukrainian politician to engage in corruption, but he was 
certainly the best at it. In fact, the word corruption is a misleading one for Ukraine, 
since it implies a dishonest cancer afflicting an otherwise healthy organism, whereas 
in this case it was the other way round. Corruption was the system, and it 
metastasised into any parts of the state apparatus that remained healthy. 

,1 the three years after Yanukovich took office in 2010, Ukraine slipped from an already disastrous 
134th on Transparency International's corruption perceptions index down to 144th putting it 
level with countries such as the Central African Republic and Nigeria, which are synonymous with 
shadiness and mismanagement. But the financial damage that Yanukovich and his predecessors 
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did to Ukraine is hard to measure in simple numbers. At the time of its independence in 1991, 
Ukraine's economy was almost as large as Poland's; now, it is a third of the size. 

vanukovich and his allies controlled the country's legal system, within which prosecutors have 
Jroad discretionary powers to initiate or block investigations providing unlimited opportunities 
for extortion. They could deny export licenses, delay tax rebates, inflate medicine prices - and 
demand bribes in return. To outside observers, it seemed that the only opposition came from 
investigative journalists and activists who revealed the backroom deals that had carved up 
Ukraine's economy. 

To frustrate any potential investigations, Ukraine's rulers became masters of the offshore world's 
network of tax havens. Once money was stolen, it was invested in European and American assets 
hidden at the end of intricate chains of shell companies, registered through tax havens in the 
Indian Ocean, Europe and the Caribbean. It is Cyprus, rather than Russia, Germany or America, 
that dominates the Ukrainian economy: an astonishing 92% of Ukraine's outward investment 
flowed into the Mediterranean tax haven in 2014. 

Former president Viktor Yanukovych and his allies are accused of 
stealing vast wealth from the Ukrainian people. Photograph, 
Stanislav l<rasilnikov/TASS 

The secrecy of these offshore centres allowed the oligarchs around Yanukovich to keep the 
precise details of their deals hidden from the public but ordinary Ukrainians knew enough to be 
angry. If Ukraine's 2014 revolution was about any one thing, it was about this corruption. 
Yanukovich and his allies had stolen as much as they could; more than they could ever need. And 
even the most apolitical citizens could see that infrastructure was rotting, medicines were scarce, 
schools were falling apart. The armed forces were so demoralised by the degeneration of the 
homeland they were supposed to defend that when Vladimir Putin invaded Crimea, a Ukrainian 
admiral defected as soon as Russia asked him to. 

The UK government trumpeted the freezing of the $23m for two reasons. First, it was meant to be 
the initial installment of many billions that would eventually help to rebuild Ukraine. If that sum 
could be confiscated and returned, perhaps so too could the hundreds of millions stashed in 
London, Latvia, Luxembourg, Liechtenstein and elsewhere. Second, the successful prosecution of 
~ regime insider would send a message to the world's kleptocrats: your money isn't safe in 
.ondon any more. 

he $23m was held in bank accounts at BNP Paribas belonging to two companies, which were in 
turn controlled by a Ukrainian politician named My kola Zlochevsky. A large man with a shaved 
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T 
head, Zlochevsky wears boxy suits, dislikes fastening the top button of his shirt, and 
has been a fixture of Ukraine's public life for two decades. In 2013, according to the 
Ukrainian news weekly, Focus, which almost certainly understated his fortune, he 
was Ukraine's 86th richest man and worth $146m. 

In 2010, after Yanukovich won the election, Zlochevsky became natural resources 
minister. That position gave him oversight of all energy companies operating in Ukraine, 
including the country's largest independent gas company, Burisma. The potential for a conflict of 
interest should have been clear, because Zlochevsky himself controlled Burisma. But there was no 
public outcry about this, because almost no one in Ukraine knew about it. Zlochevsky owned his 
businesses via Cyprus, a favoured haven for assets unobtrusively controlled by high-ranking 
officials in the Yanukovich administration. 

In response to my questions about the freezing of Zlochevsky's $23m, his London law firm, Peters 
& Peters, insisted that their client never benefited personally from the decisions that he took 
while in office. "Mr Zlochevsky has followed the Jetter and spirit of the law in his role as civil 
servant and has, at all times, held himself to the highest moral and ethical standards in his 
business dealings and public functions;' Peters & Peters said in a statement. "Our clients have 
fallen victim to an entrenched and a cynical programme of smear campaigns and 
misinformation." 

"Mr Zlochevsky's wealth is not a result of corruption or criminal conduct:' the law firm told me. 
"He made his wealth before entering office:' 

Tt is true that Zlochevsky was a wealthy man before 2010. Burisma's website makes clear that the 
.,eriods when it has performed best have consistently coincided with the high points in its 
owner's political career. During a previous Yanukovich government, in 2003-5, Zlochevsky 
chaired the State Committee for Natural Resources, and companies under his control won licenses 
to explore for oil. Then Yanukovich fell from grace, and the new government tried to strip 
Zlochevsky's companies of their oil exploration rights - and he had to sue the government in 
order to keep them. Yanukovich won the presidency in 2010 and Zlochevsky became a minister. 
The good times returned: Burisma gained nine production licenses and its annual production rose 
sevenfold. After the revolution, Zlochevsky left the administration. 

According to a court judgment from January 2015, the $23m in the account that had been frozen in 
London was the proceeds of the sale of an oil storage facility, which Zlochevsky had owned via a 
shell company in the British Virgin Islands, a tax haven that does not reveal who controls the 
many thousands of companies based there. The $23m arrived in London from Latvia, a minimally 
regulated Eastern European country, where banks are famously welcoming towards money from 
the former Soviet Union. 

On 14 April 2014, the money was frozen at a special court hearing in London requested by the 
Serious Fraud Office. As described in the later court judgment, the SFO argued that "there were 
reasonable grounds to believe that the defendant [Zlochevsky] had engaged in criminal conduct 
in Ukraine and the funds in the BNP account were believed to be the proceeds of such criminal 

-:mduct". 

The SFO investigator Richard Gould claimed in the April 2014 court hearing that Zlochevsky's dual 
position in Ukraine as both a politician and a businessman gave "rise to a clear inference of a 
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wilful and dishonest exploitation of a direct conflict of interest by a man holding an important 
public office such as to amount to an abuse of the public's trust in him". 

'T'he SFO further argued that "the complicated pattern of offshore holding companies established 
.vhen he was still a serving minister was effectively to conceal his beneficial ownership of 
Burisma", which it deemed inherently suspicious. 

By 20 May 2014, Gould had obtained 6,170 electronic documents from BNP Paribas related to 
Zlochevsky's money, and assembled a special team to examine them. He also wanted evidence 
from Ukraine, so he wrote to the head of the international department of the general prosecutors' 
office, Vitaly Kasko, in Kiev. 

A lean man with a sharp chin and luxuriant head of black hair, Kasko had been invited into the 
prosecutor's office after the revolution, and made responsible for negotiations with all the 
western countries that had promised to help at the London summit. He had previously served as 
a prosecutor, but quit when Yanukovich came to power in 2010 - this ensured that Kasko was 
personally untainted by corruption. He was also popular with activists, since he provided legal 
support for protesters dragged before Yanukovich's courts during the revolution. 

Ukraine was at the time in a state of turmoil. Russia had annexed the peninsula of Crimea, and 
was aiding pro-Russian rebels in Ukraine's eastern provinces. Kiev had lost control of Donetsk and 
Luhansk, two of the country's most important cities, and protesters' barricades still dominated 
the centre of the capital. The country needed a new president and, that May, elected a magnate 
named Petro Poroshenko. Although he had served as a minister under Yanukovich and was 
1iimself a billionaire, Poroshenko pledged to sell his confectionery business, to govern only in the 
,1terests of the people, to prosecute the corrupt former insiders and to bring an end to the old 

way of doing things, including in the prosecutors' office. For too long, prosecutors had been 
acting essentially as gangsters in uniform, rather than investigating crimes. 

Considering how central prosecutors had been to Yanukovich's corrupt regime, there were 
significant doubts over both the honesty, and competence of Ukraine's lawmen, but Kasko was 
hopeful that his colleagues would see the importance of regaining the $23m and thus do all they 
could to help the SFO. He told me that he translated the British request, sent it to his boss, and 
awaited results. 

"The investigation began but, no matter how much we pushed the investigators, it was not 
effective:' Kasko told me. Even when Zlochevsky's lawyers announced they would contest the 
freezing of the $23m in a London court, the Ukrainian prosecutors still failed to send the SFO the 
evidence it needed to maintain the freezing order. "First the British wrote to me, then the 
Americans, with questions about what was happening with the investigation;' Kasko 
remembered. 

It was hardly the mutual trust and cooperation supposedly created by the London summit. US 
and British diplomats were begging Ukraine to investigate a case, which, if it were successful, 
would benefit Ukraine, and yet nothing appeared to be happening. Eventually, six months after 
~ould first wrote to him, Kasko stepped decisively outside his area of responsibility, and wrote to 
.is boss in the prosecutor's office to demand action. 

"I said I wanted this to be investigated properly, that the Brits be told about it, and they get what 
they wanted;' recalled Kasko. "He said, 'If you want, get on with it:" It was hardly the most 
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enthusiastic of endorsements, but it was enough for Kasko. He forced investigators to work 
evenings, and weekends. They put together a dossier of evidence that Kasko felt supported the 
SFO's argument "that the defendant's assets were the product of criminal wrongdoing when he 
·,eld public office", sent it to the SFO, and announced officially that Zlochevsky was suspected of 
ct criminal offence in Ukraine. 

It was only thanks to Kasko that the SFO had received any useful documents from Ukraine at all. 
"I asked the Brits, 'What else do we need to do?'" Kasko remembered. "And they said: 'That's fine, 
that's more than enough to defend the freezing order in court':' 

T 
heir confidence was misplaced. In January 2015, Mr Justice Nicholas Blake, sitting in 
the Old Bailey, rejected the SFO's argument. "The case remains a matter of 
conjecture and suspicion," he wrote in his judgment. To confiscate assets, 
prosecutors have to prove that the frozen money related to a specific crime and, he 
ruled, the SFO had totally failed to do so. 

It was a humiliating reverse for British law enforcement, and for Gould, the lead investigator, who 
then moved to another agency. (Gould told me in July 2015 that he was "personally 
disappointed", but declined to comment further.) The judge unfroze the $23m and handed it back 
to Zlochevsky. 

The British government had made a big announcement of the original decision to seize the funds, 
but did not publicise this reversal. It is not hard to understand why. It was, after all, an 
embarrassing setback for the UK, which had held up this particular case as a sign of its 
·ommitment to confiscate money belonging to Yanukovich's allies and return it to the people of 
Jkraine. 

When I contacted the SFO in May 2015, a spokeswoman told me: "We are disappointed we were 
not provided with the evidence by authorities in the Ukraine necessary to keep this restraint 
order in place", but declined to comment further because she said the investigation was ongoing. 
In January of this year, I contacted Dominic Grieve, who had made the dramatic announcement of 
the asset freezing. He is still an MP, but no longer in the government. He told me he had no 
recollection of the case. 

Zlochevsky's lawyers at Peters & Peters told me that the judge had "ruled unequivocally that there 
was not reasonable grounds to allege that our client had benefited from any criminal conduct". 
Burisma's lawyers have since repeatedly referred to the ruling as evidence of their client's 
vindication, which calls into question the decision of the UK government to use this particular 
case as an example of its determination to recover assets and return them to Ukraine, when it had 
been unable to prove that there were sufficient grounds to keep the $23m frozen. 

When Kasko read the judge's ruling, he had questions, but of a rather different nature. At the 
hearing, the tycoon's lawyers had not just attacked the case against their client, but also produced 
evidence of his innocence, evidence that came from the unlikeliest of sources. Justice Blake's 21-
page judgment made reference half a dozen times to a letter, dated 2 December 2014, signed by 
·omeone in the Ukrainian prosecutor's office, which stated baldly that Zlochevsky was not 
Juspected of any crime. 
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Anti-government protests in Kiev, on 25 January 2014. Photograph: 
Arturas Morozovas/AP 

Kasko felt this was bizarre. Everyone in a senior position at the prosecutor's office must have 
known he was leading a frenzied investigation into Zlochevsky at that precise time, so how could 
anyone have signed off on a letter saying that no investigation was going on? The letter appeared 
to be crucial to the judge's ruling, which stated that Zlochevsky "was never named as a suspect 
for embezzlement or indeed any other offence, let alone one related to the exercise of improper 
influence in the grant of exploration and production licenses". 

As Kasko saw it, his colleagues had failed to help him when he begged them to investigate 
Zlochevsky. But when it came to writing a letter to help the tycoon, he believed they had happily 
'one so. 

According to Kasko, there were really only three possible reasons for why a senior Ukrainian 
prosecutor would have written a letter for Zlochevsky rather than assisting Kasko. He was either 
incompetent, corrupt or both. Peters & Peters did not respond to specific questions about the 
letter ("the allegations implied by your questions ... are untrue and entirely without foundation"). 

Whatever the explanation for this mysterious letter, the case highlighted a crucial flaw in 
countries' efforts to cooperate across borders. Even in the rare cases when the UK does freeze a 
foreign official's property, it is dependent for evidence from colleagues abroad who usually have 
fewer resources, less training and a decades-long tradition of institutionalised corruption. That 
means that any misconduct or incompetence by the Ukrainian prosecutors can undermine a case 
in the UK as surely as if the same actions were committed by the SFO. 

Z 
lochevsky is not the only former Ukrainian official to have assets frozen abroad. As 
part of western assistance to the new Ukrainian government, European countries 
have blocked the assets ofYanukovich and a couple of dozen others. The asset freeze 
was intended to give Ukrainian prosecutors time to investigate and prosecute, and 
thus prevent the individuals involved burying assets in their favourite tax havens. 
The totals involved around £22om in cash and property - would buy a lot of 

medicine and build a lot of roads. 

i'he man in Ukraine responsible for gathering the evidence against many of the individuals whose 
assets have been frozen abroad is Sergei Gorbatyuk, head of the prosecutors' special 
investigations department. When we met in April last year, he looked tired and crumpled in a 
baggy grey suit; it was late in the evening, the only time he had free after a long day. Unusually for 
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a high-ranking official in the prosecutors' office, he has a reputation for honesty, which is why 
several anti-corruption activists recommended that I talk to him. 

"Our main problem is that these high-ranking officials' assets are all registered abroad, in Monaco, 
.JI Cyprus, or Belize, or the British Virgin Islands, and so on, and we write requests to them, we 
wait for three or four years, or there's no response at all. And that's that, and it all falls apart;' he 
said. "The asset has been re-registered five times just while we're waiting for an answer:' 

Even when foreign officials did reply to his letters, Gorbatyuk explained, he then had to find a 
way to understand what they had written. The authorities in Monaco for example had forwarded 
him 4,000 pages of documentation relating to one oligarch in French, Arabic and English, which 
he had received eight months previously but was yet to read. The official translators had waited 
for four months to tell him they were too busy to do the job, then an outside contractor proved 
incapable of managing it, and, he says, his bosses kept blocking the other suggestions he brought 
them. "This is the insanity of our whole system, this is everywhere. I get the impression no one 
wants anything to happen;' he said. 

And if previous cases are any guide, progress will continue to be slow. In one of the few examples 
of a Ukrainian corruption-related charge that has gone to court, ex-Prime Minister Pavlo 
Lazarenko was found guilty in California in 2004 of money laundering, and sentenced to 97 
months in prison. Lazarenko had fled Ukraine back in 1999, when he fell out of favour with the 
then-president. He tried to claim asylum in the United States but instead became the first foreign 
leader convicted oflaundering money through the American financial system. 

\lthough the conviction was successful, the asset recovery process remains blocked. A total of 
,,271m of Lazarenko's money is frozen in Guernsey, Antigua, Switzerland, Liechtenstein and 
Lithuania, but Washington has been unable to recover it for a decade. And this is not an unusual 
case. The World Bank has an asset recovery database, which shows that cases have dragged on in 
western courts for more than 10 years in connection to money from Liberia, El Salvador, Kenya, 
Democratic Republic of the Congo, the Philippines, Zambia and elsewhere. 

In evidence submitted to a parliamentary committee last year, the Serious Fraud Office said the 
obstacles put in its path by offshore jurisdictions were a key cause of these delays. "Top tier 
defendants are highly sophisticated and operate internationally. They are likely to be acutely 
aware of those jurisdictions with an environment that is favourable to them, and from which it is 
very difficult (and in some cases impossible) to either trace benefit or recover assets;' the SFO 
said. "Such defendants are also likely to be astute in their use of financial products and other 
devices which they use to disguise their economic benefit from any crime." 

0 
n 8 March 2015, David Sakvarelidze, then Ukraine's first deputy general prosecutor, 
appeared on a Ukrainian news programme and made a dramatic accusation - that 
Ukrainian prosecutors had taken a bribe to help Zlochevsky. 

The source for Sakvarelidze's claim was an unnamed foreign consultant working 
within Ukrainian law enforcement. "A high-ranking official in the prosecutors' 

,ffice told him [the consultant] he suspected that one official had taken a bribe of $7m;' 
..,akvarelidze alleged in his television appearance. "It's shameful of course. People like that should 
not represent this country:' (Sakvarelidze did not respond to interview requests. The allegation 
has not been proven, but it is the subject of an investigation by the newly established National 
Anti-Corruption Bureau of Ukraine.) 
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Sakvarelidze, an ethnic Georgian, had been hired just weeks earlier to help clean up the law 
enforcement system and he set to work. Progress was slow, however. In fact, it was so slow that 
the US ambassador to Ukraine, Geoffrey Pyatt, decided to make an astonishingly forthright 
·'lterjection. In September 2015, speaking in the southern Ukrainian city of Odessa, Pyatt stated 
.hat prosecutors "were asked by the UK to send documents supporting the seizure" of the $23m, 
but "instead sent letters to Zlochevsky's attorneys attesting there was no case against him". 
"Those responsible for subverting the case by authorising those letters should - at a minimum -
be summarily terminated:' he said. 

The allegation was part of a long and damning speech, in which he laid out just how little Ukraine 
had reformed its law enforcement bodies, something that makes recovering the millions stashed 
overseas unlikely if not impossible. 

Ukraine's national finances are currently dependent on the International Monetary Fund, where 
the dominant voice belongs to the United States. Pyatt was not just any ambassador therefore, but 
the local representative of the government's paymaster. He was putting Ukraine on notice - sort 
out the prosecutor's office, because America is getting annoyed. But it didn't work. Rival 
prosecutors opened criminal cases against two ofKasko's investigators, and their allies in other 
institutions. "Sadly, the protection racket we uncovered ... turned out to be just the tip of the 
iceberg;' Sakvarelidze wrote on Facebook in October 2015. 

Change could only be won when international lenders forced President Poroshenko to act. It was 
tough talk from the west that obliged Ukraine's parliament - long referred to sarcastically as the 
biggest business club in Europe - to create the anti-corruption bureau and a dedicated anti-
0rruption prosecution service. And it was only the bluntest oflanguage from US officials that 

,arced the Ukrainian government to fire crooked prosecutors. According to a valedictory 
interview by the former vice president Joe Biden in the Atlantic, Poroshenko only sacked the 
lawman blocking Kasko's reforms because Biden made a direct threat. "Petro, you're not getting 
your billion dollars;' Biden said he had told Ukraine's president. "You can keep the [prosecutor] 
general. Just understand, we're not paying if you do." 

Bid en was Washington's point man on Ukraine throughout the Obama administration, and 
consistently encouraged reformers and chided their opponents. In a speech in Ukraine's 
parliament in December 2015, he said the country could not hope to reform itself on European 
lines or regain its money, if it did not do something about its entrenched corruption. "You cannot 
name me a single democracy in the world where the cancer of corruption is prevalent;' he told 
parliament. "It's not enough to set up a new anti-corruption bureau and establish a special 
prosecutor fighting corruption. The Office of the General Prosecutor desperately needs reform:' 

By then, however, almost two years had passed since the revolution and many Ukrainians had 
become disillusioned. The credibility of the United States was not helped by the news that since 
May 2014, Biden's son Hunter had been on the board of directors of Burisma, Zlochevsky's 
company. 

The White House insisted the position was a private matter for Hunter Bid en, and unrelated to his 
-1ther's job, but that is not how anyone I spoke to in Ukraine interpreted it. Hunter Biden is an 
c1ndistinguished corporate lawyer, with no previous Ukraine experience. Why would a Ukrainian 
tycoon hire him? 
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Hunter Eiden failed to reply to questions I sent him, but he told the Wall Street Journal in 
December 2015 that he had joined Burisma "to strengthen corporate governance and 
transparency at a company working to advance energy security". That was not an explanation 
1-iat many people found reassuring. The Washington Post was particularly damning: "The 

-1ppointment of the vice president's son to a Ukrainian oil board looks nepotistic at best, nefarious 
at worst;' it wrote, shortly after Hunter Bi den's appointment. "You have to wonder how big the 
salary has to be to put US soft power at risk like this. Pretty big, we'd imagine;' 

I 
n September last year, a court in Kiev cancelled the arrest warrant against Zlochevsky, 
ruling that prosecutors had failed to make any progress in their investigation. That same 
month, the Latvian media reported that Ukraine had not helped a police investigation into 
money laundering, so 50m frozen euros had passed into the Latvian state budget instead 
of being returned to Ukraine. 

"I get the impression our foreign partners are disappointed by our failure to make progress 
tackling corruption, and that's why they are paying us less attention;' said Kasko, who is now 
back in private practice, as he was during the Yanukovich years. Meanwhile, President 
Poroshenko's approval rating is stuck in the low teens. He has failed to fulfil his promise to sell off 
his business empire, and was revealed in the Panama Papers leaks to be still engaged in 
structuring his assets offshore. His London law firm has recently been sending out threatening 
letters to journalists tempted to repeat accusations of corruption levelled at him by a former 
insider who has fled to the UK. 

Theresa May and US attorney general Eric Holder (left) at the 
Ukraine Forum on Asset Recovery in 2014. Photograph: Getty Images 

Kasko resigned on 15 February last year, accusing the prosecutor's office of being a "hotbed of 
corruption". Sakvarelidze was sacked a month later and charged with a "gross violation of the 
rules of prosecutorial ethics". The whole reforming team came and went, without jailing anyone 
or recovering a single oligarch's foreign fortune. Kasko told me he had resigned because he saw no 
point in waiting around impotently while his superiors undermined his cases. "I didn't want to 
stay there like the Queen ofEngland and watch," he said. "The biggest problem in the 
prosecutor's office is corruption. Sakvarelidze and I went in to fight against it, and they threw us 
'"'lilt." 

Last year, Kasko's successor formally apologised to the SFO on behalf of the Ukrainian 
prosecutor's office for its role in the failure of the case of the $23m. 



20538

270 

All in all, the UK chose an unfortunate way to demonstrate "a strong commitment to the people of 
Ukraine", as Theresa May stated in April 2014. But this unseemly episode highlights many of the 
reasons why so little of the cash stolen from poor countries is ever returned to them. Money can 
~ow unhindered between countries, but police officers cannot, so it is always more difficult to 
;>rosecute a crime than to commit one. 

At the start of each year, Ukraine budgets for the money it plans to reclaim from its deposed 
rulers, and at the end of the year activists from the Anti-Corruption Action Centre (an NGO that 
oversees recruitment of Ukraine's new anti-corruption detectives) calculate how much of that 
money prosecutors actually found. 

In the first nine months of 2016, the government intended to confiscate £2som. They actually 
retrieved just £4,500 - 0.0018% of the planned total. 

They are not alone in struggling to get a grip on fraud. In its report to parliament last year, the SFO 
said it was failing to retain key investigators in the face of competition from banks, private 
investigators and other well-resourced City companies, something that complicates already tricky 
cases. If even the SFO considers itself under-resourced and out-gunned in the battle against the 
kleptocrats and their offshore empires, then the problem is still more severe in Ukraine. Things 
are likely to get worse as the window of opportunity provided by enthusiastic foreign assistance is 
closing fast. Joe Eiden is gone now from the White House (although Hunter remains on the 
Burisma board), and Pyatt has left Kiev for a new ambassadorial posting. 

With Donald Trump in power, the tiresome American pressure for reform in Ukraine may well be 
, thing of the past. Among European allies, France and Germany have elections this year and thus 
Jther things to worry about, as of course does post-Brexit Britain. When I sought comments on 
what the government was now doing to help Ukraine regain its assets, I was batted back and forth 
between the Home Office and the Foreign Office for a few days, before they eventually provided a 
joint statement sourced to a "government spokesperson", confirming that Britain was committed 
to everything it has always been committed to. 

"The UK is a strong supporter of the Ukrainian government's reform process, and in particular the 
fight against corruption, which needs to proceed quickly;' they said, by email. That is 
undoubtedly true, but sadly the global situation is looking ever less favourable. 

Ukrainian politicians have consistently failed to keep their resolutions without foreign 
governments stiffening their resolve and, with that pressure fading away, there will now be little 
to stop them returning to their old ways. The old oligarchs appear to be feeling as secure as they 
have done for a while, and Ukrainians who have long been on the defensive are reaching out for 
new friends. 

On 19 January, the day before Trump's inauguration, Zlochevsky's gas company announced it was 
becoming a funder of the Atlantic Council, a prominent Washington thinktank. The Atlantic 
Council declined to say exactly how much money the tycoon had offered, only that his donation 
had been between $100,000 and $249,000. A month later, Burisma hired a new director. Joseph 
~.ofer Black does not appear to have any more experience of Ukraine than his colleague Hunter 
Jiden but - as an ex-ambassador and a former director of the CIA's counterterrorism centre under 
George W Bush - he is likely to have lots of useful contacts in Washington. 
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Zlochevsky's last public appearance was in June 2016 at a Burisma-organised alternative energy 
forum, co-hosted in Monaco by Prince Albert II, who made the keynote speech. Photographs of 
the event showed Hunter Eiden posing with various comfortably retired ex-politicians, wearing a 
',Jue suit twinned with highly-polished brown shoes. Zlochevsky was tanned and healthy in an 
Jpen-necked shirt, while a more formally dressed Prince Albert placed a solicitous hand on his 
back. 

Support for this article was provided by a grant from the Pulitzer Center on Crisis Reporting . 

. Follow the Long Read on Twitter at @gdnlongread, or sign up to the long read weekly email 
here 

America faces an epic choice ... 
... in the coming year, and the results will define the country for a generation. These are perilous 
times. Over the last three years, much of what the Guardian holds dear has been threatened 
democracy, civility, truth. This US administration is establishing new norms of behaviour. Anger 
and cruelty disfigure public discourse and lying is commonplace. Truth is being chased away. But 
with your help we can continue to put it center stage. It will be defining year and we're asking for 
your help as we prepare for 2020. 

Rampant disinformation, partisan news sources and social media's tsunami of fake news is no 
basis on which to inform the American public in 2020. The need for a robust, independent press 
has never been greater, and with your help we can continue to provide fact-based reporting that 
offers public scrutiny and oversight. We are also committed to keeping our journalism open and 
,ccessible to everyone and with your help we can keep it that way. 

"America is at a tipping point, finely balanced between truth and lies, hope and hate, civility and 
nastiness. Many vital aspects of American public life are in play - the Supreme Court, abortion 
rights, climate policy, wealth inequality, Big Tech and much more. The stakes could hardly be 
higher. As that choice nears, the Guardian, as it has done for 200 years, and with your continued 
support, will continue to argue for the values we hold dear - facts, science, diversity, equality and 
fairness." US editor, John Mulholland 

On the occasion of its 100th birthday in 1921 the editor of the Guardian said, "Perhaps the chief 
virtue of a newspaper is its independence. It should have a soul of its own." That is more true than 
ever. Freed from the influence of an owner or shareholders the Guardian's robust independence is 
our unique driving force and guiding principle. 

We also want to say a huge thank you to everyone who has supported the Guardian in 2019. You 
provide us with the motivation and financial support to keep doing what we do. We hope to 
surpass our goal by early January. Every contribution, big or small, will help us reach it. Make a 
year-end gift from as little as $1. Thank you. 
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Welcome to Ukraine, the most corrupt nation in Europe 
While the conflict with Russia heats up in the east, life for most Ukrainians is marred by corruption so 
endemic that even hospitals appear to be infected. Can anyone clean the country up? 

Oliver Bullough 
Fri 6 Feb 2015 03.43 EST 

U
kraine's National Cancer Institute occupies three smoke-grey, six-storey blocks in a 
residential district on the edge of Kiev. The external walls are tiled, with occasional 
scars where the bricks peep through. When Soviet workmen completed the facade, 
they built the date - "1968" - into it. Since then, maintenance appears to have been 
erratic. Nonetheless, business at the institute has always been brisk, and is getting 

brisker. 

Half of Ukraine's men, and a fifth of its women, smoke; the national diet is heavy with animal fat; 
the national drink is vodka. Radiation from the Chernobyl disaster spread thyroid cancers 
.1roughout the 1980s generation, increasing the incidence among children tenfold. There are few 

family doctors, which means that breast, prostate and bowel tumours often go undetected for 
months. Survival rates for these cancers are among the worst in Europe. 

https:/!wvlW.theguardian,com/news/2015/feb/04Nre!come-to-the--most-corrupt-nation-in-europe-ukraine 1/13 
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In 2008, Professor Igor Shchepotin, an experienced Ukrainian-born surgeon, predicted in a 
magazine interview that the number of new diagnoses of cancer would continue to rise from 
165,000 annually to 200,000 by 2020. That year, President Viktor Yushchenko picked Shchepotin 
'Ut as Ukraine's champion in a new war on cancer. Shchepotin took charge of the Cancer 

,nstitute, which is both the country's leading cancer hospital and its premier research institution, 
and was granted extensive powers to mend Ukraine's health, including a budget independent of 
the health ministry, so that he could buy his own medicines and equipment. In Britain, he would 
be known as the "cancer tsar"; in Ukraine, he is called the "chief oncologist". And he has been an 
effective one, according to the institute's own assessment. 

"Under the leadership of Professor Shchepotin, new approaches, conceptions and technology 
have been introduced, new principles for treating cancer patients, a significant proportion of 
whom have been returned to a fully active life;' the institute said in a summary of its work 
published in April. 

The Cancer Institute, though no more modern inside than out, feels reassuring. Surgeons in white 
coats discuss cases as they walk to the operating theatres. Nurses bustle around, bearing armfuls 
of folders. In the corridors, patients sit on folding cinema-style seats talking on their phones, 
while their relatives try to catch the doctors' attention. Old women dressed in green scrubs mop 
floors with disinfectant, giving the building a chemical tang that clings to your clothes long after 
you leave. 

It feels like a place where patients can come knowing that the goal is to get them well again. But 
three surgeons working here, a former health minister, patients and anti-corruption activists all 
laim that this is not the whole story. They claim that the hospital, like government bodies all over 

Jkraine, appears to have been infected by corruption. And despite widespread public anger at the 
nation's corruption problem, which has provoked two revolutions in a decade, no one appears 
able or willing to do anything about it. 

*** 

"Presumably there is money;' said Konstantin Sidorenko, a consultant anaesthetist at the 
institute, when we first met in July. "But for some reason that money doesn't reach the most 
important places, like intensive care. So it means we have to earn everything ourselves." 

The phrase "earn everything ourselves", he explained, is a euphemism for taking bribes, though 
Sidorenko was quick to point out that this wasn't something he wanted to do. He led the team of 
doctors running intensive care, so he was responsible for the institute's most vulnerable patients. 
Clinically, he felt he had no choice but to take the money. 

We were on the sixth floor, sitting in his office, which was about the size of a typical bathroom. 
Sidorenko, who had greying, wavy hair and a friendly, open face, reached into the pocket of his 
white coat and took out a small cubic box. It contained an oxygen sensor for a respirator, the 
machines that provide air for patients unable to breathe for themselves. Each sensor costs around 
4,000 hryvnias (UAH), currently £164, and each of his 10 respirators needs a replacement sensor 
't least once a year: UAH 40,000 (£1,649) in total. And that is just a tiny part of the money he 
,eeds to keep his machines working, which exceeds UAH 700,000 (£28,850) annually. For the last 

two years, he claimed, the institute had not provided him with sufficient money for maintenance, 
despite his repeated requests at clinical meetings. 

https://www.theguardian com/news/2015/feb/04/welcome--to-the~most-corrupt-natlon-1n-europe-ukraine 2113 
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"I have equipment worth millions, and I need to service it or it will break and my patients will die. 
I need to service it, but where do I get the money?" In other words, he had a dilemma: be honest 
and a bad doctor, or take bribes and be a good doctor. It is humiliating, but there is only one 
·nswer. "My doctors understand, and the patients pay;' Sidorenko said. 

Behind my chair was a tall settle, the kind found in former Soviet flats from Kiev to Kamchatka. 
The top half was a display cabinet full of medical books and files. Below that was a cupboard. 
Sidorenko squeezed past me to open the door and brought out a stack of envelopes so tall it 
required both hands to steady it. Some of them were half an inch thick, and all of them were full 
of banknotes. 

He explained that almost all of his doctors collect the money from patients, then pass it on to him. 
He uses it to maintain the machines that keep his patients alive. These are the realities of being a 
doctor in Ukraine, he said. He was better qualified than most to assess the situation, since he sat 
on the commission that chooses which equipment the institute should buy. He said he had seen 
how the hospital systematically overpays for the equipment it buys and alleged that the institute 
had once bought a respirator for €130,000 more than it was worth. That €130,000 would have 
supplied his respirators with sensors for 40 years. Sidorenko had only one explanation for why 
the hospital would overpay for equipment: some managers were engaged in secret deals with the 
suppliers to defraud the state budget, and then dividing up the extra money among themselves. 
Essentially, Sidorenko's patients, via their kickbacks, were making up the shortfall. Shchepotin, 
the head of the institute, refused to comment on the specific allegations made by Sidorenko that 
such practices were taking place at the institute. 

'idorenko had another reason to be frustrated. He had 23 years of experience, but earned only 
<".300 a month, barely enough to feed his four young children, let alone to pay the numerous small 
bribes - to teachers, traffic police, plumbers, tax officers - that are part of everyday life in Ukraine. 

* * * 

Kiev has a grand opera house, cathedrals, chain stores, sweeping central avenues, a metro, 
everything required to make a place look European. But it resembles a modern European capital 
city only in the way the Cancer Institute resembles a hospital. Transparency International's 
Corruption Perceptions Index - the most widely used indicator of corruption worldwide - rates 
Ukraine 142nd in the world, alongside Uganda. In the latest ranking, it fell behind Nigeria. 

Since 1991, officials, members of parliament and businessmen have created complex and highly 
lucrative schemes to plunder the state budget. The theft has crippled Ukraine. The economy was 
as large as Poland's at independence, now it is a third of the size. Ordinary Ukrainians have seen 
their living standards stagnate, while a handful of oligarchs have become billionaires. 

Public fury has fuelled two revolutions. In 2004, street protests helped Viktor Yushchenko defeat 
an attempt by the then prime minister Viktor Yanukovych to rig the presidential election. During 
his five years in power, however, Yushchenko failed to dislodge the networks of patronage. Amid 
widespread disillusionment, he lost the 2010 election to Yanukovych, who was in turn driven out 
'ri February 2014, after corruption mutated into still more virulent forms. 

Officials from the general prosecutor's office, who were interviewed by Reuters, claimed that 
between 2010 and 2014, officials were stealing a fifth of the country's national output every year. 
This behaviour has infected all sectors of Ukrainian society. President Yanukovych lived in a vast 

https://www.theguardian_com/news/2015/feb/04/welcome-to-the-most-corrupt-na1ion-in-europe-ukraine 3113 
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palace on the edge of Kiev. After he fled, protesters found millions of dollars worth of paintings, 
icons, books and ceramics stacked in his garage. He'd had nowhere to display them. 

Andrei Semivolos stands outside the institute, in front of a Soviet 
mural depicting doctors fighting cancer. Photograph: Joel van Houdt 
for the Guardian 

The protesters camping out on the Maidan in central Kiev last winter wanted to prevent a repeat 
of 2004, when the old networks of corruption simply absorbed the new officials. Among those 
protesters was Andrei Semivolos, a pale, slim, dark-haired surgeon from the Cancer Institute with 
a mauve birthmark on his right temple. He had volunteered as a medic during the protests on the 
Maidan, patching up protesters beaten by police. He had returned to the institute determined to 
',elp change his workplace as he had helped change the government. 

One of President Yanukovych's last attempts to salvage his image had been a televised visit to the 
institute, when he had handed out gifts to sick children, their heads bald from chemotherapy. 
Shchepotin, the chief oncologist, stood by his side, beaming. The publicity stunt failed to 
rehabilitate Yanukovych's reputation, and a fortnight later, on 22 February 2014, he fled. Soon 
after, Shchepotin, who had previously been a loyal supporter ofYanukovych, announced that the 
institute would be raising money to support the new government's army a move that surprised 
Semivolos. To him, it sounded like Shchepotin was trying to ingratiate himself with the new 
order. 

Semivolos wrote a long Facebook post on 20 March, in which he criticised the way Ukraine is run, 
Shchepotin, and what he called "past-it Soviet relics". Facebook had played an important role in 
catalysing the protests that swelled into revolution over the winter. Ukrainians knew how such 
posts could go viral and quickly energise mass protests. Shchepotin moved fast to respond to 
Semivolos's criticism by convening the Cancer Institute's "collective". Gathering the "collective" 
is a Soviet-era practice that nominally allows workers to hold managers to account. Managers 
control attendance, however, meaning they can keep a tight grip on proceedings. 

"You get the impression that among us there is only one hero who won the revolution, and who's 
now fighting for the truth;' Shchepotin told the assembled crowd. "But you are seriously 
7-istaken, Dr Semivolos. Here are your colleagues and they are looking you in the eyes and saying 
.,hat they think of you." Shchepotin pointed out that Semivolos's team of doctors had the worst 
performance record in the hospital, and speculated that Semivolos had posted the criticism to 
distract attention from his own incompetence. Those present voted unanimously to condemn 
Semivolos and to declare his opinion of Shchepotin false. For good measure, TV cameras came in 

https://w.vw.theguardian.com/news/2015/feb/04/welcome-to-the-most-corrupt-natlon-in-europe-ukraine 4113 
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to film tearful co-workers upbraiding Semivolos for injuring the institute's reputation. Among a 
crowd of colleagues, he looked pale and alone. 

'n April, Semivolos responded by setting up a trade union with a dozen or so like-minded 
_olleagues. He organised two protests outside the health ministry to demand an investigation into 
the hospital, to ask - among other questions - why no action had been taken after a 2009 probe 
suggested evidence of corruption there. 

"We must remove corruption in Ukrainian healthcare like we would a malignant tumour;' he 
wrote on Facebook on April 14. But his chances of success looked slim. Semivolos and his friends 
were fighting a hardened bureaucracy that was reasserting itself. There might have been a 
revolution on the Maidan, but here in the institute, it seemed that everything would proceed as 
normal. 

Semivolos, however, was not alone. He had gained an ally in a very high place. 

* * * 

After Yanukovych fled last February, the new administration - headed by the speaker of 
parliament, who became acting president gave control of most ministries to insiders and veteran 
politicians. This led to much muttering about how the old elite had clung on to power. Three new 
ministers, however, came from the Maidan protesters, and one of them was Oleg Musy. Slim and 
tanned, with a slight, grey beard, he looks like a 1970s musician - perhaps a member of the Police 

on a comeback tour. Musy had headed the Maidan's medical volunteers, organising treatment 
for hypothermia and gunshot wounds. 

In February, he became the new health minister, and embarked on an ambitious reform 
programme. He wanted to transform Ukrainian healthcare along European lines, and to clean up 
the process whereby the state buys drugs and equipment. Traditionally, Ukrainian officials have 
had wide discretion over which companies to approve and which to exclude, which, it is claimed, 
gives them the chance to make insider deals, inflate prices and steal with impunity. Musy wanted 
to end this practice and to dismiss anyone found to be involved in these deals. 

This was a dangerous undertaking. In 2009, Yushchenko had commissioned a security operative, 
who specialised in organised crime, to lead an internal report into healthcare corruption. The 
report exposed how businessmen use offshore shell companies to conspire with corrupt officials, 
rig state tenders and jack up prices. Within weeks of the report being completed, an assailant 
threw a grenade at the operative who had written it, as he got out of his car on Tatarska Street in 
central Kiev. Shrapnel shredded his car, and scarred the nearby buildings. The man survived but 
only after extensive surgery at a specialist unit in Israel. His report was never officially published -
although it was leaked online and the assailant was never found. 

Musy was not deterred, however, and began work on his reforms as soon as he took up his 
position. When I met him in August, he was startlingly open about the problems he faced. For a 
health system to function, he said, it needs 6-7% of all the money a country earns. The Ukrainian 
o;overnment was allocating only 3.5%, yet mysteriously the system continued to limp along. 

"The question is why hasn't it died altogether?" he said. "And the answer is that additional 
finances are found from somewhere. Today the state pays around UAH 52bn (£2.1bn) into the 
healthcare system. Naturally, around the same amount is coming from somewhere else.'' 

https:/iwww.theguardian.com/news/2015/feb/04/welcome-1o-the-most-corrupt-nation-in-europe-ukraine 5113 
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IfMusy's sums are correct, every man, woman and child in Ukraine pays an average ofUAH 1,000 
(£41) in bribes each year to keep the healthcare system operational. Considering that so much of 
the health budget is said to be stolen rather than used productively - Musy put theft from the 
11edicines budget alone at 30-40% - the total is likely to be far higher. Among many examples, he 
Jaid that in 2013 the ministry had bought 1,412 new ambulances, with the price of every vehicle 
inflated by UAH 200,000 (£8,223) - almost 50% of their true cost. "This isn't business, it is earning 
money dishonestly;' he said. 

Andrei Semivolos with a patient at the National Cancer Institute in 
Kiev, Ukraine. Photograph: Joel van Houdt for the Guardian 

Musy said a key front in his campaign for reform was the Cancer Institute. On June 26, he 
nnounced the results of an investigation into the hospital, detailing 43 alleged violations of the 

,aw. Among them were claims that patients had been forced to buy expensive medicines, even 
though those medicines had already been paid for by the state, and that equipment costing 
around UAH 42 million, bought in 2011, was gathering dust in a store cupboard, never used, with 
the warranty expired. 

"This is the personal responsibility of the director;' Musy claimed in interviews with reporters. He 
said the details had been passed to police, who would interview Shchepotin in his capacity as 
head of the institute. He believed that the suspicion alone was grounds to sack Shchepotin, 
although that could not happen just yet, because Shchepotin had gone on sick leave. Under 
Ukrainian law, that meant he could not be dismissed for four months, not until October. 

In brief comments to the Guardian, Shchepotin stated that claims of criminality at the institute 
were "lies". He refused to comment on further questions about widespread corruption at the 
institute. In a television documentary broadcast on 20 December, Sergei Kaplin, a populist 
member of Ukraine's parliament, who presents a weekly investigative series called People's 
Prosecutor, challenged Shchepotin over corruption allegations. In one scene, Kaplin burst into 
Shchepotin's office with a camera crew. Shchepotin repeatedly refused to talk to him, unless he 
produced a search warrant. 

,fost patients come to the Cancer Institute via regional hospitals, so relatives caring for them 
need to find accommodation in Kiev. A charity called Zaporuka, which helps children with cancer, 
provides rooms for six families, in a large, detached house on a winding suburban street not far 
from the institute. Zaporuka's budget is about €500,000 a year - most of this comes from 

https://www.theguardian.com/news/2015/feb/04/we1come-to~the-most-corrupt-nation-in-europe-ukraine 6113 



20546

278 

12/16/2019 Welcome to Ukrame, the most corrupt nation in Europe ! News ! The Guardian 

European donors - and it pays the salaries of two psychologists and two physiotherapists who 
work at the Cancer Institute. Natalia Onipko, who heads Zaporuka, is slight, with her blonde hair 
in a bob that falls onto her shoulders. 

I often think about how much easier it would be for the doctors to work if they could just do 
what they are supposed to be doing;' she told me. In a decade of working with parents, almost all 
of whom had paid bribes so their children could be treated, Onipko had never known anyone 
make an official complaint. "They're scared, of course they're scared:' she explained. "Any 
scandal would end with them being sent back to their regional hospital. Do you understand what 
that would mean?" 

Facilities are basic at the institute, but children coming there receive care from the country's top 
specialists, something they could not hope for in the provinces. Doctors have total discretion over 
which patients to admit or discharge, so it is not surprising that parents are anxious to keep them 
happy: giving them gifts, paying the amounts suggested, never speaking out. There are more 
cancer patients than there are beds - being sent back home would be a death sentence. 

Natalia Onipko, president of Zaporuka, outside her office in Kiev. 
Photograph, Joel van Houdt for the Guardian 

We walked through to the kitchen, where six women sat around the table, chatting over tea as if 
they were old friends rather than strangers brought together by the awful coincidence of their 
children having cancer. At first, when I spoke to them, it seemed the mothers were reluctant to 
admit to breaking the law. It soon turned out they were simply struggling to understand what I 
was asking. Bribes were so ordinary that it seemed bizarre someone would have come all the way 
from Britain to ask questions about them. Eventually, however, one woman, who was from 
eastern Ukraine, explained how her doctor had extorted money: "He wrote 100 on a piece of 
paper, then pointed his fingers upwards. That meant dollars:' 

That prompted another woman to recall an encounter with a different doctor: "I remember the 
first time I saw him, he was winking and nodding his head, and I thought he had a tic or 
something; that he was mentally unwell. But actually he was catching my attention. Then he held 
out two fingers." Here she placed two fingers on her arm, as if she were playing charades. "That 
1eant 200!' 

"Hundred?" a third woman asked, "you mean thousand!' They all laughed. 

https://www.theguardian.com/news/2015/feb/04/welcome-to•the-most~corrupt•nation-in-europe-ukraine 7/13 
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As we walked out, Onipko explained that one of her most important jobs was to keep these 
parents' spirits up. They were not only struggling to support their children through a terrible 
illness, but also trying to navigate a health system apparently determined to exploit their 
1esperation for financial gain. "I try not to criticise the doctors in front of the parents, because 
,hey have to trust their doctors," she said. 

I heard the same stories throughout the institute: there was little money for maintenance, 
medicine or salaries, little interest in the patients, or in the medics doing the work of keeping 
people alive. One morning, I visited one of the institute's laboratories. Apart from some 
microscopes - given by donors eight years ago - the equipment in the department had not 
changed for two decades, according to one person who worked there. 

From the facilities you would never have guessed this was one of the institute's most important 
departments. Patients' biopsies were stored on their original slides, between cardboard dividers, 
and kept in an index, like in an old library. These slides are crucial for diagnosing cancer. Doctors 
look at them through microscopes to determine the type and virulence of a patient's condition. 
Examples have to be stored in case the patient suffers a relapse. To prepare the biopsies, the lab 
workers drip purple dye onto slides suspended over an enamelled basin, which was once white 
but, after decades of use, is now dark purple. 

*** 

Months passed before I next saw Oleg Musy, in a canteen in central Kiev, in one of the battered 
and dirty buildings that had been used as a headquarters for the revolutionaries. It was November 
0 nd he wore a black leather jacket against the cold. He looked paler, and tired. The previous 
.,10nth, on 1 October, Prime Minister Arseniy Yatsenyuk had suspended Musy from his duties. 
Musy had, he said, failed to buy the medicines the country needed. It was a tough time, with the 
Ukrainian army at war with Russian-backed separatists in the east, the economy contracting, the 
currency plunging. The government needed competent officials, not revolutionaries engaged in 
quixotic ideological crusades. 

Over the previous few months, many ofMusy's supporters had turned against him. Patients of 
Ukraine, a charity that campaigns vigorously against corruption, accused Musy of conducting his 
battles at the price of sacrificing sick Ukrainians. It was urgent that the ministry buy drugs, they 
said, even at the cost of making deals with the businessmen who got rich from corrupt deals with 
the old government. That was not a point of view Musy shared. 

https://www.theguardian.com/news/2015ifeb/04/welcome-to-the-most-corrupt-nation-in-europe-ukraine 8113 
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While he was health minister Oleg Musy embarked on an ambitious 

reform programme, 

"I will tell the truth:' he said. "The prime minister sent people from his own team to watch what 
was happening in the health ministry. I did not agree with their schemes, specifically with them 
maintaining the old ... schemes during the health ministry tenders:' 

After Musy was suspended from his position, the old networks had re-established themselves, he 
~aid, as if nothing had happened. Musy claimed that some of the officials who ran procurement 

nder Yanukovych were back, because the new government had failed to find anyone else with 
the expertise to navigate the ocean of paperwork required to buy medicine. Musy said this left the 
system open to the same kind of abuse the revolutionaries had promised to end. "It's right that 
the west doesn't want to give us money, that they say we're not fighting against corruption. There 
isn't a fight against corruption;' he said. 

And what about the Cancer Institute? On 2 October, the day after Musy's suspension, Shchepotin 
returned to work. Had Musy kept his powers for three more days, he claims he could have sacked 
Shchepotin, whose four months of sick leave was almost spent. "He was ill for four months, and 
had only three more days in which to be ill. But I was suspended, and he came back to work:' 

* * * 

The next evening, I visited Semivolos in his 13th-floor apartment on the edge of town to find out 
how his battle with Shchepotin was going. Semivolos made us tea and we sat in the kitchen. His 
wife kept us company and his son came in occasionally to give them both hugs. It was a cosy 
scene, the fridge covered in colourful magnets from foreign cities, cakes on the table, but he was 
gloomy. 

He began our conversation with a 20-minute overview of the last millennium of Ukraine's history. 
The basic message was one of survival against catastrophic odds. "How many revolutions did the 

rench have? Four? And only then did they get their republic;' he said. "We have total corruption 
- it couldn't be more total. Cleaners don't clean if you don't give them money; ministers won't 
govern if you don't give them money." 

https;//www.theguardlan.com/news/2015/feb/04/welcome-to-the-most-corrupt-nation-ln-europe-ukraine 9/13 
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The personal clash between Semivolos and Shchepotin is now playing out in court. Shchepotin 
has sued Semivolos for defamation for his Facebook posts, claiming that "the negative 
information causes me great moral suffering and concern over my honour, my dignity, and my 
Tood name. People have lost their trust in me as a doctor, and now are unwilling to come to me 
,or help." The hearings are ongoing. 

Semivolos laughed it off, but the issue is serious - Ukraine's courts can be unpredictable. 

During my time in the institute, I only saw Shchepotin once. He was at the end of a corridor, 
walking away from me, and was gone before I could get close. He agreed to talk by telephone, but 
refused to answer any questions about the specific allegations made against the institute and him. 
He insisted that he really had been ill and rejected any suggestion that the health ministry 
investigation had uncovered anything serious. 

"There are a few facts, but they are not cause for an investigation, a probe, or anything," he said. 
When I asked him about the defamation case he had brought against Semivolos, he said I was an 
"unserious person", and "interested in gossip, rumours and the rest. These are the kind of things 
you find in the tabloids, and I don't give interviews to the tabloids;' Then he put the phone down. 

I sent a list of further questions via his secretary, but she returned it with the words "no 
comment" scrawled on it above his initials and the date - 27 November. I sent further requests for 
comment, detailing the allegations in this article, but they went unanswered. 

*** 

'hat same day, 27 November, Ukraine's new members of parliament took their seats, including 
Oleg Musy, who had been elected to represent a constituency in western Ukraine's Lviv region. I 
watched the proceedings on a television in a small Kiev cafe called Mon Ami. It is near the 
administrative quarter, and I was due to meet a source who has worked as a senior official in 
various ministries since the days ofYushchenko. 

He was late, bustling in and excusing himself with a wave in the direction of the television, where 
a succession of deputies were giving interviews and explaining how important it was to combat 
corruption. My source looked exhausted, and started explaining the situation before he had even 
removed his coat. 

"It's really difficult to beat these people. They control everything. It is like a hydra. They have 
secret service officers, prosecutors;' he said. "We are fighting real guys, you know. I would make a 
parallel with Colombia and the drugs cartels. They look fine, they look respectable, but behind 
the curtain there is blood!' 

He ordered a filled croissant, and I had mushroom soup. We sat watching the deputies on 
television milling about: many of them in uniform, others in the embroidered shirts that are a 
nationalist symbol. Yatsenyuk and President Petro Poroshenko appeared together in a show of 
unity. There was a brief glimpse ofMusy on screen, his handsome face turned towards one of his 
fellow members of parliament, listening patiently. 

·'It's a real problem;' my lunch partner said, nodding towards the dethroned health minister. 
"Who do you want? A patriot but a disastrous manager, or an effective manager with questions 
hanging over him?" 

https://www.theguardian.com/news/20i5/feb/04!welcome-to-the-most-corrupt-nation-in-europe-ukralne 10113 
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I ate my soup and we discussed how businessmen who had got rich under Yanukovych, had 
quietly returned to Kiev in recent months. "We took away Yanukovych and his guys but it's 
another matter replacing all their schemes," he said. "Everyone is ready to carry out reforms, to 
11ake everything open, except for things that affect themselves." 

On 2 December, parliament approved a new health minister - Ukraine's third in the year. He was 
Alexander Kvitashvili, a Georgian given Ukrainian citizenship especially for the job. Officials 
hoped that the fact he was foreign, and unconnected to any existing power structures meant he 
would be able to shake up the country's hospitals in the way no Ukrainian could manage. Georgia 
is one of the few countries in the old Soviet Union that has managed to restrict corruption, if only 
at lower levels of officialdom. 

The day after his appointment, the Kiev Post reported that Kvitashvili was confident he would be 
able to carry out genuine reform to Ukraine's healthcare system. On 21 January, he confirmed that 
although the current health care funding system will remain the same in 2015, he would also 
begin introducing new funding mechanisms for hospital treatment. On 3 February, the latest stage 
in Kvitashvili's reforms was announced: the health ministry stated that it will not renew 
Shchepotin's contract when it runs out on u February. 

Commenting on allegations of corruption within the healthcare system in a statement to Patients 
of Ukraine, Kvitashvili said: "Sadly, owing to imperfections in Ukrainian legislation, dishonest 
managers can't be dismissed even for abuse of power:' 

He continued by stating that the health ministry would conduct an "open and honest 
-om petition" to find a new director for the institute. "I really hope the police will finish their work 
,nd;' he added, "if any employees of the institute are found guilty, they will be held responsible 
for profiting from human misery:' 

Follow the Long Read on Twitter: @gdnlongread 

It's because of you ... 
... and the readers across all 50 states that supported us in 2019 that our journalism thrived in a 
challenging climate for publishers. Our readers provide us with the motivation and financial 
support to keep doing what we do. 

Over the last three years, much of what we hold dear has been threatened - democracy, civility, 
truth. This US administration is establishing new norms of behaviour. Anger and cruelty disfigure 
public discourse and lying is commonplace. Truth is being chased away. The need for a robust, 
independent press has never been greater, and with your help we can continue to provide fact
based reporting that offers public scrutiny and oversight. 

Our journalism is made possible thanks to the support we received from readers like you. Reader 
generosity helps protect our independence and it allows us to keep delivering quality reporting 
that's open for all. 

''.America is at a tipping point, finely balanced between truth and lies, hope and hate, civility and 
astiness. Many vital aspects of American public life are in play - the Supreme Court, abortion 

rights, climate policy, wealth inequality, Big Tech and much more. The stakes could hardly be higher. 
As that choice nears, the Guardian, as it has done for 200 years, and with your continued support, 
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will continue to argue for the values we hold dear - facts, science, diversity, equality and fairness. 
Thank you." - US editor, John Mulholland 

We are asking our readers help to prepare for 2020. Please consider supporting us today with a 
, ear-end gift. Contribute from as little as $1 and help us reach our goal. 

Support The Guardian 
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Why shouldn't Hunter Biden join the board of a gas 
company in Ukraine? 
The son of the US vice-president has been chosen to take charge of energy firm Burisma·s legal unit a 
decision based purely on merit, ofcourse 

Wed 14 May 2014 12.03 EDT 

Name: Hunter Eiden. 

Age:44. 

Appearance: Chip off the old block. 

His names rings a bell. Is he related to someone famous? He's the son of Joe Eiden, the US 
vice president. 

'That is he, sort of a wayward, ne'er-do-well playboy type? Not really. He's a graduate of Yale Law 
..,chool and a former senior vice-president at MBNA America Bank. 

Good for him. During the Clinton administration he worked in the US Department of Commerce. 
He's presently a partner in an investment firm. And counsel for a national law firm. And an 
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adjunct professor at Georgetown University. 

I get it: he likes to keep busy. He has even found the time to join the board of a gas company 
-alled Burisma Holdings Ltd. 

Never heard ofit. Perhaps that's because it's a Ukrainian gas company; Ukraine's largest private 
gas producer, in fact. He's taking charge of the company's legal unit. 

Isn't that a bit fishy? Why do you say that? 

Because he's the vice-president's son! That's a coincidence. "This is totally based on merit," said 
Burisma's chairman, Alan Apter. 

He doesn't sound very Ukrainian. He's American, as is the other new board member, Devon 
Archer. 

Who? Devon Archer, who works with Hunter Bid en at Rosemont Seneca partners, which is half 
owned by Rosemont Capital, a private equity firm founded by Archer and Christopher Heinz. 

Who? Christopher Heinz ... John Kerry's stepson. 

I think Putin's propaganda people can take a long weekend; their work is being done for them. 
What do you mean? 

Hasn't Joe Biden pledged to help Ukraine become more energy independent in the wake of its 
+rnubles with Russia? Well, yes. 

And isn't Burisma, as a domestic producer, well positioned to profit from rising gas prices caused 
by the conflict? Possibly, but Hunter Eiden is a salaried board member, not an investor. According 
to anonymous sources in the Wall Street Journal, neither Rosemont Seneca nor Rosemont Capital 
has made any financial investment in Burisma. 

So it's not fishy at all? No one's saying that. 

Do say: "Somebody needs to get involved in Ukraine's corporate governance, and it might as well 
be a clutch ofrich, well-connected American dudes with weird first names." 

Don't say: "Thanks, Dad." 

America faces an epic choice ... 
. . . in the coming year, and the results will define the country for a generation. These are perilous 
times. Over the last three years, much of what the Guardian holds dear has been threatened -
democracy, civility, truth. This US administration is establishing new norms of behaviour. 
Rampant disinformation, partisan news sources and social media's tsunami of fake news is no 
basis on which to inform the American public in 2020. Truth is being chased away. But the 
Guardian is determined to keep it center stage. 

·'.m've read more than 6 articles in 2019. More readers in the US than ever before are reading and 
supporting the Guardian's independent, fact-based journalism. We now have supporters in every 
state in America. The need for a robust press has never been greater, and with your generous help 
we can continue to provide reporting that offers public scrutiny and oversight. And, together, we 
can help the truth triumph in 2020. 
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''America is at a tipping point, finely balanced between truth and lies, hope and hate, civility and 
nastiness. Many vital aspects of American public life are in play - the Supreme Court, abortion 
rights, climate policy, wealth inequality, Big Tech and much more. The stakes could hardly be higher. 
's that choice nears, the Guardian, as it has done for 200 years, and with your continued support, 
,Nil[ continue to argue for the values we hold dear - facts, science, diversity, equality and fairness." -
US editor, John Mulholland 

On the occasion of its 100th birthday in 1921 the editor of the Guardian said, "Perhaps the chief 
virtue of a newspaper is its independence. It should have a soul of its own." That is more true than 
ever. Freed from the influence of an owner or shareholders, the Guardian's robust editorial 
independence is our unique driving force and guiding principle. 

We also want to say a huge thank you to everyone who has supported the Guardian in 2019. You 
provide us with the motivation and financial support to keep doing what we do. We hope to 
surpass our goal by early January. Every contribution, big or small, will help us reach it. Make a 
year-end gift from as little as $1. Thank you. 
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• campaign 
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House lntel!igence Committee Chairman Adam Schiff (D,Calif.} said 
Sunday that he believes a Russian lawyer's 2016 offer of damaging 
information on Hillary Clinton to members of the Trump campaign and 
their subsequent meeting amounts to "direct evidence" of collusion, 

"I think there is direct evidence in the emails from the Russians through 
their intermediary offering dirt on Hillary Clinton as part of what is 
described in writing as the Russian government effort to help elect Dor,ald, 
Trump," Schiff said on CBS's "Face the Nation," in response to a question 
about collusion, 

"They offer that dirt, There is an acceptance of that offer in writing from , 
the president's son, Don Jr., and there is overt acts and furtherance of 
that," he added, citing a summer 2016 meeting at Trump Tower between 
the Russian lawyer and members ol the president's team. 

"That to me is direct evidence,' Schiff continued. "But there's also 
abundant circumstantial evidence." 

He pointed to charge,s against former Trump campaign chairman 
Paul Manafort and former Trump attorney Michael Cohen's testimony as, 
examples. 
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Rep. Adam Schiff says the emails from Ru:i-sians off•~ring the 
Trump campaign dlrt on Hill.er)' Clinton ere "direct evidence" of 
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395 i U)i AM -M11r 3, 2019 

Tht: Trump Tower meeting has remained a flashpoint in investigations into 
Russian interference in the 2016 election. Donald Trump Jr. 
initially said the meeting was focused on Russian adoption policy and that 
it was a waste of time, but the president last August c")nfinnecl that the 
meeting was meant to gather damaging inforrnatkin on his then
ooponent. 

Schiff stopped short of indicating that the evidence amounts to a case for 
impeachment, saying it's not yet clear there's evidence beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the president engaged in a criminal conspiracy. He 
said he intends to wait for the special counsel and 
congressional inviistigators to present their findings. 

Schiff's committee concluded its investigation into Russian interference 
last year, but Schiff disputed the conclusion that there was no collusion 
rea,ched by Republicans who were at that point leading the investigation, 

Tho Sen.ste lntefligence Committee chairman has said his panel, 
which is still investigating Russia's election interference and possible 
coliusion, after two years cf locking has yet to find direct proof of 
collusion., and Coht!'!n a!so testified to Congress last week that he does not 
believe President Trump colluded v.rlth Russia. 

Trump on Saturday derided. Sch1ff over his pursuit of investigations into 
the president, taking aim at the congressman during a two-hour speech at 
the Conservative Political Action Conference, 

- Updated 2:24 p.m, 
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comments send wrong messas 
world 
SY AMS. VALERIY CHALY, CONTRIEIUTOR • 08/04/1601:30 PM EDT 

454 SHARES 

The U.S. presidential race has captured attention of the world, sometimes 
posing serious challenges for foreign diplomats when they find their 
country in the campaign's spotlight. Ukraine, which came to the world's 
attention two years with its Revolution of Dignity and then worked to 
remain on the world's radar after Russian aggression, has found itself in 
the spotlight once again. 

Recent comments by Republican nominee Donald Trump about the 
Ukrainian peninsula of Crimea - occupied by Russia since March ~014 -
have raised serious concerns in Kyiv and beyond Ukraine. Many in Ukraine 
are unsure what to think, since Trump's comments stand in sharp contrast 
to the Republican party platform. Since the Russian aggression, there has 
been bipartisan support for U.S. sanctions against Russia, and for such 
sanctions to remain in place until the territorial integrity of Ukraine is 
restored. Efforts to enhance Ukraine's defense capacity are supported 
across the aisle, as well, to ensure that Ukraine becomes strong enough to 
deter Russia's aggression. 

Even if Trump's comments are only speculative, and do not really reflect a 
future foreign policy, they call for appeasement of an aggressor and 
support the violation of a sovereign country's territorial integrity and 
another's breach of international law. In the eyes of the world, such 
comments seem allen to a country seen by partners as a strong defender 
of democracy and international order, The United States was among the 

https://thehHl.com/b!ogs/pundits-b!og/international/2904"11-ukra!nes-ambassador-trumps-comments-send-wrong-message-to 113 
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100 nations which supported the U.N. resolution "Territorial Integrity of 
Ukraine" not recognizing Russia's attempt to annex Crimea. 

A candidate for the presidency in any country ought to realize the 
challenges he or she will face to ensure consistency ln foreign policy and 
uphold his or her country's international commitments. Ukraine - a 
strategic partner of the United States - entered the 1994 Budapest 
multilateral commitment, giving away the world's third largest nuclear 
arsenal in return for security assurances to its territorial integrity from 
three nuclear powers: the United States, the United Kingdom and Russia. 

This commitment has been broken by one signatory country, which 
attempted to annex Crimea and invaded Ukraine's Donbas region. While 
Ukraine was recovering from the bloodshed in Maidan orchestrated by 
then-President Viktor Yanukovych, Russia seized control over Crimea's 
Supreme Council and its security infrastructure. The sham referendum 
carried out at a gunpoint had nothing to do with a free and fair expression 
of the people's will and ignored the choice of the indigenous people of 
Crimea, the Crimean Tatars. 

Russia has unleashed its repressive machine against those who protest 
against the occupation. Censorship, arrests, assassinations, abductions, 
the banning of the Crimean Tatars' representative body - the Mejlis all 
threaten another tragedy and ethnic cleansing. 

The attempted annexation of Crimea has also posed new threats to 
nuclear safety. International institutions like the U.N. and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) do not recognize the annexation and, from a 
jurisdictional standpoint, cannot control nuclear facilities and radiation 
security in those areas. Moreover, Russia has already threatened to deploy 
nuclear weapons ln Crimea in direct vicinity of NATO and EU states. Russia 
is restoring Soviet-era nuclear storage facilities and has already deployed 
the means for carrying the weapons, including warships and combat 
aircrafts. 

Russia did enter Ukraine in 2014 and would undoubtedly keep on invading 
should the position of the most important global actors be favorable or 
neutral, or one of appeasement, and should Ukraine not continue 
enhancing its defense potential. Right now, Russia is flexing its muscles, 
building military capacity and testing state-of-the-art weapons in the 
Ukrainian Donbas. !n numbers, Russia's presence in Ukraine means on 
average 400 shells a week. 

Last week, Ukraine's Ministry of Defense identified and reported 22 flights 
of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) operated by Russia-backed militants. 
Russia continues to pour its weapons and military equipment to Donbas: 
For instance, from July 22 to July 28, nearly 6,000 tons of fuel, 80 tons of 
ammunition and 120 tons of military cargo {including repair parts for 
military vehicles) were delivered through an uncontrolled part of the 
Ukrainian~Russian border. The Organization for Security and Cooperation 
in Europe's monitoring mission has reported that Russian~backed militants 
have used a wide array of heavy weapons, including mortars, high-caliber 
artillery and tanks. 

This bloody war, which has already taken more than 10,000 Ukrainian lives 
and internally displaced almost 2 million, is a fight of a young democracy 
for independence and its choice to be part of the West and embrace 
Western values. Neglecting or trading the cause of a nation inspired by 
those values - cemented by Americans in their fight for independence 
and civil rights - would send a wrong message to the people of Ukraine 

https://thehi!l,com/b!ogs/pundits-b!og/international/290411-ukraines-ambassador-trumps-comments-send-wrong-message-to 213 



20559

12/15/2019 

291 

Ukraine's ambassador: Trump's comments send wrong message to world I TheHi!! 

and many others in the world who look to the U.S. as to a beacon of 
freedom and democracy. 

Chaly is Ukraine's ambassador to the United States. 

The views expressed by contributors are their own and not the views of The 
Hill. 
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25 companies that pay their board 
of directors a shocking amount 
Paul Ausick 24/7 Wall Street 
Puhltshed 6:uo a.rn. ET Ot'('. l4, 2018 

At one time, being a member of the board of directors of an S&P 500 company might have 
meant attending a few meetings a year, having some meals at the company's expense, and 
scoring a nice stipend. 

Those days are probably over for most publicly traded U.S. companies as demands for board 
oversight have been increasing lately. 

In its most recent annual survey of corporate board members, PricewaterhouseCoopers 
,>ointed to several issues board members are dealing ·with today: culture problems, 
cybersecurity issues, and calls for increased diversity on boards themselves, among others. 

More: Fortune 500 companies list: 1 out of 3 are located in just six major cities 

More: CEO compensation and worker pay: 50 companies that owe their employees a raise 

More: What are the world's most valuable brands? Tech companies like Apple, Google and 
Amazon 

Being a member of a corporate board ntay have its downsides, but it also has, in many cases, 
some excellent benefits. For example, board members are usually compensated in a 
combination of cash and stock awards, including a retainer, fees for meeting attendance, and 
additional retainers for committee chairs and members. 

Research firm MyLogIQ LLC has compiled a ranking of director compensation at all S&P 500 

companies. Here is MyLogIQ's list of the 25 S&P 500 companies with the highest total board 
')mpensation. The data was calculated from the company's proxy filings for 2017. 
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25. CSX Corp. (NYSE: CSX) 

• Total board compensation: $4.86 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $324,195 

24. Chubb Ltd. (NYSE: CB) 

• Total board compensation: $4.86 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $324,218 

23. Amgen Inc. (NASDAQ: AMGN) 

• Total board compensation: $4.93 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $328,916 

22. Oracle Corp. (NYSE: ORCL) 

• Total board compensation: $4.98 million 

Average compensation per board member: $552,899 

21. Comcast Corp. (NASDAQ: CMCSA) 

• Total board compensation: $5.00 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $416,281 

20. International Business Machines Corp. (NYSE: 
IBM) 

• Total board compensation: $5.01 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $334,068 

19. Salesforce.com Inc. (NYSE: CRM) 

• Total board compensation: $5.31 million 

Average compensation per board member: $530,719 
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18. Citigroup Inc. (NYSE: C) 

• Total board compensation: $5.35 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $297,407 

17. Ford Motor Co. (NYSE: F) 

• Total board compensation: $5.36 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $357,385 

16. lllumina Inc. (NASDAQ: ILMN) 

• Total board compensation: $5.42 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $492,524 

15. Allergan pie (NYSE: AGN) 

• Total board compensation: $5.57 million 

· Average compensation per board member: $464,450 

14. Mylan NV (NASDAQ: MYL) 

• Total board compensation: $5.59 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $465,432 

13. Equity Residential (NYSE: EQR) 

• Total board compensation: $5.62 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $468,571 

12. Wells Fargo & Co. (NYSE: WFC) 

• Total board compensation: $5.74 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $337,668 

• 1. Vertex Pharmaceuticals Inc. (NASDAQ: VRTX) 

• Total board compensation: $5.93 million 
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10. Everest Re Group Ltd. {NYSE: RE) 

• Total board compensation: $5.98 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $747,278 

9. Philip Morris International Inc. {NYSE: PM) 

• Total board compensation:$6.08 million 

• Average compensation per board member:$506,626 

8. General Electric Co. {NYSE: GE) 

• Total board compensation:$6.26 million 

• Average compensation per board member:$~{47,825 

7. Coty Inc. {NYSE: COTY) 

• Total board compensation: $6.29 million 

, Average compensation per board member:$786,444 

6. The Goldman Sachs Group Inc. {NYSE: GS) 

• Total board compensation:$7.34 million 

• Average compensation per board member:$560,131 

5. Roper Technologies Inc. {NYSE: ROP) 

• Total board compensation:$7.79 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $973,923 

4. Fidelity National Information Services Inc. {NYSE: 
FIS) 

• Total board compensation:$7.90 million 

Average compensation per board member:$790,388 
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3. lncyte Corp. (NASDAQ: INCV) 

• Total board compensation: $7.92 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $1.13 million 

2. Regeneron Pharmaceuticals Inc. (NASDAQ: REGN) 

• Total board compensation:$23.88 million 

• Average compensation per board member:$2.17 million 

1. Twenty-First Century Fox Inc. (NASDAQ: FOXA) 

• Total board compensation:$25.57 million 

• Average compensation per board member: $2.58 million 

Detailed findings 

Using the 250th ranked company, Applied Materials, as our example, the median cost of a 

,oard is around $2.83 million a year. Applied Materials has a 10-member board of which 

nine are independent directors. The board met five times in 2017, and every director 

attended at least 75% of board and committee meetings. The company elects all board 

members annually. 

Applied Materials paid each board member an annual retainer of $70,000 and a fee of 

$2,000 for each meeting attended. As of the second quarter oflast year, audit committee 

members began receiving an additional annual retainer of $25,000, human resources and 

compensation committee members receive an extra $12,500, and governance and 

nominating committee members receive an additional $10,000. The board chairperson 

receives an additional $150,000 annually, and committee chairs receive between $12,500 to 

$25,000 in additional retainer fees. Other fees and travel reimbursements are also paid. 

In addition to these cash payments, all nine non-employee directors received a stock award 

valued at $222,643 in 2017. 

If Applied Materials is typical, how much are board members paid in the extreme cases? The 

.,&P 500 company that paid its directors the least was Berkshire Hathaway. The company 

pays a fee of $900 for each meeting attended in person and $300 for participating in any 

meeting conducted by telephone. A director who serves as a member of the audit committee 
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incurred in attending meetings of directors or shareholders. Microsoft co-founder Bill Gates 

was paid $2,700 in 2017 for his service as a Berkshire Hathaway director. The company did 

not report any stock awards to directors in 2017. 

At the top end of the rankings of board costs are media giant 21st Century Fox and 

pharmaceutical maker Regeneron. Both companies reported 2017 board costs of more than 

$20 million and were the only two companies to report board costs of more than $7.9 

million. Federal regulations require public companies to report payments made to directors 

for professional services to the company. 

24/7 Wall Street is a USA TODAY content partner offering financial news and 

commentary. Its content is produced independently of USA TODAY. 
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Adam Schiff: There ls 'ample evidence' of collusion between Trump campaign, Russians 

Adam Schiff: There is 'ample 
evidence• of collusion between 
Trump campaign, Russians 
Erin Kelly USA TODAY 

Pnhli.slwd 1:1:2:·; p.111- ET Feb, 20 t8 I Updated ;3:50 p.m. ET Feb. 14, 2018 

WASHINGTON There is "ample evidence" that the Trump campaign colluded with 

Russians, but only special counsel Robert Mueller can decide if it's enough to prove a crime 

beyond a reasonable doubt, the senior Democrat on the House Intelligence Committee said 

Wednesday. 

"There is already, in my view, ample evidence in the public domain on the issue of collusion if 

you're willing to see it," Rep. Adam Schiff, D-Calif, told reporters at a newsmaker breakfast 

hosted by the Christian Science Monitor. "If you want to blind yourself, then you can look 

the other way." 

President Trump has repeatedly denied any collusion and has denounced the Russia 

investigation as "a witch hunt" fueled by Democrats who are angry that Hillary Clinton lost 

the 2016 presidential election. 

More: State Department's answer to Russian meddling is about to be funded 

More: Information warriors: Here's how the U.S. is combating 'fake news' from Russia 

More: U.S. 'is under attack': Intelligence chief Dan Coats says Putin targeting 2018 elections 

Schiff said there is evidence - heard by the committee behind closed doors -that he can't 

talk about publicly because it remains classified. But he said there is plenty of evidence of 

collusion that has been reported publicly, including: 

- Former Trump campaign adviser George Papadopoulos pleaded guilty to lying to the FBI 

about talking in April 2016 to a professor ·with close ties to the Kremlin who told 

https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2018/02/14/adam-schiff-there-amp!e-evidence-coltusion-between-trump-campaign-russians/336786002/ 1/3 



20567

299 

111512020 Adam Schiff: There is 'ample evidence' of coHusion between Trump campaign, Russians 

Papadopoulos that Moscow had "dirt" on Hillaiy Clinton. The professor told him about 

thousands of emails the Russians had from the Clinton campaign. 

Donald Trump Jr., Trump son-in-law Jared Kushner, and former campaign chairman Paul 

Manafort met with a Russian attorney at Trump Tower in June 2016 after being promised 

"dirt" on Clinton. The campaign later communicated to meeting organizers that they were 

disappointed they didn't get what they were promised. 

- In July 2017, the president and White House advisers put together a misleading statement 

about the nature of the Trump Tower meeting, saying that it was for the purpose of 

discussing Russian adoptions. 

- The Trump campaign knew through Papadopoulos that the Russians had obtained 

thousands of emails from the Clinton campaign. Then-candidate Trump publicly asked the 

Russians in July 2016 to hack Clinton and find her "30,000 emails that are missing" from the 

personal email server she used while secretary of State. WikiLeaks began posting emails from 

the Clinton campaign in October, just weeks before the November election. 

- Former White House national security adviser Michael Flynn held secret conversations 

with Russian officials in December 2016 during the presidential transition period, promising 

to undermine sanctions imposed against Russia by the Obama administration for meddling 

in the U.S. election. Flynn pleaded guilty late last year to lying to the FBI about those 

conversations. 

"All of this is evidence of collusion," said Schiff, a former federal prosecutor. "Now, I've never 

said that there was proof beyond a reasonable doubt. That's for Bob Mueller to decide. But to 

say there's no evidence of collusion, you'd have to ignore all this." 

Mueller is investigating Russian interference in the 2016 election, possible collusion between 

the Trump campaign and the Russians, and possible obstruction of justice by the president. 

"If this were a trial on the issue of did the Trump campaign conspire with the Russians to 

interfere or violate U.S. election laws by providing help to the Trump campaign, if this were a 

trial on that conspiracy charge ... all of that evidence would come in as evidence of collusion," 

Schiff said. 

, he House and Senate intelligence committees and the Senate Judiciary Committee are each 

conducting their own Russia probes. 
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While it is up to Mueller to conduct the criminal investigation and file any charges he feels 

are warranted, it is up to the House panel "to tell the country as much as we can about what 

we have been able to learn," Schiff said. 

Even if Mueller determines that he can't file criminal charges of conspiracy, the committee 

should inform people of any "unpatriotic" or "immoral" actions, even if they weren't illegal, 

Schiff said. 

"It's not fine to work with a foreign power even if there is no violation oflaw involved," he 

said. 
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Nancy Pelosi: Trump can expect 'different world' In new Congress 

Exclusive: Nancy Pelosi vows 
'different world 1 for Trump, no 
more 'rubber stamp• in new 
Congress 
Nicole Gaudiano and Eliza Collins USA TODAY 

Published 4:00 a.m. ET Jan. 3, 2019 I Updated 5=49 p.m. ET ,Jan. ~l, 2019 

WASHINGTON - Nancy Pelosi, who took the gavel as House speaker Thursday, told USA 

TODAY in an exclusive interview that President Donald Trump can expect a "different world" 

from the first two years of his presidency when the GOP controlled both chambers of 

"ongress. 

The California Democrat plans to confront Trump on many fronts, from investigating the 

deaths of immigrant children in U.S. custody to demanding Trump's tax returns and 

protecting special counsel Robert Mueller's Russia investigation. 

Those clashes loom as Pelosi and her Democratic colleagues remain locked in a budget and 

border security battle with Trump that has left parts of the federal government shut for 

nearly two weeks. 

The election of speaker was one of the first orders of business for the new Congress sworn in 

Thursday, when Democrats took control of the House for the first time in eight years. 

Trump warned that investigations of him and his administration would lead to a "war-like 

posture" in Washington. The new speaker made clear she won't shrink from a fight. 

"He was used to serving with a Republican Congress, House and Senate that was a rubber 

stamp to him. That won't be the case," Pelosi said in the USA TODAY interview just before 

ie holidays. "Oversight of government by the Congress is our responsibility. 

"That's the role that we play." 

https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2019/01/03/nancy-pelosi.trump-can-expect-different-wor!d-new-congress/2391622002/ 1/6 
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Despite calls from some on the left wing of her party to try to remove Trump from office, 

Pelosi said the efforts to serve as a check on Trump's power don't extend to impeachment 

at least not yet She remains intent on protecting Mueller's investigation into whether the 
Trump campaign coordinated with Russin in the 2016 election. 

More: In Trump era, Nancy Pelosi admits to nostalgia about George W. Bush. Here's why 

More: Nancy Pelosi and Jim McGovern: House Democrats will restore transparency, ethics, 

unity 

More: Here's what Democrats vvi.11 do to immediately change the House 

"If there's to be grounds for impeachment of President Trump - and I'm not seeking those 

grounds - that would have to be so clearly bipartisan in terms of acceptance of it before I 

think we should go down any impeachment path," Pelosi said. 

"I keep coming back to the same word: the facts," she said. "The facts will indicate a path, 

and I don't think we should impeach a president for any political reason, but I don't think we 

can ignore any behavior that requires attention and that was all based on the facts." 

Jne of the first moves Democrats will take to try to cheek the power of the White House and 

Republicans will be the unveiling of an anti-corruption bill designed to ease obstacles to 

voting, curb the role of big money in politics and hold politicians and government officials to 

higher ethical standards. The plan's supporters want to require presidents to release their 

taxes - something Trump has refused to do. 

Newly armed with subpoena power, Democrats are likely to investigate potential conflicts of 
interest between Trump's businesses and his role in setting policy for his administration, as 
well as possible ties between the Trump campaign and Russia and whether Trump and his 
family have financial ties to Russia. Democrats are also likely to subpoena Trump's tax 

returns. 

Jim Manley, a former aide to Senate Democratic leader Harry Reid, said oversight of the 

Trump administration will be a "target-rich environment," but as speaker, Pelosi will have an 

important role in guiding the broad parameters of the investigations. 

'lhe'll give the chairmen wide latitude, don't get me wrong, but it's all going to be 

coordinated by the leadership," Manley said. "That's just how she rolls." 
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'War room-style effort' 

For the past two years, members of Pelosi's team have held weekly strategy meetings with 

top policy and communication staffers from several committees with oversight powers. They 

have focused on exposing scandals among administration officials who have since left their 
positions, allegations of Trump's conflicts of interests, the handling of security clearances 

and aspects of the Russia investigation. 

"Given the magnitude of the corruption, cronyism and incompetency in this administration, 

it's definitely a war room-style effort," said Ashley Etienne, a Pelosi spokesperson who leads 

communication work on oversight for Democrats. 

As House speaker from 2007 to 2011 and as minority leader before and after that, Pelosi, 78, 

named close allies to the House Intelligence Committee, the only committee whose 

membership is controlled by party leaders and the committee that's the central player in the 

Russia investigation. 

She is a former ranking member of the committee, and she may be more "deeply involved" in 

its work than any other, said Rep. Adam Schiff, D-Calif., the incoming chairman. 

Her involvement isn't at the level of specific investigative threads or witnesses, he said. It's 

more at the level of the "Gang of Eight," the intelligence committee and party leaders who are 

briefed on covert actions. 

When it comes to protecting the Mueller investigation, her position is part of a "consensus," 

said Rep. Jerrold Nadler, D-N.Y., the incoming House Judiciary Committee chairman. 

"Nancy certainly agrees with that, and she pushed that," Nadler said. 

Caution on impeachment 
Pelosi's own caution about impeachment hasn't stopped some Democrats from twice voting 

for impeachment. A House resolution was defeated 355 to 66 on ,Jan. 19, 2018. 

The group Need to Impeach, which is headquartered in her district and funded by billionaire 

activist Tom Steyer, gathered 6.5 million signatures in support of impeachment - and 

(pects Pelosi to come around. 

"The Democrats nationally want action around Trump," said Kevin Mack, lead strategist for 

Need to Impeach. "We as a party have to prove that we can represent Democratic values. So I 
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don't think Nancy Pelosi can be a speed bump on impeachment forever." 

Others said part of her caution about impeachment comes from watching Republicans go 

after President Bill Clinton during the Monica Lewinsky scandal - and lose House seats in 

1998. The House, then dominated by Republicans, voted to impeach Clinton after the 

election, but he was acquitted by the Senate. 

GOP pollster Frank Luntz said Americans could welcome the oversight of the Trump 

administration if they feel it is being done for the "right reasons." 

On the flip side, Luntz said, "If they think it's oversight for political gain, they will reject it." 

Trump has sought to rally his political base by portraying Democrats as intent on taking him 

down. Alex Conant, a former aide to Sen. Marco Rubio, R-Fla., said Clinton benefited from 

"overzealous" Republicans during the Lewinsky scandal. 

Because of that, Conant said, Pelosi will need to walk a fine line. 

"Pelosi's role will be to negotiate big policy matters with the White House ... and then to try 

to limit and guide the investigations behind the scenes," said Conant, a White House 

spokesman during President George W. Bush's second term. "Clearly, the Trump 

administration would love nothing more than for Democrats to overreach and go on fishing 

expeditions." 

Pelosi is not only the first woman to become House speaker but she is one of just a handful of 

people who won multiple terms in the post. 

She is admired by some in the party for her legislative prowess. Getting Obamacare over the 

finish line is one example of that. 

Former President Barack Obama said in November on "The Axe Files" podcast that Pelosi 
isn't always the best on a cable show "or with a quick soundbite," but he called her an 

"extraordinary partner" and praised her as "one of the most effective legislative leaders that 

this country's ever seen." 

Coastal elite caricature 
..,he's seen by Republicans and some Democrats as the personification of a coastal elite. Her 

Hawaii trip during the government shutdown fed into that criticism. 
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During the 2018 midterm campaign, the GOP ran constant ads hammering her, pointing out 

that her favorability rating was underwater. An NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll from 

mid-December had her at 41 percent unfavorable, 28 percent favorable. That same poll had 

Trump at 52 percent unfavorable, 37 percent favorable. 

The campaign featured scathing attacks on Pelosi from Trump and Republicans. Even some 

Democrats sought to distance themselves from Pelosi. She worked on strategy behind the 

scenes and hauled in $135.6 million for Democrats this cycle, including $129 million directly 

for the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, according to her office. She 

prevailed, and Democrats won a net gain of 40 seats. 

Pelosi has historically "appeared to be proper and relied on this grandmother image," but 

she's actually a "very strong, determined woman," said Rep. Jackie Speier, D-Calif. Her 

relationship with Trump will be "a stunning dynamic to watch," Speier said, because Trump 

hasn't had to deal with anyone like her before - a mother of five children who knows how to 

deal with "bratty behavior." 

"The president has been successful in bullying people into doing things - that's how he 

nakes his deals," she said. "He's got to change his strategy, or he will fail." 

After Democrats won the House, Pelosi faced opposition in her bid for speaker, but she 

stamped out a centrist rebellion by agreeing to limit her term to just four more years. Rep. 

Marcia Fudge, D-Ohio, considered challenging Pelosi for the top spot - until Pelosi 

announced that Fudge would chair a subcommittee focused on elections and voting issues, 

one of her signature issues. 

Republicans grudgingly admire her toughness and ability to hold her caucus together. Pelosi 

"plays the blood sport of politics" better than the past three GOP speakers, said Tim 

Cameron, a Republican strategist who worked for the House GOP conference under Speaker 

John Boehner. 

"Her ability to dispel potential rivals is literally unrivaled," Cameron said. 

"I think every Republican speaker since 2010 has been jealous of what she was able to get 

done from 2006 to 2010. She never really had the issues that we had with the conservative 

·ing of the party," Cameron said. 
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Lecturing Trump 

Though much of Pelosi's legislative dealmaking is done behind the scenes, the country 

witnessed her latest toe-to-toe battle with Trump on government funding during a televised 

meeting Dec. 11 in the Oval Office. 

Republicans pounced on Pelosi for saying the GOP didn't have the votes in the House for a 

border wall. The House passed $5.7 billion in funding for the wall Dec. 20, but the bill didn't 

get a vote in the Senate, and Senate Minority Leader Charles Schumer, D-N.Y., called on 

Trump to "abandon the wall." 

Pelosi told USA TODAY that the House vote was another example of Trump's "rubber stamp 

Congress." 

"I know that many of them did not really believe in that, but they gave him the vote anyway, 

for whatever reason," she said. 

Pelosi's allies pointed to that Oval Office meeting - when the president said he'd be "proud" 

to shut down the government - as the latest example of Pelosi holding her own. She lectured 

:rump on negotiating with Congress, then donned sunglasses as she left the White House, in 

a moment that lit up the internet. 

Speier recalled attending a holiday party with Pelosi the weekend after the meeting with the 

president. Women approached the pair to thank them for their work and 

compliment Pelosi for standing up to Trump. 

"I said, 'We're sassy,'" Speier recalled to USA TODAY. "And then Nancy says, "No, we're 

badasses.'" 
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Poll: Americans split 42%-42% on impeaching Trump 

Poll: Americans split 42%-42% on 
impeaching Trump 
Susan Page and Emma Kinery USA TODAY 
PuhlishN1 5:00 a.nL ET ,JuL 24, 2017 I Updated 5:22. p.m. ET .Jul. 25, 2017 

CORRECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS: An earlier version of this story misstated the 

percentage of respondents who said President Trump wasn't likely to complete his first 

term. The correct number is 36%. 

WASHINGTON - Just six months after his inauguration, Americans already are split down 

the middle, 42%-42%, over whether President Trump should be removed from office, a new 

USA TODAY/iMediaEthics Poll finds. 

,vhile no serious effort is now underway in Congress to impeach Trump, the results 

underscore how quickly political passions have become inflamed both for and against the 

outsider candidate who won last year's campaign in a surprise. A third of those surveyed say 

they would be upset if Trump is impeached; an equal third say they would be upset if he's 

not. 

Those findings, designed to measure the intensity of opinion, also show a perfect divide, 

34%-34%. 

"I don't really trust him - all the things he's done while he's in office, all of the lies, the 

investigation that goes on with him, the things he says to his staff," Vera Peete, 47, of 

Antioch, Calif., said in a follow-up phone interview. The caregiver from suburban San 

Francisco, an independent who voted for Democrat Hillary Clinton for president, was among 

those surveyed. 

The online poll of 1,330 adults, taken July 17-19 by SurveyUSA, has a margin of error of 2.8 

~rcentage points. 

Americans are braced for turmoil ahead. 

https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/2017/07/24/impeach-donald-trump-po!l-americans-sp!it-remove-presidentl501871001/ 1/4 
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More than a third, 36%, say Trump isn't likely to complete his first term, for whatever 

reason. Only about one in four, 27%, express confidence he'll serve all four years of his 

term. Even one in 10 Republicans doubt he'll finish his tenure. 

"These results suggest that Trump is probably the most beleaguered first-term president in 

the country's history, and certainly in modern history - highly unpopular among the public, 

with a significant portion clamoring for his impeachment barely six months after his 

inauguration," says David Moore, a senior fellow at the University of New Hampshire and 

polling director for iMediaEthics.org, a nonprofit, non-partisan news site. 

Read more: 

David Moore's analysis of the poll on iMediaEthics 

Methodology for the USA TODAY /iMediaEthics Poll 

In the poll, 44% approve of the job Trump is doing, 51% disapprove. His opposition is more 

intense than his support: 38% strongly disapprove of him; 22% strongly approve. 

Nearly seven in 10 Democrats say Trump should be impeached. So do 36% of independents 

,md, perhaps surprisingly, 15% of Republicans. 

Sherman argued that the ousting of Corney, who was leading the investigation into Russia, 

amounted to the "high crimes and misdemeanors" required in the Constitution for removal 

from office. 

In a speech on the House floor in May, Rep. Al Green, D-Texas, also called for Trump's 

impeachment. 

But more senior Democrats haven't joined in. House Democratic leader Nancy Pelosi has 

called instead for creating an outside, independent commission to investigate the Russia 

allegations. House Republicans, who hold a 46-seat majority, are unlikely to entertain the 

possibility of removing the president. 

That said, if Democrats won control of the House in next year's midterm elections, the party's 

base might press for a debate on the issue, especially depending on what the Russia 

investigations conclude. 

Special counsel Robert Mueller and congressional oversight committees are investigating 

meddling in the 2016 election by Moscow that U.S. intelligence agencies have concluded 
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were designed to help Trump and hurt Clinton. The inquiries are examining whether Trump 

associates may have colluded with the Russians, an allegation the president strongly denies. 

Support for impeachment is stronger among younger people than older ones; 51% of those 

under 35 but just 33% among those 50 and older say Trump should be removed from office. 

Women are more likely than men to back impeachment, 46% compared with 38%. There is 

also a racial and ethnic divide. Two-thirds of African-Americans and a majority of Hispanics 
back impeachment, compared with a third of whites. 

"I believe in 2018 they will vote enough Democrats and independents in to impeach him," 

says Jeffrey Hobbs, 49, of Ochlocknee, a town of 605 in southern Georgia. He voted for 

Republican Mitt Romney in 2012 but didn't cast a ballot in 2016, and now he vows to never 

vote Republican again because of the GOP's failure to stand up to Trump. 

Trump denounces the Russia allegations as a "political witch hunt," and his aides and allies 

argue he is the victim of biased news coverage. 

"At the end of the day, I think, when those investigations are over, it will be another chapter 

in Washington scandals incorporated, that we had to have a scandal going on and gin up all 

,his sort of nonsense, so that we could distract the president from his agenda and his people, 

and run around chasing something that's all about nothing," the new White House 

communications director, Anthony Scaramucci, said dismissively on CBS' Face the Nation, 

one of a series of appearances he made on Sunday talk shows. 

Opponents of other modern presidents have backed impeachment, even when that didn't 

seem to be a realistic prospect. In 2014, a third of those surveyed by CNN/ORC said Barack 

Obama should be impeached; 65% said he shouldn't. In 2006, 30% said George W. Bush 
should be impeached; 69% disagreed. 

As the Watergate scandal unfolded in 1973 and 1974, the Gallup Poll showed support for 

impeaching Richard Nixon steadily grew. It rose from 19% in June 1973 to 57% in August 

1974, when he resigned in the face of his almost certain removal from office. 

Bill Clinton is the only modern president to be impeached by the House, though the Senate 

refused to convict him on charges of perjury and obstruction of justice in connection with the 

tonica Levvinsky affair. Even as the House was moving to impeach him, though, Gallup 

found the public opposed to the step by 2-1. 

No president since Nixon has faced as broad and fervent calls for his ouster as Trump does 

tnow, a situation that creates complicated cross-currents for him in politics and governing. 
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House Speaker Paul Ryan last month dismissed a reporter's suggestion that Republicans 

would be suggesting impeachment if a Democratic president had been accused of the same 

actions as Trump. "No, I don't think we would, actually," he said. "I don't think that's at all 

the case." 

In the new poll, more than one in four, 27%, say Congress already has enough evidence to 

impeach Trump. Another 30% say there isn't sufficient evidence yet but predict there 

eventually will be from ongoing investigations. 

Only about a third of those surveyed, 31%, say there will never be enough evidence to justify 

removing Trump from office. 

https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/2017/07/24/impeach•donald-trump-po!!-americans-spHt-remove-president/501871001/ 414 



20579

311 

Will TRUMP BE IMPEACHED? 

f 



20580

312 

1115/2020 Will Trump Be Impeached?! Vanity Fair 

VANITY E\lll , 1-l V E Subscribe 

Peterson of the Unin~rsity of Utah has written a p:l/Wr arguing thal Donald Trump can technically be impeached imnwdialcly. 

providNl tlrnt Trump University" is judged to be as fraudulent as it looks. Allan Lichtman, the .American University professor who 

pn?dicted Trump's win, also predicl<'d Trump would be impeached. Clearly, no one's wasting time on this. So vvhat arc ·we to make 

of it? 

To start ,vith, you 'II get no predictions here, at least for a week or two. After Trump's disastrous first debate, I concluded Trump 

,\·as: trnist and stuck to that assessment. I could ignore that mistake and link only to past arlielcs that make me look prescient, but I 

haven't bernme that Trnmpian yet. So fm taking a break from guessing. A few weeks of respite should allow me to return to the 

business of forecasting-still incorrectly, of course, hut with more energy. 

Also, as everyone surely knows, the impeachment talk for this presidency is rather early. VVe're not even done tallying the votes, 

and the inauguration is more than two months away At least allow the man a few days in the Oval Office and put off plans for a 

dethroning until week two. 

Until then, though, sure, we can consider the following two questions: 1) What could make impeachment happen? 2) \Vhat would it 

accomplish? 

VIDEO: Donald Trump's Short List for Cabinet 

https://www.vanityfair.com/news/2016/11/wit1~1rump-be-impeached 2111 
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in 1868, took place several years into his term, and Clinton's didn't happen until his second term. Since Trump might be 

exhausted after one round in the White House, especial1y as the oldest president ever to take office, impeachment, itself, 

might take longer than his term. 

But let's assume expedited processing is an option. Legally, impeachment, which is like an indictment, requires serious wrongdoing 

in order to be invoked-"Treason, Bribery, or other High Crimes and Misdemeanors," according to the Constitution. Peterson, the 

University of Utah law professor, argues that fraud and racketeering fit the bill, and both are at play with Trump University. But the 

decision is mostly political. That means relatively trivial offenses (perjury regarding extrammital relations, as with Clinton) can get 

blown up, while serious ones (use of torture in detention, as with George \V. Bush) can get ignored. The political 1-vill to unseat a 

president must be ovcrvvhelming for things to go anywhere, and the fiasco of Clinton's impeachment trial, which saw Republicans 

lose seats in Congress, lessened everyone's appetite for more of the same. 

ADVERTl~E.S,!CNT 

In fighting impeachment, then, Trump has some advantages and disadvantages. He has Republicans in charge of both the House 

and Senate, and partisanship tends to shield executives from accountability. George W. Bush got something close to a blank check 

for his first six years in office, and Ha rack Obama, albeit guilty of far smaller sins, also enjoyed a Democratic shield against those 

who probed too closely. Many Republicans would rather play baB vdth a very flawed president on their side than stir up a war with 

impeachment. 

On the other hand, many elected Republicans, perhaps most, consider Trump to be a threat to their brand and priorities, They 

worry that Trump is unhinged. (Who, apart from Trump himself, doesn't?) To see Trump disappear and leave things to Mike 

Pence, a lockstep party man with all of Trump's traditional rightist views and none of Trump's eccentricities or heresies, would be 

a dream-come-true for Paul Ryan and Mitch McConnell Pence wolild be happy to si.gn all the bills that hit his desk and reverse 

course on foreign policy, trade, and, to some extent, immigration. This is why many Trump supporters, like Ann Coulter, were 

apoplectic over the choice of Pence: he makes Trump more impeachable. 

Still, for now, on balance1 the cons of impeaching Trump far outweigh the pros, from the perspective of Republicans. The party 

would fracture, and much of the base would rebel. Even if Trump University leads to convictions, no president has been impeached 

for misdeeds committed prior to taking office. For impeachment to occur during a first term, Trump would have to be shown doing 

something very bad indeed: taking money from Vladimir Putin, say, or launching missiles at Hawaii. What's more plausible are 

small but steady violatior1s ofliberties and norms, leading to arbitrary detention, encroachments on press freedoms, blatantly 

politicized federal departments, and straight-up corruption. A.,:; we've seen over the past 20 years, the party of the president will 

https://www.vanityfair.com/news/2016/11/wi!l-trump-be-impeached 3/11 
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Would impeachment do anything worthwhile for Trump's opponents on the left? To the extent that it would distract Republicans 

from governance and block their agenda, yes. But soon all you would have would be President Pence and a return to the Bush 

years, Gone would be any suggestions of preserving parts of Obamacare or sparing entitlements, and an interventionist foreign 

policy (assuming Trump had avoided it) would return with a roar. So the choices on impeachment come down to brands of crazy, 

Trump-style or Pence-style. Is the craziest president the one ,-..ith minimal impulse control or the one who still believes Americans 

are keen on regime change abroad and privatized Social Security? We'd have to be very unlucky to learn the answer. 

Overall, the United States has a tricky system, one that's far less agile in times of loss of confidence in leaders. We can't call 

elections suddenly, so we've got to ride out any bad presidency for all four miserable years. The facile prescription for Trump haters 

in the years ahead would be to work to elect an opposition-party majority in the House and Senate in 2018. That would provide at 

least some checks on the White House, But the math is against such efforts. The more realistic effort is to look at how best to come 

back in 2020. In the meantime, Democrats can take note of how executive power gets abused and make sure, next time they're 

back in charge, to put in place v.mys to curb it permanently rather than use it for their own side. Because Trumps can always 

happen, 

The Art of the Donald: Alison Jackson Pictures Trump's "Me Time" 

I 16 

PHOTOGRAPH SY ALISON JACKSON 

DIGITAL ENHANCEMENT 

The torch will be passed, and a new leader must be capable of gripping it securely. Will he prove equal to the challenge? 

https://www.vanityfaiccom/news/2016/11/wiH•trump•be-impeached 4111 
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HOW TO SURVIVE THE NEXT FOUR YEARS 

l!'s tinw to admit lhe Demn<'ratic Party needs todrnng<', 

!lY T.A, FRANK 

https://www.vanityfair.com/news/2016/11/w11!-trump-be-impeached 
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OH GOD, HOW DID THIS HAPPEN? 

Grappling with tlw rN1lity of Prr-sidf'nt-Elect Donald J. Trump. 

SY T.A. FRANK 
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SO YOU THOUGHT THE ELECTION WOULD NEVER END? 

Recalling the J most ludinous n1om<'nts of a drt'adful ei!.'ction ~eason. 
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IS THE WARREN-SANDERS FEUD ACTUALLY DEAD? 

BY ALISON DURKEE 

https://www.vanityfair,com/news/2016/11/wW-trump-be-impeached 9111 
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https:/fwww.wsj.com/articles/bidens~son~kerry•family~friend•join-ukrainian•gas-producers-board~1400031749 

Biden' s Son, Kerry Family Friend Join 
Ukrainian Gas Producer's Board 
Ukraine's Burisma Holdings Is Controlled by Former Energy Official Under Yanukovych 

Hunter Bi den, son of Vice President Joe Biden, talks with President Obama, and the vice president during a college basketball 
game in Washington. ASSOCIATED PRESS 

By Paul Sonne And James V. Grimaldi 

Updated May 13, 2014 11:25 pm ET 

Vice President Joe Biden's son and a close friend of Secretary of State John Kerry's stepson 

have joined the board of a Ukrainian gas producer controlled by a former top security and 
energy official for deposed President Viktor Yanukovych. 

The move has attracted attention given Messrs. Biden's and Kerry's public roles in diplomacy 

toward Ukraine, where the U.S. expressed support for pro-Western demonstrators who toppled 
Mr. Yanukovych's Kremlin-backed government in February. The uprising provoked a pro-Russia 

backlash that has plunged the post-Soviet republic into conflict and brought it to the brink of 

civil war. 

Hunter Biden, a lawyer by training and the younger of the vice president's two sons,joined the 

hoard of directors of Ukrainian gas firm Burisma Holdings Ltd. this month and took on 

.:sponsibility for the company's legal unit, according to a statement issued by the closely held 

gas producer. 
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His appointment came a few weeks after Devon 

Archer -college roommate of the secretary of 

state's stepson, H.J. Heinz Co. ketchup heir 
Christopher Heinz-joined the board to help the 
gas firm attract U.S. investors, improve its 

corporate governance and expand its operations. 

A State Department spokesman declined to 
comment. 

"The fact that I joined the board of directors is largely based on the company's will to grow," Mr. 
Archer said in an interview with Ukrainian media published on Eurisma' s website. "Last year 

alone witnessed a lot of transformations." He vowed to make the company more transparent. 

Mr. Eiden, 44 years old, and Mr. Archer, 39, work for Rosemont Seneca Partners, a U.S. 

investment company. It is affiliated with Rosemont Capital, a private-equity firm Mr. Archer co

founded with Mr. Heinz. 

Two people familiar with Mr. Heinz's involvement in the firms said he isn't involved with the 
day-to-day operation of Rosemont Seneca, which is 50%-owned by Rosemont Capital. The 
people also said there was no financial investment by the firms in Burisma, just board 

'Tiemberships for Messrs. Eiden and Archer. 

* * * * * CAPITAlJOURNAl * * * * * 
Messages were left for Hunter Eiden at his 

offices in Washington and New York and at 

offices of a law firm where he is of counsel. A 
person answering the phone at his office in Washington said Messrs. Eiden and Archer were 

unavailable and promised to pass along a message. 

The White House press secretary and the vice president's office described Hunter Eiden's 
activities as those of a private citizen, bearing no endorsement of the U.S. government. 

"Hunter Eiden is a private citizen and a lawyer," said Kendra Earkoff, a spokeswoman for Joe 
Eiden's office. "The vice president does not endorse any particular company and has no 
involvement with this company." 

The board appointments come amid a broader push at Eurisma to step up standards and 

investment. Alan Apter, an American investment banker who has worked in the former Soviet 
Union, joined Burisma as chairman of the board last year and received a mandate to improve 

the company's corporate governance and attract foreign capital. He said he met Mr. Archer, a 
,ngtime financier and entrepreneur, through mutual friends and invited him and later Mr. 

Eiden to join the board. 
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"This is totally based on merit," Mr. Apter said. He said none of the independent directors holds 

a stake in the company. He said they would receive a salary for independent directorship 
commensurate with world-class experience but declined to name the sum. 

Burisma is one of a handful of privately owned gas companies that together account for a little 

more than 10% of Ukraine's domestic prod,uction. The rest of the production comes from gas 

companies fully or partially owned by the Ukrainian state. Burisma's biggest subsidiary, Esko 

Pivnich, pumps gas from the Poltava region east of Kiev. 

The gas producer is controlled by Nikolai Zlochevsky, a former member of Parliament for Mr. 

Yanukovych's Party of Regions, according to a person familiar with the matter. He served as Mr. 

Yanukovych's minister of environmental protection from July 2010 and then become minister 

of ecology and natural resources in December 2010, key positions with influence over the oil 
and gas industry. 

Mr. Zlochevsky was removed from the post in April 2012 and appointed deputy secretary of 

Ukraine's National Security and Defense Council, a role he held until Mr. Yanukovych's 
government collapsed in late February. During his tenure as a government minister, Burisma 

and entities associated with the firm received a large number of permits for oil and gas 

xploration in Ukraine and stepped up their output considerably, according to Ukrainian press 
reports. 

Mr. Zlochevsky couldn't be reached for comment. 

Mr. Yanukovych, who was sanctioned by the U.S. in March, has taken refuge in Russia. 

Burisma produced about 450 million cubic meters of gas in 2013 and became the largest 

independent gas producer in Ukraine by volume in the first quarter of this year, according to a 
company spokesman. The production figures couldn't be independently verified. 

The Ukrainian company sells its gas domestically. It is poised to benefit from the rising gas 

prices the country is likely to see in the future, now that Russia has removed a discount on gas 
deliveries for Ukraine in response to what it sees as the rise of anti-Kremlin authorities in Kiev. 

Ukrainian regulatory authorities cap gas prices for domestic industrial customers. The cap 

averaged about $425 per thousand cubic meters of gas last year. Though Burisma doesn't reveal 

financial figures, calculations suggest the company's production last year would have 

commanded more than $191 million in revenue on the domestic market at those rates. 

Mr. Apter said Burisma's expansion could help reduce Ukraine's energy dependence and 

thereby help ease its political problems. 
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"The country is quite gas dependent and one would expect, like most countries, there is a desire 

to be independent of foreign sources, be they in Russia or elsewhere," Mr. Apter said. "It helps 

the country." 

Burisma has now added deep U.S. political connections to its arsenal. 

In addition to being Mr. Heinz's college roommate at Yale, Mr. Archer was an adviser to Mr. 

Kerry's presidential campaign in 2004 and co-chaired his National Finance Committee. 

According to his biography, he serves as a trustee of the Heinz Family Office, which manages the 

family business. 

Hunter Bi den's business activities have attracted attention before. 

His work as a lobbyist when his father was in the U.S. Senate came under scrutiny. Shortly after 

his father became Barack Obama's running mate in 2008, he gave up his lobbying career and 

resigned his partnership at a Washington lobbying firm. 

When he had been senator, Mr. Obama sought more than $3.4 million in earmarks for clients of 

Hunter Eiden, and succeeded in getting $192,000 for St. Xavier University near Chicago, 

according to public disclosure records. 

At the time, a spokesman for Mr. Obama said Hunter Eiden hadn't met with the senator himself 

but rather with office staff. The spokesman also said it wasn't surprising to see Mr. Obama was 

fighting for interests and institutions in his home state of Illinois. 

In early 2009, The Wall Street Journal reported that Hunter Eiden and his uncle had run a fund 

of funds that was being marketed exclusively by Texas financier R. Allen Stanford's companies. 

Mr. Stanford later was sentenced to llO years in prison for masterminding a $7 billion Ponzi 

scheme. 

At the time of the Journal article, a lawyer for the Bidens said the fund terminated the 

relationship and offered to return $2.7 million in investment that companies controlled by Mr. 

Stanford had given the fund. He said the Bidens had never met Mr. Stanford. 

-Colleen McCain Nelson contributed to this article. 

Write to Paul Sonne at paul.sonne@wsj.com 
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ctps://www.wsj.com/artictes/trump-administration-used-potentia1-meeting-to-pressure-ukraine-on-biden-texts-indicate-11570205661 

POLITICS 

Trump, in August Call With GOP Senator, 
Denied Official's Claim on Ukraine Aid 
Sen. Ron Johnson asked the president after hearing of potential pressure campaign 

By Siobhan Hughes and Rebecca Bal/ha us 

Updated Oct. 4, 2019 5:47 pm ET 

A Republican senator said he was told by an American diplomat in August that the release of 

U.S. aid to Ukraine was contingent on an investigation desired by President Trump and his 

allies, but Mr. Trump denied pursuing any such proposal when the lawmaker pressed him on it. 

Sen. Ron Johnson said that Gordon Sandland, the U.S. ambassador to the European Union, had 

<:lescribed to him a quid pro quo involving a commitment by Kyiv to probe matters related to 

~.s. elections and the status of nearly $400 million in U.S. aid to Ukraine that the president had 

ordered to be held up in July. 

Alarmed by that information, Mr. Johnson, who supports aid to Ukraine and is the chairman of 

a Senate subcommittee with jurisdiction over the region, said he raised the issue with Mr. 

Trump the next day, Aug. 31, in a phone call, days before the senator was to meet with Ukraine's 

president, Volodymyr Zelensky. In the call, Mr. Trump flatly rejected the notion that he directed 

aides to make military aid to Ukraine contingent on a new probe by Kyiv, Mr. Johnson said. 

"He said, 'Expletive deleted-No way. I would never do that. Who told you that?" the Wisconsin 

senator recalled in an interview Friday. Mr. Johnson said he told the president he had learned of 

the arrangement from Mr. Sandland. 

Mr. Johnson's account, coupled with text messages among State Department officials released 

Thursday, show some Trump administration officials-including Mr. Sondland and a top U.S. 

diplomat in Kyiv-believed there was a link between Mr. Trump's July decision to hold up the 

aid to Ukraine and his interest in Kyiv's launching new probes . 

. week after Mr. Trump ordered that hold on aid, he asked Mr. Zelensky in a phone call for help 

with two matters: an investigation of Joe Eiden and one related to a conspif0Y theory 
- Giw- lhe Gill uf\\'S,f ~ 
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President Trump and Sen. Ron Johnson in Green Bay, Wis., this pastApnl. PHOTO: ANDREW HARNIK/ASSOCIATED PRESS r. 

Tr 
ump, has led to the impeachment inquiry by House Democrats, who argue that the president is 

unduly using the power of his office for his political aims. 

SHARE YOUR THOUGHTS 

How much of an impact will these texts have on the impeachment inquiry? Join the 

conversation below. 

The White House didn't respond to a request for comment. Speaking to reporters Friday, Mr. 

Trump again denied a connection between his efforts to press Ukraine and his hold on aid to the 
country. The president also rejected the idea that he was pushing for a probe of Mr. Eiden for 

political reasons. 

Mr. Sondland, a former hotel executive and major Trump donor who was confirmed to the 
ambassador job last year, didn't respond to a request for comment through a spokesperson. 

Mr. Johnson's account of Mr. Sondland's description of the conditions placed on aid to Ukraine 

runs counter to what Mr. Sondland told another diplomat a little over a week later. 

On Sept. 9, Bill Taylor, a top U.S. diplomat in Kyiv, in a text message to Mr. Sondland also linked 

the hold on aid to the investigations the president was seeking. "I think it's crazy to withhold 

security assistance for help with a political campaign," Mr. Taylor wrote. 

!Vlr. Sondland responded by disputing Mr. Taylor's assertion. "I believe you are incorrect about 

41 Gh,~;~;,~!!ut;"'iI ~ 
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Days later, the hold on the aid was lifted amid growing pressure from Congress. 

RELATED 

• Trump Ousted Ambassador to Ukraine Amid Criticism From Giuliani, Others 

• • Ukraine to Review Investigations Into Firm Linked to Biden's Son 

House Committees, Trump Brawl Over Ukraine Records Requests (Oct. 2) 

In his 
interview 
Friday,Mr. 

Johnson said 
his concern 
overthe 

Pompeo Confirms Listening to Trump-Zelensky Phone Call in July (Oct. 2) status of the 

• Whistleblower Alleges White House Effort to Conceal Details of Trump Call With Ukraine (Sept. 26) aid was 

Bidens in Ukraine: An Explainer (Sept. 22) sparked by a 
news article 

about it. 

Mr. Johnson said he learned of the potential arrangement involving military aid through a 
phone call with Mr. Sandland the day before Mr. Johnson spoke to Mr. Trump. Under the 
arrangement, Mr. Johnson said Mr. Sandland told him, Ukraine, under its newly elected 
president, would appoint a strong prosecutor general and move to "get to the bottom of what 
happened in 2016-if President Trump has that confidence, then he'll release the military 

>ending," recounted Mr. Johnson. 

"At that suggestion, I winced," Mr. Johnson said. "My reaction was: Oh, God. I don't want to see 

those two things combined." 

Mr. Johnson said he doesn't believe Mr. Biden's name came up during his conversations with 

Mr. Sandland or Mr. Trump. 

In the call, Mr. Johnson said he also asked Mr. Trump ifhe could be authorized to tell the 
Ukrainians that support was coming. "He did not give me that authority," Mr. Johnson said in a 
separate interview Wednesday. He said Mr. Trump assured him: "I hear what you're saying; 
you'll probably be happy with my decision." 

Mr. Trump and his allies have pushed the notion that, contrary to the conclusion by the U.S. 
intelligence community and by former special counsel Robert Mueller that Russia interfered in 
the 2016 election on Mr. Trump's behalf, forces in Ukraine worked with Democrat Hillary 

Clinton's campaign, unsuccessfully, in 2016. No evidence has emerged to support that theory. 

Over the summer, the text messages show, State Department officials were seeking to work 

- GivellwGfftofWS.J .:.:: .. :::;:.::;:;:;'.:'.::'..:(''"'•· ~ 
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Mr. Zelensky convincing Mr. Trump that "he will investigate/'get to the bottom of what 

happened' in 2016," according to a text message by Kurt Volker, then the U.S. special 
representative for Ukraine negotiations. 

fhe text messages released by House committees late Thursday indicate that U.S. officials 

coordinated with aides to the Ukrainian president and Rudy Giuliani, Mr. Trump's private 

lawyer, on a draft statement in which Kyiv would announce an investigation into both Mr. Eiden 

and the 2016 race-at the same time as announcing a visit by the Ukrainian president to the 

White House. 

Mr. Taylor couldn't be reached for comment. 

Mr. Volker told House lawmakers in testimony on Thursday that he wasn't aware the president 

had mentioned Mr. Bid en's name in the phone call with Mr. Zelensky until the White House 

released a rough transcript last week, according to a copy of his opening statement released 

Friday. 

Separately, the House Intelligence Committee heard closed-door testimony Friday from 

Michael Atkinson, the Trump-appointed intelligence community inspector general who fielded 

a whistleblower's complaint about the Ukraine call. 

uring the all-day meeting-Mr. Atkinson's second appearance before the panel about the 

complaint-the inspector general filled in details about how he investigated the 

whistleblower's complaint and reiterated that he found the substance of it both urgent and 

credible, Rep. Mike Quigley (D., Ill.) said. 

-Alex Leary contributed to this article. 

Write to Siobhan Hughes at siobhan.hughes@wsj.com and Rebecca Ballhaus at 

Rebecca.Ballhaus@wsj.com 

Copyright© 2019 Dow Jones & Company, Inc. All Rights Reserved 

This copy is for your persona!, non-commercial use only, To order presentationwready copies for distribution to your colleagues, clients or customers visit 
https://www.djreprints.com. 
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EUROPE 

U.S. to Ship Modified Radar Systems to 
Ukraine 
Modifications would prevent Ukraine from snooping on Russia 

Rebels pull heavy weaponry back Wednesday in Donetsk, Ukraine. PHOTO: TASS/ZUMA PRESS 

By Julian E. Barnes and Gordon Lu bold 

Updated Oct 21, 2015 4:32 pm ET 

Advanced radar systems being shipped to Ukraine to counter artillery strikes by pro-Russia 
separatists have been modified to prevent them from peering into Russia, according to U.S. 
officials. 

The modifications drew fire from a leading Republican critic of the Obama administration, who 
called it a misguided attempt to mollify Russian President Vladimir Putin. 

President Barack Obama signed an order on Sept. 29 to give Ukraine two radar systems worth 
$10 million each. U.S. officials said this week that the systems would arrive at Ukraine's Yavoriv 

tining ground by mid-November. 

U.S. Army officials said they hope the radar would provide Ukraine with a new capability for 
stopping artillery and rocket attacks launched by separatists. Other officials said the transfer 
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also would send a message to Kiev that Washington's support for its security forces remains 

strong. 

~.it with a cease-fire holding in eastern Ukraine and artillery attacks significantly reduced, the 

U.S. doesn't want the equipment to antagonize Russia. The modifications are supposed to 

ensure that Ukrainian forces don't escalate the current conflict by using the new systems to 

counter fire originating from Russian territory, officials said. 

Sen. John McCain (R., Ariz.), chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, said the 

modifications to weaken the radar were symptomatic of a "delusional view" by the Obama 

administration that Mr. Putin will modify his behavior in Ukraine. 

"This is part of their continuing effort to appease Vladimir Putin," he said. "It sends a signal to 

Russia and Ukraine that we are not willing to seriously confront Vladimir Putin's aggression." 

Republicans, and some Democrats, have been urging the Obama administration to provide 

more systems to Ukraine, including Javelin antitank missiles. The Obama administration has 

been unwilling to provide any equipment that could be construed as offensive weaponry. 

Restrictions on the intelligence the U.S. has provided Ukraine have led to criticism in Congress 

"lld in Kiev. Satellite imagery provided by the U.S. typically only includes Ukrainian territory, 

_ Jscuring activity and troop buildups on Russia's side of the border. 

Russian officials didn't immediately reply to a request for comment. Moscow typically has been 

critical of American and allied support for Kiev. 

The deliveries come as the U.S. steps up training for Ukrainian forces. The U.S. has been 

training Ukrainian National Guard units for some time, but those troops generally don't serve 

on the front lines. Beginning next month, the Pentagon will begin training regular Army units, 

defense officials said. The training will include six battalions, including five conventional and 

one special operations force battalion. 

The systems, known as AN/TPQ-36 counter-artillery radar, will be given to front-line Ukrainian 

army troops to use. 

U.S. forces plan to begin training on how to use them as soon as they arrive. U.S. Army officials 

said the systems will protect against both rocket and artillery attacks. 

:my officials identified surplus radar that could be sent to Ukraine last summer. But the 

transfer had to be approved by the White House. Officials said giving Ukraine the systems was 

consistent with the current policy of providing nonlethal defensive material. 
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Russia-backed rebels unload mortars from trucks during a pullback of weapons near Luhansk in eastern Ukraine on Oct 15< US 

officials said advanced radar systems being shipped to Ukraine to counter artillery strikes by pro-Russia separatists have been 

modified to prevent them from peering into Russia< PHOTO: MAX BLACK/ASSOCIATED PRESS 

The U.S. has spent months vetting Ukrainian units that would use the new systems. Officials 

said the vetting took longer than expected but would be complete by the time the radar systems 

arrive next month. 

1e radar systems have a range of at least 15 miles, and represent a significant advance from 

U.S.-provided Lightweight Counter Mortar Radar systems that Ukrainian forces have been 

using to pinpoint artillery fire. U.S. officials said Ukrainians have developed innovative tactics 

for the use of the lightweight systems, and hope they will do the same with the larger, longer 

range systems. 

But U.S. officials said the new radar are likely to provide a tempting target for any Russian 

troops active in eastern Ukraine. 

U.S. officials said they are worried that Russian forces will target the radar, either seeking to 

jam or destroy the equipment, and will train vetted Ukrainian forces on how to minimize 

hances it can be detected by Russian forces. 

U.S. Army officials have identified six surplus Q-36 systems currently stored in a Pennsylvania 

depot. 
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If Congress approves additional money and the Ukrainians show that they can use the systems 

effectively, officials said, the transfer of the other four would be considered . 

.• rite to Julian E. Barnes at julian.barnes@wsj.com and Gordon Lubold at 
Gordon.Lubold@wsj.com 

Copyright © 2020 Dow Jones & Company, Inc, All Rights Rese,ved 

This copy is for your persona!, non-commercial use only. To order presentation-ready copies for distribution to your coUeagues, clients or customers visit 
https:/lwww.djreprints.com. 
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Ukraine to Get More U.S. Aid, but Not Weapons; 
Obama Refuses to Budge on Lethal Aid Despite 
Poroshenko's Passionate Plea in Congress 
Shishkin, Philip; Sparshott, Jeffrey. Wall Street Journal (Online); New York, N.Y. [New York, N.Y]l 8 Sep 

2014: n/a. 

&ProQuest document link 

ABSTRACT 

The White House announced a new $53 million aid package for Ukraine, which includes counter-mortar radar, 

radios, vehicles, patrol boats, body armor, helmets and night-vision goggles. 

FULL TEXT 

WASHINGTON-President Barack Obama stuck to his refusal to provide weapons or other lethal military gear to 

Ukraine, despite a passionate appeal Thursday for help in fighting pro-Russia rebels by Ukraine's president. 

Speaking before a joint session of Congress, President Petro Poroshenko described the monthslong conflict in 

eastern Ukraine as being at the forefront of a global fight for freedom and democracy. 

"The outcome of today's war will determine whether we will be forced to accept the reality of a dark, torn and bitter 

Europe as part of a new world order," he said in a speech that was interrupted by several standing ovations. 

The White House announced a new $53 million aid package for Ukraine, which includes counter-mortar radar, 

radios, vehicles, patrol boats, body armor, helmets and night-vision goggles. But it stopped short of providing 

weapons or other lethal aid the Ukrainians have been seeking. 

The decision reflects the Obama administration's long-standing concern that arming Ukraine would provoke 

Moscow into a further escalation that could drag Washington into a proxy war. 

Mr. Obama said the U.S. would lead an effort to secure a diplomatic solution to the crisis in Ukraine that allows it 

to pursue the closer trade and political ties with Europe that have drawn Moscow's ire. 

"We are going to continue to seek to mobilize the international community to say to Russia that Ukraine desires to 

have a good relationship with all its neighbors, both East and West," Mr. Obama said at the end of an Oval Office 

meeting with Mr. Poroshenko. "Russia cannot dictate to them their ability to work effectively with other partners in 

order to better the situation for the Ukrainian people." 

In his speech to Congress, Mr, Poroshenko specifically asked Washington for lethal aid. "Blankets and night-vision 

goggles are important," he said. "But one cannot win a war with blankets." 
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But after meeting with Mr. Obama, he said that he was satisfied with U.S. support. 

'I am getting everything possible," he told reporters. later, he added:"! asked the president to increase the 

cooperation in security and defense and I received a positive answer." 

As a tenuous cease-fire appeared to establish a frozen conflict in the insurgent-held areas of east Ukraine, Mr. 

Poroshenko used his Washington speech to cast the fight in broad, civilizational terms, and to nudge the reluctant 

West to confront the Kremlin more forcefully. 

Washington and the European capitals have imposed several rounds of economic sanctions. which, although 

damaging to the Russian economy, have so far forced no apparent change in the Kremlin's role in Ukraine. 

Ukraine's armed forces are regrouping now after suffering heavy losses last month at the hands of the insurgents 

and what Western officials have said were Russian troops and heavy artillery. Russia denies sending troops or 

materiel into Ukraine. 

Early this month, Mr, Poroshenko accepted a cease-fire deal put forward by Moscow that left the separatists in 

control of large chunks of east Ukraine. 

A major rationale for his requests for lethal aid now is that a stronger military could deter Moscow and the rebels 

from violating the truce or pressing their offensive further, or demanding more at the negotiating table. 

In an emotional speech, Mr. Poroshenko called Russia's annexation of Crimea earlier this year as "one of the most 

cynical acts of treachery in modern history" and cast the subsequent pro-Russia insurgency in east Ukraine as a 

"threat to global security everywhere" and as a conflict "between civilization and barbarism," 

He argued that the conflict isn't Ukraine's alone. "It is Europe's, and it is America's war, too," he said. "It is a war of 

the free world-and for a free world." 

He dipped into American history for language designed to resonate with an American audience. "'Live free or die' 

was one of the mottos of the American revolutionary war," Mr. Poroshenko said. " 'Live free or die' are the words of 

Ukrainian soldiers," 

"These young boys, underequipped, and often unappreciated by the world, are the only thing that now stands 

between the reality of peaceful coexistence and the nightmare of a full relapse into the previous century and a new 

Cold War," he said. 

Mr. Obama on Thursday praised Mr, Poroshenko's leadership, including the implementation of the cease-fire, 

ratification of a landmark deal with Europe and a new law granting limited autonomy to separatist-held territories. 

"Those were not easy laws that President Poroshenko passed," Mr. Obama said. 

He said the U.S. would stand with Ukraine and is prepared to help the country in negotiations with Russia, "The 

sovereignty and territory of Ukraine is nonnegotiable," Mr. Obama said. 

Write to Philip Shishkin at and Jeffrey Sparshott at 

Credit: By Philip Shishkin and Jeffrey Sparshott 

ProQ~st 
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+ 
About The Fact Checker 

By Glenn Kessler 

Jan.1, 2017 at 5:11 p.m. EST 

"Comment is free, but facts are sacred." 

-- C.P. Scott, editor of the Manchester Guardian, 1921 

About The Fact Checker 
In an award-winning journalism career spanning more than three decades, Glenn Kessler 

has covered foreign policy, economic policy, the White House, Congress, politics, airline 

safety and Wall Street. He was The Washington Post's chief State Department reporter for 

nine years, traveling around the world with three different Secretaries of State. Before that, 

he covered ta'i: and budget policy for The Washington Post and also served as the 

newspaper's national business editor. 

Kessler has long specialized in digging beyond the conventional wisdom, such as when he 

earned a "laurel" from the Columbia Journalism Review* for obtaining Federal Aviation 

Administration records that showed that then President Bill Clinton had not delayed any 

scheduled flights when he had a controversial haircut on an airport tarmac. Kessler helped 

pioneer the fact-checking of candidates' statements during the 1992 and 1996 presidential 

campaigns, when he was chief political correspondent for Newsday, and continued to do it 

during the last five presidential campaigns for The Post. 
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AD 

The National Association for Media Literacy Education (NAMLE) in 2015 awarded Kessler 

its Media Literate Media award, presented every two years, for his work on The Fact Checker. 

He is a member of the advisory board of the International Fact-Checking Network and has 

trained reporters in Morocco and Panama on fact-checking techniques and practices. 

In 2007, St. Martins Press published Kessler's widely acclaimed book on Condoleezza Rice, 

The Confidante. Kessler appears frequently on television and has lectured widely on U.S. 

foreign policy. 

Our Goal 
This column first started on Sept. 19, 2007, as a feature during the 2008 presidential 

campaign. The Washington Post revived it as a permanent feature on Jan. 11, 2011, helmed 

by Kessler. 

AD 

Other members of The Fact Checker team are Salvador Rizzo and Meg Kelly. 

• Rizzo is a reporter for The Fact Checker. He previously covered New Jersey 

politics, courts, state finances and Gov. Chris Christie, with stints at the Star

Ledger, the Bergen Record and Observer. 
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• Kelly produces video and reports for The Fact Checker. Before joining the Post, she 

covered the 2016 election for NPR as a visual producer. 

The Fact Checker team was awarded an honorable mention in the competition for the 2019 

Toner Prize for Excellence in Political Reporting, awarded by the S.I. Newhouse School of 

Public Communications at Syracuse University. The judges cited The Fact Checker's database 

of President Trump's false and misleading claims and praised fact checks that are "clear, 

deliberate and never hyperbolic." 

The purpose of this website, and an accompanying column in the Sunday print edition of The 

Washington Post, is to "truth squad" the statements of political figures regarding issues of 

great importance, be they national, international or local. It's a big world out there, and so we 

rely on readers to ask questions and point out statements that need to be checked. 

AD 

But we are not limited to political charges or countercharges. We also seek to explain difficult 

issues, provide missing context and provide analysis and explanation of various "code words" 

used by politicians, diplomats and others to obscure or shade the truth. The Fact Checker is 

at heart about policy -- domestic and foreign -- as we have found that politicians are apt to be 

more misleading about complex and difficult-to-understand topics. 
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The success of this project depends, to a great extent, on the involvement of you--the reader. 

About 50 percent of our fact checks start with an inquiry from a reader. Readers send us 

suggestions on topics to fact check and tips on erroneous claims by political candidates, 

interest groups, and the media. Once we have posted an item on a subject, we invite your 

comments and contributions. You can follow us on Twitter at GlennKesslerWP or friend us 

on Facebook. We welcome comments and suggestions via tweets (Include #FactCheckThis in 

your tweet) or on our Face book page. 

You can also email us at factchecker@washpost.com. 

AD 

If you have facts or documents that shed more light on the subject under discussion, or if you 

think we have made a mistake, please let us know. We also want to make sure that the 

authors of questionable claims have ample opportunity to argue their case. We issue our own 

ruling on factual disputes (see our rules on the "Pinocchio Test" below) but it can be revised 

and updated if fresh evidence emerges. Our view is that a fact check is never really finished, 

so the rating can be revised after we obtain new information that changes the factual basis 

for our original ruling. 

C-SP AN Interviews 

On January 15, 2012, C-SPAN aired a one-hour interview with Glenn Kessler about the Fact 

Checker column and his life and career, which has been viewed on-line more than 400,000 

times. (A transcript of the interview is also available.) In 2014, C-SPAN aired a second one

hour interview with Kessler. 
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A Few Basic Principles 
• This is a fact-checking operation, not an opinion-checking operation. We are interested 

only in verifiable facts, though on occasion we may examine the roots of political rhetoric. 

• We will focus our attention and resources on the issues that are most important to voters. 

We cannot nitpick every detail of every speech. We especially try to examine statements that 

are newsworthy or concern issues of importance. We understand that everyone makes 

mistakes, especially when speaking extemporaneously, so we do not play "gotcha." 

• We will strive to be dispassionate and non-partisan, drawing attention to inaccurate 

statements on both left and right. But we also fact check what matters -- and what matters 

are people in power. When one political party controls the White House and both houses of 

Congress, it is only natural that the fact checks might appear too heavily focused on one side 

of the political spectrum. (Divided government is much better for The Fact Checker.) We 

urge readers to bring to our attention possible false claims we might have missed. 

AD 
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• We will stick to the facts of the issue under examination and are unmoved by ad hominem 

attacks. The identity or political ties of the person or organization making a charge is 

irrelevant: all that matters is whether their facts are accurate or inaccurate. 

• We will adopt a "reasonable person" standard for reaching conclusions. We do not demand 

100 percent proof. The burden for proving the accuracy of a claim rests with the speaker, 

however. 

• Consistent with Washington Post policy, no one working on The Fact Checker may engage 

in partisan political activity or make contributions to candidates or advocacy organizations. 

Since 2013, The Washington Post has been owned by JeffBezos, the chief executive of 

Amazon, as a personal investment via Nash Holdings LLC. The Fact Checker is part of the 

national-news section of The Post, which is managed separately from the editorial and 

opinion section of The Post. In 2019, The Fact Checker received a $250,000 grant from 

Google News Initiative/Y ouTube to expand production of video fact checks. 

AD 

•Weare committed to being transparent about our sources. Whenever possible, we provide 

links to sources so readers have access to the information we used to reach the conclusions in 

our fact checks and can verify the information themselves. 
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• Everyone makes mistakes and we strive to correct any errors in accordance with The 

Washington Post's corrections policy. We welcome feedback from readers who may dispute 

our conclusions and who want to offer additional information that might result in a change 

in ruling. 

The Pinocchio Test 
Where possible, we will adopt the following standard in fact-checking the claims of a 

politician, political candidate, diplomat or interest group. 

We do make some allowance for statements made in live interviews, as opposed to a 

prepared text. We will judge more harshly statements from a prepared text, on the grounds 

that the politician and staff had time to discuss the statistic. We also make allowances if the 

politician or interest group acknowledges an error was made. Finally, we also have a feature 

called "Recidivism Watch," which highlights claims repeated by politicians even though the 

claim has been previously debunked. 

One Pinocchio 

Some shading of the facts. Selective telling of the truth. Some omissions and exaggerations, 

but no outright falsehoods. (You could view this as "mostly true.") 

Two Pinocchios 

Significant omissions and/or exaggerations. Some factual error may be involved but not 

necessarily. A politician can create a false, misleading impression by playing with words and 

using legalistic language that means little to ordinary people. (Similar to "half true.") 

Three Pinocchios 

Significant factual error and/ or obvious contradictions. This gets into the realm of "mostly 

false." But it could include statements which are technically correct (such as based on official 

government data) but are so taken out of context as to be very misleading. The line between 

Two and Three can be bit fuzzy and we do not award half-Pinocchios. So we strive to explain 

the factors that tipped us toward a Three. 

Four Pinocchios 
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Whoppers. 

The Geppetto Checkmark 

Statements and claims that contain "the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth" 

will be recognized with our prized Geppetto checkmark. We tend to reserve this for claims 

that are unexpectedly true, so it is not awarded very often. 

An Upside-Down Pinocchio 

A statement that represents a clear but unacknowledged "flip-flop" from a previously-held 

position. 

Verdict Pending 

There are occasions when it is impossible to render a snap judgment because the issue is very 

complex or there are good arguments on both sides. In this case, we will withhold our 

judgment until we can gather more facts. We will use this website to shed as much light as 

possible on factual controversies that are not easily resolved. 

Bottomless Pinocchio 

AD 
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In December, 2018, The Fact Checker introduced the Bottomless Pinocchio. The bar for the 

Bottomless Pinocchio is high: Claims must have received Three or Four Pinocchios from The 

Fact Checker, and they must have been repeated at least 20 times. Twenty is a sufficiently 

robust number that there can be no question the politician is aware that his or her facts are 

wrong. The list of Bottomless Pinocchios will be maintained on its own landing page. 

(The iconic Pinocchio image used by The Fact Checker was created in 2007 by illustrator 

Steve McCracken.) 

Archives 

Click on the Archives link on the top right of the Fact Checker page. The list will go back five 

years. For dates after Sept. 2013, adjust the year and month at the end of the url. 

See 2007-2011 archives here. 

*** 

All judgments are subject to debate and criticism from our readers and interested parties, 

and can be revised if fresh evidence emerges. We invite you to join the discussion on these 

pages and contact the Fact Checker directly with tips, suggestions, and complaints. If you feel 

that we are being too harsh on one candidate and too soft on another, there is a simple 

remedy: let us know about misstatements and factual errors we may have overlooked. 

International Fact-Checking Network fact-checkers' code of 
principles 
The International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN) at the Poynter Institute is committed to 

promoting excellence in fact-checking. Nonpartisan and transparent fact-checking can be a 

powerful instrument of accountability journalism. Conversely, unsourced or biased fact

checking can increase distrust in the media and experts while polluting public 

understanding. The following statement is the result of consultations among fact-checkers 

from around the world; it offers conscientious practitioners principles to aspire to in their 

everyday work. The Washington Post ~Fact Checker was an inaugural signatory 

to this code of principles, which was announced on Sept. 15, 2016. 
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(t) A COMMITMENT TO NONPARTISANSHIP AND FAIRNESS We fact-check 

claims using the same standard for every fact check. We do not concentrate our fact-checking 

on any one side. We follow the same process for every fact check and let the evidence dictate 

our conclusions. We do not advocate or take policy positions on the issues we fact-check. 

(2) A COMMITMENT TO TRANSPARENCY OF SOURCES We want our readers to be 

able to verify our findings themselves. We provide all sources in enough detail that readers 

can replicate our work, except in cases where a source's personal security could be 

compromised. In such cases, we provide as much detail as possible. 

(3) A COMMITMENT TO TRANSPARENCY OF FUNDING & ORGANIZATION We 

are transparent about our funding sources. If we accept funding from other organizations, we 

ensure that funders have no influence over the conclusions we reach in our reports. We detail 

the professional background of all key figures in our organization and explain our 

organizational structure and legal status. We clearly indicate a way for readers to 

communicate with us. 

(4) A COMMITMENT TO TRANSPARENCY OF METHODOLOGY We explain the 

methodology we use to select, research, write, edit, publish and correct our fact checks. We 

encourage readers to send us claims to fact-check and are transparent on why and how we 

fact-check. 

(5) A COMMITMENT TO OPEN AND HONEST CORRECTIONS We publish our 

corrections policy and follow it scrupulously. We correct clearly and transparently in line 

with our corrections policy, seeking so far as possible to ensure that readers see the corrected 

version. 

By signing up to this code of principles, the fact-checking initiatives agree to produce a 

public report indicating how they have lived up to each of the five principles within a year 

from their signature, and once a year thereafter. The report will allow readers and others 

to judge to what extent the fact-checker is respecting the code of principles and will be 

linked to from this page. 

Being a signatory to this code of principles and publishing a report in no way implies an 

endorsement from Poynter's IFCN or any of its members. 
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Aformalprocessfor adding signatories began in 2017. The Washington Post Fact Checker 

was evaluated by an independent assessor and c~fficially accepted by the IFCN board on 

March 8, 2017, permitting the display of the badge below. The Fact Checker was 

reevaluated and accepted again in 2018 and 2019. 

Columbia Journalism Review, May 1993: 
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* "IAUREL to New York Newsday, and to staff writer Glenn Kessler, for a record-breaking 

solo flight. With most of the nation's news media zooming in on the president's $ 200 haircut 

on the Los Angeles Airport runway and roaring about the disruptions his hirsutic hubris 

caused, Kessler took off in a different direction -- and landed on some hard, concrete facts. 

His analysis of Federal Aviation Administration records, obtained under the Freedom of 

Information Act, revealed that, contrary to stories of circling planes, jammed-up runways, 

and inconvenienced passengers (and contrary, too, to the apology the White House felt 

pressured to make), only one (unscheduled) air taxi reported an actual (two-minute) delay. 

Unfortunately, most of the nation's news media, in usual near-perfect formation, found 

neither time nor space to correct a story that had been wildly off course." 
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12115/2019 Ukrainians See Confflct in 81den's Anilcorruption Message - WSJ 

WORLD 

Ukrainians See Conflict in Biden's 
Anticorruption Message 
Vice president's son serves on board of closely held Ukrainian oil firm 

U.S. Vice President Joe Bidim met with Ukraine's President Petro Poroshenko in Kiev on Monday, PHOTO: UKRA!N!AN 

PRESIDENTIAL PRESS StRVICEiREUTERS 

By Paul Sonne And Laura Mills 

Dec 7, 2015 4:24 pm ET 

KIEV, Ukraine- Joe Eiden is on his fifth trip to Ukraine as vice president, pressing the pro

Western government to root out widespread corruption, but activists here say that message is 
being undermined as his son receives money from a former Ukrainian official who is being 

investigated for graft 

Since May oflast year, Hunter Eiden, the vice president's son, has served as an independent 

director of Ukrainian gas firm Burisma Holdings Ltd., a closely held company run by a former 

government official whom Ukrainian and British authorities are investigating for alleged 

criminal wrongdoing. 

lykola Zlochevsky, who served as ecology and natural resources minister under the Ukrainian 

government that was ousted in last year's pro-Western uprising, hasn't been charged and 

ht!ps:fiwwwwsj.com/artic!es/ukrainians•s-ee-conmct-in-bidens-an!ic◊rruplion-rnessage-i449523458'ns=pr-odlaccounts-v1sj 1!4 
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Mr. Biden's visit to Ukraine this week, which will include a formal address to Parliament on 

Tuesday, comes against the backdrop of increasing exasperation over corruption that has 

!rsisted in the two years since the country's pro-Western uprising and the general 

prosecutor's office tasked with prosecuting such wrongdoing has come under fire for inaction. 

The vice president's office defended Hunter Eiden's right to serve on the board of Burisma. 

"Hunter Eiden is a private citizen and a lawyer. The vice president does not endorse any 

particular company and has no involvement with this company," said Kate Bedingfield, a 

spokeswoman for Mr. Eiden. 

Hunter Eiden said his work with Burisma aligns with his father's anticorruption message. A 
spokesman for the younger Mr. Eiden said he joined the board "to strengthen corporate 

governance and transparency at a company working to advance energy security for Ukraine ... 
These are also goals of the United States." 

But some anticorruption campaigners here worry the link with Mr. Eiden may protect Mr. 

Zlochevsky from being prosecuted in Ukraine. The general prosecutor didn't respond to 

multiple requests for comment on the investigation into Mr. Zlochevsky. 

"lfan investigator sees the son of the vice president of the United States is part of the 

,nanagement of a company ... that investigator will be uncomfortable pushing the case forward," 

said Daria Kaleniuk, head of Ukraine's Anti-Corruption Action Center. 

Hunter Eiden has been working on geothermal energy initiatives that Burisma is pursuing and 

carrying out customary board member duties including company oversight. 

"The situation raises a question mark about integrity," said Viktoria Voytsitska, a member of 

Parliament and former employee of a rival gas company to Mr. Zlochevsky's." There should be 
integrity at all levels, irrespective of whether these are of a public or private level." 

Mr. Zlochevsky is under investigation in the U.K. on suspicion of money laundering, according 

to British authorities. He is also under investigation in a Ukrainian unlawful-enrichment probe 
and a separate Ukrainian into alleged abuse of power, forgery and embezzlement, according to 
letters from the general prosecutor reviewed by The Wall Street Journal. 

"Mr. Zlochevsky has followed the letter and spirit of the law in his role as civil servant," 

Burisma said. "He has, at all times, held himself to the highest moral and ethical standards of 

fairness and decision making." 

The firm said investigators hadn't produced any evidence of misconduct. Anticorruption 
C'amnailmf'rs and 

https://Www.wsj.com/articles/ukrainians-see-conmct-in-b1dens-anUcormpUon-message-1449523458?ns=prod/accounts~wsj 2/4 
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officials, some two years after the uprising on Maidan that promised an end to Ukraine's 

widespread corruption. 

In March 2014, BNP Paribas reported Mr. Zlochevsky to U.K. authorities on suspicion of money 

laundering after his companies tried to move $23 million to Cyprus from their British account 

at the bank, according to court documents. 

A judge in the U.K. unfroze the $23 million in January and chastised the U.K. Serious Fraud 

Office for holding the funds for months in their money-laundering probe without presenting 

sufficient evidence of a suspected crime. Burisma hailed the ruling as confirmation that Mr. 

Zlochevsky's assets were legally acquired. 

The U.K. authorities are still pursuing the investigation. 

U.S. Ambassador to Ukraine Geoffrey Pyatt singled out the mismanagement of Mr. Zlochevsky's 

case by Ukrainian prosecutors as an example of the country's failure to hold to account officials 

from the ousted government suspected of corruption. Mr. Pyatt suggested the court unfroze the 

money not because of Mr. Zlochevsky's innocence, but rather because of the incompetence of 

Ukrainian authorities. 

Behind the relationship between Mr. Zlochevsky and Hunter Eiden is an effort to anchor the 

future of a controversial Ukrainian company amid shifting political and economic tides, 

according to people familiar with the company's thinking. 

In his political career, Mr. Zlochevsky allied with Moscow-leaning factions in Ukrainian politics, 

only to re-emerge after last year's uprising with high-profile Westerners on his company's 

board. Burisma now promotes its business as an antidote to Ukraine's reliance on the Kremlin 

for energy. 

Twice, Mr. Zlochevsky served in top Ukrainian government positions that oversaw the 
allocation of gas licenses-first under President Leonid Kuchma from 2003 to 2005, as 
chairman of the since-disbanded State Committee for Natural Resources, and later under 

President Viktor Yanukovych from 2010 to 2012, as Ecology and Natural Resources Minister. 

All the while, companies now part ofBurisma rose to become the largest private gas producer 

in Ukraine. A review of Mr. Zlochevsky's activities by The Wall Street Journal found his oil and 

gas production businesses flourished by winning crucial permits while he was in office. 

ukrainian records indicate that Burisma's main subsidiaries-Esko-Pivnich and Pari-received 

all their exploration permi=~es~-~~:.~.~.~:ring ~is two sti~ts in the;~!msts, excluding 

httm:;·f/www.wsi.com/artic!es/ukrainians-see-conmct-in-bidens-anticorruptlon-message-1449523458?ns=prod/accounts-wsj 314 
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according to a review of the records and an official at the State Geological and Mineral 

Resources Service of Ukraine. 

In many cases, the companies made use of a provision in Ukrainian rules, known as an "integral 

property complex," which allowed the firms to receive a license to gas fields without auction if 

they already owned or rented some type of asset on the field, as simple as a pipe network or 

dwelling. Burisma says all its permits were issued in accordance with Ukrainian law. 

Apart from Burisma, other companies connected to Mr. Zlochevsky also received licenses 

during his time in office. In 2004, Mr. Zlochevsky's committee revoked a Ukrainian state firm's 

license to one of Ukraine's biggest gas fields, crippling a Polish-Ukrainian joint venture that had 

been harvesting deposits. It then awarded the license to a little known firm called 

Ukrnaftoburinnya, which counted companies tied to Mr. Zlochevsky among its beneficiaries, 

according to Ukrainian public records and its former CEO. Those firms later sold out. Burisma 

said there was no conflict of interest. 

The Ukrainian constitution prohibits ministers from combining public service duties with any 

work except for teaching, research or creative activities. Four people, however, said they met 
11fr. Zlochevsky to discuss Burisma investments while he was minister. Two said he sometimes 

~onducted the business-related meetings in his office at the ministry itself. 

Since Ukraine's uprising, anticorruption crusaders and officials have regularly pointed to Mr. 

Zlochevsky as an example ofYanukovych-era excess. 

-Alexis Flynn contributed to this article. 

Copyright @2019 Dow Jones & Company, Inc. AU Rights Reserved 

This copy is for your persona!, non-commercial use only. To order presentation-ready copie$ for distribution to your -eo!!eagues, clients or customers visit 
https://www,dJrepnnts.com. 
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"\ttorney General Jeff Sessions names prosecutor 
to probe FBI, DOJ wrongdoing 
by Kelly Cohen I March 29, 2018 05:01 PM 

UPDATED AT 5:22 P.M. 

Attorney General Jeff Sessions revealed on Thursday that Utah's top federal prosecutor is 

investigating allegations of misconduct atop the Justice Department and FBI. 

John Huber, is the lead U.S. attorney and top federal law enforcement officer in Utah, having 

served for two years under former President Barack Obama and reappointed by Sessions last 

spring. 

According to Sessions, Huber has already been looking into allegations that the DOJ and FBI 
acted improperly in how a warrant to monitor former Trump campaign aide Carter Page was 

obtained leading up to the 2016 presidential election, as well as the role former Secretary of 
-tate Hillary Clinton had in the 2010 Uranium One deal. 

In a letter to top Republican lawmakers who have been vocal in their accusations of abuse of 

powers, Sessions said he saw no cause to appoint a special counsel for the moment. 

After Huber completes his review, Sessions said he will then determine the need for a special 
counsel-who would have broader prosecutorial powers. 

regular updates from Huber. 

"We understand that the 
Department is not above criticism 
and it can never be that the 
Department conceals errors when 
they occur," Sessions wrote. "I am 
confident that Mr. Huber's review 
will include a full, complete and 

objective evaluation of these 
matters in a manner that is 
consistent with the law and facts." 

Sessions said he also receives 



20619

351 

The lawmakers addressed in the letter Senate Judiciary Chairman Chuck Grassley, R-lowa, 

House Judiciary Chairman Bob Good latte, R-Va., and House Oversight Chairman Trey Gowdy, 

.S.C. have pressed the Justice Department to appoint a special counsel to look into 

surveillance of Page, as well as the relationship the DOJ and FBI had with Christopher Steele, 

the author of the Trump dossier, which GOP findings suggest was used in obtaining the 

wiretap. 

Democrats have said Republicans are trying to thwart special counsel Robert Mueller, who is 

looking into Russian meddling in the 2016 election and possible collusion with the Trump 

campaign. 

Early Wednesday, Inspector General Michael Horowitz confirmed a probe would be launched 

to examine how the Page warrant was obtained. Sessions had already hinted the inspector 

general would take the reigns of the investigation earlier this year. 

Horowitz is already investigating allegations of political bias in several investigations leading 

up to the 2016 presidential election. 

But that wasn't enough for Grassley and Graham, who renewed their call for a special counsel 

later Wednesday. 
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Jay Carney: Joe Biden's son accepted position 
with Ukrainian gas company as 'private citizen' 
by Susan Crabtree! May 13, 2074 04:26 PM 

Vice President Joe Biden's son, Hunter Biden, has accepted a position with Ukraine's largest 
private gas producer, but that in no way means the White House signed off on or endorses his 

hiring, presidential spokesman Jay Camey said Tuesday. 

Burisma Holdings announced Tuesday that Hunter Biden, Biden's youngest son, would serve 
on the company's board of directors. 

The company in a news release on its website said Hunter Biden will be in charge of the 
Burisma's legal unit and will "provide support" among international organizations. The 
Moscow Times first reported the news Tuesday. 

Asked about the hiring by a reporter Tuesday, Carney referred questions about it to the vice 
resident's office and noted that it did not indicate that Obama was involved or approved of it. 

"Hunter Biden and other members of the family are obviously private citizens and where they 
work is not an endorsement by the president or vice president," he said. 

Kendra Barkoff, a spokeswoman for the vice president, did not respond to questions about 
whether Hunter Biden discussed the job with his father or sought his approval before 

accepting it. 

Instead, she echoed Carney's earlier statement and referred questions to Hunter Biden's New 
York law office. 

"Hunter Biden is a private citizen and a lawyer," she said. "The vice president does not endorse 
any particular company and has no involvement with this company. For any additional 
questions, I refer you to Hunter's office." 

A spokeswoman for Boies, Schiller & Flexner LLP, a national law firm based in New York where 

Hunter Biden works, did not immediately respond to a request for comment. 

Amid the escalating tensions between Ukraine and Russia in recent weeks, the European 
.)mmission, the executive body of the European Union, has tried to step in to try to prevent 

Russia from halting natural gas shipments to Ukraine unless it pays $3.S billion in debts. 

https://www,washlngtonexaminer,comljay-carney-joe-b!dens~son-accepted-position-with--ukralnian-gas-company-as-private-c1t1zen 112 



20621

353 

1115/2020 Jay Carney: Joe Blden's son accepted position with Ukrainian gas company as 'private citizen' 

Ukraine has so far refused to pay in protest of Moscow's decision to nearly double the price it 

charges Kiev for gas imports. 

,n the company's release, Alan Apter, the chairman of the company's board of directors, said: 

"The company's strategy is aimed at the strongest concentration of professional staff and the 

introduction of best corporate practices, and we're delighted that Mr. Biden is joining us to 

help us achieve these goals." 

In addition to his work at the New York law firm, 

Hunter also is a co-founder and a managing partner 

of investment advisory company Rosemont Seneca 

Partners and serves as director of the U.S. Global 

Leadership Coalition, a network of 400 businesses, 

nonprofits and foreign policy experts, and the 

chairman of the advisory board for the National 

Democratic Institute, a non-profit that works to 

support democratic institutions and elections around 

the world. 

httnc:·IIWW1A1 w::i~hinnfnMx:::imiMr.com/iav-camev-ioe-bidens-son-accepted-POSition-with-ukrainlan..gas--company-as-private-citizen 212 
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""·oe Biden emerges as Obama's trusty sidekick 
by Susan Crabtree I April 25, 2014 12:00 AM 

Vice President Joe Biden has become the public face of the administration's handling of 

Ukraine, working to reassure Kiev and trying to talk tough with Russia, 

During a whirlwind two-day visit to Ukraine, Biden met with the country's leaders and 

announced an additional $50 million in aid. At a press conference, he delivered a lecture to 

Russian President Vladimir Putin, telling him to "stop talking and start acting" to defuse the 

crisis. 

With no diplomatic end in sight, it's a high-stakes role for a vice president whose foreign 

policy chops were publicly mocked by former Defense Secretary Robert Gates, who wrote in a 

memoir published in January that Biden was "wrong on nearly every major foreign policy and 

national security issue over the past four decades." 

Any missteps or another Russian land grab could prove fatal to Biden's political ambitions as 

2 weighs a 2016 presidential bid. Critics say it will be hard for the vice president, a former 

chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, to separate himself from the 

administration's policy on Ukraine. 

After his trip, late-night comics 

took aim at the vice president's 

tendency to run at the mouth and 

make gaffes,joking that Putin 

and everyone else had long 

stopped listening to Biden. 

Republican lawmakers were also 

unimpressed by his calls for the 

Kremlin to stop backing Russian 

separatists. 

"Or else what?" asked Sen. John McCain, painting the vice president as the front man for an 

administration unwilling to take tough action against Russia. 

,1deed, after Biden left Ukraine, it seemed that nothing had changed. Tensions with Moscow 

remain high, and Russian militants show no signs of backing down in eastern Ukraine. 

httn<:.·/twww w:oic:hinntnnAxAmint:ir com/ioe-biden-emeraes-as-obamas-trustv-sideklck 113 
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But Biden's raising of the American flag in Kiev wasn't without benefit for President Obama, 

who was able to carry on with a week-long trip to Asia. And Biden's public diplomacy revealed 

bama's new trust in his No. 2. 

"So Biden talks a lot -- so what?" said James Goldgeier, dean of American University's School of 

International Service and a veteran of the Clinton White House's national security team. "The 

vice president has been extremely valuable to Obama --he's done everything the president 

could have asked for and more." 

The relationship between Obama and Biden is on the upswing following their 2012 low when 

the undisciplined -- but authentic -- vice president publicly supported gay marriage before 

the White House was ready to make the leap. Biden so angered the president's team that they 

reportedly froze him out of key meetings. 

Since then, Obama has often turned to Biden to help in foreign policy binds - even if the 

assist only involves dispatching him to hot spots to repeat the administration's line. 

Despite giving his vice president a chance to raise his foreign policy credentials, Obama has 

stayed neutral about Biden's political future. 

"He has been, as I said earlier, a great partner in everything that I do," Obama said, as he sat 

ext to Biden in an interview. 

"I suspect that there may be other potential candidates for 2076 who have been great friends 

and allies," he added -- an awkward reference to former Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, who 

vastly outpolls other Democrats and whose presumed candidacy has frozen Biden in place. 

At the same time, Clinton has political vulnerabilities. Her own foreign policy record is under 

scrutiny, especially now that her much-touted "reset" with Russia is in tatters. Clinton's "what 

difference does it make" remark during the Benghazi hearings cemented Republican views 

that the administration mishandled the terror attack that killed four Americans. 

Still, Oba ma's relationship with Biden appears to be on the mend, possibly out of sheer 

necessity or long-term loyalty. The president has shown a new warmth in their relationship, 

posing for a selfie with Biden and joking that the two were on a "guys' trip" when they visited 

Pennsylvania. 

Biden for his part has expressed comfort with acting publicly on Obama's behalf even as the 

president's poll numbers droop and his policies face tough criticism. 

There is nothing I would do differently," Biden said about carrying out his job as he weighs 

future plans. 

httos://www.washlnotonexaminer.com/foe-biden-emerges-as-obamas-trusty-sidekick 213 
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Many insiders believe Biden is keeping his name in 

the presidential mix because it's better to keep people 

guessing than declare the end of his long career while 

still in office. But Biden has made it clear he'll enjoy 

the ride while it lasts. 

https:/twww.washingtonexaminer.com/joe-blden-emerges•as•obamas-trusty-s!deklck 3/3 
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John Lewis says Donald Trump isn't a 
legitimate president, and Trump hit" back 
hard 

By Aaron Blake 

Jan. 14, 2017 at 8:23 a.m. EST 

For the first time, a leading Democrat has called into question Donald Trump's 

legitimacy as president. 

Rep. John Lewis, a Democratic congressman from Georgia and civil-rights icon, 

told NBC's Chuck Todd in an interview for Sunday's "Meet the Press" that he 

believes Russia's alleged hacking aimed at helping Trump in the 2016 race makes 

Trump an illegitimate president. 

Asked whether he would forge a relationship with President-elect Trump, Lev.ris 

said, "It's going to be very difficult. I don't see this president-elect as a legitimate 

president." 

+ 

He added: "I think the Russians participated in helping this man get elected, and 

they helped destroy the candidacy of Hillary Clinton." Lewis called it a "conspiracy" 

and added: "That's not right. That's not fair. That's not the open democratic 

process." 

Fact c 
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Lewis added that he won't attend Trump's inauguration, which he said is 

unprecedented in his 30-year congressional career. 

Update: Trump hit back at Lewis on Saturday morning, saying Lewis should 

instead focus on his Atlanta district. 

Donald J. Trump 
@rea!DonaldTrump 

Congressman John Lewis should spend more time on fixing and 

helping his district, which is in horrible shape and falling apart 

(not to ..... . 

77.7K 7:50 AM· Jan 14, 2017 

47.7K people are talking about this 

Donald J. Trump 
@rea!DonaldTrump 

mention crime infested) rather than falsely complaining about 

the election results. All talk, talk, talk - no action or results. Sad! 

67.7K 8:07 AM - Jan 14, 2017 

37.9K people are talking about this 
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Lewis's comments come from a particularly powerful source: A black member of 

Congress and major civil-rights figure. While Lewis didn't cite allegations of bigotry 

and racism made against Trump, the whole thing can't help but hearken back to 

Trump's own questioning of the legitimacy of his predecessor, Barack Obama. For 

years, Trump raised questions about whether Obama was born in the United States 

and thus could serve legitimately as president. Obama eventually produced a birth 

certificate in 2012, but Trump only acknowledged Obama was born in the United 

States a few months ago. 

AD 

Members of the Congressional Black Caucus were particularly incensed by Trump's 

long-running questioning of the legitimacy of the first black president, saying it 

amounted to bigotry and a racial dog-whistle. After Trump finally admitted Obama 

was born in the United States in September 2016, members of the CBC held a press 

conference to denounce Trump. 

At the time, Lewis urged Trump to seek forgiveness. 
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Lewis's words are sure to reverberate in Washington. The intelligence community 

has said Russia did indeed attempt to assist Trump in the 2016 election. But there's 

no real way of knowing whether it was decisive when it comes to putting Trump 

over the top. 

AD 

Most prominent Democrats have been reluctant to push the idea that Russia won 

the race for Trump and directly call into question his legitimacy, though Clinton 

and President Obama have suggested it made a difference -- if not the difference. 

Clinton last month named Russia's hacking alongside FBI Director James Corney's 

late announcements about her email server investigation as the "unprecedented 

factors that I don't think we can ignore" when it came to her loss. 

Obama has said he thought Russia had some impact, though he couldn't be sure 

whether it tipped the scales. "Elections can always turn out differently," he told 

NPR. "You never know which factors are going to make a difference. But I have no 

doubt that it had some impact, just based on the coverage." 
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About the only other major political figure prior to Lewis who has outright 

questioned Trump's legitimacy is former Mexican president Vicente Fox, who 

tangled with Trump over latter's stated plan to have Mexico pay for his U.S.-Mexico 

border wall. 

AD 
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+ 
About The Fact Checker 

By Glenn Kessler 

Jan.1, 2017 at 5:11 p.m. EST 

"Comment is free, but facts are sacred." 

•· C.P. Scott, editor of the Mancheste1• Guardian, 1921 

About The Fact Checker 
In an award-winning journalism career spanning more than three decades, Glenn Kessler 

has covered foreign policy, economic policy, the White House, Congress, politics, airline 

safety and Wall Street. He was The Washington Post's chief State Department reporter for 

nine years, traveling around the world with three different Secretaries of State. Before that, 

he covered tax and budget policy for The Washington Post and also served as the 

newspaper's national business editor. 

Kessler has long specialized in digging beyond the conventional wisdom, such as when he 

earned a "laurel" from the Columbia Journalism Review* for obtaining Federal Aviation 

Administration records that showed that then President Bill Clinton had not delayed any 

scheduled flights when he had a controversial haircut on an airport tarmac. Kessler helped 

pioneer the fact-checking of candidates' statements during the 1992 and 1996 presidential 

campaigns, when he was chief political correspondent for Newsday, and continued to do it 

during the last five presidential campaigns for The Post. 



20631

363 

AD 

The National Association for Media Literacy Education (NAMLE) in 2015 awarded Kessler 

its Media Literate Media award, presented every two years, for his work on The Fact Checker. 

He is a member of the advisory board of the International Fact-Checking Network and has 

trained reporters in Morocco and Panama on fact-checking techniques and practices. 

In 2007, St. Martins Press published Kessler's widely acclaimed book on Condoleezza Rice, 

The Confidante. Kessler appears frequently on television and has lectured widely on U.S. 

foreign policy. 

Our Goal 
This column first started on Sept. 19, 2007, as a feature during the 2008 presidential 

campaign. The Washington Post revived it as a permanent feature on Jan. 11, 2011, helmed 

by Kessler. 

AD 

Other members of The Fact Checker team are Salvador Rizzo and Meg Kelly. 

• Rizzo is a reporter for The Fact Checker. He previously covered New Jersey 

politics, courts, state finances and Gov. Chris Christie, with stints at the Star

Ledger, the Bergen Record and Observer. 
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• Kelly produces video and reports for The Fact Checker. Before joining the Post, she 

covered the 2016 election for NPR as a visual producer. 

The Fact Checker team was awarded an honorable mention in the competition for the 2019 

Toner Prize for Excellence in Political Reporting, awarded by the S.I. Newhouse School of 

Public Communications at Syracuse University. The judges cited The Fact Checker's database 

of President Trump's false and misleading claims and praised fact checks that are "dear, 

deliberate and never hyperbolic." 

The purpose of this website, and an accompanying column in the Sunday print edition of The 

Washington Post, is to "truth squad" the statements of political figures regarding issues of 

great importance, be they national, international or local. It's a big world out there, and so we 

rely on readers to ask questions and point out statements that need to be checked. 

AD 

But we are not limited to political charges or countercharges. We also seek to explain difficult 

issues, provide missing contei...1: and provide analysis and explanation of various "code words" 

used by politicians, diplomats and others to obscure or shade the truth. The Fact Checker is 

at heart about policy -- domestic and foreign -- as we have found that politicians are apt to be 

more misleading about complex and difficult-to-understand topics. 
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The success of this project depends, to a great extent, on the involvement of you--the reader. 

About 50 percent of our fact checks start with an inquiry from a reader. Readers send us 

suggestions on topics to fact check and tips on erroneous claims by political candidates, 

interest groups, and the media. Once we have posted an item on a subject, we invite your 

comments and contributions. You can follow us on Twitter at GlennKesslerWP or friend us 

on Facebook. We welcome comments and suggestions via tweets (Include #FactCheckThis in 

your tweet) or on our Facebook page. 

You can also email us at factchecker@washpost.com. 

AD 

If you have facts or documents that shed more light on the subject under discussion, or if you 

think we have made a mistake, please let us know. We also want to make sure that the 

authors of questionable claims have ample opportunity to argue their case. We issue our own 

ruling on factual disputes (see our rules on the "Pinocchio Test" below) but it can be revised 

and updated if fresh evidence emerges. Our view is that a fact check is never really finished, 

so the rating can be revised after we obtain new information that changes the factual basis 

for our original ruling. 

C-SP AN Interviews 

On January 15, 2012, C-SP AN aired a one-hour interview with Glenn Kessler about the Fact 

Checker column and his life and career, which has been viewed on-line more than 400,000 

times. (A transcript of the interview is also available.) In 2014, C-SP AN aired a second one

hour interview with Kessler. 
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A Few Basic Principles 
• This is a fact-checking operation, not an opinion-checking operation. We are interested 

only in verifiable facts, though on occasion we may examine the roots of political rhetoric. 

• We will focus our attention and resources on the issues that are most important to voters. 

We cannot nitpick every detail of every speech. We especially try to examine statements that 

are newsworthy or concern issues of importance. We understand that everyone makes 

mistakes, especially when speaking extemporaneously, so we do not play "gotcha." 

• We will strive to be dispassionate and non-partisan, drawing attention to inaccurate 

statements on both left and right. But we also fact check what matters -- and what matters 

are people in power. When one political party controls the White House and both houses of 

Congress, it is only natural that the fact checks might appear too heavily focused on one side 

of the political spectrum. (Divided government is much better for The Fact Checker.) We 

urge readers to bring to our attention possible false claims we might have missed. 

AD 
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• We will stick to the facts of the issue under examination and are unmoved by ad hominem 

attacks. The identity or political ties of the person or organization making a charge is 

irrelevant: all that matters is whether their facts are accurate or inaccurate. 

• We will adopt a "reasonable person" standard for reaching conclusions. We do not demand 

100 percent proof. The burden for proving the accuracy of a claim rests with the speaker, 

however. 

• Consistent with Washington Post policy, no one working on The Fact Checker may engage 

in partisan political activity or make contributions to candidates or advocacy organizations. 

Since 2013, The Washington Post has been o,vned by Jeff Bezos, the chief executive of 

Amazon, as a personal investment via Nash Holdings LLC. The Fact Checker is part of the 

national-news section of The Post, which is managed separately from the editorial and 

opinion section of The Post. In 2019, The Fact Checker received a $250,000 grant from 

Google News Initiative/YouTube to expand production of video fact checks. 

AD 

• We are committed to being transparent about our sources. Whenever possible, we provide 

links to sources so readers have access to the information we used to reach the conclusions in 

our fact checks and can verify the information themselves. 
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• Everyone makes mistakes and we strive to correct any errors in accordance with The 

Washington Post's corrections policy. We welcome feedback from readers who may dispute 

our conclusions and who want to offer additional information that might result in a change 

in ruling. 

The Pinocchio Test 
Where possible, we will adopt the following standard in fact-checking the claims of a 

politician, political candidate, diplomat or interest group. 

We do make some allowance for statements made in live interviews, as opposed to a 

prepared text. We will judge more harshly statements from a prepared text, on the grounds 

that the politician and staff had time to discuss the statistic. We also make allowances if the 

politician or interest group acknowledges an error was made. Finally, we also have a feature 

called "Recidivism Watch," which highlights claims repeated by politicians even though the 

claim has been previously debunked. 

One Pinocchio 

Some shading of the facts. Selective telling of the truth. Some omissions and exaggerations, 

but no outright falsehoods. (You could view this as "mostly true.") 

Two Pinocchios 

Significant omissions and/or exaggerations. Some factual error may be involved but not 

necessarily. A politician can create a false, misleading impression by playing with words and 

using legalistic language that means little to ordinary people. (Similar to "half true.") 

Three Pinocchios 

Significant factual error and/ or obvious contradictions. This gets into the realm of "mostly 

false." But it could include statements which are technically correct (such as based on official 

government data) but are so taken out of context as to be very misleading. The line between 

Two and Three can be bit fuzzy and we do not award half-Pinocchios. So we strive to explain 

the factors that tipped us toward a Three. 

Four Pinocchios 
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Whoppers. 

The Geppetto Checkmark 

Statements and claims that contain "the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth" 

will be recognized with our prized Geppetto checkmark. We tend to reserve this for claims 

that are unexpectedly true, so it is not awarded very often. 

An Upside-Down Pinocchio 

A statement that represents a clear but unacknowledged "flip-flop" from a previously-held 

position. 

Verdict Pending 

There are occasions when it is impossible to render a snap judgment because the issue is very 

complex or there are good arguments on both sides. In this case, we will withhold our 

judgment until we can gather more facts. We will use this website to shed as much light as 

possible on factual controversies that are not easily resolved. 

Bottomless Pinocchio 

AD 
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In December, 2018, The Fact Checker introduced the Bottomless Pinocchio. The bar for the 

Bottomless Pinocchio is high: Claims must have received Three or Four Pinocchios from The 

Fact Checker, and they must have been repeated at least 20 times. Twenty is a sufficiently 

robust number that there can be no question the politician is aware that his or her facts are 

wrong. The list of Bottomless Pinocchios will be maintained on its own landing page. 

(The iconic Pinocchio image used by The Fact Checker was created in 2007 by illustrator 

Steve McCracken.) 

Archives 

Click on the Archives link on the top right of the Fact Checker page. The list will go back five 

years. For dates after Sept. 2013, adjust the year and month at the end of the url. 

See 2007-2011 archives here. 

*** 

All judgments are subject to debate and criticism from our readers and interested parties, 

and can be revised if fresh evidence emerges. We invite you to join the discussion on these 

pages and contact the Fact Checker directly with tips, suggestions, and complaints. If you feel 

that we are being too harsh on one candidate and too soft on another, there is a simple 

remedy: let us know about misstatements and factual errors we may have overlooked. 

International Fact-Checking Network fact-checkers' code of 
principles 
The International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN) at the Poynter Institute is committed to 

promoting excellence in fact-checking. Nonpartisan and transparent fact-checking can be a 

powerful instrument of accountability journalism. Conversely, unsourced or biased fact

checking can increase distrust in the media and experts while polluting public 

understanding. The following statement is the result of consultations among fact-checkers 

from around the world; it offers conscientious practitioners principles to aspire to in their 

everyday work. The Washington Post Fact Checker was an inaugural signatory 

to this code of principles, which was announced on Sept. 15, 2016. 
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(1) A COMMITMENT TO NONPARTISANSHIP AND FAIRNESS We fact-check 

claims using the same standard for every fact check. We do not concentrate our fact-checking 

on any one side. We follow the same process for every fact check and let the evidence dictate 

our conclusions. We do not advocate or take policy positions on the issues we fact-check. 

(2) A COMMITMENT TO TRANSPARENCY OF SOURCES We want our readers to be 

able to verify our findings themselves. We provide all sources in enough detail that readers 

can replicate our work, except in cases where a source's personal security could be 

compromised. In such cases, we provide as much detail as possible. 

(3) A COMMITMENT TO TRANSPARENCY OF FUNDING & ORGANIZATION We 

are transparent about our funding sources. If we accept funding from other organizations, we 

ensure that funders have no influence over the conclusions we reach in our reports. We detail 

the professional background of all key figures in our organization and explain our 

organizational structure and legal status. We clearly indicate a way for readers to 

communicate with us. 

(4) A COMMITMENT TO TRANSPARENCY OF METHODOLOGY We explain the 

methodology we use to select, research, write, edit, publish and correct our fact checks. We 

encourage readers to send us claims to fact-check and are transparent on why and how we 

fact-check. 

(5) A COMMITMENT TO OPEN AND HONEST CORRECTIONS We publish our 

corrections policy and follow it scrupulously. We correct clearly and transparently in line 

with our corrections policy, seeking so far as possible to ensure that readers see the corrected 

version. 

By signing up to this code of principles, the fact-checking initiatives agree to produce a 

public report indicating how they have lived up to each of the five principles within a year . 

from their signature, and once a year thereafter. The report will allow readers and others 

to judge to what extent the fact-checker is respecting the code of principles and will be 

linked to from this page. 

Being a signatory to this code of principles and publishing a report in no way implies an 

endorsement from Poynter's IFCN or any of its members. 
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A formal process for adding signatories began in 2017. The Washington Post Fact Checker 

was evaluated by an independent assessor and officially accepted by the IFCN board on 

March 8, 2017, permitting the display of the badge below. The Fact Checker was 

reevaluated and accepted again in 2018 and 2019. 

--------------· ----

Columbia Journalism Review, May 1993: 
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* "l.AUREL to New York Newsday, and to staff writer Glenn Kessler, for a record-breaking 

solo flight. With most of the nation's news media zooming in on the president's $ 200 haircut 

on the Los Angeles Airport runway and roaring about the disruptions his hirsutic hubris 

caused, Kessler took off in a different direction -- and landed on some hard, concrete facts. 

His analysis of Federal Aviation Administration records, obtained under the Freedom of 

Information Act, revealed that, contrary to stories of circling planes, jammed-up runways, 

and inconvenienced passengers (and contrary, too, to the apology the White House felt 

pressured to make), only one (unscheduled) air taxi reported an actual (two-minute) delay. 

Unfortunately, most of the nation's news media, in usual near-perfect formation, found 

neither time nor space to correct a story that had been wildly off course." 
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12/1512019 Democrats ask the FBI to investigate Trump advisers' Russia ties - The Washington Post 

Democrats ask the FBI to investigate Trump 
advisers' Russia ties 

By Josh Rogin 

August 30, 2016 at 4:44 p.m. EDT 

+ 

Several leading Democratic lawmakers are asking the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation to investigate senior Trump campaign advisers for collusion in the 

suspected Russian hacking of American political organizations and election 

systems. It's the most serious set of allegations to date about deep connections 

between the Trump team and the Kremlin, though the case is largely circumstantial. 

On Monday, The New York Times broke the story of Senate Minority Leader Harry 

Reid's August 27 letter to FBI Director James Corney asking the bureau to 

investigate alleged Russian interference in the U.S. presidential election, which 

followed new reports that foreign hackers penetrated two state election databases. 

In the same letter, without naming them directly, Reid pointed Corney to two 

specific Trump advisers, each of whom is allegedly connected to Russia, according 

to Reid and the Clinton campaign. 

Reid's letter implicitly asks Corney to look into the dealings of Roger Stone, the 

longtime Trump friend who has claimed to be in touch with Wikileaks founder 

Julian Assange, and Carter Page, a Trump foreign policy advisor who traveled to 

Moscow in July. 

httns://www.washinotonoost.com/news{josh-mglnfwp/2016/08!30/demoorats-ask-the-fbi4o-Jnvestigate-trump•advlsers-russia-ties/ 119 
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12115/2019 Democrats ask the FBI to investigate Trump advls-ers' Russia ties - The Washington Post 

AD 

Stone, Assange and Russian state media have all been pushing a conspiracy theory 

that the hack of the Democratic National Committee was related to the shooting 

death of 27-year old DNC staffer Seth Rich. There's no evidence the events are 

linked. Reid wants the FBI to investigate whether the similar statements are a 

coincidence or if they are all working together on the leaks. 

"The prospect of individuals tied to Trump, Wikileaks and the Russian government 

coordinating to influence our election raises concerns of the utmost gravity and 

merits full examination," Reid wrote, referring to Stone. 

Reid also said the FBI should investigate if there were any "complicit 

intermediaries" between the Russian government and Assange, including "any 

United States citizen." 

AD 

https://www.washingtonpostcom/news/josh-rogin/wp/2016/08/30/<lemocrats..a.sk-the--fbi-to-!nvestlgate-trump-advlsers-russla-ties/ 219 
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12115/2019 Democrats ask the FBI 10 investigate Trump advlsers' Russia tles • The Washington Post 

On Tuesday afternoon, four leading House Democrats sent their own letter to 

Corney calling on him to investigate the Russian ties of Stone, Page, retired Lt. Gen. 

Michael Flynn, and former Trump campaign chairman Paul Manafort. "Serious 

questions have been raised about overt and covert actions by Trump campaign 

officials on behalf of Russian interests," they wrote. "It is critical for the American 

public to know whether those actions may have directly caused or indirectly 

motivated attacks against Democratic institutions and our fundamental election 

process." 

In a statement, Clinton campaign spokesman Glen Caplin said the Trump campaign 

has multiple advisers with deep ties to Russia and the campaign doubled down on 

Reid's call for an investigation into Roger Stone's ties to Wikileaks and the DNC 

hacks. 

"By admitting he's in contact with Julian Assange through mutual friends, and 

claiming the Russian front Guccifer 2.0 is the source of hacked documents obtained 

by WikiLeaks, Roger Stone has raised serious and deeply troubling questions about 

potential collusion between Trump campaign associates and the Kremlin," he said. 

"This alarming red flag is a question that demands answers." 

AD 

httn~·llwww w:.i::.hinotonnost com/news/iosh-roaln/wo/2016/08/30/democrats-ask-th-e-fbi-to-!nvestigate-trump~advlser:s-russia-tles/ 319 
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12/15/2019 Democrats ask the FBI to Investigate Trump advlsers' Russia ties - The Washington Post 

In an interview today, Stone lashed out at Reid's call for the FBI to investigate. He 

said he has no connections with the Russian government and has communicated 

with Assange through a mutual friend only. 

"He's essentially accusing me of treason. It's the new McCarthyism," Stone said. "I 

have no connections with Russians at all. They call us the conspiracy theorists but 

they are the ones accusing us of treason." 

Stone said there's no proof that the Russians did anything related to the DNC hacks 

because a hacker calling himself "Guccifer 2.0" claimed credit for the hack in June. 

But there is a growing consensus in the U.S. intelligence community that the DNC 

hack was orchestrated and perpetrated by the Russian government and forensic 

evidence suggests that "Guccifer 2.0" is a persona created by the Russian 

government hackers to try to cover their tracks. 

AD 

Stone refused to characterize the frequency or nature of his indirect 

communications with Assange, but said he had no influence over Assange's actions 

related to the leaks and was not directly coordinating with Wikileaks. But he called 

Assange a "freedom fighter" and a "hero" who was "fighting the deep state," which 

means taking on the two-party duopoly in Washington. 

httn,;·//www.w:::ishinotonoost.cornfnews/iosh-roQinfwp/2016I08/30/democrats-ask•the-fb!-to-lnvesUgate-trump-advlsers-russia-ties/ 4/9 
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12/15/2019 Democrats ask the FBI to investigate Trump advisers' Russia ties* The Washington Post 

In the interview, Stone also defended the Seth Rich conspiracy theory, accused 

Clinton or her allies of murdering at least three other people and said his email, 

bank, and social media accounts were all hacked last week by unknown assailants. 

Stone claimed that Assange has the "kryptonite" that will bring down the Clinton 

campaign, in the form of more leaked information about ties between the Clinton 

Foundation and the State Department during Clinton's tenure as Secretary of State. 

"I think he has the goods and he will release them at times of his choosing," he said. 

"This makes me a conspiracy theorist? No, I'm a conspiracy realist." 

AD 

Reid also wrote to Corney that "questions have been raised" about whether a senior 

Trump adviser with investments in the Russian state energy firm Gazprom met 

with "high-ranking sanctioned individuals" during a July trip to Moscow. The 

passage clearly refers to Page, who gave a speech in Moscow in July at the 

graduation ceremony of the New Economic School that many observers viewed as a 

rebuttal of U.S. foreign policy. 

"Washington and other Western capitals have impeded potential progress through 

their often hypocritical focus on ideas such as democratization, inequality, 

corruption and regime change," Page said in the lecture. 

httn<:.•1/wwww~<:.hinntnnno<:.t r.om/nAw!';./iosh-rooin/wo/2016/08/30/democrats-ask-the,-fbHo-investigate-trump-advisers-russia-ties/ 5/9 
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12/15/2019 Democrats ask the FBI to investigate Trump advisers' Russia ties~ The Washington Post 

Page declined to comment for this article but sources close to the issue told me Reid 

was briefed last week by a very senior U.S. intelligence official on the suspected 

Russian political interference and that Reid is particularly interested in Page's 

activities while in Russia. 

AD 

Reid and the Clinton campaign are steadily increasing their focus on the ties 

between Vladimir Putin and Donald Trump. In her speech last week on the "alt

right" movement, Clinton focused on the fact that the two men praise each other 

and she called Putin the "godfather" of a "global brand of extreme nationalism" to 

which Trump allegedly subscribes. 

There's definitely an overlapping of interests between the Trump camp and the 

Putin regime, not the least of which is a visceral hatred of Hillary Clinton. However, 

there's very little actual hard evidence of real collusion. 

Democrats and the Clinton camp are raising the stakes by calling on the FBI to 

investigate her political opponents for working with an enemy intelligence service. 

It's another example of how both sides in this election cycle are pushing conspiracy 

theories that they cannot prove. 

httM•IA,"'""'"'::i,:,h!nntnnn(v~t ,..,,m/ni:>wc:.liMh-rnnin/wo/?016/08/30/democrats-ask4he-fb!-to-lnvestigate-trump-advisers-russia-ties/ 6/9 
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12/15/2019 Hunter Biden's new JOb at a Ukrainian gas company is a problem for U,S. soft power - The Washington Post 

ibe tllasbington J)ost 

Hunter Biden's new job at a Ukrainian gas 
company is a problem for U.S. soft power 

By Adam Taylor 

May 14, 2014 at 5:46 p.m. EDT 

+ 

Around the world, there is a major perception that U.S. foreign policy is dictated by 

a thirst for oil and gas. For example, a 2002 Pew Research poll found that 75 

percent of French respondents felt that the United States-led invasion of Iraq was a 

simple ruse to gain control of Iraqi oil. And that isn't just what the "cheese-eating 

surrender monkeys" think either: Establishment figures in the United States such 

as Sen. John McCain and former Federal Reserve chairman Alan Greenspan have 

both made statements that suggest they buy into it, too. 

Such a perception is probably an oversimplification, but there is clearly some truth 

to the idea. And whether it is true or not, perceptions clearly matter when it comes 

to international relations. 

Think about that when you read the announcement that Vice President Biden's 

son, Hunter Biden, has accepted a position on the board at Ukraine's largest private 

gas firm. According to a news release posted Tuesday, the vice president's son 

would join the board of Burisma Holdings. The Yale-educated lawyer would be in 

charge of the company's legal unit, the release said. 

https://www.washlngtonpost.com/news/wor!dviews/wp/2014/0S/14/hunter-bidens-new-job-at-a-ukrainian-gas•company-is-a-problem-for-u-s-soft-power/ 1/8 
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.AD 

Here's a small selection of the responses to the news, which ranged from the 

incredulous to the resigned: 

~ Robert Coalson 
~ @CoalsonR 

Biden's son takes job a Ukraine gas firm. Boy, that looks really 
bad. What are they thinking"? bit.ly/RCzEE0 

27 12:56 PM - May 13, 2014 

56 people are talking about this 

Di .. Olga Kuzmina 
W @OlgaKuzminaDC 

Joe Biden's son is now head of legal affairs at Ukraine's largest 
gas company. Speechless! 
themoscowtimes.comlbusinesslartic .. 

31 11:37 AM - May 13, 2014 

157 people are talking about this 

A Tim Huelskamp 
W @CongHuelskamp 

Obama White House for sale or rent. Biden's son to head 
Ukrainian gas company. #Nefarious goo.gl/ZZ7W1U 

75 12:20 PM - May 14, 2014 

99 people are talking about this 

httos://www.washin~tonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2014/05/14/hunter-bidens-new-job-at-a-ukratnlan-gas-company-is-a-problem-for-u-s-soft-power/ 2/8 



20650

382 

1211512019 Hunter Biden's new job at a Ukrainian gas company is a problem for U.S. soft power - The Washington Post 

While the general public appeared nonplussed, the official response has been 

muted. "Hunter Biden is a private citizen and a lawyer," White House spokesperson 

Kendra Barkoff told The Post. "The vice president does not endorse any particular 

company and has no involvement with this company." 

Meanwhile, an ethics watchdog argued that it probably wasn't that big of a deal. "It 

can't be that because your dad is the vice president, you can't do anything," Melanie 

Sloan, executive director of Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in Washington, 

told Reuters. 

AD 

It's true that there are no rules against Hunter Bi den taking this position. And it's 

(fairly) safe to assume that his appointment was not part of a broader, U.S.-led plot 

to oust Moscow-backed Ukrainian president Viktor Yanukovych and steal all of 

Ukraine's gas. However, whatever the practical reality of this posting, its symbolic 

nature makes it look very bad. 

https:/twww.washingtonpost.com/news/worfdviews/wp/2014/05/14/hunter-bidens-new-job-at-a-ukralnia-n..g.;is-company-is--a-problem-for-u-s-soft-power/ 3/8 
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1211512019 Hunter Biden's new job at a Ukrainian gas company is a problem for U,S. soft power~ The Washington Post 

For one thing, while Burisma is clearly trying to portray itself (perhaps genuinely) 

as an open, Western company, its ownership is more than a little murky. A 2012 

investigation from Forbes Ukraine noted that registration documents from Ukraine 

and Cyprus indicated that Nikolay Zlochevsky, a former government minister and 

representative ofYanukovych's Party of Regions, was in control of the company. 

There was speculation from Ukrainian energy analysts that Biden's appointment 

may have been an attempt to avoid sanctions by other, bigger Yanukovych allies. 

It's also unclear why, exactly, Biden was hired: At Yahoo News, Olivier Knox and 

Meredith Shiner have speculated that the fact that so much of Burisma's permits 

are in Ukraine's troubled Dnieper-Donets Basin may play a role. 

AD 

Then there's the broader problem: The appointment of the vice president's son to a 

Ukrainian oil board looks nepotistic at best, nefarious at worst. No matter how 

qualified Biden is, it ties into the idea that U.S. foreign policy is self-interested, and 

that's a narrative Vladimir Putin has pushed during Ukraine's crisis with references 

to Iraq and Libya. It clashes with the U.S. narrative that this is all about 

international law and human rights. 

httn.c:·//wwww3shinotonoost.com/news/wor!dviews/wp/2014/05/14/hunter-bidens-new-job-at-a-ukralnian-gas-company-ls-a-prob!em-for-u-s-soft-power/ 4/8 
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1211512019 Hunter Biden's new Job at a Ukrainlan gas company is a problem for U.S. soft power - The Washington Post 

To be fair, Hunter Biden isn't the only person linked to politics on the board of 

Burisma: The Wall Street Journal reports that Devon Archer, the college roommate 

of John Kerry's stepson, has also joined, and on Wednesday, Ukrainian 

media reported that former Polish president Aleksander Kwasniewski would also 

join the board. It's an impressive crowd. 

And Biden is certainly not the first politically-linked person to get a dubiously high

paying job on a board. As Mikhail Korchemkin of East European Gas Analysis 

pointed out to me, more than a few children of Russian politicians have ended up 

in executive positions in companies at the top of the Forbes 500 list, and China's 

"princelings" have a similar habit. Bringing big names in has obvious political 

advantages for companies and other rewards for the names - just ask Gerhard 

Schroder, the former chancellor of Germany, who sits on the board of the Nord 

Stream and catches flack for hugging Vladimir Putin, or Dominique Strauss 

Kahn, now on the board at a subsidiary of Rosneft, the Russian state oil giant where 

former secretary of state Donald L. Evans once turned down a role. 

Sti11, you have to wonder how big the salary has to be to put U.S. soft power at risk 

like this. Pretty big, we'd imagine. 

AD 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/workMewsfwp/2014/05/i4/hunter-bidens--new•job-at-a-ukrainlarrgas-company-ls-a-prob!em-for-u-s-soft-power/ 5/8 



20653

385 

Politics Impeachment Process White House Congress Polling The Trailer Fact Checker 

'I'm not for impeachment' without bipartisan 
support, Pelosi says, roiling fellow Democrats 

By Mike DeBonis and Rachael Bade 

March 11, 2019 at 9:27 p.m. EDT 

House Speaker Nancy Pelosi said in an interview that she opposes moving to impeach 

President Trump, even though she believes he is unfit for office - her most definitive 

statement on ousting the president and one that stands to alienate some members of the 

Democratic Party. 

"I'm not for impeachment," she said in a March 6 interview conducted for a future issue of 

The Washington Post Magazine. 

+ 

"This is news," added Pelosi (D-Calif.). "I haven't said this to any press person before. But 

since you asked, and I've been thinking about this, 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. And he's just not worth it." 

AD 
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Pelosi's remarks drew swift rebukes from some liberals who have been clamoring to begin 

impeachment proceedings over controversies ensnaring the Trump administration, with 

several House committees launching investigations. 

Other Democrats on investigative committees were surprised that the speaker would all but 

rule out impeachment just as they were starting their investigations. 

"I don't think it's something we decide whether or not its 'worth it,' " said House Progressive 

Caucus co-chair Pramila Jayapal (D-Wash.). "If[our investigations show] a consistent 

pattern of abuse of power, of obstruction of justice ... then that to me seems like it will be 

impeachable." 

AD 

Moderate Democrats, however, welcomed what they considered a politically pragmatic 

response, especially with no bipartisan support for impeachment and Republicans 

controlling the Senate, which would have to convict Trump to remove him from office. 

Democrats also recognize that moving toward impeachment would energize core GOP voters 

ahead of the 2020 presidential and congressional elections. Pelosi's comments come as 

Republicans are seeking to portray Democrats as radicals beholden to the far left, unwilling 

to respect democratic norms. 
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In the interview, Pelosi said she does not believe that Trump is up to the job of running the 

country. Asked whether he was fit to be president, she countered: "Are we talking ethically? 

Intellectually? Politically? What are we talking here?" When a reporter said all, she said he 

was not. 

AD 

"All of the above. No. No. I don't think he is," she said. "I mean, ethically unfit. Intellectually 

unfit. Curiosity-wise unfit. No, I don't think he's fit to be president of the United States." 

But Pelosi suggested that her opinion on whether he is worthy of his office may not matter if 

the public - and at least some Republicans - don't support impeachment. 

Most House Democrats agree that they should give the chairmen of investigative committees 

the space to conduct their probes before engaging in serious impeachment discussions. But 

Pelosi's suggestion that she doesn't support movement toward impeachment because Trump 

is "just not worth it" won't sit well with some in her caucus, while infuriating some on the 

left. 

AD 
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In an interview with The Washington Post on Monday, pro-impeachment billionaire Tom 

Steyer said Pelosi "correctly analyzed the problem" in concluding that Trump is unfit to be 

president. "But," he continued, "she's not willing to do what's necessary to solve it for 

political reasons, and that seems to me to be the essence of what's wrong in Washington, 

D.C." 

Steyer, who did not take a direct shot at Pelosi personally, added, "It is the Congress's job to 

hold the president accountable and to uphold the Constitution of the United States." 

Pelosi's comments are likely to provide cover to House Democrats from more moderate 

districts, especially those who beat Republicans in 2018 by campaigning on reforming health 

care, preserving Social Security and Medicare, and cleaning up Washington. While liberal 

firebrands have won an outsize share of media coverage, the House Democratic majority was 

captured largely because of freshmen who ran to the center, said Rep. Cheri Bustos (D-Ill.), 

chair of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee - and many of them are 

uncomfortable with impeachment talk. 

AD 

"We've got 31 Democrats who serve in districts that Donald Trump won, and I'm one of 

them," Bustos said. "When I go home, I don't have people asking me about impeaching him. 

That is just not something that I hear. They consistently ask about health care and rebuilding 

our country and figuring out how to work together." 
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Pelosi "wants to get the work done," she added. "She says we have to focus on results, and I 

have a great appreciation for her saying that, because that works in any congressional district 

in America." 

But even some more traditional Democrats disagree. Rep. Gerald E. Connolly (D-Va.), a 

member of the House Oversight and Reform Committee, said Pelosi's comments were 

probably "designed to remind people that loose talk about impeachment is not helpful, that it 

distracts from our agenda and even from the intrinsic value of the oversight hearings." But 

while he agreed, he said, she may have gone too far. 

AD 

"I felt that her statement didn't leave much wiggle room, and on that part, I respectfully 

demur," Connolly said. "I took an oath to the Constitution, not to the Democratic Party .... If 

I feel that I have a constitutional obligation to follow that procedure, then I have a legal and 

moral obligation to do so, even if no Republican wants to do anything." 

On the GOP side, House Republican leader Kevin McCarthy (Calif.) said Pelosi's remarks 

were "a smart thing for her to say. I mean, there's nothing to impeach." 

But many Republicans viewed her comments through a political lens, saying Pelosi was 

merely trying to protect her caucus's moderate members. 
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AD 

"I think they have to put up a front saying they're not going there, but everything behind the 

scenes says differently," said the House Judiciary Committee's ranking Republican, Doug 

Collins (Ga.). "I think they have a part of their conference they can't say no to." 

Pelosi's comments came days after the House Judiciary Committee, the panel with 

jurisdiction over impeachment proceedings, issued document requests to more than 80 

people and entities affiliated with Trump's administration, campaign and businesses. Rep. 

Jerrold Nadler (D-N.Y.), the chairman of the committee, called the requests the first step in a 

larger probe into possible obstruction of justice and abuses of power by the president. 

Meanwhile, other House committees are beginning to investigate payments that Trump's 

then-lawyer Michael Cohen made during the 2016 campaign to silence women who alleged 

affairs with Trump, as well as Trump's plans to build a tower in Moscow and how he 

managed his private company. 

AD 
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For months, Pelosi has treated the possibility of Trump's impeachment delicately, publicly 

noting the need for bipartisan support and significant evidence of wrongdoing before 

pursuing the president's removal. 

"If and when the time comes for impeachment, it wi.11 have to be something that has such a 

crescendo in a bipartisan way," she said, for instance, in a CBS News interview in early 

January. 

She echoed that bipartisan requirement in the Post interview. 

However, given congressional Republicans' unwillingness to push back on their leader in the 

Oval Office over the past two years, some Democrats disagree with Pelosi's assessment that 

any impeachment proceedings must have support from the GOP. House Democrats, they 

argue, have a job to do in holding the president accountable - regardless of the GOP's 

stance. 

Steyer, for instance, noted that Republicans don't believe in climate change. Should the party 

turn a blind eye to that serious matter, too? he asked. 

"If we're not allowed to tell the truth until the Republicans give us a signature that says it's 

okay, then we're not going to tell the truth about a lot of things," he said. 

Pelosi has, at times, referenced the failed 1998 impeachment of President Bill Clinton by 

congressional Republicans as a formative experience in her thinking - an argument she 

renewed in the interview. 

"There's no question that that was horrible for the country. It was unnecessary and the rest," 

she said. "But in terms of where we are, as Thomas Paine said, the times have found us. And 

the times have found us now. We have a very serious challenge to the Constitution of the 

United States in the president's unconstitutional assault on the Constitution, on the first 

branch of government, the legislative branch .... This is very serious for our country." 

Meanwhile, members of Pelosi's caucus have been outspoken about their desire to impeach 

Trump. This month, Rep. Rashida Tlaib (D-Mich.) marched on Capitol Hill with 

impeachment supporters, and Rep. Maxine Waters (D-Calif.) has discussed impeaching the 

president in numerous interviews. 
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Two House Democrats, Reps. Al Green (Tex.) and Brad Sherman (Calif.), have 

already drafted articles of impeachment. Green moved in December 2017 to force the House 

to consider impeachment articles; the effort was killed on a 364-to-58 vote. 

And outside the Capitol, Steyer has pledged to spend tens of millions of dollars on an effort 

to impeach Trump, forming a group called Need to Impeach that has taken out television ads 

and constructed a grass-roots network to push the issue. Steyer has also vowed to target the 

chairmen of House panels investigating the president to ensure that they do their jobs, as his 

organization has said. 

"He's brought us to the brink of nuclear war," Steyer said in one nationally televised ad. 

"Obstructed justice at the FBI. And in direct violation of the Constitution, he's taken money 

from foreign governments and threatened to shut down news organizations that report the 

truth. If that isn't a case for impeaching and removing a dangerous president, then what has 

our government become?" 

Sherman said Monday that he understood Pelosi's position, and he declined to criticize her 

remarks but said that there were "very intense, very impatient people" in the Democratic 

caucus who might. 

"It is clear to me the things Trump did that are felonious in the first months of his presidency 

are not politically sufficient to remove him from office," he said, adding, "I will not be 

attacking the speaker for a decision not to officially begin the impeachment process at a time 

when there is no bipartisan support for it." 

But Sherman defended his decision to introduce articles of impeachment, as well as others 

who have raised the issue: "Imagine what Trump would have done over the last two years if 

he thought he was immune .... Think of the hundreds of things that have crossed his mind 

that he hasn't done." 
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Pelosi tamps down talk of impeachment 
By Brian Fung 

Jan. 6, 2019 at 12:11 p.m. EST 

House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) sought to quell a rising furor Sunday over 

whether Democratic lawmakers will seek to impeach President Trump, saying in an 

interview on CBS News's "Sunday Morning" that the public has yet to hear the 

conclusions of special counsel Robert S. Mueller III's investigation. 

Democrats are unlikely to pursue a path of impeachment without Republican 

backing, Pelosi hinted. That could hinge significantly on whether Mueller's probe 

uncovers concrete evidence of wrongdoing. 

"If and when the time comes for impeachment," she said, "it will have to be 

something that has such a crescendo in a bipartisan way." 

Pelosi's remarks were echoed Sunday by Honse Majority Leader Steny H. Hoyer (D

Md.), who said calls for Trump's impeachment were a "distraction" from 

Democrats' "substantive agenda." 

https://www,washfngtonpost.com/politics/2019/01/06/pelosf-tamps-down..ta!k-lmpeachmentt 

TheT 

116 
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AD 

"I don't think an impeachment process is inevitable, and that's not what we're 

focused on," Hoyer told NBC's "Meet the Press." 

Pelosi's remarks come amid days of Democratic infighting after newly elected Rep. 

Rashida Tlaib (D-Mich.) vowed at a progressive gathering on Thursday to "impeach 

the motherf-----," referring to Trump. 

Many of Tlaib's colleagues have cautioned against moving too quickly toward 

impeachment. Rep. Adam Smith (D-Wash.) on Sunday told ABC News that 

impeaching Trump would be "an unbelievably serious undertaking." 

"We need to be very deliberate, very careful and very serious about how we do this," 

he said. "We need to see Mueller's report, and we need to make a very, very strong 

case if there is one to be made." 

AD 

https:l/www.washtngionpost.com/po!fUcs/2019/01/06/pelosl~tamps-down.talk~impeachmentf 216 
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Others said that while House lawmakers could "line up the votes," a bid for 

impeachment would be fruitless without Republican support in the Senate. 

"If the Republican senators, at least some of them, are not on board, then all you 

have is a failed impeachment, and I don't think that benefits the country," Rep. 

Adam B. Schiff (D-Calif.), chairman of the House Intelligence Committee, said 

Sunday on CNN. 

In Washington, a wave of shock accompanied Tlaib's use of profanity. Sen. Doug 

Jones (D-Ala.) told CNN on Sunday that even his most progressive constituents 

"know better" than to use "the coarse language the president uses in public." For 

her part, Pelosi said Friday that although she did not agree with Tlaib's choice of 

words, it was not "anything worse" than what Trump has said. 

AD 

But Mick Mulvaney, Trump's acting chief of staff, rejected the idea that Trump has 

helped coarsen the public discourse. 

"I don't think anybody blames the president for the coarsening of the language," 

Mulvaney told CNN on Sunday. 

https:/fwww.washlngtonpost,com/poliUcs/2019/0i/06/pe!osi-tamps..Cown-ta!k-lmpeachmentJ 316 
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Still, some ofTlaib's colleagues have come to her defense. Rep. Alexandria Ocasio

Cortez (D-N.Y.), a fellow freshman, tweeted Saturday, "I got your back," and 

accused Republicans of working themselves into "faux-outrage." 

"Republican hypocrisy at its finest: saying that Trump admitting to sexual assault 

on tape is just 'locker room talk,' but scandalizing themselves into faux-outrage 

when my sis says a curse word in a bar," Ocasio-Cortez tweeted. 

And on Sunday, Schiff tweeted that "no one has done more to debase our political 

discourse, or fill the public square with vulgar insults and bile, than Donald J. 

Trump." 

Karoun Demirjian contributed to this report. 

AD 

https:/twww.washingtonpost.com/po!itics/2019101/06/pe!osi-tamps-down-ta!k~impeachment/ 416 
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Rep. Rashida Tlaib profanely promised to impeach Trump. 
She's not sorry. 
IQ washingtonpost.comipolitks/2019/01/04Jhours-after-ma!dng*hlstory-rep-rashida-tlaib-profaneiy-promises

By Arny B Wang 

Rep. Rashida Tlaib (D-Mich.) made history Thursday afternoon for being the first Palestinian 

American woman sworn into Congress. 

Hours later, she made headlines for swearing at a bar - in comments that continued to 

reverberate in Washington the following day. 

At a reception Thursday night for the progressive group Moveon.org, Tlaib vowed that the 

new Democrat-controlled House would be focusing on ousting President Trump from office. 

"Don't you ever, ever, let anybody take away your roots, your culture, who you are. Ever," 

Tlaib told the crowd in the packed space. "Because when you [hang onto those things], 

people love you and you win. And when your son looks at you and says, 'Mama, look. You 

won. Bullies don't win.' 

AD 

"And I said, 'Baby, they don't,' because we're gonna go in there and we're gonna impeach the 

motherf-----." 

Trump on Friday called Tlaib's remarks "disgraceful" and claimed he didn't know the 

lawmaker. 

"I assume she's new. I think she dishonored herself, and l think she dishonored her family," 

Trump said at an afternoon news conference. "I thought it was highly disrespectful to the 

United States of America." 

As White House press secretary Sarah Sanders suggested hours earlier, Trump said he could 

not be impeached because he was too successful a president. 

The crowd inside the State Room bar, near the Capitol, had responded to Tlaib's remarks 

with applause, cheers and shouts of approval, according to a widely shared video taken by 

immigration activist Nestor Ruiz. 

AD 

But on line and across Washington, Tlaib's comments were met with divided responses: 

Many of her supporters said Tlaib had successfully channeled their own political frustration, 

though some - including a few Democratic colleagues - criticized her choice of words. 

On the right, there was outrage. 
1/4 
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"Look at the brand-new elected congresswoman and her language of what she says to her 

son in a rally that she thought was private last night," House Minority Leader Kevin McCarthy 

(R-Calif.) said on Fox News. ''Their whole focus here is to try and attack this president when 

we're trying to move America forward." 

It's not clear if Tlaib thought the MoveOn reception was private. Several journalists were in 

attendance and multiple activists were filming her. Representatives for MoveOn did not 

respond to a request for comment. 

AD 

Tlaib mostly avoided reporters' questions at the Capitol on Friday morning; but on Twitter, 

she seemed to shrug off judgments about her speech. 

"I will always speak truth to power," Tlaib tweeted, adding the hashtag #unapologeticallyMe. 

I will always speak truth to power. #unapologeticallyMe 

Rashida Tlaib (@RashidaTlaib) January 4, 2019 

This is not just about Donald Trump. This is about all ofus. In the face of this constitutional 

crisis, we must rise. 

Rashida Tlaib (@RashidaTlaib) January 4, 2019 

House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) acknowledged "legitimate" outrage over Trump but 

said it was premature to be talking about impeachment. Pelosi has often said lawmakers 

need to let special counsel Robert S. Mueller Ill's investigation into Russian interference in 

the 2016 election play out. 

"It's about the facts and the law, and where that takes you," Pelosi told MSNBC'sJoy Ann 

Reid at the taping of an MSNBC town hall Friday morning. 

AD 

Pelosi also said she didn't like Tlaib's language but was "not in the censorship business" -

and suggested there wouldn't have been so much hand-wringing over Tlaib's comments if 

she were a man. 

"What she said is less offensive than what President Trump said about John McCain," Pelosi 

told Reid. (It's unclear exactly which instance Pelosi was referencing, as the president 

insulted and snubbed the late senator multiple times during their years-long feud.) 

Several ofTlaib's new Democratic colleagues, called upon to respond to the comments, 

cautioned against talking about impeachment before there was evidence to support it. Rep. 

Jerry Nadler (D-N.Y.) said it was "too early to talk about that intelligently." Rep. Elijah E. 

214 
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Cummings (D-MD) characterized the speech as "inappropriate" and potentially distracting 

and counterproductive for Democrats. 

AD 

"Well, passions are running high. Let's just leave it at that, okay?" Rep. Cheri Bustos (D-111.) 

said on CNN, before echoing Pelosi in saying they needed to wait for Mueller to finish his 

investigation. "Then we'll take it from there." 

Rep. Debbie Dingell (D-Mich.) was careful to emphasize Tlaib was but one member of a large 

caucus. 

"The House of Representatives is representative of the people of the United States of 

America. [Tlaib] represents a group of people that have strong feelings. She had strong 

feelings and she expressed it," Dingell said. "But that's what great about our caucus. We're 

diverse but we all come together when we've got to get things done." 

AD 

Several other Democrats said they disapproved of Tlaib's language - while also being quick 

to point out Trump had not been a shining example of verbal decorum while campaigning 

and in office. By Friday afternoon, video of Trump using the same profanity in a 2011 speech 

about China had resurfaced online. 

"Nobody has heightened [partisan conflict] more than the president of the United States 

with the rhetoric he has used over the last two or three years," Rep. Steny H. Hoyer (D-Md.) 

said Friday. 

Tlaib made the remarks Thursday night shortly after the House's late-night votes, at a 

reception for new members sponsored by MoveOn. 

She was mobbed when she arrived; an emcee had to ask the crowd to clear out the hallway, 
as a wave of selfie-cravers had clogged it up. 

AD 
It was a raucous event before that, with a dance floor and open bar. Earlier, Sen. Bernie 

Sanders (I-Vt.) gave some brief, uncontroversial remarks. 

Dave Weigel, John Wagner and Elise Vie beck contributed to this report. 

Read more: 

The nation's first two Muslim congresswomen are sworn in. surrounded by the women they 

inspired 

Defying veto threat. House approves bills to reopen agencies and deny wall money 

314 
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The campaign to impeach President Trump 
has begun 

By Matea Gold 

Jan. 20, 2017 at 12:19 p.m. EST 

The effort to impeach President Donald John Trump is already underway. 

At the moment the new commander in chief was sworn in, a campaign to build 

public support for his impeachment went live at ImpeachDonaldTrumpNow.org, 

spearheaded by two liberal advocacy groups aiming to lay the groundwork for his 

eventual ejection from the White House. 

+ 

The organizers behind the campaign, Free Speech for People and RootsAction, are 

hinging their case on Trump's insistence on maintaining ownership of his luxury 

hotel and golf course business while in office. Ethics experts have warned that his 

financial holdings could potentially lead to constitutional violations and undermine 

public faith in his decision-making. 

AD 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-po!!tics/wp/2017/01/20/the-campaign-to-impeach-president-trump-has-begun/ 

Fact( 

1/8 
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Their effort is early, strategists admit. But they insist it is not premature - even if it 

triggers an ang:ry backlash from those who will argue that they are not giving the 

new president a chance. 

"If we were to wait for all the ill effects that could come from this, too much damage 

to our democracy would occur," said Ron Fein, legal director at Free Speech for 

People. "It will undermine faith in basic institutions. If nothing else, it's important 

for Americans to trust that the president is doing what he thinks is the right thing ... 

not that it would help jump-start a sta1led casino project in another country." 

The impeachment drive comes as Democrats and liberal activists are mounting 

broad opposition to stymie Trump's agenda. Among the groups organizing 

challenges to the Trump administration is the American Civil Liberties Union, 

which plans to wield public-records requests and lawsuits as part of an aggressive 

action plan aimed at protecting immigrants and pushing for government 

transparency, among other issues. 

AD 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post~pofiiics!wp/2017/01/20/the-campaign~~mpa.ach-presldent~trump.-has-begun/ 218 
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"We think that President Trump will be in violation of the Constitution and federal 

statutes on day one, and we plan a vigorous offense to ensure the worst of the 

constitutional violations do not occur," said Anthony D. Romero, the ACLU's 

executive director. 

"We may have a new president, but we have the same old system of checks and 

balances," he added. 

Strategists behind the campaign for impeachment said they are confident that other 

groups will soon join their cause. They argue that Trump will immediately be in 

violation of the U.S. Constitution's Foreign Emoluments Clause, which prohibits a 

president from accepting a gift or benefit from a foreign leader or government. 

AD 

Fein cited several examples, including rent paid by the Industrial & Commercial 

Bank of China for its space in Trump Tower in New York and potential ongoing 

spending by foreign diplomats at the Trump International Hotel in Washington and 

other Trump properties. In addition, he said, royalties collected by the Trump 

organization from the president's business partner in the Philippines, who was 

recently named a special envoy to the United States, could violate the clause. 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-po!itlcsfwp/2017 /01/20/the-c.ampalgn-to-lmpeach-presidenMrump-has-begun/ 3/8 
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Trump said this month that he would donate "profits" from foreign business clients 

to the U.S. Treasury. However, neither Trump nor representatives of the Trump 

Organization have provided details on how such payments would be tracked, 

collected and disbursed. 

The foreign emoluments clause has never been tested in the courts, and some 

scholars argue that violating it would not qualify as "treason, bribery or other high 

crimes and misdemeanors," the grounds for impeachment of a federal official. 

AD 

But Fein noted that former Virginia governor Edmund Jennings Randolph, a 

delegate to the Constitutional Convention and later the first U.S. attorney general, 

argued during Virginia's debate over ratifying the constitution that a president who 

was found to have taken a foreign emolument "may be impeached." 

His group has mapped out a long-shot political strategy to build support for a vote 

in the House on articles of impeachment. 

https://www.washingtanpost.com/news/post-poHtics/wp/2017/01/20/the-campaign-to-impeach-presidenHrumps-has-begun/ 4/8 



20672

404 

12/15/2019 The campaign to impeach President Trump has begun - The Washington Post 

The first step is fairly simple: getting a resolution introduced that calls for the 

House Judiciary Committee to investigate whether there are grounds to impeach 

Trump - a move that Fein said a number of members of Congress are interested in 

taking. 

AD 

"Getting it introduced is not going to be a problem," he said. 

Still, the idea that a majority of the GOP-controlled House members would 

ultimately vote to launch an investigation of the new president seems highly 

improbable. Fein said he is confident the political climate will change and 

lawmakers will eventually support the effort. 

"I think that at a certain point, the combination of new revelations coming out and, 

importantly, calls and pressure from constituents in their own districts will be a 

deciding factor," he said. "And at some point, they will decide it is in their own 

interests to support this." 

https:/lwww.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politlcs/wp/2017!01120/the-campaign-to-impeach--presidenMrump-has-begun/ 518 
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While half a dozen federal judges in American history have been impeached by the 

House and successfully convicted in the Senate, no U.S. president has ever been 

removed from office through such a process. The closest was Andrew Johnson, who 

narrowly avoided conviction in the Senate in 1868 after the House charged him 

with removing the secretary of war in violation of the Tenure of Office Act. 

In 1974, the House Judiciary Committee approved articles of impeachment against 

then-President Richard Nixon, but he resigned before they could be voted on by the 

full House. President Bill Clinton was impeached by the House on charges of 

perjury and obstruction of justice, but the articles of impeachment were defeated in 

the Senate in 1999. 

AD 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-po!!tfcs/wp/2017/01/20/the-campalgn-to-!mpeach-presldent-trump-has-begun/ 618 
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'T' e Trump administration has sprung a leak. Many of them, in 
fact. 

By Paul Farhi 

Febr~ary 5, 2017 

Every presidential administration leaks. So far, the Trump White House has gushed. 

Unauthorized transcripts of phone conversations between President Trump and the leaders of Mexico and 

Australia went public last week. So did details about the administration's stage-managing of Trump's Supreme 

Court pick. Drafts of executive orders, including one that would grant legal protection to people and businesses 

that discriminate against same-sex married couples on moral or religious grounds, also slipped out before they 

were ready for prime time. 

The leaks have been a bonanza for news organizations, particularly mainstream outlets such as the New York 

Times, The Washington Post, NBC and the Associated Press. The pattern ofleaks to these organizations 

suggests the leakers are seeking not just wide distribution of confidential information but are hoping to gain 

ti redibility conveyed by establishment news organizations the very news outlets that Trump has 

frequently derided as purveyors of"fake news." 

They also suggest the extent of rivalries and some possible misgivings within Trump's inner circle about 

policies and would-be policies. Leaks, after all, are often designed to isolate a rival or to whip up public 

p ;ure to derail a decision. 

The Post was first to report on Trump's conversation with Australian Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull, in 

which Trump blasted a refugee resettlement agreement and bragged about his election victory before abruptly 

ending the call. 



20675

407 

The Times broke the news that the administration was preparing an order permitting the CIA to reopen secret 

"black site" prisons in which terrorist suspects were once tortured. The newspaper also described the White 

tt~-·~e's attempt to set up a reality show-like competition to gin up the suspense about Trump's Supreme Court 

appointment. 

AP was first with a story that Trump, in a call with Mexican President Enrique Pena Nieto, had threatened to 

send U.S. troops to Mexico to stop "bad hombres down there." 

S,. __ t!er news outlets have tapped into the leaky pipeline, too. The Nation magazine, primarily known for its 

liberal commentary, reported last week that the White House was circulating the draft of an executive order 

that would permit "sweeping" discrimination against gay and transgender people based on religious or moral 

objections; the Nation even reproduced a copy of the leaked draft document. 

The breadth of the leaks has surprised - and, of course, delighted - journalists, who say it gives the public an 

unfiltered view of what those in power are thinking and doing. The leaks of Trump's calls to Turnbull and Pefia 

Nieto may have been the most surprising of all; it's rare for transcripts of presidential phone calls or details of 

meetings with foreign leaders, especially potentially embarrassing exchanges, to leak so soon afterward. 
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"Given Trump's erratic nature and lack of experience, especially in foreign affairs, these leaks may be more 

important than ever," says David Corn, a reporter with the muckraking Mother Jones magazine. "They give us a 

sense of how he's doing his job" and what important advisers such as Stephen K. Bannon and Jared Kushner 

a. .elling him to do. 

Other reporters say the leaks reflect a certain degree of chaos within the new administration, with factions 

warily circling one another. At the top of the organization is an executive who has himself flouted White House 

norms, which may be setting a certain tone. "I tend to think chaos begets chaos begets chaos, and that's what 

we're seeing here," said a reporter familiar with some of the senior players. 

But others see the leaks as whistleblowing - an effort to expose Trump's initiatives before they become policy. 

The draft executive order expanding religious objections to gay and transgender people was probably leaked 

because the leaker was alarmed that such a policy might be enacted, said Sarah Posner, who broke the story for 

the Nation. She notes that there was no leak of Trump's most controversial order to date, a ban on travel and 

immigration from seven Muslim-majority countries, and the secrecy caused disruption and controversy. "I 

think [the proposed religious order J was very concerning to a lot of people inside and outside of government," 

she said. 

If so, mission accomplished. Trump hasn't signed the religious-objection order, and the White House hasn't 

indicated when or ifhe will. Similarly, the administration appears to have pulled back its plans to revive the 

"black site" prisons after the Times disclosure of it incited pushback from Congress and Cabinet officials. 

Of course, the leaks could also be trial balloons launched by the administration. 

N' "•\er Trump nor his top officials have challenged the veracity of any of the major leaks. A few weeks before 

takmg office, however, Trump demanded an investigation into who leaked to NBC News a top-secret report 

about Russian hacking of Democratic officials during the campaign. 
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This record suggests that mainstream news organizations are getting a reliable flow of unauthorized 

information. But reporters say such information needs to undergo the journalistic equivalent of extreme 

ve··,g. 

"Careful news organizations don't just throw unverified leaks into the world," said David Sanger, a veteran 

White House and national security reporter for the New York Times. "Reporters want to understand the 

motives [of the leaker] and the context of what's leaked so that you're not just simply becoming the 

h 'maiden to someone's private agenda. You have to dig into it and ask questions about it, starting with, 

'Why am I seeing this?'" 

Given Trump's management style and the competing "power centers" within his administration, "I don't see 

[leaks] simmering down anytime soon," said Corn. "It's going to be a continuing problem for him and his 

administration. But it's going to be good for the public. And it's going to be very good for journalists." 

Paul Farhi 
Paul Farhi is The Washington Post's media reporter. He started at The Post in 1988 and has been a financial reporter, a 

political reporter and a Style reporter. Follow'# 
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~ ..-ump revealed highly classified information to Russian foreign 
minister and ambassador 

By Greg Miller and 

Greg Jaffe 

May 15, 2017 
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President Trump revealed highly classified information to the Russian foreign minister and ambassador in a 

White House meeting last week, according to current and former U.S. officials, who said Trump's disclosures 

jeopardized a critical source of intelligence on the Islamic State. 

The information the president relayed had been provided by a U.S. partner through an intelligence-sharing 

arrangement considered so sensitive that details have been withheld from allies and tightly restricted even 

within the U.S. government, officials said. 

The partner had not given the United States permission to share the material with Russia, and officials said 

• ·mp's decision to do so endangers cooperation from an ally that has access to the inner workings of the 

Islamic State. After Trump's meeting, senior White House officials took steps to contain the damage, placing 

calls to the CIA and the National Security Agency. 

"This is code-word information," said a U.S. official familiar with the matter, using terminology that refers to 

~ of the highest classification levels used by American spy agencies. Trump "revealed more information to 

the Russian ambassador than we have shared with our own allies." 

The revelation comes as the president faces rising legal and political pressure on multiple Russia-related 

fronts. Last week, he fired FBI Director ,James H. Comey in the midst of a bureau investigation into possible 
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links between the Trump campaign and Moscow. Trump's subsequent admission that his decision was driven 

by "this Russia thing" was seen by critics as attempted obstruction of justice. 

"day after dismissing Corney, Trump welcomed Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov and Ambassador 

Sergey Kislyak - a key figure in earlier Russia controversies - into the Oval Office. It was during that 

meeting, officials said, that Trump went off script and began describing details of an Islamic State terrorist 

threat related to the use oflaptop computers on aircraft. 

, Ji' almost anyone in government, discussing such matters with an adversary would be illegal. As president, 

Trump has broad authority to declassify government secrets, making it unlikely that his disclosures broke the 

law. 

White House officials involved in the meeting said Trump discussed only shared concerns about terrorism. 

"The president and the foreign minister reviewed common threats from terrorist organizations to include 

threats to aviation," said H.R. McMaster, the national security adviser, who participated in the meeting. "At 

no time were any intelligence sources or methods discussed, and no military operations were disclosed that 

were not already known publicly." 

McMaster reiterated his statement in a subsequent appearance at the White House on Monday and described 

the Washington Post story as "false," but did not take any questions. 

In their statements, White House officials emphasized that Trump had not discussed specific intelligence 

sources and methods, rather than addressing whether he had disclosed information drawn from sensitive 

sources. 
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The CIA declined to comment, and the NSA did not respond to requests for comment. 

But officials expressed concern about Trump's handling of sensitive information as well as his grasp of the 

potential consequences. Exposure of an intelligence stream that has provided critical insight into the Islamic 

State, they said, could hinder the United States' and its allies' ability to detect future threats. 

"It is all kind of shocking," said a former senior U.S. official who is close to current administration officials. 

"Trump seems to be very reckless and doesn't grasp the gravity of the things he's dealing with, especially when 

it comes to intelligence and national security. And it's all clouded because of this problem he has with Russia." 

In his meeting with Lavrov, Trump seemed to be boasting about his inside knowledge of the looming threat. "I 

get great intel. I have people brief me on great intel every day," the president said, according to an official with 

knowledge of the exchange. 

Trump went on to discuss aspects of the threat that the United States learned only through the espionage 

capabilities of a key partner. He did not reveal the specific intelligence-gathering method, but he described 

how the Islamic State was pursuing elements of a specific plot and how much harm such an attack could cause 

der varying circumstances. Most alarmingly, officials said, Trump revealed the city in the Islamic State's 

territory where the U.S. intelligence partner detected the threat. 

The Post is withholding most plot details, including the name of the city, at the urging of officials who warned 

that revealing them would jeopardize important intelligence capabilities. 
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"Everyone knows this stream is very sensitive, and the idea of sharing it at this level of granularity with the 

Russians is troubling," said a former senior U.S. counterterrorism official who also worked closely with 

l1' 0 mbers of the Trump national security team. He and others spoke on the condition of anonymity, citing the 

1,,,,1sitivity of the subject. 

The identification of the location was seen as particularly problematic, officials said, because Russia could use 

that detail to help identify the U.S. ally or intelligence capability involved. Officials said the capability could be 

,ful for other purposes, possibly providing intelligence on Russia's presence in Syria. Moscow would be 

keenly interested in identifying that source and perhaps disrupting it. 

Russia and the United States both regard the Islamic State as an enemy and share limited information about 

terrorist threats. But the two nations have competing agendas in Syria, where Moscow has deployed military 

assets and personnel to support President Bashar al-Assad. 

"Russia could identify our sources or techniques," the senior U.S. official said. 



20682

414 

A former intelligence official who handled high-level intelligence on Russia said that given the clues Trump 

provided, "I don't think that it would be that hard [for Russian spy services] to figure this out." 

more fundamental level, the information wasn't the United States' to provide to others. Under the rules 

of espionage, governments - and even individual agencies - are given significant control over whether and 

how the information they gather is disseminated, even after it has been shared. Violating that practice 

undercuts trust considered essential to sharing secrets. 

The officials declined to identify the ally but said it has previously voiced frustration with Washington's 

inability to safeguard sensitive information related to Iraq and Syria. 

"If that partner learned we'd given this to Russia without their knowledge or asking first, that is a blow to that 

relationship," the U.S. official said. 

Trump also described measures the United States has taken or is contemplating to counter the threat, 

including military operations in Iraq and Syria, as well as other steps to tighten security, officials said. 

The officials would not discuss details of those measures, but the Department of Homeland Security recently 

disclosed that it is considering banning laptops and other large electronic devices from carry-on bags on 

flights between Europe and the United States. The United States and Britain imposed a similar ban in March 

affecting travelers passing through airports in 10 Muslim-majority countries. 

Trump cast the countermeasures in wistful terms. "Can you believe the world we live in today?" he said, 

according to one official. "Isn't it crazy?" 

r wrov and Kislyak were also accompanied by aides. 
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A Russian photographer took photos of part of the session that were released by the Russian state-owned Tass 

news agency. No U.S. news organization was allowed to attend any part of the meeting. 

Senior White House officials appeared to recognize quickly that Trump had overstepped and moved to 

contain the potential fallout Thomas P. Bossert, assistant to the president for homeland security and 

counterterrorism, placed calls to the directors of the CIA and the NSA, the services most directly involved in 

the intelligence-sharing arrangement with the partner. 

One of Bossert's subordinates also called for the problematic portion of Trump's discussion to be stricken 

from internal memos and for the full transcript to be limited to a small circle of recipients, efforts to prevent 

sensitive details from being disseminated further or leaked. 

ite House officials defended Trump. "This story is false," said Dina Powell, deputy national security 

adviser for strategy. "The president only discussed the common threats that both countries faced." 

But officials could not explain why staff members nevertheless felt it necessary to alert the CIA and the NSA. 

Sen. Bob Corker (R-Tenn.} said he would rather comment on the revelations in the Post story after"I know a 

little bit more about it," but added: "Obviously, they are in a downward spiral right now and have got to figure 

out a way to come to grips with all that's happening. And the shame ofit is, there's a really good national 

security team in place." 

Corker also said, "The chaos that is being created by the lack of discipline is creating an environment that I 

think makes it creates a worrisome environment." 

Trump has repeatedly gone off-script in his dealings with high-ranking foreign officials, most notably in his 

contentious introductory conversation with the Australian prime miuister earlier this year. He has also faced 

criticism for seemingly lax attention to security at his Florida retreat, Mar-a-Lago, where he appeared to field 

preliminary reports of a North Korea missile launch in full view of casual diners . 

. officials said tlmt the National Security Council continues to prepare multi-page briefings for Trump to 

guide him through conversations with foreign leaders, but that he has insisted that the guidance be distilled to 

a single page of bullet points and often ignores those. 
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"He seems to get in the room or on the phone and just goes with it, and that has big downsides," the second 

former official said. "Does he understand what's classified and what's not? That's what worries me." 

L .. .-ov's reaction to the Trump disclosures was muted, officials said, calling for the United States to work 

more closely with Moscow on fighting terrorism. 

Kislyak has figured prominently in damaging stories about the Trump administration's ties to Russia, 

Trump's first national security adviser, Michael Flynn, was forced to resign just 24 days into the job over his 

contacts with Kislyak and his misleading statements about them. Attorney General Jeff Sessions was forced to 

recuse himself from matters related to the FBI's Russia investigation after it was revealed that he had met and 

spoke with Kislyak, despite denying any contact with Russian officials during his confirmation hearing. 

"I'm sure Kislyak was able to fire off a good cable back to the Kremlin with all the details" he gleaned from 

Trump, said the former U.S. official who handled intelligence on Russia. 

The White House readout of the meeting with Lavrov and Kislyak made no mention of the discussion of a 

terrorist threat. 

"Trump emphasized the need to work together to end the conflict in Syria," the summary said. The president 

also "raised Ukraine" and "emphasized his desire to build a better relationship between the United States and 

.;sia." 

Julie Tate and Ellen Nakashima contributed to this report. 

Greg Miller 
Greg Miller is a national security correspondent for The Washington Post and a two-time winner of the Pulitzer Prize. He is 

the author of "The Apprentice," a boo!, on Russia's interference in the 2016 U.S. presidential race and the fallout under the 
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1115/2020 Tn..imp to stop funding UNRWA for Palestinians~ The Washington Post 

ll}t t\lru;l}ington fost 

U.S. ends aid to United Nations agency 
supporting Palestinian refugees 
By Karen DeYoung, Ruth Eglash and Hazem Balousha 

August 31, 2018 at 5:59 p,m. EDT 

The United States will no longer contribute to the United Nations relief agency for 

Palestinian refugees, the State Department announced Friday, amid widespread 

Palestinian outrage charging that the decision violates international law and will 

aggravate an already dire humanitarian situation, particularly in Gaza. 

The statement called the U.N. Relief and Works Agency, or UNRWA, an 

"irredeemably flawed operation" and criticized other countries for not sharing the 

burden of supporting the Palestinians. 

Blaming UNRWA and other international donors for failing to reform the 

organization's "way of doing business," the statement said the United States 

remained "very mindful of and deeply concerned regarding the impact upon 

innocent Palestinians, especially school children." 

AD 

https://www.washingtonpostcom/world/m/ddfe_east/us-aid~cuts~wont-end-the-rlght-of-retum-pa!esiin!ans-say/2018f08/31/8e3f25b4-ad0c~11e8-8a0c-7... 1/9 
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Among the administration's many complaints about the agency- to which the 

United States contributed about one third of a $1.1 billion 2017 budget - is the way 

the United Nations calculates the number of Palestinians officially recognized as 

refugees. It would like to change the number from the more than s million who are 

counted today to the few hundred thousand alive when the agency was created 

seven decades ago, according to U.S. officials. 

The administration has generally tried to cut back foreign aid, refocusing its 

attention on those countries and organizations that match "U.S. policy priorities," 

officials said. The UNRWA pullback is also a response, in the words of Nikki Haley, 

the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, to Palestinian hostility toward the 

United States, which intensified after U.S. policy changes that Palestinians deem 

pro-Israel. 

Saeb Erekat, secretary general of the Palestine Liberation Organization, said the 

pro-Israel bias of President Trump's administration has disqualified it from any 

role in the peace process. 

AD 

https:f/www.washingtonpost.com/world/m!dd!e_ easVus-aid-cuts-wont-end--the•fight-of-retum-pa!estlnians--say/2018/08/31 /8e3f25b4wad0c-11e8-8a0c-7... 2/9 
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"By cutting aid, the U.S. is violating international law," Erekat said, speaking 

several hours before the State Department announcement. He argued that 

"UNRWA is not a Palestinian agency" but was established by the United Nations, 

"and there is an international obligation to assist and support it until all the 

problems of the Palestinian refugees are solved." 

Erekat added: "Some may argue that it is U.S. taxpayers' money and that it is up to 

them how it is spent. But by the same token, who gave Trump the damn right to 

steal my land and my capital and my future and my aspirations and my freedom by 

deciding to blindly support the occupying power ca11ed Israel?" 

Erekat also predicted that the potential end of UNRWA, if other funding is not 

forthcoming, would spell disaster for places where large numbers of Palestinian 

refugees reside, leaving them at risk for recruitment by extremist groups such as the 

Islamic State. 

AD 

UNRWA provides aid, mostly in the form of education, health care, food security 

and other essentials, to some 800,000 Palestinians registered as refugees in the 

West Bank and 1.3 million people in the Gaza Strip, as well as 534,000 in Syria, 

464,000 in Lebanon and 2 million in Jordan. 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/mlddle_ eastlus-aid--cuts-wont-end-tM-rlght-of-return-pal-estlnians--say/20i8/08/31/8e3f25b4..ad0❖11 e8-8a0c-7,.. 3/9 
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The United Nations, both among Palestinians and others, defines refugees as 

anyone who has been driven from their homes by war, persecution or violence. 

Descendants of refugees are included, as long as the displacement continues. 

All U.N.-registered refugees maintain an internationally recognized "right of 

return" to their land and homes, an issue that has long been one of the core points 

of dispute in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Reducing the number of eligible 

refugees - as the administration would like to see happen, although only the U.N. 

General Assembly can do it - would drastically change the dynamic as the White 

House prepares to release its own peace plan to resolve the conflict. 

AD 

Separately, the Trump administration said last week that $200 million slated for 

direct U.S. aid to the Palestinian Authority would be "redirected" elsewhere. 

The loss of funds will be hard on the Palestinians, said Ghassan Khatib of the West 

Bank's Birzeit University, but will do little to change these people's status as 

refugees, he said. 

https://www.washingtonpostcom/wor!d/mldd!e_easVus-aid-cuts-wont-end-the-right-of~retum-palestinlans-say/2018/08/31/8e3f25b4-adOc-11 e8~8a0c-7.,. 4/9 
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"It is only the U .N. that is entitled to give legal status or a description of refugees, 

and not individual countries," he said. "The change in the American position will 

not have an impact on the international understanding of refugees." 

In Gaza, Amal Khalil, a 53-year-old widow, is worried. She has relied on aid from 

UNRWA to feed herself and her family for many years. 

AD 

"It has already been reduced more than once. I do not know that it will be further 

reduced or stopped completely," she said. 

Adnan Abu Hasna, a spokesman for UNRWA in Gaza, told a local radio station that 

if funds to the organization were suddenly stopped, the entire education 

system would be in danger of collapsing, with only enough money to last through 

September. 

Hit particularly hard would be Jordan, where the 2 million Palestinian refugees - a 

fifth of the country's population -use UNRWA's services. Providing them all 

health care, education and shelter would fall to the cash-strapped Jordanian 

government. 

https://www.washlngtonpost.com/wor!d/mlddie_ eas1/us-akl'-cuts-wont-end-the--right~of-return-pa!estinlans-say12018/08/31!8e3f25b4-ad0c-11 e8-8a0c-7... 5/9 
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On Friday, Germany and Japan pledged to donate more, but it is unlikely the 

increases will cover the U.S. withdrawal. 

AD 

The agency's now-uncertain future has left Israelis in a quandary, with members of 

the security establishment expressing fears of a total collapse of Palestinian 

society's infrastructure and what might come in UNRW A's place. 

"In Gaza, I am especially concerned that Hamas will take over, which is worrying 

because even at kindergarten level they educate their young to hate Israel and not 

to accept any form of peace," said Amos Gilad, head of the Institute for Policy and 

Strategy at the Interdisciplinary Center in Herzliya. 

But Einat Wilf, a former Israeli lawmaker and co-author of a book on the subject, 

said she would be happy to see the end of UNRWA, which she described as the No. 1 

obstacle to peace. 

AD 

https://www.washingtonpostcom/world/mfddle_easf/us•aid-cuts-i,\/Ont-em1-the--rlght-of-retum-palesUnians~say!2018/08/31/8e3f25b4-adOc-11 e8-8a0c-7... 6/9 
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"UNRWA has allowed the Palestinian national identity to coalesce around the right 

to return and the undoing ofisrael," she said. 

In Washington, Jeremy Ben-Ami, president of the liberal Jewish group J Street, 

said the UNRWA announcement "has the potential to harm millions of innocent 

civilians. This decision will ratchet up the risk of greater destabilization and conflict 

across the Middle East, undermining the security of Israel and countries 

throughout the region." 

Eglash reportedfrom Jerusalem. Balousha reportedfrom Gaza City. 

AD 

https:/lwww.washingtonpostcom/worfd/middie_ easVus-ald-cuts-wont-end-the-right-of-retum-paiestinlans-say/2018/08/31/8e3f25b4-adOc-11 e8-8a0c-7... 7/9 
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Assertion of Executive Privilege Over Communications 
Regarding EPA's Ozone Air Quality Standards and 

California's Greenhouse Gas Waiver Request 

The President may lawfully asse1t executive privilege in response to congressional subpoenas seeking 
communications within the Executive Office of the President or between the Environmental Protec
tion Agency and the EOP concerning EPA 's promulgation of a regulation revising national ambient 
air quality standards for ozone or EPA' s decision to deny a petition by California for a waiver from 
federal preemption to enable it to regulate greenhouse gas emissions from motor vehicles. 

J,me 19, 2008 

THE PRESIDENT 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

Dear Mr. President: 

You have asked for my legal advice as to whether you may assert executive 
p1ivilege with respect to documents subpoenaed by the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform (the "Committee") of the House of Representatives. The 
Committee has issued three subpoenas, two directed to the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") and one to the Administrator of the 
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs of the Office of Management and 
Budget ("OIRA"), a component of the Executive Office of the President ("EOP"). 
The subpoena to OIRA and one of the subpoenas to EPA seek documents related 
to EPA's promulgation of a regulation revising national ambient air quality 
standards ("NAAQS") for ozone on March 12, 2008. The other subpoena directed 
to EPA seeks documents reflecting communications between EPA and the EOP 
concerning the agency's decision to deny a petition by California for a waiver 
from federal preemption to enable it to regulate greenhouse gas emissions from 
motor vehicles. 

The Office of Legal Counsel of the Department of Justice has reviewed the 
documents that EPA and OIRA have identified as responsive to the subpoenas but 
have not provided to the Committee. The great majority of these documents are 
internal to EOP and were generated in the course of advising and assisting you 
with respect to your consideration ofEPA's proposed ozone regulation. The great 
majority of the EOP documents are internal OIRA deliberative work product in 
support of your participation in the ozone decision. The remaining OIRA docu
ments consist of deliberative communications between OIRA and others within 
the EOP, including White House staff. The EPA documents include unredacted 
copies of notices for meetings between EPA officials and senior White House staff 
to discuss the ozone regulation and California waiver decisions; redacted copies of 
the notices that are being produced to the Committee indicate the time and place of 
the meetings, but the identities of the meeting participants are redacted. The only 
other EPA document concerning the ozone regulation is a set of talking points for 
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the EPA Administrator to use in a meeting with you. The remammg EPA 
documents consist of talking points for EPA officials to use in presentations to 
senior White House staff at meetings at which Califomia's waiver petition was 
discussed, communications within EPA and with EOP staff concerning the 
preparation of talking points for you to use in a conversation with the Governor of 
California, communications with EOP staff regarding how to respond to a letter to 
you from the Governor, and a response to a request from senior White House staff 
for a report on EPA' s goals and priorities. 

The Office of Legal Counsel is satisfied that the subpoenaed documents fall 
within the scope of executive privilege. For the reasons discussed below, 1 agree 
with that determination and conclude that you may properly assert executive 
privilege in response to the subpoenas. 

I. 

Documents generated for the purpose of assisting the President in making a 
decision are protected by the doctrine of executive privilege. See, e.g., In re Sealed 
Case, 121 F.3d 729, 752-53 (D.C. Cir. 1997) (addressing presidential communica
tions component of executive privilege); Assertion of Executive Privilege With 
Respect to Clemency Decision, 23 Op. O.L.C. 1, 1-2 (1999) (opinion of Attorney 
General Janet Reno) (same). As the Supreme Court recognized in United States v. 
Nixon, 418 U.S. 683 (1974), there is a 

necessity for protection of the public interest in candid, objective, 
and even blunt or harsh opinions in Presidential decisionmaking. A 
President and those who assist him must be free to explore alterna
tives in the process of shaping policies and making decisions and to 
do so in a way many would be unwilling to express except privately. 
These ... considerations justify[] a presumptive privilege for Presi
dential communications. The privilege is fundamental to the opera
tion of Government and inextricably rooted in the separation of pow
ers under the Constitution. 

Id. at 708. 
The doctrine of executive privilege also encompasses Executive Branch delib

erative communications that do not implicate presidential decisionmaking. As the 
Supreme Court has explained, the privilege recognizes "the valid need for 
protection of communications between high Government officials and those who 
advise and assist them in the performance of their manifold duties." Nixon, 418 
U.S. at 705. Based on this principle, the Justice Department-under administra
tions of both political parties--has concluded repeatedly that the privilege may be 
invoked to protect Executive Branch deliberations against congressional subpoe
nas. See, e.g., Assertion of Executive Privilege With Respect to Prosecutorial 

2 
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Documents, 25 Op. O.L.C. 1, 2 (2001) (opinion of Attorney General John D. 
Ashcroft) ("The Constitution clearly gives the President the power to protect the 
confidentiality of executive branch deliberations."); Assertion of Executive 
Privilege With Respect to Clemency Decision, 23 Op. O.L.C. at 2 (explaining that 
executive privilege extends to deliberative connnunications within the Executive 
Branch); Assertion of Executive Privilege in Response to a Congressional 
Subpoena, 5 Op. O.L.C. 27, 30 (1981) (opinion of Attorney General William 
French Smith) (assertion of executive privilege to protect deliberative materials 
held by the Department of Interior).' 

The subpoenaed documents implicate both the presidential communications 
and deliberative process components of executive privilege. The EPA Administra
tor's talking points regarding the ozone regulation were provided for your use and 
are thus subject to the presidential communications component of the privilege. 
The OIRA documents fall within the scope of the presidential communications 
component because they are deliberative documents generated by your staff in 
reviewing a proposed agency regulation on your behalf and developing a position 
for presentation to you. Among other things, the OIRA documents contain candid 
assessments of alternative actions that EPA or you could pursue. Addressing the 
subpoenaed documents in their entirety, I believe that publicly releasing these 
deliberative materials to the Committee could inhibit the candor of future delibera
tions among the President's staff in the EOP and deliberative communications 
between the EOP and Executive Branch agencies, particularly deliberations 
concerning politically charged issues. As the Supreme Court explained, "[h]uman 
experience teaches that those who expect public dissemination of their remarks 
may well temper candor with a concern for appearances and for their own interests 
to the detriment of the decisionmaking process." Nixon, 418 U.S. at 705. Accord
ingly, I conclude that the subpoenaed materials at issue here fall squarely within 
the scope of executive privilege. 

II. 

Under controlling case law, a congressional committee may overcome an asser
tion of executive privilege only if it establishes that the subpoenaed documents are 

' The Justice Depa1trneut's long-standing position finds strong support in various court decisions 
recognizing that the deliberative process privilege protects internal government deliberations from 
disclosure in civil litigation. See, e.g., NLRB v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 421 U.S. 132, 151 (1975) 
("Manifestly, the ultimate purpose of this long-recognized privilege is to prevent injury to the quality of 
agency decisions."); Land1y v. FDIC, 204 F.3d 1125, 1135-36 {D.C. Cir. 2000) (describing how 
agencies may assert the "deliberative process" component of executive privilege in litigation); Dow 
Jones & Co., Inc. v. Dep 't of Justice, 917 F.2d 571, 573-74 (D.C. Cir, 1990) (describing the 
"'deliberative process' or 'executive' privilege" as an "ancient privilege. . . predicated on the 
recognition that the quality of administrative decision-making would be seriously undennined if 
agencies were forced to operate in a fishbowl") (internal quotation marks omitted). 

3 
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"demonstrably critical to the responsible fulfillment of the Committee's func
tions." Senate Select Comm. on Presidential Campaign Activities v. Nixon, 498 
F.2d 725, 731 (D.C. Cir. 1974) (en bane). Those functions must be in furtherance 
of Congress's legitimate legislative responsibilities. See McGrain v. Daugherty, 
273 U.S. 135, 160 (1927) (Congress has oversight authority "to enable it efficient
ly to exercise a legislative function belonging to it under the Constitution"). In 
particular, a congressional committee must "point[] to . . . specific legislative 
decisions that cannot responsibly be made without access to [the privileged] 
materials." Senate Select Comm., 498 F.3d at 733. I do not believe that the 
Committee has satisfied this high standard with respect to the subpoenaed 
documents. 

In assessing the Committee's need for the subpoenaed documents, the degree to 
which the Committee's stated legislative interest has been, or may be, accommo
dated through non-privileged sources is highly relevant. See id. at 732-33 
( explaining that a congressional committee may not obtain information protected 
by executive privilege if that information is available through non-privileged 
sources); United States v. AT&T Co., 567 F.2d 121,127 (D.C. Cir. 1977) (explain
ing that each branch has a "constitutional mandate to seek optimal accommoda
tion" of each other's legitimate interests); Assertion of Executive Privilege; 23 Op. 
O.L.C. at 3-4 (finding that documents were not demonstrably critical where 
Congress could obtain relevant information "through non-privileged documents 
and testimony"). 

With respect to the ozone standards, the Committee asserts that it needs the 
subpoenaed materials to understand why the White House rejected EPA's 
"recommendations regarding the ozone standard" and to determine whether White 
House staff complied with the Clean Air Act when evaluating EPA's proposed 
regulation. Letter for Stephen L. Johnson, Administrator, EPA, from Henry A 
Waxman, Chairman, House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform at 2 
(May 16, 2008). The Committee offers similar justifications in support of its 
demand for materials related to the California waiver issue. See, e.g., Letter for 
Stephen L. Johnson, Administrator, EPA, from Henry A. Waxman, Chairman, 
House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. at l (Dec. 20, 2007) 
("Your decision appears to have ignored the evidence before the agency and the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act."). 

The Committee's claim that it must have the subpoenaed materials to under
stand the reasons for EPA's decision on the ozone regulation is unconvincing 
given the substantial infonnation already available to the Committee. To date, 
EPA and OIRA have produced or made available to the Committee approximately 
30,000 pages of documents related to the revised ozone NAAQS standard. See, 
e.g., Memorandum for the Members of the Committee on Oversight and Govern
ment Reform, from the Majority Staff of the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, Re: Supplemental Information on the Ozone NAAQS at 1 

4 
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(May 20, 2008) (30,000 pages of documents received from EPA and the Office of 
Management and Budget); see also Letter for Henry A. Waxman, Chainnan, 
House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, from Jeffrey A. Rosen, 
General Counsel, Office of Management and Budget at I (May 20, 2008) (OIRA 
provided the Committee with access to more than 7,558 pages of documents). In 
particular, EPA and OIRA produced to the Committee copies of all communica
tions between the Administrator of OIRA and the Administrator of EPA concern
ing the ozone NAAQS regulation. These communications explain in considerable 
detail the views of OIRA, EPA, the White House, and the President concerning the 
ozone NAAQS standard. See, e.g., Letter for Stephen L. Johnson, Administrator, 
EPA, from Susan E. Dudley, Administrator, OIRA at 1 (Mar. 12, 2008) (describ
ing disagreements between OIRA and EPA and advising EPA of the President's 
decision). Moreover, EPA publicly disclosed the substance of these concerns in 
the preamble to its Federal Register notice for the final ozone regulation. Finally, 
the Administrators of both EPA and OIRA testified before the Committee on May 
20, 2008, concerning the ozone regulation. At that hearing, the Committee had 
ample opportunity to explore with the witnesses the decisions and rationale for the 
regulation. 

It is of particular importance in considering the Committee's need for the inter
nal OIRA documents--which constitute the great bulk of the documents at issue
that when the Administrator of OIRA testified before the Committee on May 20, 
the Committee had the opportunity to ask her about OIRA's role, as well as that of 
you and the White House staff, in the process leading up to the issuance of final 
NAAQS ozone regulation. Yet, the Committee asked no such questions. Indeed, 
Administrator Dudley was asked only four questions during the entire hearing. 
None of the questions put to the Administrator related to OIRA's internal delibera
tions or communications with the White House, and none demonstrated a need for 
additional documents or infonnation from OIRA. See Letter for Henry A. 
Waxman, Chairman, House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, 
from Jeffrey A. Rosen, General Counsel, Office of Management and Budget at 2 
(June 18, 2008). 

EPA made similar accommodations with respect to the California waiver deci
sion. The agency has made available to the Committee approximately 27,000 
pages of documents concerning the decision. See Memorandum for the Members 
of the Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, from the Majority Staff 
of the Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Re: EPA 's Denial of the 
California Waiver at 1 (May 19, 2008). Again, these materials deseribe in 
considerable detail--as a memorandum prepared by Committee Staff demon
strates-the reasons behind EPA's decision to deny California's petition. Beyond 
receiving access to tens of thousands of pages of documents, the Committee also 
"deposed or interviewed eight key officials from the EPA" concerning the 
California waiver decision, id. at 1, and, as discussed above, the Committee had an 

5 
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opportunity to explore the California waiver decision with the EPA Administrator 
at the public hearing on May 20. 

OIRA's and EPA's efforts represent an extraordinary attempt to accommodate 
the Committee's interest in understanding why EPA denied California's waiver 
petition, why EPA issued the revised NAAQS for ozone, and the involvement of 
you and your staff in both decisions. Given the overwhelming amount of material 
and information already provided to the Committee, it is difficult to understand 
how the subpoenaed information serves any legitimate legislative need. In any 
event, when I balance the Committee's attenuated legislative interest in the 
subpoenaed documents against the Executive Branch's strong interest in protecting 
their confidentiality, I conclude that the Committee has not established that the 
subpoenaed documents are "demonstrably critical to the responsible fulfillment" 
of the Committee's legitimate legislative functions. Senate Select Comm., 498 
F.2d at 731. 

III. 

For these reasons, I conclude that you may properly assert executive privilege 
in response to the Committee's subpoenas. · 

6 

MICHAEL B. MUKASEY 
Attorney General 
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ASSERTION OF EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE OVER DOCUMENTS 
GENERATED IN RESPONSE TO CONGRESSIONAL 

INVESTIGATION INTO OPERATION FAST AND FURIOUS 

Executive privilege may properly be asserted in response to a congressional subpoena seeking 
internal Department of Justice documents generated in the course of the deliberative process concerning 
the Department's response to congressional and related media inquiries into Operation Fast and 
Furious. 

June 19, 2012 

THE PRESIDENT 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to request that you assert executive privilege with 
respect to confidential Department of Justice ("Department") documents that are responsive to 
the subpoena issued by the Committee on Oversight and Government Reform of the United 
States House of Representatives ("Committee") on October 11, 2011. The subpoena relates to 
the Committee's investigation into Operation Fast and Furious, a law enforcement operation 
conducted by the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives ("ATF") and the United 
States Attorney's Office for the District of Arizona to stem the illegal flow of firearms from the 
United States to drug cartels in Mexico ("Fast and Furious"). The Committee has scheduled a 
meeting for June 20, 2012, to vote on a resolution holding me in contempt of Congress for 
failing to comply with the subpoena. 

I. 

The Committee's subpoena broadly sweeps in various groups of documents relating to 
both the conduct of Operation Fast and Furious and the Department's response to congressional 
inquiries about that operation. In recognition of the seriousness of the Committee's concerns 
about both the inappropriate tactics used in Fast and Furious and the inaccuracies concerning the 
use of those tactics in the letter that the Department sent to Senator Grassley on February 4, 2011 
("February 4 Letter"), the Department has taken a number of significant steps in response to the 
Committee's oversight. First, the Department has instituted various refom1s to ensure that it 
does not repeat these law enforcement and oversight mistakes. Second, at my request the 
Inspector General is investigating the conduct of Fast and Furious. And third, to the extent 
consistent with important Executive Branch confidentiality and separation of powers interests 
affected by the Committee's investigation into ongoing criminal investigations and prosecutions, 
as well as applicable disclosure laws, the Department has provided a significant amount of 
infonnation in an extraordinary effort to accommodate the Committee's legitimate oversight 
interests, including testimony, transcribed interviews, briefings and other statements by 
Department officials, and all of the Department's internal documents concerning the preparation 
of the February 4 Letter. 

The Committee has made clear that its contempt resolution will be limited to internal 
Department "documents from after February 4, 2011, related to the Department's response to 
Congress." Letter for Eric H. Holder, Jr., Attorney General, from Darrell E. Issa, Chairman, 



20699

431 

Opinions of the Ojjice of Legal Counsel in Volume 36 

Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, U.S. House of Representatives at 1-2 
(June 13, 2012) ("Chairman's Letter"). I am asking you to assert executive privilege over these 
documents. They were not generated in the course of the conduct of Fast and Furious. Instead, 
they were created after the investigative tactics at issue in that operation had terminated and in 
the course of the Department's deliberative process concerning how to respond to congressional 
and related media inquiries into that operation. 

In view of the significant confidentiality and separation of powers concerns raised by 
the Committee's demand for internal documents generated in response to the Committee's 
investigation, we consider the Department's accommodations regarding the preparation of the 
February 4 Letter to have been extraordinary. Despite these accommodations, however, the 
Committee scheduled a vote on its contempt resolution. At that point, the Department offered 
an additional accommodation that would fully address the Committee's remaining questions. 
The Depa1tment offered to provide the Committee with a briefing, based on documents that the 
Committee could retain, explaining how the Department's understanding of the facts of Fast 
and Furious evolved during the post-February 4 period, as well as the process that led to the 
withdrawal of the February 4 Letter. The Committee, however, has not accepted the 
Department's ofter and has instead elected to proceed with its contempt vote. 

As set forth more fully below, I am very concerned that the compelled production to 
Congress of internal Executive Branch documents generated in the course of the deliberative 
process concerning its response to congressional oversight and related media inquiries would 
have significant, damaging consequences: It would inhibit the candor of such Executive Branch 
deliberations in the future and significantly impair the Executive Branch's ability to respond 
independently and effectively to congressional oversight. This would raise substantial separation 
of powers concerns and potentially create an imbalance in the relationship between these two 
co-equal branches of the Government. Consequently, as the head of the Department ofJustice, 
I respectfully request that you assert executive privilege over the identified documents. 
This letter sets forth the basis for my legal judgment that you may properly do so. 

II. 

Executive privilege is "fundan1ental to the operation of Government and inextricably 
rooted in the separation of powers under the Constitution." United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, 
708 (1974). It is "a neccssa1y corollary of the executive function vested in the President by 
Article II of the Constitution." Congressional Requests for Confidential Executive Branch 
Information, 13 Op. O.L.C. 153, 154 ( 1989) ("Congressional Requests Opinion") ( opinion of 
Assistant Attorney General William P. Barr); see U.S. Const art. II,§ 1, cl. l ("The executive 
Power shall be vested in a President of the United States of America."); U.S. Const. art. II,§ 3 
(The President shall "take Care that the Laws be faithfully executed .... "). Indeed, executive 
privilege "has been asserted by numerous Presidents from the earliest days of our Nation, and 
it was explicitly recognized by the Supreme Court in United States v. Nixon." Congressional 
Requests Opinion, 13 Op. O.L.C. at 154. 

The documents at issue fit squarely within the scope of executive privilege. In 
connection with prior assertions of executive privilege, two Attorneys General have advised 
the President that documents of this kind arc within the scope of executive privilege. See Letter 

2 
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for the President from Paul D. Clement, Solicitor General and Acting Attorney General, Re: 
Assertion of Executive Privilege Concerning the Dismissal and Replacement of U.S. Attorneys 
at 6 (June 27, 2007) ("U.S. Attorneys Assertion") ("[C]ommunications between the Department 
of Justice and the White House concerning ... possible responses to congressional and media 
inquiries about the U.S. Attorney resignations ... clearly fall within the scope of executive 
privilege."); Assertion of Executive Privilege Regarding White House Counsel's Office 
Documents, 20 Op. O.L.C. 2, 3 (1996) (" WHCO Documents Assertion") ( opinion of Attorney 
General Janet Reno) ( concluding that "[ e ]xecutive privilege applies" to "analytical material or 
other attorney work-product prepared by the White House Counsel's Office in response to the 
ongoing investigation by the Committee"). 

It is well established that "[t]he doctrine of executive privilege ... encompasses 
Executive Branch deliberative communications." Letter for the President from Michael B. 
Mukascy, Attorney General, Re: Assertion of Executive Privilege over Communications 
Regarding EPA ·s Ozone Air Quality Standards and Cal/fornia 's Greenhouse Gas Waiver 
Request at 2 (June 19, 2008) ("EPA Assertion"); see also, e.g., U.S. Attorneys Assertion at 2; 
Assertion of'Executive Privilege with Respect To Clemency Decision, 23 Op. O.L.C. 1, 1-2 
(1999) ("Clemency Assertion") (opinion of Attorney General Janet Reno). The threat of 
compelled disclosure of confidential Executive Branch deliberative material ean diseourage 
robust and eandid deliberations, for "[h]uman experience teaches that those who expect public 
dissemination of their remarks may well temper eandor with a coneern for appearances and for 
their own interests to the detriment of the deeisionmaking process." Nixon, 418 U.S. at 705. 
Thus, Presidents have repeatedly asserted exeeutive privilege to protect confidential Exeeutive 
Branch deliberative materials from congressional subpoena. See, e.g., EPA Assertion at 2-3; 
Letter for the President from Michael B. Mukasey, Attorney General, Re: Assertion of Executive 
Privilege Concerning the Special Counsel's Interviews of the Vice President and Senior White 
House Staff at 2 (July 15, 2008) ("Special Counsel Assertion"); Letter for the President from 
John Asheroft, Attorney General, Re: Assertion of Executive Privilege with Respect to 
Prosecutorial Documents at 2 (Dec. 10, 2001) ("Prosecutor/al Documents Assertion"); 
Clemency Assertion, 23 Op. O.L.C. at !-4; Assertion of Executive Privilege in Response to 
a Congressional Subpoena, 5 Op. O.L.C. 27, 29-31 (1981) ("1981 Assertion") (opinion of 
Attorney General William French Smith). 

Because the documents at issue were generated in the course of the deliberative process 
coneerning the Department's responses to congressional and related media inquiries into Fast 
and Furious, the need to maintain their confidentiality is heightened. Compelled diselosure of 
such material, regardless of whether a given document contains deliberative content, would raise 
"significant separation of powers concerns," WHCO Documents Assertion, 20 Op. O.L.C. at 3, 
by "'significantly impair[ing]"' the Exeeutive Branch's ability to respond independently and 
effectively to matters under congressional review. U.S. Attorneys Assertion at 6 ("the ability of 
the Offiee of the Counsel to the President to assist the President in responding to [congressional 
and related media] investigations 'would be significantly impaired' if a eongressional committee 
could review 'confidential documents prepared in order to assist the President and his staff in 
responding to an investigation by the committee seeking the documents"') (quoting WHCO 
Documents Assertion, 20 Op. O.L.C. at 3) (alterations omitted). See generally The 
Constitutional Separation of Powers Between the President and Congress, 20 Op. O.L.C. 124, 
l 26-28, 133-35 ( I 996) ( explaining that, under Supreme Court case law, congressional action 

3 
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that interferes with the functioning of the Executive Branch, including "attempts to dictate the 
processes of executive deliberation," can violate general separation of powers principles); 
Nixon v. Administrator of General Services, 433 U.S. 425,443 (1977) (congressional enactment 
that "disrupts the proper balance between the coordinate branches" may violate the separation 
of powers). 

Congressional oversight of the process by which the Executive Branch responds to 
congressional oversight inquiries would create a detrimental dynamic that is quite similar to 
what would occur in litigation iflawyers had to disclose to adversaries their deliberations about 
the case, and specifically about how to respond to their adversaries' discovery requests. As the 
Supreme Court recognized in establishing the attorney work product doctrine, "it is essential 
that a lawyer work with a certain degree of privacy, free from unnecessary intrusion by opposing 
parties and their counsel." Hickman v. Taylor, 329 U.S. 495, 510-11 (1947). Were attorney 
work product "open to opposing counsel on mere demand," the Court explained, "[i]nefficiency, 
unfairness and sharp practices would inevitably develop in the giving oflegal advice and in the 
preparation of cases for trial ... , [a]nd the interests of the clients and the cause of justice would 
be poorly served." Id. at 511. 

Similarly, in the oversight context, as the Department recognized in the prior 
administration, a congressional power to request information from the Executive Branch and 
then review the ensuing Executive Branch discussions regarding how to respond to that request 
would chill the candor of those Executive Branch discussions and "introduce a significantly 
unfair imbalance to the oversight process." Letter for John Conyers, Jr., Chainnan, Committee 
on the Judiciary, U.S. House of Representatives, and Linda T. Sanchez, Chairwoman, 
Subcommittee on Commercial and Administrative Law, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. House 
of Representatives, from Richard A. Hertling, Acting Assistant Attorney General, Office 
of Legislative Affairs at 3 (Mar. 26, 2007). Such congressional power would disserve both 
Branches and the oversight process itself, which involves two co-equal branches of government 
and, like litigation, often is, and needs to be, adversarial. We recognize that it is essential to 
Congress's ability to interact independently and effectively with the Executive Branch that 
the confidentiality of internal deliberations among Members of Congress and their staffs be 
protected against incursions by the Executive Branch. See Gravel v. United States, 408 U.S. 
606,616 (1972) ("The Speech or Debate Clause was designed to assure a co-equal branch of 
the government wide freedom of speech, debate, and deliberation without intimidation or 
threats from the Executive Branch."). It is likewise essential to the Executive Branch's ability 
to respond independently and effectively to matters under congressional review tbat the 
confidentiality of internal Executive Branch deliberations be protected against incursions 
by Congress. 

Moreover, there is an additional, particularized separation of powers concern here 
because the Committee's inquily into Fast and Furious has sought information about ongoing 
criminal investigations and prosecutions. Such information would itself be protected by 
executive privilege, see, e.g., Assertion o.f Executive Privilege in Response to Congressional 
Demands for Law Enforcement Files, 6 Op. O.L.C. 31, 32 (1982) (opinion of Attorney General 
William French Smith) ("[IJt has been the policy of the Executive Branch throughout this 
Nation's history generally to decline to provide committees of Congress with access to or copies 
oflaw enforcement files except in the most extraordinary circumstances."). Consequently, 

4 
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the Department's deliberations about how to respond to these congressional inquiries involved 
discussion of how to ensure that critical ongoing law enforcement actions are not compromised 
and that law enforcement decisionmaking is not tainted by even the appearance of political 
influence. See, e.g., id. at 33 (noting "substantial danger that congressional pressures will 
influence the course of the investigation ... [ and] potential damage to proper law enforcement 
which would be caused by the revelation of sensitive techniques, methods, or strategy") 
( quotation marks omitted). Maintaining the confidentiality of such candid internal discussions 
helps preserve the independence, integrity, and effectiveness of the Department's law 
enforcement efforts. 

III. 

A congressional committee "may overcome an assertion of executive privilege only 
ifit establishes that the subpoenaed documents are 'demonstrab(v critical to the responsible 
fulfillment of the Committee's functions."' Special Counsel Assertion at 5-6 (quoting Senate 
Select Comm. on Presidential Campaign Activities v. Nixon, 498 F.2d 725, 731 (D.C. Cir. 1974) 
(en bane) (emphasis added)); see also, e.g., U.S. Attorneys Assertion at 2 (same); Clemenc~v 
Assertion, 23 Op. O.L.C. at 2 (same); Nixon, 418 U.S. at 707 ("[I]t is necessary to resolve 
those competing interests in a manner that preserves the essential functions of each branch."). 
"Those functions must be in furtherance of Congress's legitimate legislative responsibilities," 
Special Counsel Assertion at 5 ( emphasis added), for"[ c ]ongressional oversight of Executive 
Branch actions is justifiable only .as a means of facilitating the legislative task of enacting, 
amending, or repealing laws." 1981 Assertion, 5 Op. O.L.C. at 30-31. See also, e.g., Special 
Counsel Assertion at 5; U.S. Attorneys Assertion at 2-3; McGrain v. Daugherty, 273 U.S. 135, 
176 (1927) (congressional oversight power may be used only to "obtain information in aid 
of the legislative ftmction"); Eastland v. US. Servicemen's Fund, 421 U.S. 491,504 n.15 (1975) 
("The subject of any [congressional) inquiry always must be one on which legislation could be 
had.") (quotation marks omitted). 

A. 

The Committee has not satisfied the "demonstrably critical" standard with respect to 
the documents at issue. The Committee has said that it needs the post-Febmary 4 documents 
"related to the Department's response to Congress" concerning Fast and Furious in order to 
"examine the Department's mismanagement of its response to Operation Fast and Furious." 
Chairnmn's Letter at l-2. More specifically, the Committee has explained in the report that it 
is scheduled to consider at its June 20 contempt meeting that it needs these documents so that it 
can "understand what the Department knew about Fast and Furious, including when and how 
it discovered its February 4 letter was false, and the Department's efforts to conceal that 
information from Congress and the public." Comm. on Oversight and Gov't Reform, U.S. 
House of Representatives, Report at 33 (June 15, 2012). House leaders have similarly 
communicated that the driving concern behind the Committee's scheduled contempt vote is 
to dete1mine whether Department leaders attempted to "mislead or misinfonn Congress" in 
response to congressional inquiries into Fast and Furious. See Letter for Eric H. Holder, Jr., 
Attorney General, from John A. Boehner, Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, et al. at I 
(May 18, 2012) ("Speaker's Letter"). 

5 
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At the threshold, it is not evident that the Committee's asserted need to review the 
management of the Department's response to congressional inquiries furthers a legislative 
function of Congress. See WHCO Documents Assertion, 20 Op. O.L.C. at 4 (noting the question 
of"the extent of Congress's authority to conduct oversight of the executive branch's response 
to oversight ... must be viewed as unresolved as a matter of law in light of the requirement that 
there be a nexus to Congress's legislative authority"). In any event, the purported connection 
between the congressional interest cited and the documents at issue is now highly attenuated 
as a result of the Department's extraordinary efforts to accommodate the Committee's interest 
in this regard. Through these efforts, the Department has amply fulfilled its constitutional 
"obligation ... to make a principled effort to acknowledge, and if possible to meet, the 
[Committee's] legitimate needs." 1981 Assertion, 5 Op. O.L.C. at 31; see also, e.g., United 
States v. AT&T, 567 F.2d 121, 127, 130 (D.C. Cir. 1977) ("[E]ach branch should take cognizance 
of an implicit constitutional mandate to seek optimal accommodation through a realistic 
evaluation of the needs of the conflicting branches in the particular fact situation .... 
Negotiation between the two branches should thus be viewed as a dynamic process affirmatively 
furthering the constitutional scheme."). 

Specifically, the Department has already shared with the Committee over 1300 pages 
of documents concerning the drafting of the February 4 Letter, in acknowledgment that the 
February 4 Letter contained inaccurate inf01mation. In addition, numerous Department officials 
and employees, including the Attorney General, have provided testimony and other statements 
concerning both the conduct of Fast and Furious and the Department's preparation and 
withdrawal of the February 4 Letter. This substantial record shows that the inaccuracies in the 
February 4 Letter were the inadvertent product of the fact that, at the time they were preparing 
that letter, neither Department leaders nor the heads of relevant Department components on 
whom Department leaders reasonably relied for information knew the correct facts about the 
tactics used in Fast and Furious. Department leaders first learned that flawed tactics may have 
been used in Fast and Furious when public a!legations about such tactics surfaced in early 2011, 
after such tactics had been discontinued. But Department leaders were mistakenly assured by 
the heads of relevant Department components that those allegations were false. As the 
Department collected and reviewed documents to provide to the Committee during the months 
after submitting the February 4 Letter, however, Department leaders came to understand that 
Fast and Furious was in fact fundamentally flawed and that the February 4 Letter may have 
been inaccurate. While the Department was developing that understanding, Department officials 
made public statements and took other actions alerting the Committee to their increasing concern 
about the tactics actually used in Fast and Furious and the accuracy of the February 4 Letter. 
When the Department was confident that it had a sufficient understanding of the factual record, 
it fotmally withdrew the February 4 Letter. All of this demonstrates that the Department did not 
in any way intend to mislead the Committee. 

The Department continued its extraordinary efforts at accommodating the Committee by 
recently offering to provide the Committee with a briefing, based on documents that the 
Committee could retain, explaining further how the Department's understanding of the facts of 
Fast and Furious evolved during the post-Pebruary 4 period, as well as the process that led to 
the withdrawal of the February 4 Letter. The Department believes that this briefing, and the 
accompanying documents, would have fully addressed what the Committee described as its 
remaining concerns related to the February 4 Letter and the good faith of the Department in 
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responding to the Committee's investigation. The Committee, however, has not accepted 
this offer of accommodation. 

Finally, the Committee's asserted need for post-February 4 documents is forther 
diminished by the Inspector General's ongoing investigation of Fast and Furious, which was 
undertaken at my request. As an Executive Branch official, the Inspector General may obtain 
access to documents that are privileged from disclosure to Congress. The existence of this 
investigation belies any suspicion that the Department is attempting to conceal important facts 
concerning Fast and Furious from the Committee. Moreover, in light of the Inspector General's 
investigation, congressional oversight is not the only means by which the management of the 
Department's response to Fast and Furious may be scrutinized. 

In brief, the Committee received all documents that involved the Department's 
preparation of the February 4 Letter. The Committee's legitimate interest in obtaining 
documents created after the February 4 Letter is highly attenuated and has been folly 
accommodated by the Department. The Committee lacks any "demonstrably critical" need 
for forther access to the Department's deliberations to address concerns arising out of the 
February 4 Letter. 

B. 

The Department's accommodations have concerned only a subset of the topics addressed 
in the withheld post-February 4 documents. The documents and information provided or offered 
to the Committee address primarily the evolution of the Department's understanding of the facts 
of Fast and Furious and the process that led to the withdrawal ofthc February 4 Letter. Most of 
the withheld post-February 4 documents, however, relate to other aspects of the Department's 
response to congressional and related media inquiries, such as procedures or strategies for 
responding to the Committee's requests for documentq and other information. The Committee 
has not articulated any particu,larized interest in or need for documents relating to such topics, 
let alone a need that would forther a legislative fonction. 

"Broad, generalized assertions that the requested materials are of public import are 
simply insufficient under the 'demonstrably critical' standard." U.S. Attorneys Assertion at 3; 
see also, e.g., Congressional Requests Opinion, 13 Op. O.L.C. at 160 ("'A specific, articulated 
need for information will weigh substantially more heavily in the constitutional balancing than 
a generalized interest in obtaining information."') (quoting 1981 Assertion, 5 Op. O.L.C. at 30)). 
Moreover, "Congress's legislative fonction does not imply a freestanding authority to gather 
information for the sole purpose of informing 'the American people."' Special Counsel 
Assertion at 6. The "only informing function" constitutionally vested in Congress "'is that of 
infonning itself about subjects susceptible to legislation, not that of informing the public."' Id. 
(quoting Miller v. Transamerican Press, Inc., 709 F.2d 524, 531 (9th Cir. 1983)). In the absence 
of any patiieularized legitimate need, the Committee's interest in obtaining additional post
February 4 documents cannot overcome the substantial and important separation of powers 
and Executive Branch confidentiality concerns raised by its demand. 
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**** 
In sum, when I balance the Committee's asserted need for the documents at issue against 

the Executive Branch's strong interest in protecting the confidentiality of internal documents 
generated in the course of responding to congressional and related media inquiries and the 
separation of powers concerns raised by a congressional demand for such material, I conclude 
that the Committee has not established that the privileged documents are demonstrably critical 
to the responsible fulfillment of the Committee's legitimate legislative functions. 

IV. 

For the reasons set forth above, I have concluded that you may properly assert executive 
privilege over the documents at issue, and I respectfully request that you do so. 

Sincerely, 

Isl 

ERJC H. HOLDER, JR. 
Attorney General 
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Executive privilege may properly be asserted with respect to certain White House Counsel's Office 
documents that have been subpoenaed by the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
of the House of Representatives in connection with the Committee's investigation of the White 
House Travel Office matter. 

May 23, 1996 

THE PRESIDENT 
THE WIIlTE HOUSE 

My Dear Mr. President: You have requested my legal advice as to whether 
executive privilege may properly be asserted with respect to certain confidential 
White House Counsel's Office documents that are responsive to subpoenas issued 
by the Committee on Government Refonn and Oversight of the House of Rep
resentatives. The subpoenas have been issued in connection with the Committee's 
investigation of the White House Travel Office matter. 

By letter dated May 8, 1996, I advised you that, based on the circumstances 
described in that letter, 

executive privilege may properly be asserted with respect to the 
entire set of White House Counsel's Office documents currently 
being withheld from the Committee, pending a final Presidential 
decision on the matter. This would be a protective assertion of exec
utive privilege designed to ensure your ability to make a final deci
sion, after consultation with the Attorney General, as to which spe
cific documents are deserving of a conclusive claim of executive 
privilege. 

Protective Assertion of Executive Privilege Regarding White House Counsel's Of
fice Documents, 20 Op. O.L.C. 1, 1 (1996). 

The Counsel to the President has now identified the specific White House Coun• 
sers Office documents with respect to which he recommends that you assert exec• 
utive privilege. The documents are identified on an index of privileged documents 
attached to his memorandum to you dated May 23, 1996. His memorandum to 
you of May 8, 1996 describes the efforts the White House has made to accommo
date the Committee's information needs. 

The Office of Legal Counsel of the Department of Justice has reviewed the 
documents for which assertion of executive privilege has been recommended and 
is satisfied that they fall within the scope of executive privilege. I concur in that 
assessment 
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The documents are in three categories. Most of the documents are analytical 
material or other attorney work-product prepared by the White House Counsel's 
Office in response to the ongoing investigation by the Committee. A second cat
egory consists of similar material prepared in connection with the ongoing crimi
nal investigation by Independent Counsel Kenneth Starr. Finally, a small number 
of documents are analytical documents that do not concern either the Travel Office 
matter or these investigations, and which were prepared by the White House Coun
sel's Office in order to provide legal advice within the White House. 

The Counsel to the President is appropriately concerned that the Committee's 
demand raises significant separation of powers concerns and that compliance with 
it beyond the accommodations already reached with the Committee would com
promise the ability of his Office to advise and assist the President in connection 
with the pending Committee and Independent Counsel investigations. It would 
also have a chilling effect on the Office's discharge of its responsibilities in future 
congressional investigations, and in all of its other areas of responsibility. I agree 
that the ability of the White House Counsel's Office to serve the President would 
be significantly impaired if the confidentiality of its communications and work
product is not protected, especially where the confidential documents are prepared 
in order to assist the President and his staff in responding to an investigation 
by the entity seeking the documents. Impairing the ability of the Counsel's Office 
to perform its important functions for the President would in turn impair the ability 
of you and future Presidents to carry out your constitutional responsibilities. 

The Supreme Court has expressly (and unanimously) recognized that the Con
stitution gives the President the power to protect the confidentiality of White 
House communications. This power is rooted in the • 'need for protection of com
munications between high Government officials and those who advise and assist 
them in the perfonnance of their manifold duties." United States v. Nixon, 418 
U.S. 683, 705 (1974). "A President and those who assist him must be free to 
explore alternatives in the process of shaping policies and making decisions and 
to do so in a way many would be unwilling to express except privately." Id. 
at 708. Executive privilege applies to these White House Counsel's Office docu
ments because of their deliberative nature, and because they fall within the scope 
of the attorney-client privilege and the work-product doctrine, see Upjohn Co. 
v. United States, 449 U.S. 383 (1981); Hickman v. Taylor, 329 U.S. 495 (1947). 
Both the attorney-client privilege and the work-product doctrine are subsumed 
under executive privilege. See Response to Congressional Requests for Informa
tion Regarding Decisions made Under the Independent Counsel Act, IO Op. 
O.L.C. 68, 78 & n.17 (1986); Confidentiality of the Attorney General's Commu
nications in Counseling the President, 6 Op. O.L.C. 481, 490 & n.17, 494 & 
n.24 (1982). 

Under contro11ing case law, in order to justify a demand for confidential White 
House documents, a committee is required to demonstrate that the infonnation 
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sought is "demonstrably critical to the responsible fulfillment of the Committee's 
functions.'' Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities v. Nixon, 
498 F.2d 725, 731 (D.C. Cir. 1974) (en bane). And those functions must be in 
furtherance of legitimate legislative responsibilities of Congress. See McGrain v. 
Daugherty, 273 U.S. 135, 160 (1927) (Congress has oversight authority "to enable 
it efficiently to exercise a legislative function belonging to it under the Constitu
tion"); Barenblatt v. United States, 360 U.S. 109, 111 (1959) ("Congress may 
only investigate into those areas in which it may potentially legislate or appro
priate"). 

The confidential White House Counsel's Office documents for which privilege 
would be asserted are not contemporaneous documents concerning the White 
House Travel Office matter being investigated by the Committee, or even docu
ments generated as part of the White House review of that matter, but rather 
were created in connection with other matters or the response of the White House 
to subsequent investigations of the Travel Office and other matters by the Com
mittee and the Independent Counsel. Whatever may be the extent of Congress's 
authority to conduct oversight of the executive branch's response to oversight
a question that must be viewed as unresolved as a matter of law in light of the 
requirement that there be a nexus to Congress's legislative authority-it is clear 
that congressional needs for information in that context will weigh substantially 
less in the constitutional balancing than a specific need in connection with the 
consideration of legislation. As for documents concerning the White House re
sponse to an ongoing criminal investigation by an Independent Counsel, we can 
identify little, if any, legitimate legislative need for such information. In sum, 
based on the Office of Legal Counsel's review of the documents for which asser
tion of executive privilege has been requested, and conducting the balancing re
quired by the case law, see Senate Select Committee, 498 F.2d at 729-30; United 
States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. at 706-07, I do not believe that access to these docu• 
ments would be held by the courts to be "demonstrably critical to the responsible 
fulfillment of the Committee's functions." Senate Select Committee, 498 P.2d at 
731. 

In conclusion, it is my legal judgment that executive privilege may properly 
be asserted in response to the Committee's subpoenas. 

4 

Sincerely, 

JANETRENO 
Attorney General 
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Decision 

Executive privilege may properly be asserted m response to a congressional subpoena seeking docu
ments and testimony concerning the deliberations in connection with President's decision to offer 
clemency to sixteen individuals. 

Executive privilege may properly be asserted in response to a congressional subpoena seeking testi• 
mony by the Counsel to the President concerning the performance of official duties on the basts 
that the Counsel serves as an immediate adviser to the President and 1s therefore immune from 
compelled congressional testimony. 

September 16, 1999 

THE PRESIDENT 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

My Dear Mr. President: You have requested my legal advice as to whether 
executive privilege may properly be asserted in response to several subpoenas 
issued by the Committee on Government Refonn and Oversight of the House 
of Representatives to the White House, the Department of Justice, and certain 
White House and Department officials seeking documents and testimony con
cerning your decision to off er clemency to sixteen individuals. 

I. 

The documents and testimony proposed to be subject to a claim of executive 
privilege consist of (I) advice and other deliberative communications to the Presi
dent and (2) deliberative documents and communications generated within and 
between the Department of Justice and the White House in connection with the 
preparation of that advice. Documents falling into the former category consist of 
memoranda and other documents submitted to you by officials and components 
of the Department and offices within the White House concerning the clemency 
decision. The documents falling into the latter category include documents con
taining confidential advice, analysis, recommendations and statements of position 
that the Pardon Attorney generated in connection with the clemency review, or 
that other executive branch officials and employees submitted to the offices of 
the Pardon Attorney or the Deputy Attorney General in connection with that 
review. For the reasons set forth below, it is my legal judgment that executive 
privilege may properly be asserted with respect to the foregoing documents and 
with respect to testimony by Department and White House officials concerning 
the deliberations in connection with your clemency decision. 

Advice to the President and other deliberative communications and materials 
fall within the scope of executive privilege. See generally United States v. Nixon, 
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418 U.S. 683, 705-13 (1974); Nixon v. Administrator of General Servs., 433 U.S. 
425, 446-55 (1977). The Supreme Coun has recognized 

the necessity for protection of the public interest in candid, objec
tive, and even blunt or harsh opinions in Presidential decision
making. A President and those who assist him must be free to 
explore alternatives in the process of shaping policies and making 
decisions and to do so in a way many would be unwilling to express 
except privately. These are the considerations justifying a presump
tive privilege for Presidential communications. The privilege is fun
damental to the operation of Government and inextricably rooted 
in the separation of powers under the Constitution. 

United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. at 708. It is thus well established that not only 
does executive privilege apply to confidential communications to the President, 
but also to ''communications between high Government officials and those who 
advise and assist them in the performance of their manifold duties." Id. at 705. 

The White House staff and the Depanment of Justice act as confidential advisors 
to the President as part of the clemency review process, and executive privilege 
has long been understood to protect confidential advice generated during that 
process. Under controlling case law, in order to justify a demand for information 
protected by executive privilege, a congressional committee is required to dem
onstrate that the information sought is "demonstrably critical to the responsible 
fulfillment of the Committee's functions." Senate Select Comm. on Presidential 
Campaign Activities v. Nixon, 498 F.2d 725, 731 (D.C. Cir. 1974} (en bane). And 
those functions must be in furtherance of legitimate legislative responsibilities of 
Congress. See McGrain v. Daugherty, 273 U.S. 135, 160 (1927) (Congress has 
oversight authority ''to enable it efficiently to exercise a legislative function 
belonging to it under the Constitution''). 

The Committee's letter to the Department, dated September IO, 1999, which 
requested the designation of a witness for the Committee's hearing, indicated that 
the hearing is entitled "Clemency for the FALN: A Flawed Decision?" and that 
the Committee is "specifically interested in hearing about information germane 
to the process of the ... grant of executive clemency" regarding the sixteen 
individuals. A compelling argument can be made, however, that Congress has 
no authority whatsoever to review a President's clemency decision. "Since Con
gress may only investigate into those areas in which it may potentially legislate 
or appropriate, it cannot inquire into matters which are within the exclusive prov
ince of one of the other branches of the Government.'' Barenblatt v. United States, 
360 U.S. 109, 111-12 (1959). The granting of clemency pursuant to the pardon 
power is unquestionably an exclusive province of the executive branch. U.S. 
Const. art. Il, § 2, cl. I. See United States v. Klein, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 128, 147 

2 
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(1871) ("To the executive alone is int.rusted the power of pardon .... "); see 
also Public Citizen v. Department of Justice, 491 U.S. 440, 485 (1989) (Kennedy, 
J., concurring) (reaffinning that pardon power is "commit[ted] ... to the exclu
sive control of the President"). 

In exercising his clemency power, the President may seek to obtain the views 
of various advisors as he deems appropriate. Historically, he has sought the advice 
of the Department of Justice. ln response to previous inquiries, the Department 
has repeatedly emphasized the exclusivity of the President's pardon power. In 
a Jetter responding to a request for pardon papers by the Chainnan of the House 
Committee on Claims in 1919, the Attorney General refused to provide Congress 
with the Attorney General's report, observing: 

[T]he President, in his action 0,1 pardon cases, is not subject to 
the control or supervision of anyone, nor is he accountable in any 
way to any branch of the government for his action, and to establish 
a precedent of submitting pardon papers to Congress, or to a Com• 
mittee of Congress, does not seem to me to be a wise one. 

Letter from A. Mitchell Palmer, Attorney General, to Hon. George W. Edmonds, 
Chairman, House Committee on Claims (Sept. 25, 1919). This position was re
asserted by the Pardon Attorney in 1952 in response to an inquiry from Senator 
Styles Bridges concerning the publication of details of clemency cases. Noting 
that "the President's exercise of the pardoning power is not subject to statutory 
regulation or control," the Pardon Attorney explained that, 

[i]n the exercise of the pardoning power, the President is amenable 
only to the dictates of his own conscience, unhampered and uncon
trolled by any person or branch of Government. In my judgment 
it would be a serious mistake and highly detrimental to the public 
interest to permit Congress, or any Branch thereof, to encroach 
upon any prerogative, right or duty of the President conferred upon 
him by the Constitution,. or to assume that he is in the slightest 
respect answerable to it for his action in pardon matters. 

Letter from Daniel Lyons, Pardon Attorney, to Hon. Styles Bridges, U.S. Senator 
(Jan. 10, 1952) (citation and internal quotation marks omitted). The executive 
branch has on occasion provided Congress with information relating to particular 
clemency decisions, but to our knowledge it has done so only voluntarily and 
without conceding congressional authority to compel disclosure. 

Accordingly, it appears that Congress' oversight authority does not extend to 
the process employed in connection with a particular clemency decision, to the 
materials generated or the discussions that took place as part of that process, or 
to the advice or views the President received in connection with a clemency deci-

3 
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sion. In any event, even if the Committee has some oversight role, I do not believe 
its oversight needs would be viewed by the courts as outweighing the President's 
interest in the confidentiality of the deliberations relating to his exercise of this 

exclusive presidential prerogative. Conducting the balancing required by the case 
law, see Senate Select Comm., 498 F.2d at 729-30; United States v. Nixon, 418 

U.S. at 706-07, I do not believe that access to documents relating to or testimony 
about these deliberations would be held by the courts to be "demonstrably critical 

to the responsible fulfillment of the Committee's functions." Senate Select Comm., 
498 F.2d at 731. Indeed, this conclusion is confinned by the fact that the Com
mittee can satisfy any oversight need to investigate the impact of the clemency 
decision on law enforcement goals by obtaining information concerning the 
individuals offered clemency and any threat they might pose through non-privi
leged documents and testimony. 

II. 

The Counsel to the President is one of several individuals subpoenaed to provide 

testimony to the Committee. Much, but not necessarily all, of what the Counsel 
might be asked to testify about at the Committee's hearing would presumably 
fall within the scope of infom1ation that would be covered by your assertion of 
executive privilege over deliberations leading up to your clemency decision. How
ever, there is a separate legal basis that would support a claim of executive privi
lege for the entirety of the Counsel's testimony, thereby eliminating any need 
for her to appear at the hearing. Executive privilege is assertable in response to 

a congressional subpoena seeking testimony by the Counsel to the President con
cerning the performance of official duties on the basis that the Counsel serves 

as an immediate adviser to the President and is therefore immune from compelled 
congressional testimony. 

It is the longstanding position of the executive branch that "the President and 

his immediate advisers are absolutely immune from testimonial compulsion by 
a Congressional committee." 1 This position is constitutionally based. As Assistant 
Attorney General Theodore Olson observed in 1982: 

The President is a separate branch of government. He may not 
compel congressmen to appear before him. As a matter of separa
tion of powers, Congress may not compel him to appear before 

it. The President's close advisors are an extension of the President.2 

1 Memorandum from John M. Harmon, Assistant Anomey General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re. Execut,ve Priw• 

lege at 5 (May 23, 1977) 
2 Memorandum from Theodore B. Olson, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel at 2 {July 29, 

1982} (discussing subpoena for testimony of the Counsel to the President). See also Memof11!ldum from Roger C. 

Cramton, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re· Availa/11/1/y of E.recu11ve PriVllege Where 

4 
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Accordingly, "[n]ot only can the President invoke executive privilege to protect 
[his personal staff] from the necessity of answering questions posed by a congres
sional committee, but he can also direct them not even to appear before the com
mittee." 3 

An often-quoted statement of this position is contained in a memorandum by 
then-Assistant Attorney General William Rehnquist: 

The President and his immediate advisers-that is, those who 
customarily meet with the President on a regular or frequent 
basis - should be deemed absolutely immune from testimonial 
compulsion by a congressional committee. They not only may not 
be examined with respect to their official duties, but they may not 
even be compelled to appear before a congressional committee.4 

It is our understanding that the Counsel to the President falls within Assistant 
Attorney General Rehnquist's description of the type of Presidential advisers who 
are immune from testimonial compulsion. 

Given the close working relationship that the President must have with his 
immediate advisors as he discharges his constitutionally assigned dutie.s, I believe 
that a court would recognize that the immunity such advisers enjoy from testi
monial compulsion by a congressional committee is absolute and may not be 
overborne by competing congressional interests. For, in many respects, a senior 
advisor to the President functions as the Presid1mfs alter ego, assisting him on 
a daily basis in the formulation of executive policy and resolution of matters 
affecting the military, foreign affairs, and national security and other aspects of 
his discharge of his constitutional responsibilities. Subjecting a senior presidential 
advisor to the congressional subpoena power would be akin to requiring the Presi~ 
dent himself to appear before Congress on matters relating to the performance 
of his constitutionally assigned executive functions. Because such a result would, 
in my view, violate the constitutionally mandated separation of powers principles, 
it would seem to follow that compelling one of the President's immediate advisers 

Congressional Committee Seeks Testimony of Former Whue llou.,e Official on Advice Given President 011 Offictal 
Matters at 6 (Dec. 21, 1972) (S1nce .. [aJn immediate assistant to the President may be said to serve as his alter 
ego . the same considerations that were persuasive to fonner President Truman {when he declined to comply 
with a congressional subpoena for his testtmony) would apply to justify a refusal to appear by . a former swf 
member"), Letter from Edward C Schmults, Deputy Anomey General at 2 (Apr. 19, 1983) ( .. [O]ur concern 
regarding your desire for the sworn tesnmony of [the Counsel to the President! ,s based upon important pnnc1ples 
relauve to the powers. duues and prerogatives of the Presidency. We share with previous Presidents and their advisers 
serious reservanons regarding the implicanons for established constJtuuonal doctnnes ansmg from the separallon 
of powers of a Congressional demand for the sworn testimony of close prestdentJal advisers on the White House 
st:iff .. ). 

> Memorandum from John M. Harmon. Assistant Attorney General. Office of Legal Counsel. Re Dual-purpose 
Presidential Adwsers. Appendix at 7 (Aug 11, 1977) 

4 Memorandum from Wilham H. Rehnquist, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re· Power of 
Congressional Commmee to Compel Appearance or Testimcny of "Wh11e House Staff' at 7 (Feb 5, 1971) 

5 
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to testify on a matter of executive decision-making would also raise serious con
stitutional problems, no matter what the assertion of congressional need. 

At a minimum, however, I believe that, even if a court were to conclude that 
the immunity the Counsel to the President enjoys from testimonial compulsion 
by a congressional committee is subject to a balancing test, you may properly 
instruct the Counsel that she need not appear in response to the present congres• 
sional subpoena. In my view, a court would, at a minimum find that the constitu
tional interests underlying the immunity outweigh Congress' interest, if any, in 
obtaining information relating to the particular process followed, or the advice 
and other communications the President received, in connection with the Presi
dent's exercise of his exclusive constitutional authority to grant clemency. 

In conclusion, it is my legal judgment that executive privilege may properly 
be asserted with respect to the entirety of the testimony of the Counsel of the 
President, based on the immunity that position has with respect to compelled 
congressional testimony. 

6 

JANET RENO 
Attorney General 
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CO 6821138.IED U.S. Department of State Case No. F-2019-05778 Doc No. C06821138 Date: 10/30/2019 

F-rom: 
Sent: Mon, 29 Feb 2016 12:43:18 -0500 

To: C 
Cc: 
Subject: RE: Burisma 

RELEASE IN 
PARTB6 

/cLEARiili7 
~ITHElJ~j 

Appreciate it. U/S Novelli's meeting is tomorrow afternoon - so would be great to get something today 

if at all possible. 

From:'-c-~~--~~ 
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 5:58 PM 
To: 
Cc:pa---"""-------~ 

Subject: RE: Burisma 

Not yet. I will ask again.~ 

Sensitive 
This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 

From=-~~~~ 
Sent: Friday, February 26; 2016 3:07 PM 
To:! I 
Cc:_c.-~=~~--------' 
Subject: RE: Burisma 

Patrick, 

Declassified 
by Donald K. 
Holm, Senior 
Reviewer, 
October 9, 
2019 

Checking in with you as to whether you have anything back from Post on this. 

Thanks! 

Best1 

B6 

B6 
B6 

B6 

B6 
B6 

B6 

B6 

B6 
B6 

B6 

From: c..,-~~~-,-~ B6 
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 5:18 PM 

To: I ---~ B6 
~~~~~: Bunsma B6 

L_Jwe will send it to Post overnight. My goal isto have an answer for you by.Friday morning our time. B6 
In the meantime, please let me know if you have any questions or need further information. 

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. F-2019-05778 Doc No. C06821138 Date:_ 10/30/2019 
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CO 6821138-IED U.S. Department of State Case No. F-2019-05778 Doc No. C06821138 Date: 10/30/2019 

Cheers,[_~_=] 

Sensifive 
This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 

From•~----~ 
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 5:09 PM 
To:[__ · . ~-~--] ___ ~ 
Cc:I ---- I 
Subject: RE: Burisma 

Appreciate It - just to flag, the meeting ls on Tuesday, Marchi at 4pm. 

From::'--------' 
Sent: Wll!inesday, February 24, 2016 5:07 PM 
ToC : 

~~c~~ur=1s=m-a------~ 

me a day or say and we'll check with Post. Cheers, 

Sensitive 
This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 

From: 
Sent: Wednesday, ~ry 24, 2016 5:03 PM 
To:.l'c ====__J===-----
Cc: ~----------~ 
Subject: Burisma 

-i'j-Per o,ir conversation, Karen Tramontano of Blue Star Strategies requested a meeting to discuss with 
U/S Novelli USG remarks alleging Burisma (Ukranian energy company) of corruption. She noted that 
two high profile U.S. citizens are affiliated with the company (irn;luding Hunter Biden as a board 
member). Tramontano would like to talk with U/S Novelli about getting a better understanding of how 
the U.S. came to the determination that the company is corrupt. According to Tramontano, there is no 
evidence of corruption, has been no hearing or process, and evidence to the contrary has not been 
considered. Would appreciate any background you may be able to provide on this issue and suggested 
TPs for U/S Novelli's meeting. 

Thanks! 

Best regards, 

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. F-2019-05778 Doc No. COS821138 Date: 10/30/2019 

66 

B6 

66 
B6 

66 

B6 
86 

B6 

86 

86 
B6 
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CO 6821138"1ED U.S. Department of State Case No. F-2019-05778 Doc No. C06821138 Date: 10/30/2019 

Special Assistant 
Office of the Under Secretary for Economic Growth, Energy, and the Environment 
Office: 202-647-4092 
Cell 
Ema~il~:===="---------, 

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. F-2019-05778 Doc No. C06821138 Date: 10/30/2019 

B6 

B6 
B6 
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1 February 2017 

In mid-January, Buris ma Group announced that all cases against its president, Niko lay 
Zlochevskyi, and Burisma companies were fully closed. The former Minister Nikolay 
Zlochevskyi is one of the few public officials from the previous government who 
voluntarily subjected himself to the investigation in Ukraine. After reviewing the evidence 
in London and Kiev, the criminal proceedings against Mr. Zlochevskyi were dismissed. In 
the Ukrainian media, opinions about the need for presenting the public report and 
reviewing the decision have been voiced multiple times. An American lawyer and former 
U.S. Deputy Assistant Attorney General, John Buretta, was one of the key attorneys on 
Mr. Zlochevskyi's defense team. In an exclusive interview, John Buretta talks about how 
the defense strategy was developed in Ukraine, whether all cases are closed, and if legal 
proceedings can be renewed. 

Why were the cases against Nikolay Zlochevskyi in Ukraine closed? And, what 

is the relevance of the 2015 decision by the UK criminal court? 

The U.K. Central Criminal Court held a formal hearing during December 3-5, 2014, 

and considered voluminous evidence presented by the U.K. Serious Fraud Office 

(SFO) and by Mr. Zlochevskyi. The evidence included thousands of pages of 

material produced by Ukrainian authorities at the request of the SFO, relevant 

documents produced by financial institutions, and affidavits and a large volume of 

documents produced on behalf of Mr. Zlochevskyi. In January 2015, the U.K. 

Central Criminal Court, in a lengthy written decision, concluded that there was no 

reasonable cause to believe that Mr. Zlochevskyi's assets were unlawfully acquired 
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a result of misconduct while he served in public office. In addition, the U.K.,.~ourt 
nci that the SFO materially and significantly failed to disclose relevant "'"d 

ocuments favorable to Mr. Zlochevskyi. 

In August 2014, the Office of the Prosecutor General (PGO) opened a criminal 

proceeding as to the same matters adjudicated by the U.K. Central Criminal Court. 

With regard to the PGO's investigation, Mr. Zlochevskyi produced voluminous 

materials addressing the allegations, as he had before the U.K. Central Criminal 

Court. Over the two years the PGO matter was open, no evidence was presented 

supporting any claim that Mr. Zlochevskyi had abused his position while in public 

office. In September 2016, the Pechersk District Court of the City of Kyiv concluded 

that no criminal procedures should be taken against Mr. Zlochevskyi. In other 

words, the Pechersk District Court reached the same conclusion as the U.K. Central 

Criminal Court. 

Recently, Burisma paid a large amount in "back taxes". Some have questions 

whether the payment of UAH 180 million was a payoff for the case to be 

closed. 

The matter of Burisma's tax obligations pertains to Burisma. In regard to the 

Buris ma tax matter, Burisma agreed to cooperate fully with the PGO, accept an 

unscheduled documentary tax inspection, assist in a pre-trial investigation, 

and provide all necessary documents, materials and information. The tax 
obligations that were assessed were the result of an audit that the PGO 

conducted of Burisma, which the PGO carried out jointly with other government 

agencies, including the State Fiscal Service of Ukraine and independent experts. 

Did you meet Yuriy Lutsenko personally? 

I met with numerous PGO personnel, including Prosecutor General Lutsenko. I 

conveyed that Mr. Zlochevskyi had provided voluminous evidence to the PGO with 

respect to his assets, that a U.K. court had also analyzed a large volume of 

evidence and found no reasonable basis to conclude that there had been any 

wrongdoing, expressed Mr. Zlochevskyi's willingness to cooperate with Ukranian 

authorities and noted that the PGO had presented no evidence of wrongdoing by 

Mr. Zlochevskyi. I took the same approach on this matter that ! would take on a 

similar matter before any law enforcement authority or court. 
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lien and how did you meet Nikolay Zlochevskyi? Who did invite you to j~in 
legal team? , ... 

I was retained by Burisma and agreed to the assignment after thoroughly 

examining the history of Burisma and Mr. Zlochevskyi and on the recommendation 

of other highly-regarded U.S. advisers. I met with Mr. Zlochevskyi, Burisma's 

management and legal team, and Burisma's distinguished Board of Directors. 

You used to hold the position of the U.S. Deputy Assistant Attorney General. 

Why did you decide to manage Ukrainian cases? Do you have work 

experience with similar individuals and/or companies? 

I have extensive experience with assessing allegations of corruption, both from the 

government side while serving in the Department of Justice, and from the private 

side. I have served as an expert witness in proceedings outside the U.S. in such 

matters and have handled a broad range of matters for companies and individuals 

involving various countries. Regardless of the country, it is important that 

prosecutors follow the law and the evidence. When the law and evidence dictates 

the result, as it did before the U.K. Central Criminal Court and the Pechersk District 

Court, the rule of law flourishes. 

Will Nikolay Zlochevskyi return to Ukraine, and when? 

This question should be addressed directly to Mr. Zlochevskyi. From a legal point of 

view, today there are no restrictions for his travel both within the country and 

abroad. All cases against Mr. Zlochevskyi have been closed in Ukraine. 

UKRAINIAN 
NEWS 

llJ 

#EnergySecurityUkraine 
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UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. F•2018-01904 Doc No. C08744972 Date: 05/1612019 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
SUbject: 

jRELEASE IN PART 86I 
Tuesday, May 13, 2014 5:54 PM 
Summers, Matt <SummersMR@state.gov>; Wade, David E, <WadeDE@state.gov> 
Ukraine 

AppMently Devon and Hunter both joined the board of Burisma and a press release went outtoday. I cant to 
speak why they decided to, but there was no investment by our fum in their company, 

UNCLASSll'IEO U.S. Department of State Case No. F-2018-01904 Doc No. C08744972 Date: 05/16/2019 

86 
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COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT ANO GOVERNMENT ... , 2014 WL 298661 (2014) 

2014 WL 298661 (D.D.C.) (Trial Motion, Memorandum and Affidavit) 
United States District Court, District of Columbia. 

COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT 
REfORM, United States House of Representatives, Plaintiff, 

v. 
Eric H. HOLDER, Jr., in his official capacity as Attorney General of the United States, Defendant. 

No. l:l2-cv-l332(ABJ). 
January 21, 2014. 

Memorandum in Support of Defendant's Motion for Summary ,Judgment 
aud in Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment 

Stuart F. Delery, Assistant Attorney General, Kathleen R. Hartnett, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Joseph H. Hunt, 
Director, Federal Programs Branch, John R. Tyler, Assistant Branch Director, Eric R. Womack, (IL Bar No. 6279517), Gregory 
Dworkowitz, (1'.'Y Bar Registration No. 479604!), Luke M. Jones, (VA Bar No. 75053), Trial Attorneys, U.S. Department of 
Justice, Civil Division, Federal Programs Branch, Washington, D.C. 2000 l, Tel: (202) 514-4020, Fax: (202) 616-8470. 
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The core issue presented by this lawsuit is whether the President may validly assert Executive Privilege "in response to 

a Congressional subpoena for the particular set of records involved" in this case, "which do not implicate advice to the 

President." Mem. Op. (ECF No. 52) at 36. The answer to that question is "yes." The Committee's contrary position would give 

Congress unfettered access to all Executive infonnation other than presidential communications, in contravention of both the 

constitutional separation of powers and well over two centuries of dealings between the Legislative and Executive Branches. 

Congress has an unquestioned ability to obtain information from the Executive Branch and other sources in aid of its legislative 

function. But the President also has constitutional responsibilitie,;, including the duty under the Constitution to "take Care 

that the Laws be faithfully executed"' -· a responsihility for which candid deliberations and independent decisionmaking by 

Executive Branch officials are critical. The need for an Executive sphere of confidentiality is particularly strong in the present 

context, which involves a congressional demand for information that would reveal the process by which the Executive responds 

to congressional inquiries. The absence of confidentiality in these circumstances would impair Executive officials' ability to 

perform their constitutional functions, which include responding independently and effectively to requests for information and 

participating in the negotiation and accommodation process that is an integral part of the constitutional framework and separation 

of powers. United States v. AT&T Co. ("AT&T JI'"), 567 F.2d 121,130 (D.C. Cir. 1977). 

Unlike cases arising in the context of civil or. criminal litigation. this case presents a direct conflict between the political 

Branches: Congress claims that it should have absolute access to all Executive information other than presidential 

communications, notwithstanding the President's assertion of Executive Privilege. If Congress were to assume absolute power 

to control the ability of the Executive to maintain privileges or otherwise establish appropriate limits on Executive disclosures, 

it would necessarily take that power at the expense of the Executive, its co-equal Branch. See THE FEDERALIST NO. 51 

(James Madison). The separation of powers would be directly impacted, and forever disrnpted, if the Committee were to gain 

unfettered access to Executive documents despite an assertion of Executive Privilege by the President himself. Such documents 
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could reveal, for example, the deliberative process of Executive Branch officials, the Executive's work product in responding 

to Congress, open law enforcement investigations, or matters concerning national security and foreign relations. No court has 

ever held Executive Privilege to be so limited, or the power of Congress to extend so far. 

What preserves the separation and balance of powers under the Constitution, including in the context of Congress seeking 

info1mation from the Executive Branch, is that neither Branch has absolute power in the negotiation and accommodation process. 

Rather, consistent with precedent and history, a President is constitutionally entitled to assert a qualified Executive Privilege 

in response to a congressional demand for information about the Executive Branch's response to a congressional request for 

inforn1ation. That framework reserves to the Legislature the ability to demand information in furtherance of its legislative 

function, while providing the Executive with the corresponding ability to resist congressional requests on those infrequent 

occasions when the President determines it necessary to protect the Executive's function. 

The Department takes seriously its responsibility to respond to congressional requests for inforn1ation, and has satisfied the 

Committee's inquiries regarding the underlying law enforcement operations at issue in this particular matter -- the original 

basis for the Committee's investigation. It also has addressed the flawed law enforcement activities that were at issue. The 

Attorney General referred the matter to the Department's Inspector General, who issued a volnrninous report that the Committee 

Chair described as "comprehensive" and ''independent." The Department also has acknowledged and addressed the inaccurate 

information in the February 4, 2011 letter, and the !G report did not conclude that there was an intent to obstruct. And, in 

an extraordinary accommodation, tl1e Department has provided the Committee with over 1,300 pages of internal documents 

regarding how the erroneous Febrnary 4, 20 l l letter came to be drafted. The Department thus has recognized and addressed the 

problems associated with both the underlying law enforcement operations and that response to Congress, 

What the President detennined should be protected by his assertion of Executive Privilege in this case are the Department's 

internal records related to its response to Congress -- essentially its "work file" on how it responds to this ongoing inquiry -

generated after the drafting of the February 4 letter. These documents were properly the su~ject of an Executive Privilege claim 

for two related reasons: first, the Executive Branch's deliberative process with respect to its engagement with Congress is a 

core part of the constitutional scheme, and one that reqnires Executive Branch independence and confidentiality; and, second, 

the adversarial investigatory context presented by this case requires a sphere of Executive confidentiality for its congressional 

response "work prodnct," in order to preserve the negotiation and accommodation process with Congress and safeguard the 

separation of powers. Because the President validly invoked Executive Privilege over the documents at issue,judgment shonld 

be entered for Defendant. 1 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

The Department dedicated significant resources to responding to the dozens of inquiries it received from Congress as pa1t of its 

broad and evolving investigation into Operation Fast and Furious. See Letter from Deputy Attorney General Cole to Chairman 

Issa 3 (May 15, 2012) ("Cole May 15 Letter") (attached to Del's Mot. for Sumrn. J. as Ex. A). The Department professionals who 

were tasked with this responsibility endeavored to provide responsive, accurate infotmation to Congress in a timely manner. See 

Burton Deel. (attached to Del's Mot. for Summ. J.) 1M13, 8, 14, 21-23; Letter from Deputy Attorney General Cole to Chainnan 

Issa I (Nov. 16, 2011) (attached to Del's Mot. for Summ. J. as Ex. B). When the Department had concerns about the nature 

and scope of varions aspects of the congressional requests, it took steps quickly to make its concerns known to Congress, 

and to seek compromise solutions that would enable Congress to meet its investigative goals while simultaneously protecting 

important institutional interests of the Executive Branch. See Burton Deel. ,r,r 4, 11-12, l 4-18, 21; see also, e.g .. Letter from 

Assistant Attorney General Weich to Chairman Issa 1-2 ("\Veicl1 Apr. 8 Letter") (attached to Def.'s Mot for Summ. J. as Ex. 

C); Letter from Assistant Attorney General Weich to Chairman Issa 1-2 (Oct. 11, 2011) ("Weich Oct. 11 Letter") (ECF No. 

61-17). The Department ultimately produced thousands of pages of documents to Congress, a large nnmber of written letter 

responses, and nnrnerous witnesses both for interviews with Committee staff and to testify at hearings. See Cole May 15 Letter 

at 3-5, Far from supporting the Committee's allegations of"obstruction," the record shows that the Department responded to 

WESTLAW 



20727

459 

COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT ... , 2014 WL 298661 (2014) 

the congressional investigation into Operation Fast and Furious in a serious and detailed manner. See Bl!lton Deel. ~18, 22-23; 

Cole May 15 Letter at3-5. 

The Committee has since indicated that it was able to complete to its satisfaction its investigation concerning ATF's Fast and 

Furious law enforcement operation -- the basis for the Committee's investigation in the first place. Pl.'s Mem. at 18 n.26. 

With respect to the inaccurate information in a letter sent to Congress on Februruy 4,201 l, the Department has provided the 

Committee with comprehensive infonnation ru1d documents about how that letter was drafted. See Letter from .Deputy Attorney 

General Cole to Chairman Issa ("Cole Dec. 2 Letter") (ECF No. 17-2). As those documents make clear, and consistent with the 

conclusions of the Report of the Inspector General (!G) for the Department of Justice, see U.S. Dep't of Justice, Office of the 

Inspector Gen., A Review of ATF's Operation Fast and Furious and Related Matters at 395-414 (2012) ("IG Report"), available 

at http:/l •Nww.justice.gov/oiglreports/20l2/sl209.pdf), the inclusion of inaccurate infonnation in the February 4 letter was 

unintentional. And the IG report, which the Department publicly released along with over 300 pages of documents rcfen-ed to 

by that report. see Burton Deel. i; 22, does not conclude that the Deprutment intended to obstruct or thwart the investigation. 

A. The Inception of Congressional Oversight and the February 4, 2011 Letter 

Congressional inquiries related to Operation Fast and Furious began on Januaiy 27, 20 l l, when Senator Grassley sent a letterto 

ATF seeking infonnation about allegations by ATF whistlcblowcrs regarding the use of inappropriate law enforcement tactics. 

See Letter from Senator Grassley to ATF Acting .Director Melson (Jan. 27, 20 l 1) (ECF No. 61-2). 2 Four days later, Senator 

Grassley again wrote to AfF, outlining his concern that such whistleblowers were not getting appropriate treatment within the 

Department. See Letter from Senator Grassley to ATF Acting Director Melson (Jan. 31, 20!!) (ECF No. 61-3). 

When the Department receives requests from Congress, it typically ide11tifies the components within the Department that would 

have substantive information about the subject matter, and then works with those components to prepare a response. See Burton 

Deel. 11 3. That is precisely what the Depa1trnent did upon receipt of Senator Grassley's Jrumary 2011 letters, resulting in the 

Department's initial February 4, 201 l response to Congress regarding this matter. See IG Report at 329-60. 

It is undisputed that the February 4 letter contained inaccurate information about the tactics used in Operation Fast and Furious; 

that inaccurate infonnation has been acknowledged by the Department and ultimately was the basis for the Department's formal 

withdrawal of the February 4 letter on December 2, 20!!. See Cole Dec. 2 Letter. Tiiat formal withdrawal occun-ed after 

the Department's extensive effort to get to the bottom of the matter. See Bmton Deel. il1' 19-21. On February 28, 2011, the 

Attorney General asked the Department's Acting Inspector General to review the issues that had arisen regarding Fast and 

Furious. See Cole May 15 Letter at 10. On several occasions during the spring and summcrof20ll, Department officials made 

public statements reflecting their increasing concern about Fast and Furious. See id. at 10-ll. In October 20ll, the Attorney 

General acknowledged the "fundrunentally Hawed" nature of the tactics employed in Operation Fast and Furious. See Letter from 

Attorney General Holder to Chainnan Issa, et al .. 2 (Oct 7, 2011) (ECFNo. 13-3). And on December 2, 2011, the Department 

provided the Committee with a written explanation of what had occun-ed, along with more than 1,300 pages documenting how 

the February 4 letter had been drafted. See Cole Dec. 2 Letter; see also Burton Decl.1)1119-21; IG Repo1tat 389-90; Letter from 

Deputy Attorney General Cole to Chairman Issa l (June 19, 2012) ("Cole June l 9 Letter") (ECF No. 13-6). 

The Report of the IG's independent and thorough investigation was consistent with what the December 201 l letter and the 

documents related to the drafting of the February 4 letter had conveyed to Congress: that the inaccurate infonnation in the 

Februruy 4 letter was simply a product of a Hawed fact-gathering and drafting process. See IG Report at 395-414. Although 

critical of the Department, the IG Report also did not conclude that there was an intent to obstruct by the Department during 

the time period between the February 4 letter and the December 2, 2011 formal ,vithdrawal, including with respect to the 

Deprutment's May 2, 2011 letter, or the timing of its December 2, 2011 formal withdrawal of the February 4 letter. See id. at 

4!4-17. Chainnan [ssa praised the IG report as "extremely comprehensive, strong rutd independent." Hearing BejiJre the H. 
Comm. on Oversight and Gov't Reform, 112th Cong. (2012) (ECF No. 13-8 at 1) (statement ofChainnan Issa). 



20728

460 

COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT ... , 2014 WL 298661 (2014) 

.B. The Department's Efforts to Accommodate the Committee's Legitimate Oversight Needs 

It was not until after the exchange ofletters between the Department and Senator Grassley in January and February 201 l that 
the House Committee formally began its investigation into Operation Fast and Furious. The Committee sent its first letter on 
the matter to the Department on March 16, 2011, see Letter from Chairman Issa to ATF Acting Director Melson (Mar. 16,201 I) 
(ECF No. 61-5), and issued its first subpoena, addressed to Acting ATF Director Kenneth Melson, on March 3 l, 20 I l. 

The Melson subpoena sought documents regarding the genesis of Operation Fast and Furious and related operations, the 
authorization of and concerns about so-called "gunwalking," whether the shooting of United States Customs and Border 
Protection Agent Brian Teny was related to "gunwalking," and communications with a cooperating gun dealer. See Conun. on 
Oversight & Gov't Refo1m, Subpoena (Mar. 31, 20 I l) (ECF No. 61-6). The Department quickly initiated communication with 
the Committee regarding the subpoena, including discussion of significant confidentiality concerns raised by the subpoena, 
which sought a large amount of infonnation about ongoing criminal investigations and other sensitive law enforcement matters. 
See Letter from Assistant Attorney Genera! Weich to Chairman Issa I (Apr, l, 20!1 )(attached to Dei's Mot for Summ. J. as Ex, 
E); Weich Apr. 8 Letter at 1-2, The Department ultimately produced or made available in camera, over six months, 3,245 pages 
of material in response to this subpoena, See Weich Oct. 11 Letter at l, ln so doing, the Department made an extraordin~ry 
exception to its longstanding policy regarding the confidentiality of records relating to pending law enforcement matters. See 
id. at l-2; Burton Deel. ,114-5, 14-15. 

On October ll, 2011, the Committee issued a second subpoena, directed to the Attorney General. The October subpoena; 
portions of which are the subject of this suit, contained twenty-two broad requests for documents and reflected a shift in the focus 
of the Committee's investigation to include the Department's response to Congress. See Comm. on Oversight & Gov't Reform, 
Subpoena at 2-5 (Oct ll, 20 l I) (ECF No. 61-18), The October subpoena sought, among many other things, all communications 
regarding Operation Fast and Furious to or from 16 senior Department officials, see id. at 2 (, 1 ); documents relating to "any 
instances prior to February 4, 20 I ! "where ATF failed to interdict weapons, see id. at 2-3 ('ll'll 4-5); and all Reports oflnvestigation 
("ROis"), see id. at 3 (1] 8), See also Letter from Chaimian Issa to Attorney General Holder 1-2, 5 (Oct 9, 2011) {ECF No. 13-2). 

Shortly after the Department received the subpoena, it engaged in extensive telephone discussions with Committee staff 
regarding the Departtnent's response. See Burton Deel. 'll'l/ l l -12. The Departtnent made clear during those discussions, as it did 
both before and after, that the Committee's inquiries implicated sensitive institutional interests of the Executive Branch, See id. ii, 4, 11-12, 21; Weich Oct. I .I Letter at 2 (letter sent before receipt of October subpoena); Cole Dec, 2 Letter at l; Cole May 
15 Letter at 5-8. Nevertheless, the Department procecxled with a good-faith response consistent with those interests over the 
ensuing months, see Burton Deel. ~~ 8, 14-23, ultimately providing the Committee with more than 5,000 pages of documents 
responsive to the October subpoena, see Cole May !5 Letter at 4, 

C. The Focus of the Committee's Demands in Advance of the Contempt Proceedings 

Although the October l I, 2011 subpoena contained twenty-two separate and broad requests for documents, as well as a demand 
for a privilege log, that broad universe was not the material at issue as the Committee moved toward a contempt vote in June 
2012, Rather -- consistent with the negotiation and accommodation process that has long governed the Executive Branch's 
response to congressional inquiries -- the Department and the Committee had negotiated about the response to the subpoena 
since its issuance, and by June 2012, the Committee had expressly taken a number of topics off the table. Thus, what remained in 
dispute as the date for a contempt vote neared was a nairnwer category of documents concerning one aspect of the Committee's 

investigation: the Depaitment's alleged "obstruction," 

Specifically, on May 3, 2012, Chairman Issa explained that only three questions remained in the Committee's investigation: (]) 
"How did the Justice Depm1ment finally come to the conclusion that Operation Fast and Furious was 'fundamentally flawed'?"; 
(2) "What senior officials at the Department of Justice were told about or approved the controversial gunwalking tactics that 
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were at the core of the operation's strategy?"; and (3) "How did inter-agency ~-ooperation in a nationally designated Strike 

Force fail so miserably in Operation Fast and Furious?" Mem. from Chainnan Issa to Members of the Comm. on Oversight and 
Gov't Refonn 7-10 (May 3, 2012) ("Issa May 3 Mem.''), available at bttp:/ioversight.house.gov/wp-content!uploa<ls/2012/051 
Update-on-Fast-and-Furious-with-attachment-FINAL.pdfChairman Issa referred to these as the "three categories of documents 

necessary for Congress to complete its investigation." Letter from Chairman Issa to Attorney General Holder l (.lune 13, 2012) 
("Issa June l3 Letter") ( attached to De-rs Mot. for Summ. J. as Ex. F). 

After further discussions, House Leadership indicated that the Committee's demands had been narrowed furth~~-- In a May l 8, 
2012 letter to the Attorney General, House Leadership stated that only "two key questions" remain unanswered: "first, who 
on [the Attorney General's] leadership team was infonned of the reckless tactics used in Fast & Furious prior to Ageut Teny's 
murder; and, second, did your leadership team mislead or misinform Congress in response to a Congressional subpoena?" Letter 
from John Boehner, et al., to Attorney General Holder l (May 18, 2012) ("Boehner May 18 Letter") (attached to Def.'s Mot. 

for Summ. J. as Ex. G). 

More talks ensued, and soon the Committee agreed to "effectively eliminate fl the dispute over information gathered during 
the criminal investigation of Operation Fast and Furious, prior to the announcement of indictments.'' Issa June 13 Letter at L Jt 
did so because it recognized and wanted "to alleviate the Department's concerns about preserving the integrity of the ongoing 

prosecutions." H.R. REP. No. 112-546, at 38-39 (2012). As of June 13, 2012, then, the Committee had narrowed its demands 
to include only "documents from after February 4, 2011, related to the Department's response to Congress and whistleblower 
allegations." Issa June l3 Letter at I. The Committee made clear that these documents concerning the Department's response 
to Congress were the only documents "the Justice Department needed to produce to avoid contempt." Id. 

The next day, the Attorney General proposed an accommodation to "fully address the remaining concerns identified" by 
House leadership. Letter from Attorney General Holder to Chainuan Issa 2 (June 14, 2012) (ECF No. 13-4). Specifically, 

the Department proposed to provide the Committee with "a briefing, based on documents that the Committee could retain, 
explaining how the Department's understanding of the facts of Fast aud Furious evolved during the post-February 4 period, aud 

the process !bat led to the withdrawal of the February 4 letter." Id. 

On June 19, 2012, the eve of the Committee's scheduled contempt vote, the Attorney General personally met with Chairn1an 
Issa and others and reiterated his offer of a briefing and a production of documents in an effort to reach an accommodation and 

avoid a contempt vote. Cole Jnnc 19 Letter at l. His offer was rejected. See id. 

D. The Assertion of Executive Privilege and the Contempt Vote 

Despite the Department's willingness to contiuuc to tty to reach an accommodation, it became clear tl1at the Committee was 
intent on proceeding with the contempt vote it had scheduled for the following morning. See id. at 1-2. On June 19, the Attorney 
General sent a letter to the President in which he recommended !hat the President assert Executive Privilege. See Letter from 
Attorney General Holder to the President (June 19, 2012) ("Holder June 19 Letter") (attached to Def.'s Mot. for Summ. J. 
as Ex. H). Specifically, the Attorney General requested that !he President asse,t Executive Privilege over documents post• 
dating February 4, 2011, that were responsive to the October subpoena and were "created ... in the course of the Department's 
deliberative process concerning how to respond to congressional and related media inquiries" about Operation Fast and Furious. 
Id. As the Attorney General explained, consistent with the longstanding position of the Executive Branch, compelled release 

of such documents "would have significant, damaging consequences" by "inhibit[ing] the candor of such Executive Branch 

deliberations in the future and significantly impair[ing] the Executive Branch's ability to respond indepeudently and effectively 

to congressional oversight." Id. at 2, In response to the Attorney General's request, the President asserted Executive Privilege, 
and the Department so informed the Committee on the morning of June 20, 2012. See Letter from Deputy Attorney General 

Cole to Chairman Issa 1 (June 20, 2012) (ECF No. 17-3). 
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Notwithstanding the assertion of Executive P:ivilege, the Committee that day voted 23-l 7 to hold the Attorney General in 

contempt. Thereafter, on June 22, 2012, the Committee issued its contempt report to the full House, in which it expressly 

described the narrowing of its demands that had occurred during the preceding weeks. See H .R. REP. No. 112-546, at 38-40. 

The Committee made clear that it recommended contempt based only on the Attorney General's purported "fail[ ure] to tum over 

lawfully subpoenaed documents explaining the Department's role in withdrawing the false letter it sent to Congress." Id. at 40. 

On June 28, 2012, the House voted, 255-67, to hold the Attorney General in contempt 

E. Depa1iment Reforms Addressing Operation Fast and Furious 

At the same time that the Department was working to accommodate the congressional investigation in 2011 and 20 l 2, it was 

also taking steps to address the issues implicated by Operation Fast and Furious. As discussed above, the Attorney General 

referred the matter to the Department's lG in February 2011, and in September 2012, the IG produced an exhaustive report 

concerning both the underlying operations and the Department's response to congressional inquiries about the operations. When 

the IG released its report to Congress and the public, the Dcpa:iment provided Congress with over 300 pages of documents 

referred to in the report. 

However, even before the IG completed his investigation and report, in light of what had come to light about Fast and Furious 

and related operations, the Department instituted a number of reforms. For example, the Attorney General instructed the Deputy 

Attomey General to "issue a directive to the field making clear" that the inappropriate tactics employed in Operation Fast and 

Furious "should not be used again." Cole May 15 Letter at L In November 2011, ATF issued a memorandum clarifying its 

firearms transfer policy. See Letter from Deputy Attorney General Cole to Chairman Issa et al. 2-3 (Jan. 27, 2012) (attached to 

Def. 's Mot. for Summ. J. as Ex. I). In the same month, ATF revised its policies governing the use of confidential informants, 

and strengthened oversight over undercover operations. See id. at 3-4. 

Also prior to the completion of the lG investigatiou, the Depaitment took steps to address the manner in which its components 

handle congressional requests for information. Specifically, the Deputy Attorney General in January 2012 issued a memorandum 

requiring components to, among other things, assign to senior managers the ultimate responsibility for fact-checking and vetting 

responses to Congress; solicit information from employees with detailed personal knowledge of the relevant issues; and consult 

relevant records if available. See id. at 7-8. The Department also took personnel action with respect to officia.Ts who were 
involved in the Operation and the congressional response. See Statement by Attorney General Holder (Sept. 19, 20 l 2), available 

at http://www.justice.gov/opalpr/20 l 2/September/12-ag-J 134.html. 

ARGUMENT 

I. The Long-Recognized Execntive Privilege Under the Constitntion ls Founded Upon the 
Separation of Powers and Ensures the Independent Punctioning of the Executive Branch 

The historical analysis that penneates the Committee's brief is one-sided, incomplete, and unsupported by the caselaw, resulting 
in a cramped and novel notion of the constitutionally based Executive Privilege. Defendant does not dispute that, flowing 

from its constitutional authority to legislate, Congress may gather information and conduct investigations as necessary to 

further legitimate legislative ends, including through investigations into the activities of the Executive Branch. See Pl.'s 

Mem. at 5-10. However, missing from the Committee's analysis is tbe equally vital role that the Executive Branch plays in 

our constitutional system, and the resulting consequences for congressional demands for information. As courts have long 

recognized, the Executive Branch's role in enforcing the law requires that some materials remain confidential so that the 

Executive's proper functioning under the Constitution is preserved and protected. In select cases, the President preserves this 

fundamental constitutional balance by asserting Execurive Privilege, a constitutionally-based privilege that is "a necessary 

corolla,y of the executive function vested in the President by Article lI of the Constitution." Congressional Requests for 
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Confidential Executive Branch Info., 13 Op. O.L.C. 153, 154 (1989); see also United States v. Nixon. 418 U.S. 683, 712-13 
(1974). 

"[N]umerous Presidents from the earliest days of our nation" have asserted Executive Privilege to protect certain confidential 
Executive Branch infonnation. 13 Op. O.L.C. at 154. As early as 1792, President Washington, in response to a congressional 
inquiry into a campaign by General St. Clair, expressed the position that records could be withheld from Congress in the 
public interest. See Nixon v. Sirico, 487 F.2d 700, 733-34 (D.C. Cir. l 973) (per curiam) (MacKinnon, J., concurring in part and 
dissenting in part). In a separate matter just two years later, President \Vashington responded to a Senate request by withholding 
"those particulars which, in [his] judgment, for public considerations, ought not to be communicated." History of Refusals by 
Executive Branch Officials to Provide Info, Demanded by Congress: Part I -· Presidential Invocations of Exec, Privilege Vis
A-Vis Congress, 6 Op. O.L.C. 751, 753 (1982). 

Consistent with historical practice from President Washington forward, administrations have long based their withholding of 
certain information :from Congress on the ground that disclosure would interfere with the constitutional functioning of the 
Executive Branch. Such withholdings include: 
• President Jackson's refusal in 1837 to comply with a Senate investigation into the "integrity and efficiency of the executive 
departments," explaining that he would "repel all such attempts as an invasion of the principles of justice, as well as of the 
Constitution .... " Sirico, 487 F.2d at 734 (MacKinnon, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part). 

• President Tyler's reftlsal in 1843 to provide to the House certain infonnation regarding an Executive investigation into 
allegations of fraud against the Cherokee Nation, explaining that "it is well settled, and the doctrine has been fully recognized in 
this country, that ... the head ofa department cannot be compelled to produce any papers, or to disclose any transactions relating 
to the executive functions of the Government which he declares are confidential, or such as the public interest requires shonkl not 
be divulged .... " John Tyler, Special Message (January 31, 1843), available at http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/wsl?pid=67367. 

• President Cleveland's "confrontation" with Congress over a request for the papers and reasons related to the dismissals of 
numerous officeholders by the incoming administration, in which President Cleveland asserted that tl1e Senate was assuming 
"the right ... to sit in judgment upon the exercise of my exclusive discretion and Executive function, for which I am solely 
responsible to the people." Sirico, 487 F.2d at 735 (MacKinnon, J., concurring in part and dissenting in patt). 

• President Theodore Roosevelt's instruction, in 1909, that the Attorney General refuse to state reasons for his nonaction with 
respect to a merger involving the United States Steel Corporation. Id. at 735-36. 

• President Eisenhower's restriction in 1954 on the testimony of Executive Branch officials or the production of documents 
related to the Anny-McCarthy hearings. He explained that "it is essential to efficient and effective administration that employees 
of the Executive Branch be in a position to be completely candid in advising with each other on official matters" in order "to 
maintain the proper separation of powers between the Executive and Legislative Branches." Dwight D. Eisenhower, Letter to the 
Secretary of Defense Directing Him To Withhold Certain Information from the Senate Committee on Government Operations 
(May 17, 1954), available athttp://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/wsl?pid~9890. 

"In each of these instances," and numerous others not listed, "the Congress sought information from the ·President or the 
executive branch in order to enable it to legislate upon subjects within its constitutional power, and in each instance the request 
was refused by the President, who detennined that to furnish the infonnation would be an unconstitutional intrusion into the 
functioning of the executive branch and conu-ary to the public interest." Sirica, 487 F.2d at 737 (MacK.innon, J,, concurring in 
part and dissenting in part). Indeed, through political history leading up to Waiergatc, "[ w ]hen made, the Executive assertion 
of privilege ha[d] always prevailed." Id. at 778 (Wilkey, J., dissenting). 
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Watergate, though posing a unique set of chal!enges, led to the rcaffinnation of these same principles: the congressional inquiries 

into Watergate-related activities were clearly legitimate, but the courts nonetheless recognized the importance of Executive 

Branch confidentiality where disclosure would interfere with the functioning of the Executive Branch. Thus, in the era following 

Watergate and the rulings in the Nixon line of cases, see infra, presidential administrations of both parties have continued the 

longstanding practice of safeguarding Executive interests vital to the separation of powers, including in situations where such 

safeguarding counsels against disclosure to Congress. Indeed, in the .last four decades, Executive Privilege has been asserted 

over varying types of information, including congressional demands for: 
• Presidential communications, see, e.g,, Assertion of Exec. Privilege Concerning the Special Counsel's Interviews of the Vice 

President and Senior White House Staff, 2008 WL 5458939 (U.S.A,G. July 15, 2008); 

• Deliberations of Executive officials, including lower-level officials engaged in execution of the laws of the United States, 

see id.; Assertion of Exec. Privilege over Commc'ns Regarding EPA's Ozone Air Quality Staodards & Cal.'s Greenhouse Gas 

Waiver Request, 2008 WL 5506397, *2 {U.S.A.G, June 19, 2008); The President, 43 Op. Att'y Gen, 327, 329-30 (198!); 

• Records concerning the Executive's response to congressional investigations and related media inquiries, see Assertion of 

Exec, Privilege Concerning the Dismissal and Replacement of U.S. Attorneys, 2007 WL 5038036, * l (U.SAG. June 27, 2007); 

Assertion ofExee. Privilege Regarding White House Counsel's Office Docs., 1996 WL 34386607 (U,S.A.G. May 23, 1996); 

• Information relating to law enforcement efforts by the Executive Branch (including clemency detem1inations and open law 

enforcement investigations), see. e.g., 2008 WL 5458939; Letter for the President from John Ashcroft, Attorney General, Re: 

Assertion of Executive Privilege with Respect to Prosecmorial Documents at 2, 25 O.L.C. l (Dec. IO, 2001), available at 

http://www.justicc.gov/olc/200!/executive-privilege-200 l-12-10.pdf; Assertiou of Exec. Privilege with Respect to Clemency 

Decision, 1999 WL 33490208 (U.S.A.G. Sept. 16, 1999); Assertion of Exec. Privilege in Response to Congressional Demands 

for Law Enforcement Files, 6 Op. O.L.C. 31 (1982); and 

• !nfonnation concerning national security and foreign affairs, see, e.g., l3 Op. O.L.C. at 154; 43 Op. Att'y Gen, 327; see also 

United States v. AT&T Co. ("AT&TJ".), 551 F.2d 384, 387-88, 392 (D.C. Cir. 1976). 

These disputes varied in subject matter, but the Executive Privilege assertions were all based on the same fundamental 

proposition: that disclosure of confidential Executive Branch information to Congress would interfere with the functioning of 

the Executive Branch and would therefore be contrary to the public interest. See, e.g., Sirica, 487 F.2d at 737 (MacKinnon, J., 

concurring in part and dissenting in patt). 

The longstanding concern about congressional intrusion into the Executive's independent functioning bas been recognized by 

past administrations as particularly acute when a committee of Congress demands Executive Branch records generated in the 

course of responding to a congressional investigation and related media inquiries. In 1996, for example, Attorney General. Janet 

Reno explained that Executive Privilege applies to documents prepared in response to atl ongoing congressional investigation. 

See 1996 WL 34386607. Attorney General Reno noted that Hit is clear that congressional needs for information in that context 

will weigh substantially less in the constitutional balancing than a specific need in connection with the consideration of 

legislation." Id. at *2. In 2007, Acting Attorney General Paul Clement explained in connection with "possible responses to 

congressional and media inquiries about the dismissal[]" ofUnited States Attorneys, see 2007 WL 5038036 at* l, that compelled 

disclos'llre of such material to Congress would " 'significantly impair []' "the abilily of the Executive Branch to respond to 

congressional inquiries. See id. ( quoting Attorney General Reno), 

In short, an assertion of Executive Privilege is not •· as the Committee's account claims -- a sign that the Executive is trying to 

"obstruct" or "thwart" the Committee's investigation. Rather, the Executive Privilege invocation at issue in this case is part of an 

established history of Executive Privilege invocations deemed necessary by the President, over a range of confidential materials, 
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during disputes of the sort that have existed for more than two centuries between the Executive and Legislative Branches, where 

•• as here compelled disclosure of information would interfere with the Executive's constitutional function. 

II. Executive Privilege Is Not Limited to Presidential Communications, 
and Was Validly Asserted by the President in This Matter 

The Committee's core legal argument is that Executive Privilege exists as a constitutional matter only to protect presidential 
communications, see PL's Mem. at 19-20, that recognition by Congress of any other privilege assertion is a matter of grace, 

and that the privilege is abrogated whenever Congress demands infonnation, see id. at 32-33. 3 The Committee's cramped 
conception of Executive Privilege, if accepted, would fundamentally interfere with the functioning of the Executive Branch and 
upend the essential separation and balance of power between the Branches. Whatever the specific basis fora President's assertion 
of Executive Privilege in response to a congressional subpoena -· be it the need to protect the confidentiality of presidential 
communications or Executive deliberations; to protect law enforcement operations, foreign affairs, or national security; to 

protect the process by which the Executive responds to a congressional subpoena; or a combination of such interests d1e 
President's assertion of Executive Privilege in response to a congressional demand is consistently grounded in the "executive 

function vested in the President by Article II of the Constitution." 4 Holder June 19 Letter at 2; see also Nlton. 418 U.S. at 711 
( describing the interest in ''confidentiality" relating to the effective discharge of President's powers as "coustitutionally based''); 
Black v. Sheraton Corp. [!{Am .. 564 F.2d 531,541 (D.C. Cir. 1977) (recognizing that a claim of Executive Privilege concerning 
"diplomatic or military secrets" or "intra-governmental documents reflecting policy deliberations" "may have constitutional 

underpinnings"); Soucie ic David, 448 F.2d 1067, 1072 n.9 (D.C. Cir. 1971) ("The doctrine of executive privilege is to some 
degree inherent in the constitutional requirement of separation of powers."). 

A ruling to the contrary would place the Executive Branch at the mercy of Congress in a context in which the ability of each 
political Branch to negotiate with the other, and the corresponding benefit to the constitutional design, is directly at stake. 
The Committee ignores this context, and the implications for the separation of powers, by labeling the assertion of Executive 
Privilege here as nothing more than an attempted assertion of the common law "deliberative process" privilege. In so doing, 
the Committee conflates the President's assertion of the constitutionally-based Executive Privilege with the justifications for its 

assertion in a particular case. There is only one Executive Privilege, grounded in the Constitution, with at least two underlying 
justifications in this context. 

First, the Executive Branch's deliberative process with respect to its engagement with Congress is a core part of the constitutional 
scheme, and one that requires Executive Branch independence and confidentiality. ln the specific context of congressional 

investigation, the process of preparing the Executive Branch's response to a request for information is inherently deliberative, 
and necessarily entails consideration of how to balance Congress1 desire for information against the constltutional prerogatlves 
of the Executive Branch. "Compelled disclosure of such material, regardless of whether a given document contains deliberative 
content, would raise 'significant separation of powers concerns,' by 'significantly impair[ing]' the Executive Branch's ability 
to respond independently and effectively to matters under congressional review." Holder June 19 Letter at 3; see also, e.g., 
2007 WL 5038036 at* I. 

Second, when Congress subpoenas records from the Executive Branch, the often adversarial investigatory context in which such 
records are sought mirrors the litigation context, in which parties are assured confidentiality in the material that they generate 

and assemble in anticipation oflitigation. Just as confidentiality over attorney work product is necessary to preserve the integrity 
of the Judicial or administrative process, see Hickman v. Taylor, 329 U.S. 510 ( 194 7), confidentiality over the materials related 

to the Executive's response to Congress -- its congressional response work product -- is necessary to preserve the integrity of 
the negotiation and accommodation process and the separation of powers. See Holder June J 9 Letter at 4. 

Executive Privilege is a qualified privilege that may be overcome by an appropriate showing of sufficient need. Thus, Executive 
Privilege preserves, rather than disrupts, the separation of powers and the process of negotiation and accommodation. Were 
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Congress to have absolute discretion whether to accept a claim of Executive Privilege beyond presidential communications -
the position tl1at the Committee takes here -- the negotiation and accommodation process would become entirely one-sided, 
disrupting the separation and balance of powers and enabling Congress to insert itself at will into the internal affairs of a co
equal Branch. See AT&T II, 567 F.2d at 129, 130. 

A. The Assertion of Executive Privilege Here Was Properly Based on the Need to 
Protect Documents Created in the Course of the Execntive's Deliberative Process 

of Responding to a Congressional Investigation and Related Media Inquiries 

In tl1e litigation context, there has been a "longstanding judicial recognition of Executive privilege" over Execntive deliberative 
process, where courts have "responded to Executive pleas to protect from the light of litigation 'intra-governmental documents 
reflecting ... deliberations comprising part of a process by which governmental decisions and policies are fornmlated,' "in order 
to protect "the candor of Executive aides and functionaries." Sirica, 487 F.2d at 713 (quoting Carl Zeiss Stiftung" 17E.B. Carl 

Zeiss, .Jena, 40 F.R.D. 318, 324 (D.D.C. 1966)); see also Cheney v. US. Dist. Ct. for Dist. of Columbia, 542 U.S. 367, 385 
(2004) ("[S]pecial considerations control when tl1e Executive Branch's interests in maintaining the autonomy of its office and 
safeguarding the confidentiality of its communications are implicated."); Dep't of the Interior v. Klamath Water Users Protective 
Ass'll, 532 U.S. I, 8-9 (2001) (internal citations and quotation marks omitted) (noting that the "object" of the common !aw 
deliberative process privilege is to "enhance the quality of agency decisions by protecting open and frank discussion among 
those who make them within the Government"). 

For most of this Nation'.s histmy, the question whether deliberative process -- or any other justification -- could support a 
constitutionally-based Executive Privilege assertion against another Branch was not the subject of judicial decision. Rather, 
where the issue arose -- in connection with congressional requests for information from the Executive - it was a political matter 
for resolution between the Branches. It took Watergate to prompt the Supreme Court's seminal decision on the constitutional 
dimension of Executive Privilege, Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, where the inforn1ation was sought through a formal request pursuant 
to established judicial process in a pending criminal case. ln Nixon. the Supreme Court recognized the constitutional basis for 
one aspect of Executive Privilege -- the presidential communications component -- in the context of President Nixon's response 
to a criminal subpoena. See id. Contrary to the Committee's argument, however, Nixon did not limit the constitutionally-based 
Executive Privilege to the context of presidential communications; that was simply the aspect of Executive Privilege before the 
Court in Nixon. See AT&T!, 551 F.2d at392 (referring to the presidential communications component of Executive Privilege as 
"another executive privilege"). Notably, the Court's explanation of the constitutional foundation of Executive Privilege in Nixon 
was based on the same principles of effective Executive functioning and separation of powers that have historically animated 
assertions of Executive Privilege over other types of information -- such as the documents concerning the Executive's response 
to Congress at issue in this case. 

In Nixon. the Court emphasized the "valid need for protection of communications between high Government officials and those 
who advise and assist them in the perfonnancc of their manifold duties," notiug that "the importance of this confidentiality is 
too plain to require further discussion": 

Human experience teaches that those who expect public dissemination of their remarks may well temper 

candor with a concern for appearances and for their own interests to tl1e detriment of the decisionmaking 
process. Whatever the nature of the privilege of confidentiality of Presidential communications in the 
exercise of Art. II powers, the privilege can be said to derive from the supremacy of each branch within 
its own assigned area of constitutional duties. 
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418 U.S. at 705; see Ass'n of Am. Physicians and Surgeons Inc. v. Clinton, 997 F.2d 898,909 (D.C. Cir. 1993) ("The ability 

to discuss matters confidentially is surely an important condition to the exercise of executive power."); Sirica, 487 F.2d at 713 

("[T]he candor of Executive aides and functionaries would be impaired if they were persistently worried that their advice and 
deliberations were later to be made public."). 

The Court in Nfron then proceeded to evaluate these general principles about the need for Executive confidentiality as they 

related to tbe particular type ofrecords sought in that case --presidential communications -- and explained that "[t]he privilege 

is fundamental to the operation of Government and inextricably rooted in the separation of powers under tbe Constitution." 418 

U.S. at 708. Although the Court noted that there ls no "explicit reference to a privilege of confidentiality" in the Constitution, 

the Court nevertheless recognized that the privilege "is constitutionally based'" to the extent there is an interest that "relates to 

tbe effective discharge of a President's powers." Id. at 71 L 

The concerns expressed in Niwn about the confidentiality of Executive deliberations, rooted in the separation of powers, have 

equal application in the present case, where the President has asserted Executive Privilege to protect confidential Executive 

Branch infonnation that was generated in response to a congressional subpoena, placing the separation of powers between 

the political Branches -- and the independence of those Branches -- at the heart of the dispute. 5 "[D]isclosure to Congress 

could ... deter the candor of fotnre Executive Branch deliberations, becansc officials at all levels would know that tbcy could 

someday be called by Congress to account for the tentative policy judgments which tbey had earlier advanced in the councils of 

the Executive Branch." 43 Op. Att'y Gen. at 330. And unlike criminal prosecutions implicating Executive Branch documents, 

"congressional requests for executive branch deliberative information are anytbing but infrequent," 13 Op. O.L.C. at 156, 

and they often sweep quite broadly. See also In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d 729, 753 (D.C. Cir. 1997) (recognizing that the 

unique "constitutional considerations" in tbc "congressional-executive context" render limitations on Executive Privilege in the 

Judicial context inapposite); Senate Select_, 498 F.2d at 732 (" [LJegislative judgments normally depend more on the predicted 

consequences of proposed legislative actions and their political acceptability, than on precise reconstruction of past events .... In 

contrast, the responsibility of the grand jury turns entirely on its ability to determine whetber there is probable cause to believe 

that ce1tain named individuals did or did not commit specific crimes."). 6 

Moreover, when these concerns give rise to a presidential assertion of the constitutional Executive Privilege against Congress 

(as opposed to an agency invocation of the common-law privilege against individuals under FOIA or in civil litigation), that 

assertion does not merely implicate a generali?.ed need for confidentiality, but relates directly to the Executive's independence 

from the otber political Branch and its relationship witb Congress in a process of negotiation and accommodation that is itself 

derived from the Constitution. See AT& Tl, 55 l F.2d at 394; see also AT&T II, 567 F.2d at 127. 

Indeed, the assumption of power contemplated by the Committee in this case (i.e., the unfettered power to peer into and abrogate 
all confidentiality of Executive Branch deliberations about how the Executive Branch will respond to the Committee itself) 

is directly contrary to the separation of powers, which protects against the aggregation of powers in any particular Branch of 

government by "giving to those who administer each department the necessary constitutional means and personal motives to 
resist encroachments of the others." THE FEDERALIST NO. 51 (James Madison); see also Mistretta v. United States. 488 U.S. 

361,382 (1989) ("[W]c have not hesitated to strike down provisions oflaw that either accrctc to a single Branch powers more 
appropriately diffused among separate Branches or that undem1ine the authority and independence of one or another coordinate 

Branch."). 

The tbreat to the proper functioning of the Executive Branch and the separation of powers that would be posed by unfettered 

congressional access to Executive deliberations about tbe process by which it communicates with a coordinate Branch of 

government is demonstrated by the types of documents at issue here. Such documents include deliberations by officials 

(including senior Depattment officials) about how to accommodate the asserted congressional interest in the investigation 

while at tbe same time safeguarding Executive Branch prerogatives. Among other things, the documents reveal: the thought 

processes behind decisions abont providing witnesses or docnmcnts; discussions about how to develop media strategies in 

response to the investigation; and even negotiations with Members of Congress about means of resolving nomination holds 
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placed on individuals in connection with the Department's response. See Colborn Deel. (attached to Def's Mot. for Summ. J.) 

'lf'lf 18-26. Even purely "factual" infonnation in such documents, such as records of meetings involving particular individuals or 

time stamps showing when an email was rereived and read, when taken together, can reveal information about how and when 

decisions in the Department were made. 7 See id. 'If 25. 

Under the Committee's view, however, the Executive Branch must engage in the constitutionally-rooted process of negotiation 

and accommodation with Congress without any protection of confidentiality whatsoever for the Executive's deliberations 

about how to respond (short of communications involving the President or his senior advisors). Such an unprecedentedly 

narrow view of Executive Privilege would not only chill Executive deliberations (decreasing the openness and quality of those 

deliberations), but also would provide Congress overwhelming leverage in any investigation or request for infonnation. The 

ability of the Executive Branch to negotiate effectively would be impaired, knowing that Congress would be privy to all of 

the Executive's internal deliberations and negotiation strategies, particularly when Congress would presumably claim absolute 

confidentiality over its own internal deliberative process, Indeed, there would be no reason for Congress to negotiate at all, and 

the accommodation process would be drastically undennined. If the Committee's cramped vision of Executive Privilege were 

the law, then the "constructive modus vivendi'' characterizing the process govetnlng congresslonal requests for information, 

which "positively promotes the functioning of our [constitutional] system," would be reduced to a demand by Congress and 

unthinking acquiescence by the Executive Branch. AT&T JI, 567 F.2d at 130. 

B. The Assertion of Executive Privilege Here was Properly Based on the 
Executive's Protection of the Process for Responding to a Congressional Subpoena 

Not only is the assertion of Executive Privilege grounded in the need to preserve the functioning of the Executive Branch by 

protecting the confidentiality of the Executive's deliberative process, but it is fi.uther supported by the particular context of 

those deliberations: the Executive1s response to an ongoing congressional investigation. In that context~ in which the danger 

of congressional encroachment on the Executive sphere is particularly acute, Executive Privilege plays an important role in 

maintaining the independence of the Executive Branch and the proper balance of power between the Branches. 

The attorney work product doctrine provides an apt analogy for understanding the importance of the constitutional interests 

at stake. Ordinarily, the work of an attorney engaged in litigation, including the potential defense of a client in response to a 

subpoena, is entitled to confidentiality pursuant to the attorney work product privilege, which applies to work performed "in 

anticipation of litigation." FED. R. CIV. P. 26(b)(3)(A); see also In re Sealed Case, 146 F.3d 881,884 (D.C. Cir. 1998). 

At its core, the attorney work product doctrine recognizes that confidentiality is necessary to allow for an attorney's independent 
functioning, which is critical for discharging the attorney's obligations and ensuring the integrity of the Judicial process. In 

recognizing this privilege, the Supreme Court explained that "it is essential that a lawyer work with a certain degree of privacy, 
free from unnecessary intrusion by opposing parties and their counsel." Hickman v. Tay/a,; 329 U.S, 495, 511 ( 1947). Indeed, 

"fw]ere such materials open to opposing counsel on mere demand, mnch of what is now put down in wdting would remain 
unwritten. An attorney's thoughts, heretofore inviolate, would not be his own." Id. The result for the legal process would be 

"demoralizing," and "the interests of the clients and the cause of justice would be poorly served," as "[i]nefticiency, unfairness 

aud sharp practices would inevitably develop in tbe giving oflegal advice." 8 ld.; see also Coastal States Gas Cmp. " Dep't 

af Energy, 617 F.2d 854, 864 (D.C. Cir. 1980) ("Tbe purpose of the privilege ... is not to protect any interest of the attorney ... 

but to protect the adversary trial process itself."). Consequently, the attorney work product privilege applies broadly to protect 

documents prepared in anticipation oflitigation, regardless ofwhetl1er the documents are factual or deliberative in nature. See, 

e.g .. Judicial Watch, Inc. "Dep't of Justice. 432 F.3d 366,371 (D.C. Cir. 2005). 

For analogous reasons, disclosure to Congress of the documents at issne here would interfere with the Executive Branch's 

ability to perform its constitutional functions, including, but not limited to, engaging with Congress regarding its requests 

for infonnation. Like attorneys engaged in litigation or an administrative process, attorneys and other agency professionals 
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responsible for responding to congressional requests within the Executive Branch consult v.ith one another on the specifies of 

that response, including deciding how best to accommodate !he congressional interest wi!hout sacrificing important Executive 

interests. Such consultation may include advice from the Office of Legal Counsel on these issues. See Colborn DecL ,r,i 2, 

4-8. Executive Privilege serves to protect against the harn1 that disclosme of such material would have on the negotiation and 

accommodation process and on the independence of the Executive Branch as it engages with a coordinate Branch that would 

insist on the confidentiality of its own internal deliberations and work product 

Like litigation, the investigation of the Executive Branch by Congress often is an adversarial process, because the potential 

for disagreement is inherent and the prospect of a need for active engagement very real. See 13 Op. O.L.C. at 157 ("Finally, 

when Congress is investigating, it is by its own account often in an adversarial position to the executive branch and initiating 

action to override judgments made by the executive branch."); see also In re Rail Freight Fuel Surcharge Anti-Trust Litigation, 
268 F.RD. l l4, 117 (D.D.C. 2010) (noting that lhe crux of whether work product attaches is the adversarial nature of the 

proceeding). Accordingly, it is vital that (as in the Judicial process) each of the opposing sides be able to operate assured that it 

will not be required to disclose its confidential preparations to the other side. Otherwise, each side's critical independence and 

freedom from intrusion WOllld be undennined by the ability to "probe each other's thoughts and plans." Hickman, 329 U.S. at 

511; Coastal States Gas, 617 F.2d at 864. Such a negative impact would be magnified were only one side to the process able 

to probe and access the other side's thoughts and plans. 

As the D.C. Circuit has recognized, "[n]egotiation between the two branches should ... be viewed as a dynamic process 

affirmatively furthering the constitutional scheme." AT&T, 567 F.2d at 130. That process would be undercut if Congress were, 

as the Committee envisions, given license to employ a two-step strategy in which it demanded information from the Executive 

Branch about a matter, and then subsequently requested all documents prepared by the Executive Branch in the course of 

responding to the previous demand for information. A congressional right of access to the Executive's congressional response 

work product would enable Congress to intimidate or exert coercive influence over the Executive in a context where the 

Executive's independence is essential, weakening the dynamic accommodation process and thus harming hoth the separation 

of powers and the constitutional system that it supports. 

C. The Documents Covered by the President's Assertion of Executive Privilege Were Properly Withheld 

As the Colborn Declaration details, the President's June 2012 claim of Executive Privilege covered documents dated after 

February 4, 201 l that were responsive to the October 2011 subpoena and were created in the course of the Department's 

deliberative process concerning t,',e Department's response to congressional and related media inquiries. See Colborn Deel. 

ii~ 13, 19; Holder June 19 Letter at 1-2. Accordingly, among the privileged materials are a variety of documents, including 

ones relating to '4 thc receipt~ dissemination, and analysis of congressional inquiries; the drafting ofletters, testimony, and other 
statements to Congress; strategic deliberations on how to engage with Congress; the Department's internal review to discover 

the facts regarding the events that were the subject of the congressional inquiries; the logistics of the response effort, including 

document review effort...:;,; and the Department's response to media coverage arising from the Congressional inquiries.'~ Colborn 

Deel. iJ 19. 

The general categories of documents to which the assertion of privilege applies include: 

• Documents reflecting "the receipt, dissemination, and analysis of Congressional inquiries,"ranging from the transmission of 

congressional requests to substantive discussions regarding the content of the congressional requests and how the Department 

might appropriately act in response. Id ,i 20. 

• Documents concerning the preparation, re,~cw, and revising of letters to Congress, witness testimony, and responses to 

Questions for the Record. See id. ii 2 l. 

• Documents implicating the Department's engagement approach regarding the Committee's various demands for infonnation

that is, how the Department decided to communicate information to Congress and the media, what offers of accommodation 
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to make, and how to weigh various priorities, such as management of internal resources, preservation of Executive Branch 

institutional interests, and political considerations. See id. ,1 22. 

• Documents generated in the course of the Department's internal review to discover the facts concerning the subject matter 

of the Committee's inquiries. See id. 

• Documents reflecting the logistics of the Department's response, including materials reflecting the process by which the 

Department assembled personnel to engage in the document collection, review, and production effort, as well as documents 

reflecting the process of arranging for Department personnel to be made available to Congress for testimony, briefings or 

interviews. See id. ,i 23. • Documents relating to the Department's response to media coverage arising from the Congressional 

inquiries. See id. ,i 24. 

Such documents arc at the heart of the Department's response to a congressional investigation and the related media inquiries, 

revealing the Department's decisionmaking process throughout the entire investigation. 

The assertion of Executive Privilege also encompasses factual material connected with the deliberations about responding to 

Congress, see Holder June I 9 Letter at 3, including documents showing meeting times or the time and date that emails were 

received and read, as well as documents aggregating relevant news articles for agency decisionmakers, see Colborn Deel. 125. 
Altl1ough such documents do not reflect the core deliberations of Department employees (and presumably are not the documents 

that the Committee is focused on in its investigation and this suit), turning over such documents on demand would still have 

a chilling effect on Executive employees in responding to congressional requests because, taken together, they reveal various 

facets ofthe Department's actions taken in responding to Congress, such as which employees were involved in various meetings 

and the date and time that deeisionmakers met to discuss aspects of the congressional response. 

Also subject to the assertion of Executive Privilege arc Department documents that were not specifically prepared in the course 

of responding to congressional or related media inquiries, but were prepared to address issues that arose as a result of the 

Committee's investigation. 9 Such documents may indirectly reveal aspects of the Department's approach for responding to that 

investigation, such that producing these documents would vitiate the confidentiality interest that the privilege assertion was 

intended to protect. See id. ,i 26. 

For the reasons set forth above, see supra Sections ll.A-B, such documents are properly protected hy the President's Executive 

Privilege assertion, notwithstanding that they do not involve presidential communications. 

UL LIMITATIONS ON COMMON-LAW AND STATUTORY PRIVILEGES 
ARE INAPPLICABLE TO THE EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE ASSERTION HERE 

The Committee spends the majority of its summary judgment brief rebutting a straw man, arguing that the common law (or 

statutory) deliberative process privilege could not be asserted, or was asserted improperly, by the Executive in the present 

context. See Pl.'s Mem. at 19-44. However, this case is not about the common law deliberative. process privilege. It is about 

the consti1utionally-based Executive Privilege, which here is grow,ded in the Executive's need to protect information about 

its internal deliberative processes in responding to congressional inquiries. 10 Thus, the Committee's various arguments about 
rules applicable to common-law and statutory privileges are inapplicable to this dispute. 

A, The Committee's Reliance on Rules Applicable to Common Law and Statutory Privileges Is Misplaced 

As Chief Justice Marshall admonished in 1807, if the President were to "subject[]" information to "certain restrictions, and 

state(] that in his judgment the public interest required ce11ain parts of it to be kept secret," then "all proper respect would [be l 
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paid to" that decision. United States v. Burr, 25 F. Cas. 187, 192 (C.C.Va. 1807) (Marshall, C.J.). The Committee's notion -- that 

the President's invocation of Executive Privilege should be treated no differently than that of an ordinary individual or litigant 

--would render this principle a nullity. Rather, when the President is asserting Executive Privilege against the co-equal political 

Branch of Government, common law and statutory rnles must yield to fundamental separation of powers principles. I I See 

Statement of Antonin Scalia, Assistant Attorney General, Hrg. on S. 2170, The Congre5'sional Right to Information Act, at 110 

(Oct. 23. 1975) ("The Constitutional basis of Executive privilege means that the President may exercise it without Congressional 

leave and in spite of Congressional disapproval."); see also ln re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d at 753. 

Certainly ci1e House has important investigative authority in aid of its legislative function. But that does not mean that Congress 

has the power to treat the Executive's constitutionally-based invocation of Executive Privilege as nothing more than a common 

law or statutory privilege that can be overridden by unilaterally-imposed congressional exceptions. As courts have recognized, 

the separation of powers is preserved not by subjecting an assertion of Executive Privilege to common law or statutory standards, 

but by giving a presidential assertion of Executive Privilege the "proper respect" that it is due, which is to recognize the Executive 

Privilege. but also to recognize that it is qualified. See Senate Se/eel, 498 F.2d at 731. 

B. The President Did Not Waive His Ability to Assert Executive Privilege 

In the Committee's view, the President's assertion of Executive Privilege is invalid because the Executive did not, in the span 

of fourteen days, complete its search for all documents, conclude negotiations with the Committee, produce every responsive 

page, analyze every privilege that could be asserted, assert all applicable privileges, and submit a privilege log. See, e.g., Pl.'s 

Mem. at 33-34. The Committee does not cite a case to support that remarkahle, novel and erroneous proposition that would 

imperil the accommodations process. 12 

As the Supreme Court has recognized, "[e Jxecutive privilege is an extraordinary assertion of power 'not to be lightly invoked.' 

"Cheney. 542 U.S. at 389 (quoting United States v. Reynolds, 345 U.S. l, 7 (1953)). "Once executive privilege is asserted, 

coequal branches of the Govemment are set on a collision course." Id. Accordingly, the Court has opposed the requirement that 

Executive Privilege must be asserted before alternative avenues have been explored, as "[t]hese 'occasion[s] for constitutional 

confrontation between the two branches' should be avoided whenever possible." Id. at 389-90 ( quoting Nixon, 418 U.S. at 692). 

The Committee's claim that a mandatory and premature assertion deadline (i.e., the subpoena retum date unilaterally established 

by the Committee) is required to protect the negotiation and accommodation process is nonsensical. See Pl.'s Mem. at 35-36. 

The accommodation process would be short-circuited, not enhanced, by such an abbreviated period for resolving all issues. 

See Colborn Deel. ~ 7. As a matter of longstanding practice, as in this case, the Executive Branch generally negotiates with 

Congress past the subpoena return date -· largely in an effort to work toward an agreement that accommodates congressional 

needs, thereby avoiding the constitutional conflict entailed in a presidential assertion of Executive Privilege, See id. It was the 

Committee's scheduling of a contempt vote-· not the timing of the privilege asse1tion -- that short-circuited the accommodation 

and negotiation process. 13 

Moreover, the Committee's argument ignores the fact that the accommodation process in this case involved discussions about 

the sensitivity of the very documents at issue well before the privilege was asserted and the contempt vote was held. See, e.g., 

Weich Oct. 11 Letter at 2; Burton Deel. ~'If 11-12. 

C. The Committee's Allegation of Wrongdoing Does Not Override lite Executive Privilege Assertion 

Drawing on common law and statutory standards, the Committee claims that the assertion of Executive Privilege should be 

invalidated "because the Committee is inves6gating DOJ misconduct." Pl.'s Mcm. at 21-25. This contention is wrong as a 

matter of historical practice and judicial precedent. Indeed, were a constitutionally-based assertion of Executive Privilege 

invalidated by a congressional claim of "misconduct," then numerous Presidents throughout history, including Washington, 
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Jackson, Roosevelt, and Eisenhower, would have invalidly resisted legislative demands for information related to claimed 

"misconduct" by the Executive. 

In the context of Executive Privilege, the D.C. Circuit already has decided that, contrary to the Committee's argument, a 

claim of'misconduct" does not invalidate an assertion of Executive Privilege. In Senate Select, the Senate Committee sought 

documents and tape recordings from the President to resolve conflicts in testimony "relating to 'the extent of malfeasance in 

the executive branch,' " and argued that such an interest "alone must defeat any presumption of privilege that might otherwise 

prevail." 498 F.2d at 73!. Rejecting that argument, the D.C. Circuit explained that "the showing required to overcome the 

presumption favoring confidentiality turned, not on the nature of the presidential conduct that the subpoenaed material might 

reveal, but, instead, on the nature and appropriateness of the function in the performance of which U1e material was sought, and 

the degree to which the material was necessary to its fulfillment." Id.; see also id. ("On the contrary, we think the sufficiency of 

the Committee's showing must depend solely on whether the snbpoenaed evidence is demonmably critical to the responsible 

fulfillment of the Committee's functions."). Thus, even in the context of Watergate, with a pending impeachment proceeding, 

the D.C. Circuit made clear that a claim of "wrongdoing" was not dispositive of a claim of Executive Privilege. 

No other holding would suffice to preserve the separation of powers. Congressional investigations rely, as a matter 

of course, on allegations of \vTOngdoing: "Congress cannot control the officers of the executive without disgracing 

them. Its only whip is investigation, semi-judicial examination into comers suspected to be dirty." WOODROW 

WlLSON, CONGRESSIONAL GOVERNMENT: A STUDY IN AMER1CAN POLITICS 278 (1885), available at http:// 

www.gutenberg.org/files/35861/35861-h/3586!-b.htm. Thus, if the Committee's proposed standard applied in the context of 

constitutionally-based Executive Privilege assertions by the President in response to COfl!c,'fessional demands for infom1ation, 

there would be few, if any, instances in which Executive Privilege would apply. 14 

In the present context, for example, the purpotted "wrongdoing" -- the basis for the Committee's "obstruction" investigation•· 

was inaccurate information provided by the Department in a February 4, 2011 letter to Congress and the amount of time that 

followed before withdrawing the letter. But the Department indicated to Congress on several occasions after submitting that 

letter that it had doubts about the infonnation contained therein, and, after conducting its own review, ultimately withdrew the 

letter and provided the Committee with more than l,300 pages of internal documents detailing the preparation of that letter. 

In addition, the Attorney General referred the matter to the Department's Inspector General, who issued a voluminous report 

detailing, inter alia, the Department's response to Congress between February 4 and December 2, 2011, without concluding 

that there was an intent to deceive or obstruct. See IG Report at 395-417. The Department also produced over 300 pages of 

documents referred to by that report, see Burton Deel. ,r 22, further confirming the lack of an intent to obstruct. 

Thust the alleged "wrongdoing" if any -- represented by the February 4 letter has already been fully investigated by the 

Committee. And to the extent the Committee seeks to investigate the reasons for why the Department did not formally withdraw 

the February 4 letterprior to December 20 l l -- in the face of an IQ report lauded by the Committee Chairman that covered events 

during that time period --the Committee has not established that such information is "demonstrably critical" to the "responsible 

fulfillment" of an "appropriate" congressional function. Senate Select, 498 F.2d at 731. To the contrary, the Committee's 

continued demands amount to a fishing -expedition in an investigation that has long since run its course. 

The President invoked Executive Privilege to preserve important confidentiality interests, the preservation of which are vital 

to the separation of powers, not to "hide" evidence of wrongdoing. To the extent the Committee now asks this Court to reject 

those interests in light of the Committee's assertion of need for the documents, the Committee asks this Court to engage in the 

same balancing of interests that it previously made clear would be inappropriate. See infra. 

D. This Court Should Reject the Committee's Attempt to Expand the Scope 

of the Relief It Seeks Following Denial of Defendant's Motion to Dismiss 
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The Committee's Motion for Summary Judgment concludes by arguing that, even assuming the conceptual validity of the 

President's assertion of Executive Privilege in this case, the assertion is invalid because the privilege has not been applied on a 

document-by-document basis, and that the "privilege must give way where, as here, 'the public's interest in effective government 

would be furthered by disclosure.'" Pl.'s Mem. at 44; see also id. at36-44. Thus, the Committee now asks this Court to engage 

in a document-by-document privilege analysis, as well as the very weighing of the interests of the Legislative and Executive 

Branches that the Court deemed unnecessaiy in denying Defendant's motion to dismiss. The Committee's attempt to expand 

the scope of its requested relief should be rejected. 

In its Amended Complaint, the Committee indicated that ''[t]he principal legal issue presented here is whether the Attorney 

General may withhold that limited subset (of documents] on the basis of'Executive privilege' where ... the Department's actions 

do not involve core constitutional functions of the President." Am. Comp!. (ECF No. 35) at 3. Thus, the Committee sought only 

a declai·ation that the privilege asserted by the President "may not validly be asserted," that the Attorney General's objection 

to production of the documents on the basis of the President's assertion ofExeentive Privilege is "rejected,'' that the Attorney 

General's failure to produce is "without legal justification," and an "order [that] the Attorney General forthwith ... produce" the 

documents at issue. ld. ,i 76; see id. at 41-42. 

Moreover, in response to the assertion in the Defendant's Motion to Dismiss that "[a] court would have to weigh the relative 

interests of the political Branches and decide which interest prevails, either by elevating one over the other on a categorical basis 

or by enmeshing the court in the minutiae of the dispute between the Branches," Defs Mot. to Dismiss (ECF No. l 3-1) at 43, the 

Committee again emphasized that the issue presented by its lawsuit was narrow. Indeed, the Committee asserted that the issue 

presented was "quintessentiaHy legal" "whether the Attorney General may withhold this responsive subset [ of documents J 
that reflect no advice to or communications with [the President]." PL's Opp. to Defs Mot. to Dismiss (ECF No. 17) at 3. 

In light of these representations by the Committee, this Court denied the Motion to Dismiss, explaining that "Count I [of the 

Amended Complaint] simply asks whether the privilege that was asserted ... -- the executive privilege -- may be validly asserted 

by the Attorney General in response to a Congressional subpoena for the particular set of records involved." Mem. Op. at 

36. Indeed, the Court expressly rejected Defendant's assertion that the Committee "now asks this Court to enter the fray and 

decide whether the Committee's remaining interest ... outweighs the Executive's interest in protecting its internal deliberations 

regarding how to interact with a coordinate Branch of government." Id. at 27 n. 7. Rather, the Court held that the issue presented 

by the Committee was "a narrow legal question," i.e. whether the Executive may properly assert the privilege at issue. ld.; see 

also id. at 40-41 (rejecting the applicability of "AT&T l'" hecause "the case did not involve a purely legal question about the 

availability of the privilege"). 

The Committee now ignores its own Amended Complaint and the Court's ruling on the Department's motion to dismiss, asking 

the Court to do exactly what Defendant warned this case would involve: a weighing of the respective institutional interests of 

the political Branches. In light of the Court's ruling on Defendant's Motion to Dismiss, and the Committee's own framing of 

its Amended Complaint, the Committee should not now be pennitted to transfo!Til its claim into one calling for a document

by-document balancing analysis. 

In contrast, guided by this Court's motion-to-dismiss ruling and the Committee's claims in the Amended Complaint, Defendant 

moves for summary judgment on the "legal question" of the validity of the President's assertion of Executive Privilege-· i.e., 

whether the Privilege can be maintained over documents generated in the course of the Department's response to congressional 

and related media inquiries involving Operation Fast and Furious, which "do not implicate advice to the President.·· Mem. Op. 

at 36. A more detailed description of tl1e documents that have been withheld pursuant to that Privilege assertion, numbering 

roughly 15.000 (a figure that accounts for, among other things, duplicate documents based on multiple custodians, multiple 

emails that together comprise larger email chains, and attachments), see Colborn Deel. ~ I 9, is unnecessary to answer that 

legal issue concerning the scope of the qualified Executive Privilege and is unwarranted here, never mind unrequested by the 

Amended Complaint. 15 And the evaluation of the competing interests of the Branches in these materials would draw the Court 

-- impermissibly and unwisely -· into an inherently political dispute, as the Department earlier emphasized. 

WESTLAW 



20742

474 

COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT ANO GOVERNMENT ... , 2014 WL 298661 (2014) 

To the extent the Court deems it relevant, however, the Department strongly disputes that the Committee has shown the level 

of need required to overcome the President's assertion of Executive Privilege. See Senate Select, 498 F.2d at 731. If the Court 

allows the Committee to refashion its Amended Complaint to add the question of whether the Committee has shown a sufficient 

need to overcome Executive Privilege, Defendant respectfully requests the opporrunity to submit supplemental briefing on that 

question. 

IV. ALTHOUGH NO RELIEF IS WARRANTED, THE COURT SHOULD IN NO 
EVENT GRAi"°T ANY RELIEF BEYOND THE MATERIAL SOUGHT BY THE 

COMMlTTEE AT THE TIME THE HOUSE AUTHORIZF,D THE LAWSUIT 

As explained above, in the weeks leading up to the House votes for coutempt and to authorize this suit, the Committee and 

House Leadership, through a series of letters, "narrow[ed] the scope of documents the Department needed to provide in order 

to avoid contempt proceedings." H.R. REP. No. 112-546, at 4, 38 (2012); see also, e.g., Am. Comp!. ii 46(ii); Issa May 3 

Mem.; Boehner May 18 Letter; Issa June 13 Letter. Many ofthe docmnents tl1e Committee had previously been seeking during 

the negotiation and accommodation process were determined by the Committee to be "outside the scope of the narrowed 

request," and production of others, particularly materials relating to law enforcement efforts, could be deterred "to alleviate the 

Department's concerns about preserving the integrity of the ongoing prosecutions." H.R. REP. No. l 12-546, at 38-39. Because 

these materials had been taken off the table, the President was not asked to, and did not, assert Executive Privilege over them. 

The Committee instead reported to the House that it was recommending contempt only for the Attorney General's purported 

"fail[nre] to tum over lawfully subpoenaed documents explaining the Department's role in withdrawing the false letter it sent 

to Congress." 16 Id. at 40. Consistent with tl1at narrowing of the Committee's demands, the Complaint says that the Committee 

seeks to enforce the subpoena "only as to a limited subset of responsive documents, namely those doeuments relevant to the 

Department's efforts to obstruct the Committee's investigation." Am. Comp!. at 3; see also id 1 7 (defining the Obstmction 

Component). But the Complaint elsewhere appears to ask the Court to compel the production of all documents responsive to 

categ01ies l, 4, 5, and 10 of the subpoena that were "dated or ... created after Febmary 4, 201 l." Id. ,i 67; see also Proposed 

Order (ECF No. 61-36) at 2. 

Tfread broadly, the Committee's request could sweep in materials having nothing to do with the "Obsttuction Component" of the 

Committee's investigation and that are therefore unrelated to the legal issue the Committee seeks to litigate in this case (i.e., the 

viability of the claim of Executive Privilege). See H.R. REP. No. l 12-546, at 40. Such material would include law enforcement 

documents--documents whose sensitivity the Committee already has acknowledged and expressly taken off the table, and that 

are related to the closed "Operations" component of the Committee's investigation. See id. at 38-39; see also Colborn Deel. ii 
12. Also included would be nonpublic information regarding Department deliberations that were dctenuined to be umelated to 

the Depanment's response to Congress conceming Operation Fast and Furious. See C<J!born Deel. ~I 12. 

There is no basis for reading the Amended Complaint in such a broad fashion or providiug such broad relief. 17 After aU, 
the Committee itself states in the Complaint that it seeks to enforce the subpoena "only as to a limited subset of responsive 

documents, namely those documents relevant to the Department's efforts to obstruct the Committee's iuvestigation." Am. Comp!. 

at 3. Moreover, as past decisions of this Court have made clear, the exercise of jurisdiction over suits like this one is appropriate, 

if at all, only to the extent they concern "access to sought-after infonnation." Comm. on Judiciary. U.S. House of Reps. v. 

Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d 53, 96 (D.D.C.) (emphasis added); see also id. at 98. In this case, the Court premised its assumption 

of jurisdiction in part on its conclusion that there was an "impasse" between the Committee and the Department. Mcm. Op. at 

42-43. Any impasse between the parties could, of course, concern only documents over which they were actually negotiating. 

Accordingly, the Court should decline to exercise its jurisdiction in any way that would provide the Committee material beyond 

what it was seeking at the time of the votes for contempt and authorization to sue, especially when the Committee recommended 

contempt for failure to produce only that smaller set. See AT&T/, 551 E2d at 394. 
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In short, whatever its ultimate view of tl1e merits, the Court should not compel the Department to produce information that 

the Committee was not seeking at the time of the vote authorizing this suit, including confidential information unrelated to the 

"Obstruction Component" of the Committee's investigation. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Defendant respectfully requests that this Comt deny Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment and 

grant Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment. 
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Footnotes 

this briefaccepts il1is Court's ruling on the motion to dismiss as the law of the case, without waiving tl1e Department's position that 
the Court lacks jurisdiction and that this suit otherwise is not propedy before the Court, or its right to make such arguments on appeal. 

2 Although a Ranking Member does not have independent autl1ority to conduct oversight, the Chaim,an of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee subsequently made a fonnal request to the Department. See Letter from Chairman Leahy to Attorney General Holder I 
(Jnne 23, 2011) (attached to Def.'s Mot. for Summ. J. as Ex. D). 

3 Even with respect to the presidential communications component of Executive Privile.ge1 the Committee provides an incomplete 
account Discussing the privilege in the context of presidential c;ommunications1 the Committee states that the Supreme Court""rejected 
the proposed application" in two cases. PL's Mem. at 19. However, in United States i~ Nixon the Supreme Court did not reject the 
"application" of the privilege, but rather held that the privilege applied but was overcome by the needs of the criminaljustic.e system 
in a specific pending case. See 418 U.S. 683 (1974). Moreover, the D.C. Circuit upheld the application of the privilege to withhold 
information when a congressional -committee. sought inforn1:ation generally relating to H 'the extent of malfeasance in the executive 
branch'" during Watergate. Senate Select Comm. on Pres. Campaign Activities" Nixon, 498 F.2d 725, 731 (D.C. Cir. 1974). 

4 Indeed, as opposed to the assertion of common law evidentiary privileges by the Executive, which happens frequently by lower
leve1 Executive Branch officials in the context of litigation, an assertion of Executive Privilege is made by the President himself; 
demonstrating the constitutional dimension of the Privilege and ensuring public awareness and political accountability for its asseition. 

5 This case illustrates the overly rigid dichotomy the House seeks to draw between direct presidential communications on the one hand 
and agency deliberations on the other. Issues that ultimately require presidential attention often miginate within an Executive Branch 
department or agency before reaching the Whlie House, and the options for deciding the issue are first shaped by agency officials, 
Ensutlng that agency deliberations remain candid and robust is therefore important to the functioning of the Executive and the quality 
of presidential decision-making even when direct presidential communications are not at issue. 

6 In In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d 729, the D.C. Circuit engaged in a lengthy compaiison of the differences between the constitutionally
based presidential communications component of Executive Privilege and the common-law form of deliberative process privilege, 

but had no occasion to addres.s whether the constitutionally-based Executive Privilege could be invoked by the Executive to protect 
its deliberative process and work product against congressional incursion. Indeed, the D.C. Circuit went to great lengths to note that 
its opinion "should not be read as in any way affecting the scope of the privilege in the congressional-executive context, the arena 
where conflict over the, privilege of confidentiality arises most frequently:· Id. at 753. As this important caveat in In re Sealed Case 
reflects~ and for the reasons discussed throughout this brief, the Executive Privilege has a constitutional foundation -- one necessary 
to protect the separation of powers and the proper functioning of ilic Executive whe11 asserted against Congress in circumstances 
such as those presented here. 

7 Indeed, in the context of the constitutionally-based Executive Privilege (there, the presidential communications component)~ the 
D.C. Circuit has explained thati unlike the common-law form of deliberative process privilege, the Executive Privilege "applies to 
documents in their entirety, and covers final and post-decisional materials as well as pre-deliberative ones.~' In re Sealed Case, 121 
F.3d at 745. According to the D.C. Circuit, '~[t]he release of final and post-decisional materials would also Hmit the President's ability 
to communicate his-decisions privately, thereby interfering with his ability to exercise control over the executive branch." Id. at 746. 

8 The Committee has made clear that the documents it seeks in this suit concern the mental processes of agency decisionmakers 
regarding their views as to Congress's prior rcquesls for infom,ation. See Am. Compl. (ECF No. 35), Attachment A, Subpoena~ l. 
Of course, these are the interests that lie at the very core of the protections provided by both the deliberative process and work product 
privileges at common [aw. See San Luis Obispo Mothe1:,for Peace v. U.S. Nuclear Regulatmy Comm'n. 789 F.2d 26, 44 (D.C. Cir. 

19S6): Kaiser Aluminum & Chem. Carp. v, United States, !57 F. Supp. 939,947 (Ct. Claims 1958); see also FED. R. ClV. P. 26(b)(3) 
(B); Upjohn Co. v United States, 449 U.S. 383 (198 l ); FTC v. Boehringet lngelheim Pharm .. Inc .. 286 F.R.D. l 01, 107 (D.D.C.2012), 
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9 To the extent that a document in this category, although causally related to the overall investigation into Operation Fast and Furious, 

does not specificatly reveal information about the Department's resp<1nse to Congress, it does not appear that the Committee $eeks 
such documents in this litigation. See infra Section IV. 

IO Although the Prcsldent1s assertion of Executive Privilege is disposltive here, and thus questions concerning cmnmon-law and statutory 

privileges need not be considered, such privileges could well further protect the documents at issue here from disclosure, in tight of 

the Committee's declsion to attempt to enforce its subpoena in ajudkial forum. See FED. R. EVID. 501, i i0l. 

11 The lack of historical support for the Committee's conception of Executive Privilege is demonstrated by the very President,; whom 

the Committee quotes for the supposed proposition that Congress rnay "peer[] inside" Executive Branch agencies whenever it 
sees fit. See PL1s Mem. at 27-28. Certainly President Wilson (writing in support of Congress long before he became President) 

recognized, as Defendant acknowledges here, the ability of Congress to investigate the Executive Brnnch. But President Wilson 

also acknowledged the practical limits on congressional investigations~ outside the context of impeachment. See \VOODRO\\T 

WILSON, CONGRESSIONAL GOVERNMENT: A STUDY IN AMERICAN POLITICS 270 (1885). And President Wilson further 
recognized that every congressional investigation is supposedly aimed at "'malfeasance," which inevitably creates a chilling effect 

on the Executive. See id. at 278. Such distrust of an overly deferential approach to Congress was evinced by Presidents Polk and 
Jackson as well, both of whom rcfb.sed to comply with a congressional demand for information. See PL's. Mem. at 28. lndeed, 

as the Committee fails to note1 the statement. of President Polk cited by the Committee wa.s specific to Congress's power of 

impeachment, and the passage was made in the context of his refusal to provide certain infonnation to Congress. See President Polk, 
Statement to tl,e House of Representatives (Apr. 20, 1846), available at http:/iwww.gutenberg.org/files/!2463112463.txt. President 

Jackson shni1arly used Executive Privilege to resist wide ranging investigations into purported government malfeasance. See LOUIS 

FISHER, THE POLITICS OF EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 53, 55 (2004), availablearhttp://www.loc.gov/law/help/usconiawipdf/ 
fisher_politics_eh_03.pdf. 

12 The Committee cites Sikorsky Aircraft Corp." United States, 106 Fed. Cl. 571, 580-82 (2012), for the proposition that there is a 

timeliness requirement for the assertion ofthe common-law deliberative process privilege. Pl. 1s Mem. at 36 n.38. However, the court 

in Sikorsky expressly noted that such a requirement may be ''inapplicable or, at !east, unwise," for constitutionally~based assertions 
of Executive Privilege. 106 Fed. CL at 582. Moreover, even if the Federal Rules were applicable to the present subpoena when 

issued by the Committee, the Committee could prove no prejudice as a result of the timing of the Executive Privilege assertion in 

the present case; where the Committee filed the present suit and amended the subpoena, all the while kn.owing that the President 

llad asse1ted Executive Privilege over the documents at issue. See In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d at 741 ("Nor did the White House 

have an obligation to formally invoke its privileges in advance of the motion to compel."). Indeed, Defendant advised the Committee 
throughout the negotiation and accommodation process of its concerns ahout the sensitivity of the documents at issue. See Burton 

Decl.114-5, ll-12. 21. 

13 Like\:vise; the Committee's insistence that the Executive Privilege assertion is invalid for lack of providing a piivilege log or similar 

specification of withheld documents by the subpoena return date is equally unsuppo1te<l (and unwise) in the context of an Executive 
Privilege assertion. See Comm. on Judida,y, House '<lReps. v. Miers. 558 F. Supp. 2d 53, 107 (D.D.C. 2008) ("[f]n the absence of 
an applicable starute or controlling case law, the Court does not have a ready ground by which to force the Executive to fprovide a 
privilege log] strictly in response to a congressional subpoena."). 

14 The Committee's reliance on the "misconduct" language in In re Sealed Case, 12 l F.3d 729 (D.C. Cir. 1997), concerning the common
law fonn of the deliberative process privilege, is inapplicable to the present context of a dispute between the political Branches, 

which presents a constitutional context not at issue in In re Sealed. See id. at 753 (noting that its opinion "should not be read as in 
any way affecting the scope of the privilege in the congressional-executive context, the arena where conflict over the privilege of 
confidentiality arises most frequently"). Moreover, even in the context of the common-law deliberative process privilege. the so

called ,imisconducC exception applies much more narrowly than the Committee claims; 

\'.Vhatever the boundaries of the misconduct exception, they cannot be as expansive as [plaintiff] declares them to be, The exception 
runs counter to the purposes that animate the deliberative proc.ess privUcge, and it thus. makes sense to apply it narrowly. lf every 

hint of marginal misconduct sufficed to erase the privilege~ tbe exception would swallow the rule. In the rare cases that have actually 
applied the exception, the "policy discussions" sough.t1o be protected with the deliberative process privilege were so out of bounds that 

tncrely discussing them was evidence of a serious breach of the responsibilities of representative government. The very discussion, 

in other words~ was an act of government misconduct, and the deliberative process privilege disappeared. 

ICM Registry, LLC v. U.S. Dep'tqf"Commerce, 538 F. Supp. 2d 130, 133 (D.D.C. 2008); see also Na1'l Whi<!leh/ower Cu: v. HHS, 

903 F. Supp. 2d 59, 69 (D.D.C. 2012); Tax Reform Resem~h G,p. v. IRS, 419 F. Supp. 415, 426 (D.D.C. 1976). The Committee 
cannot contest the legitimacy of Executive Branch "f_policy discussions.'' related to negotiating with and resp-0nding to congressional 

and related media inquiries. Whatever "wrongdoing" the Committee alleges with regard to the February 4) 2011 letter that was 
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COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT ... , 2014 WL 298661 (2014) 

subsequently withdra\v11~ that allegation cannot suffice to eliminate any interest in confidentiality with respect to documents created 

ove.r the ensuing nine monihs. 

15 In Miers, the district court did not order the Executive Branch to produce a privilege log. Indeed~ counsel for the Committee in that 

case ·•candidly admitted that there is 'no statute or case law' that dictates that those individuals nrust produce privilege logs." Comm. 

on Judiciary, House (((Reps. v, Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d 53, 107 (D,D.C. 2008). Rather, after rejecting tl1e defendants' immunity claims, 

the court held that the "Executive shoutd produce a more detailed list and description of the nature and scope of the documents it 

seeks to wlthhoid on the basis of executive privilege sufficient to enable resolution of any privilege claims." Id. 

16 The Committee phrased this ultimate interest in different ways. See H.R. REP. No. l l 2-546, at 38 (20!2)(seeking documents regarding 

"How the Department Concluded that Fast and Furious was 'Fundamentally Flawed' "); Issa June !3, 2012 Letter (focusing on 

"documents from after February 4, 20 l l. related to the Deparm1ent's response to Congre,ss and whistleblower allegations"). 

17 The scope of the documents over whkh the Attorney General requested that the President assert Executive Privilege was not 

a concession that these documents were all relevant to the Committee1s purported need for infonnation about the «obstrnction 

Component" of the investigation. See Colborn Deel, 1 13. Rather, the Attorney General noted in his letter to the President that the 

documents included materials as to which the Committee had not "'articulated any particularized interest in or need .. ,, let alone a 

need that would further a legislative function.'' Holder June 19 Letter at 7. 

End of Document (foV1.'llllY11.'.nt W0rk,;. 
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Congressional Requests for 
Confidential Executive Branch Information 

This memorandum summanzes the pnnc1ples and practices govemmg congressional 
requests for confidential executive branch inforn1ation. 

MEMORANDUM OPINION FOR THE 

GENERAL COUNSEL'S CONSULTATIVE GROUP 

June 19, 1989 

This memorandum summarizes the principles and practices governing 
congressional requests for confidential executive branch information. As 
discussed below, the executive branch's general practice has been to 
attempt to accommodate whatever legitimate interests Congress may 
have in obtaining the information, while, at the same time, preserving 
executive branch interests in maintaining essential confidentiality. Only 
when the accommodation process fails to resolve a dispute and a sub
poena is issued does it become necessary for the President to consider 
asserting executive privilege. 

I. Congress' Oversight Authority 

The constitutional role of Congress is to adopt general legislation that 
will be implemented - "executed" - by the executive branch. The 
courts have recognized that this general legislative interest gives 
Congress investigatory authority. Both Houses of Congress have power, 
"through [their] own process, to compel a private individual to appear 
before it or one of its committees and give testimony needed to enable it 
efficiently to exercise a legislative function belonging to it under the 
Constitution." Mc<J,rain v. Daugherty, 273 U.S. 135, 160 (1927). The 
issuance of subpoenas in aid of this function "has long been held to be a 
legitimate use by Congress of its power to investigate," Eastland v. 
United States Serviceman's Fund, 421 U.S. 491, 504 (1975), provided 
that the investigation is "related to, and in furtherance of, a legitimate 
task of the Congress." Watkins v. United St,ates, 354 U.S. 178, 187 ( 1957). 
The inquiry must pertain to subjects "on which legislation could be had." 
McGrain v. Daugherty, 273 U.S. at 177. Thus, Congress' oversight 
authority 
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is as penetrating and far-reaching as the potential power to 
enact and appropriate unrler the Constitution. 

Broad as it is, the power is not, however, without limita
tions. Since Congress may only investigate into those areas 
in which it may potentially legislate or appropriate, it can
not inquire into matters which are within the exclusive 
province of one of the other branches of the Government. 

Barenblatt v. United Sta.tes, 360 U.S. 109, 111-12 (1959). 

II. Executive Privilege 

If it is established that Congress has a legitimate legislative purpose for 
its oversight inquiry, the executive branch's interest in keeping the infor
mation confidential must be assessed. This subject is usually discussed in 
terms of "executive privilege," and that convention is used here. The 
question, however, is not strictly speaking just one of executive privilege. 
While the considerations that support the concept and assertion of exec
utive privilege apply to any congressional request for information, the 
privilege itself need not be claimed formally vis-a-vis Congress except in 
response to a lawful subpoena; in responding to a congressional request 
for information, the executive branch is not necessarily bound by the lim
its of executive privilege. 

Executive privilege is constitutionally based. To be sure, the Consti
tution nowhere expressly states that the President, or the executive 
branch generally, eajoys a privilege against disclosing information 
requested by the courts, the public, or the legislative branch. The exis
tence of such a privilege, however, is a necessary corollary of the execu
tive function vested in the President by Article II of the Constitution. 1 It 
has been asserted by numerous Presidents from the earliest days of our 
Nation, and it was explicitly recognized by the Supreme Court in United 
States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, 705-06 (1974). 

There are at least three generally-recognized components of executive 
privilege: state secrets, law enforcement, and deliberative process. Since 
most disputes with Congress in this area in recent years have concerned 
the privilege for executive branch deliberations, this memorandum will 
focus on that component. See generally Confidentiality of the Attorney 
General's Communications in Counseling the President, 6 Op. O.L.C. 
481, 484-90 (1982). 

1 The privilege to withhold mformation is nnpllcit in the scheme of Article II and particularly m the pro

V1s10ns that "[tlhe executive Power shall be vested ma President of the Uruted States of Amenca. •US 
ConsL art. II,§ 1, cl. 1, and tliat the President shall "take Care that the Laws be faithfully executed," U.S. 

Const. art. II, § 3. 
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The first congressional request for information from the executive 
branch occurred in I 792, in the course of a congressional investigation 
into the failure of an expedition under the command of one General St. 
Clair. President Washington called his Cabinet together to consider his 
response, stating that he could conceive that there might be papers of so 
secret a nature that they ought not be given up. The President and his 
Cabinet concluded "that the Executive ought to communicate such 
papers as the public good would permit, and ought to refuse those, the 
disclosure of which would injure the public." l Writings of Thomas 
Jefferson 304 (1903) (emphasis added). While President Washington ulti
mately determined in the St. Clair case that the papers requested could be 
furnished without i.ajury to the public, he refused four years later to com
ply with a House committee's request for copies of instructions and other 
documents employed in connection with the negotiation of a treaty with 
Great Britain. 

The practice of refusing congressional requests for information, on the 
ground that the national interest would be harmed by the disclosure, was 
employed by many Presidents in the ensuing years. See generally History 
of Refusals by Executive Branch Officials to Provide Information 
Demanded by Congress, Part I - Presidential Invocations of Executive 
Privilege Vis-a-Vis Congress, 6 Op. O.L.C. 751 (1982). The privilege was 
most frequently asserted in the areas of foreign affairs and military and 
national security secrets; it was also invoked in a variety of other con
texts, including executive branch investigations. In 1954, in instructing 
the Secretary of Defense concerning a Senate investigation, President 
Eisenhower asserted that the privilege extends to deliberative communi
cations within the executive branch: 

Because it is essential to efficient and effective adminis
tration that employees of the Executive Branch be in a posi
tion to be completely candid in advising with each other on 
official matters, and because it is not in the public interest 
that any of their conversations or communications, or any 
documents or reproductions, concerning such advice be 
disclosed, you will instruct employees of your Department 
that in all of their appearances before the Subcommittee of 
the Senate Committee on Government Operations regard
ing the inquiry now before it they are not to testify to any 
such conversations or communications or to produce any 
such documents or reproductions. 

Pub. Papers of Dwight D. EisenJwwer 483-84 (1954). 
The Supreme Court has recognized that the Constitution gives the 

President the power to protect the confidentiality of executive branch 
deliberations. See generally Nixon v. Administrator of Gen. Servs., 433 
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U.S. 425, 446-55 (1977). This power is independent of the President's 
power over foreign affairs, national security, or law enforcement; it is 
rooted instead in "the necessity for protection of the public interest in 
candid, objective, and even blunt or harsh opinions in Presidential deci
sionmaking." United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. at 708. 

It necessarily follows - and the Supreme Court so held in United 
States v. Nixon - that communications among the President and his 
advisers eajoy "a presumptive privilege" against disclosure in court. ld.2 

The reasons for this privilege, the Nixon Court explained, are "plain." 

"Human experience teaches that those who expect public dissemination 
of their remarks may well temper candor with a concern for appearances 
and for their own interests to the detriment of the decisionmaking 
process." Id. at 705. Often, an adviser's remarks can be fully understood 
only in the context of a particular debate and of the positions others have 
taken. Advisers change their views, or make mistakes which others cor
rect; this is indeed the purpose of internal debate. The result is that advis
ers are likely to be inhibited if they must anticipate that their remarks will 
be disclosed to others, not party to the debate, who may misunderstand 
the significance of a particular statement or discussion taken out of con
text: Some advisers may hesitate - out of self-interest - to make 
remarks that might later be used against their colleagues or superiors. As 
the Court stated, "(a] president and those who assist him must be free to 
explore alternatives in the process of shaping policies and making deci
sions and to do so in a way many would be unwilling to express except 
privately." Id. at 708. 

These reasons for the constitutional privilege have at least as much 
force when it is Congress, instead of a court, that is seeking infonnation. 
The possibility that deliberations will be disclosed to Congress is, if any
thing, more likely to chill internal debate among executive branch advis
ers. When the Supreme Court held that the need for presidential commu
nications in the criminal trial of President Nixon's close aides outweighed 
the constitutional privilege, an important premise of its decision was that 
it did not believe that "advisers will be moved to temper the candor of 
their remarks by the infrequent occasions of disclosure because of the 
possibility that such conversations will be called for in the context of a 
criminal prosecution." Id. at 712. By contrast, congressional requests for 
executive branch deliberative information are anything but infrequent. 

2 The Nixon Court explained that the privilege 1s constitutionally based: 
fT]he pnvilege can be said to derive from the supremacy of each branch within its own 

assigned area of constltuttonal duties. Certain powers and pnvileges flow from the nature of 

enumerated powers; the protectwn of the confidenttahty or Presidential commwucatJons has 

sinular constitutional underpinnings. 

418 U.S. at 705-06 (footnote omitted). The Court also acknowledged that the privilege stems from the 

pnnc1ple of separation of powers: 'The privilege 1s fundamental to the operatron of Government and 

lnextncably rooted m the separation of powers under the Const,tut1on. • Id at 708, 

156 



20751

483 

Moreover, compared to a criminal prosecution, a congressional investi
gation is usually sweeping; its issues are seldom narrowly defined, and 
the inquiry is not restricted by the rules of evidence. Finally, when 
Congress is investigating, it is by its own account often in an adversarial 
position to the executive branch and initiating action to override judg
ments made by the executive branch. This increases the likelihood that 
candid advice from executive branch advisers will be taken out of con
text or misconstrued. For all these reasons, the constitutional privilege 
that protects executive branch deliberations against judicial subpoenas 
must also apply, perhaps even with greater force, to Congress' demands 
for information. 

The United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit 
has explicitly held that the privilege protects presidential communica
tions against congressional demands. During the Watergate investigation, 
the Court of Appeals rejected a Senate committee's efforts to obtain tape 
recordings of conversations in President Nixon's offices. The court held 
that the tapes were constitutionally privileged and that the committee 
had not made a strong enough showing to overcome the privilege. Senate 
Select Comm. on Presidential Campaign Activities v. Nixon, 498 F.2d 
725 (D.C. Cir. 1974) (en bane). Indeed, the court held that the committee 
was not entitled to the recordings unless it showed that "the subpoenaed 
evidence is demonstrably critical to the responsible fulfillment of the 
Committee's functions." Id. at 731 (emphasis added).3 

Finally, history is replete with examples of the executive's assertion of 
privilege in the face of congressional requests for deliberative process 
information. We have previously recounted the incidents in which 
Presidents, beginning with President Washington, have withheld from 
Congress documents that reflected deliberations within the executive 
branch. History of Refusals by Executive Branch Officials to Provide 
Information Demanded by Congress, Part II - Invocations of Executive 
Privilege by Exective Officials, 6 Op. O.L.C. 782 (1982). 

III. Accommodation Process 

Where Congress has a legitimate need for infonnation that will help it 
legislate, and the executive branch has a legitimate, constitutionally rec
ognized need to keep certain information confidential, at least one court 

3 The Supreme Court has assumed that the constitutional priVIlege protects executJve branch debbera
ttons agamst Congress to some degree. See Unil.ed States v Nixon, 418 U S at 712 n 19. Moreover, the 
Court held m Administro/.Qr of General Services, that the constitutional pnVJlege protects executive 
branch del!berations from disclosure to members of the same branch m a later administration, the Court 
rejected the specific claim of privilege m the case not because the pnvilege was uu,ppbcable but because 
the mtrusion was !muted and the interests justifying the intrusion were strong and nearly uruque. See 433 
U S at 446-55. Smee the Court has held that the pnvilege protects executive branch comrnunlcati~ns 
against compelled disclosure to the jud!Clal branch and to later members of the executive branch, there IS 

every reason to believe that the Court would hold that 1t protects against compelled disclosure to Congress 
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has referred to the obligation of each branch to accommodate the legiti
mate needs of the other. This duty to accommodate was described by the 
D.C. Circuit in a case involving a House committee's request to a private 
party for information which the executive branch believed should not be 
disclosed. The court said: 

The framers ... expect[ed) that where conflicts in scope of 
authority arose between the coordinate branches, a spirit of 
dynamic compromise would promote resolution of the dis
pute in the manner most likely to result in efficient and effec
tive functioning of our government.al system. Under this 
view, the coordinate branches do not exist in an exclusively 
adversary relationship to one another when a conflict in 
authority arises. Rather, each branch should take cognizance 
of an implicit constitutional mandate to seek optimal accom
modation through a realistic evaluation of the needs of the 
conflicting branches in the particular fact situation. 

[Because] it was a deliberate feature of the constitutional 
scheme to leave the allocation of powers unclear in certain 
situations, the resolution of conflict between the coordinate 
branches in these situations must be regarded as an oppor
tunity for a constructive modus 'Vivendi, which positively 
promotes the functioning of our system. The Constitution 
contemplates such accommodation. Negotiation between 
the two branches should thus be viewed as a dynamic 
process affirmatively furthering the constitutional scheme. · 

United States v. AT&T, 567 F.2d 121, 127, 130 (D.C. Cir. 1977) (footnotes 
omitted). 

In an opinion he issued in connection with a 1981 executive privilege 
dispute involving a committee of the House of Representatives and the 
Department of Interior, Attorney General William French Smith captured 
the essence of the accommodation process: 

The accommodation required is not simply an exchange of 
concessions or a test of political strength. It is an obligation 
of each branch to make a principled effort to acknowledge, 
and if possible to meet, the legitimate needs of the other 
branch. 

Assertion of Executive Pri'V'ilege in Response to a Congressional 
Subpoena, 5 Op. O.L.C. 27, 31 (1981) ("Smith Opinion"). 
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The process of accommodation requires that each branch explai11 to 
the other why it believes its needs to be legitimate. Without such an 
explanation, it may be difficult or impossible to assess the needs of one 
branch and relate them to those of the other. At the same time, requiring 
such an explanation imposes no great burden on either branch. If either 
branch has a reason for needing to obtain or withhold information, it 
should be able to express it. 

The duty of Congress to justify its requests not only arises directly from 
the logic of accommodation between the two branches, but it is estab
lished in the case law as well. In United States v. Nixon, the Supreme 
Court emphasized that the need for evidence was articulated and specific. 
418 U.S. at 700-02, 713. Even more to the point is Senate Select Committee 
on Presidential Campaign Activities. In that case, the D.C. Circuit stated 
that the sole question was "whether the subpoenaed evidence is demon
strably critical to the responsible fulfillment of the Committee's functions." 
498 F.2d at 731. The court held that the Committee had not made a suffi
cient showing. It pointed out that the President had already released tran
scripts of the conversations of which the Committee was seeldng record
ings. The Committee argued that it needed the tape recordings "in order to 
verify the accuracy of' the transcripts, to supply the deleted portions, and 
to gain an understanding that could be acquired only by hearing the inflec
tion and tone of voice of the speakers. Id. at 723-33. But the court answered 
that, in order to legislate, a committee of Congress seldom needs a "precise 
reconstruction of past events." Id. at 132. The court concluded: 

The Committee has ... shown no more than that the mate
rials deleted from the transcripts may possibly have some 
arguable relevance to the subjects it has investigated and to 
the areas in which it may propose legislation. It points to no 
specific legislative decisions that cannot responsibly be 
made without access to materials uniquely contained in the 
tapes or without resolution of the ambiguities that the tran
scripts may contain. 

Id. at 733. For this reason, the court stated, "the need demonstrated by 
the Select Committee ... is too attenuated and too tangential to its func
tions" to override the President's constitutional privilege. Id. 

Senate Sei,ect Committee thus establishes Congress' duty to articulate its 
need for particular materials - to ~point[] to ... specific legislative deci
sions that cannot responsibly be made without access to materials unique
ly contained in" the privileged document it has requested. Moreover, this 
case suggests that Congress will seldom have any legitimate legislative 
interest in knowing the precise predecisional positions and statements of 
particular executive branch officials. When Congress demands such infor
mation, it must explain its need carefully and convincingly. 
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It is difficult· to generalize about the kind of accommodation with 
respect to deliberative process information that may be appropriate in 
particular cases. Whether to adhere to the consistent general policy of 
confidentiality for such information will depend on the facts of the spe
cific situation. Certain general principles do apply, however. As Attorney 
General Smith explained in advising President Reagan: 

[T]he interest of Congress in obtaining information for 
oversight purposes is ..• considerably weaker than its inter
est when specific legislative proposals are in question. At 
the stage of oversight, the congressional interest is a gener
alized one of ensuring that the laws are well and faithfully 
executed and of proposing remedial legislation if they are 
not. The information requested is usually broad in scope 
and the reasons for the request correspondingly general 
and vague. In contrast, when Congress is examining specif
ic proposals for legislation, the information which 
Congress needs to enable it to legislative effectively is usu
ally quite narrow in scope and the reasons for obtaining 
that information correspondingly specific. A specific, artic
ulated need for information will weigh substantially more 
heavily in the constitutional balancing than a generalized 
interest in obtaining information. 

Smith Opinion, 5 Op. 0.L.C. at 30. Moreover, Attorney General Smith 
explained, information concerning ongoing deliberations need rarely be 
disclosed: 

[T]he congressional oversight interest will support a 
demand for predecisional, deliberative documents in the 
possession of the Executive Branch only in the most unusu
al circumstances. It is important to stress that congression
al oversight of Executive Branch actions is justifiable only 
as a means of facilitating the legislative task of enacting, 
amending, or repealing laws. When such "oversight" is used 
as a means of participating directly in an ongoing process of 
decisionmaking within the Executive Branch, it oversteps 
the bounds of the proper legislative function. Restricted to 
its proper sphere, the congressional oversight function can 
almost always be properly conducted with reference to 
information concerning decisions which the Executive 
Branch has already reached. Congress will have a legitimate 
need to know the preliminary positions taken by Executive 
Branch officials during internal deliberations only in the 
rarest of circumstances. Congressional demands, under the 
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guise of oversight, for such preliminary positions and delib
erative statements raise at least the possibility that the 
Congress has begun to go beyond the legitimate oversight 
function and has impennissibly intruded on the Executive 
Branch's function of executing the law. At the same time, 
the interference with the President's ability to execute the 
law is greatest while the decisionmaking process is ongoing. 

Id. at30-31. 

IV. Procedures 

President Reagan's November 4, 1982 Memorandum for the Heads of 
Executive Departments and Agencies on "Procedures Governing 
Responses to Congressional Requests for Information" ("Reagan 
Memorandum") sets forth the long-standing executive branch policy in 
this area: 

The policy of this Administration is to comply with Con• 
gressional requests for information to the fullest extent 
consistent with the constitutional and statutory obligations 
of the Executive Branch.... [E]xecutive privilege will be 
asserted only in the most compelling circumstances, and 
only after careful review demonstrates that assertion of the 
privilege is necessary. Historically, good faith negotiations 
between Congress and the executive branch have mini
mized the need for invoking executive privilege, and this 
tradition of accommodation should continue as the prima
ry means of resolving conflicts between the Branches. 

Reagan Memorandum at l. The Reagan Memorandum also sets forth the 
procedures for asserting executive privilege in response to a congres
sional request for information. Under the terms of the Memorandum, an 
agency must notify and consult with the Attorney General, through the 
Assistant Attorney General for the Office of Legal Counsel, as soon as it 
determines that compliance with the request raises a "substantial ques
tion of executive privilege." The Memorandum further provides that 
executive privilege cannot be asserted without specific authorization by 
the President, based on recommendations made to him by the concerned 
agency head, the Attorney General, and the Counsel to the President. 

In practice, disputes with Congress in this area typically commence 
with an informal oral or written request from a congressional committee 
or subcommittee for information in the possession of the executive 
branch. Most such requests are honored promptly; in some cases, how
ever, the executive branch official may resist supplying some or all of the 
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requested information either because of the burden of compliance or 
because the information is of a sensitive nature. The executive branch 
agency and the committee staff \\-ill typically negotiate during this period 
to see if the dispute can be settled in a manner acceptable to both sides. 
In most cases this accommodation process is sufficient to resolve any 
dispute. On occasion, however, the process breaks down, and a subpoe
na is issued. At that point, if further negotiation is unavailing, it is neces
sary to consider asking the President to assert executive privilege. 

If after assertion of executive privilege the committee remains unsatis
fied with the agency's response, it may vote to hold the agency head in 
contempt of Congress. If the full Senate or House of Representatives then 
votes to hold the official in contempt, it might attempt to impose sanc
tions by one of three methods. First, it might refer the matter to a United 
States Attorney for reference to a grand jury. See 2 U.S.C. §§ 192, 194. 
Second, the Sergeant-at-Arms theoretically could be dispatched to arrest 
the official and detain him in the Capitol; if this unlikely event did occur, 
the official would be able to test the legality of this detention through a 
habeas corpus petition, thereby placing in issue the legitimacy of his 
actions in refusing to disclose the subpoenaed information. Third, and 
the most likely option due to legal and practical difficulties associated 
with,the first two options, the Senate or House might bring an action in 
court to obtain a judicial order requiring compliance with the subpoena 
and contempt of court enforcement orders if the court's order is defied. 
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FACT SHEET: GOP Attacks on IRS Commissioner are Not 
Impeachment Proceedings 
Sep 21, 2016 

Impeachment Hearings Entail an Independent Investigation and Due Process for the Accused 

"Under the modern practice, an impeachment is normally instituted by the House by the adoption of a resolution 

calling for a committee investigation. This committee may, after investigation, recommend the dismissal of charges or 

it may recommend impeachment."[1] (https://edit-democrats.judiciary.house.gov/#_ftn1) The effort to impeach 

Internal Revenue Service Commissioner John Koskinen contains none of the hallmarks of actual impeachment 

hearings-which would entail an independent investigation and due process for the accused. 

The Impeachment Process· 

• In the modern era, the impeachment process begins in the House of Representatives only after the House has 

voted to authorize the Judiciary Committee to investigate whether charges are warranted. 

• This rule holds even when the underlying charges have been under investigation by other authorities and other 

congressional committees for years. For example, in the 93d Congress, the House adopted H. Res. 803, 

authorizing and directing the Committee on the Judiciary to inquire whether to impeach President Nixon; in the 

105th Congress, H. Res. 581 authorized and directed the Committee to inquire into the impeachment of 

President Clinton; and in the 110th Congress, H. Res. 1448 directed the Committee to inquire whether to 

impeach Judge Porteous. 

o The sole exception for a successful impeachment occurred in the 99th Congress-when the judge under 

investigation was already in jail by the time he was convicted by the U.S. Senate. 

• In all modern cases, the Committee has conducted an independent, formal investigation into the charges 

underlying a resolution of impeachment-again, even when other authorities and other congressional 

committees have already investigated the underlying issue. 

• Chairman Bob Goodlatte summarized the importance of this practice in 2010, when the Committee's Task 

Force on Judicial Impeachment unanimously recommended four articles of impeachment against Judge G, 

Thomas Porteous. Goodlatte said, "This recommendation was the culmination of an exhaustive investigation 
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by the task force, which included reviewing the records of past proceedings, rooting out new evidence that was 

never considered in previous investigations, conducting numerous interviews and depositions with firsthand 

witnesses, and conducting hearings to take the testimony of firsthand witnesses and federal scholars." 

Prepared by Democratic Staff of the House Committee on the Judiciary 

Representative John Conyers, Jr., Ranking Member 

[1] (https://edit-democrats.judiciary.house.gov/#_ftnref1) H. Comm. on the Judiciary, H. Doc. No. 93-7 (Oct. 1973), at 

699. See also W. Holmes Brown et al., House Practice, A Guide to the Rules, Precedents, and Procedures of the 

House (2011 ). 

114th Congress 
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12/15/2019 Final Vote Results for Roi! Call 21 

FINAL VOTE RESULTS FOR ROLL CALL 21 
(Republicans in roman; Democrats in italic; Independents underlined) 

HR 3547 YEA-AND-NAY 15-Jan-2014 4:18 PM 
QUESTION: Concurring in the Senate Amendments with an Amendment 
BILL TITLE: To extend the application of certain space launch liability provisions through 2014 

11 YEAS II NAYS II PRES II NV I 
!REPUBLICAN II 16611 641 I~ 
!DEMOCRATIC II 19311 31 le:=] 
!INDEPENDENT 11 II I~ 
!TOTALS II 35911 671 lc=i] 

---- YEAS 359 ---

Aderholt Graves (GA) a/lone 
Amodei Graves (MO) Pascrell 

ndrews Grayson Pastor(AZ) 
Bachus Green, Al Paulsen 

Green, Gene Payne 
Griffin (AR) Pelosi 
Griffith (VA) Perlmutter 
Grimm Perry 
Guthrie Peters (CA) 
Gutierrez Peters (MI) 

cerra aim Peterson 
enishek Hanabusa Pingree (ME) 
>ra (CA) Hanna ittenger 
"lirakis Harper Pitts 
'shop (GA) HatTiS Paean 
·shop (NY) Hartzler Polis 
ishop (UT) lastings (FL) Price (GA) 
lack Hastings (WA) Price (NC) 
lackbum Heck (NV) Quigley 

Heck(WA) Radel 
Hensarling Rahall 

namici Herrera Beutler Rangel 
oustany lliggins Reed 
rady (PA) limes Reichert 
rady (TX) Renacci 
raley (IA) Rice (SC) 
rooks (IN) Richmond 
own (FL) oyer Rigel! 
ownley (CA) Hudson Roby 

ucshon l!uffinan Roe(TN) 
ustos Huizenga (MI) Rogers (AL) 
utte,:field ultgren Rogers (KY) 

Calvert Hunter Rogers (Ml) 
Camp Hurt Rokita 
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Campbell srael Rooney 
Cantor Issa Ros-Lehtinen 
Capito wnLee Roskam 
Capps ies Ross 
Capuano ins Rothfus 
Cardenas son (GA) Roybal-Allard 
Carney son(OH) Royce 
Carson (IN) son, E. B. Ruiz 
Carter e Runyan 
Cartwright tur Ruppersberger 
Cassidy Ryan (OH) 
Castor (FL) Ryan (Wt) 
Castro (TX) Sanchez, Linda T. 
Chaffetz Sanchez, Loretta 
Chu Sarbanes 
Cicil/ine ilmer Schakowsky 
Clark(MA) ind Schiff 
Clarke (NY) King (NY) Schneider 
Clay Kinzinger (IL) Schock 
Clyburn Kirkpatrick Schrader 
Coble Kline Schwartz 
Cohen Kuster Scott (VA) 
Cole Lance Scott, David 
Collins(GA) Serrano 
Collins(NY) Sessions 
Conaway Sewell (AL) 
Connolly Shea-Porter 
Conyers Sherman 
Cook Shimkus 
Cooper Shuster 
Costa Simpson 
Courtney Sinema 
Cramer Sires 
Crenshaw Slaughter 
Crowley Smith (NJ) 
Cuellar Smith(TX) 
Culberson Smith (WA) 
Cummings Southerland 
Davis (CA) Luetkemeyer Speier 
Davis, Danny ujan Grisham (NM) Stewart 
Davis, Rodney ujan, Ben Ray (NM) Stivers 
DeFazio ~'nch Stutzman 

eGette ajfei Swalwell (CA) 
elaney Maloney, Carolyn Takano 

DeLauro Malon9, Sean Thompson (CA) 
Marino Thompson (MS) 

atheson Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 

Diaz-Balart Tierney 
Dingell Titus 

oggett Tonka 
oyle cDermott Tsonga.1· 
uckworth cGovern Turner 
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Duffy McHenry Upton 
Edwards McKcon Valadao 
Ellison McKinley Van Hollen 
Ellmers McMorris Rodgers Vargas 
Engel cNerney Veasey 

nyart Meehan Vela 
shoo eeks Velazquez 
sty Visclosky 

Farenthold Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 

incher Walorski 
Fitzpatrick Walz 
Fleischmann Wasserman Schultz 
Fleming Waters 
Flores oore Waxman 
Forbes Webster (FL) 
Fortenberry Welch 

osier Westmoreland 
Foxx Whitfield 
Frankel (FL) Wilson (FL) 
Frelinghuysen Wilson (SC) 
udge Wittman 

Gallego Wolf 
Garamendi Womack 
Garcia Woodall 
Gerlach Nunes Yarmuth 
Gibbs Nunnelee Yoder 
Gibson O'Rourke Yoho 
Goodlatte Olson Yonng(AK) 
Gowdy Owens Young(IN) 
Granger Palazzo 

----NAYS 67 ---

Amash Gosar Nngent 
Bachmann Grijalva Pearce 
Barton Hall Petri 
Bentivolio Holding Poe(TX) 
Bridenstine Holt Pompeo 
Brooks (AL) Huelskamp Posey 
Broun (GA) Johnson, Sam Ribble 
Burgess Jordan Rohrabacher 
Byrne King (IA) Salmon 
Chabot Kingston Sanford 
Coffman Labrador Scalise 
Cotton LaMalfa Schweikert 
Crawford Lamborn Scott, Austin 
Daines Lankford Sensenbrenner 
DeSantis Long Smith(MO) 
DesJarlais Lummis Smith(NE) 
Duncan (SC) Marchant Terry 
Duncan(TN) Massie Tipton 
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Franks (AZ) 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmcrt 

Buchanan 
Cleaver 
Gabbard 
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McClintock 
McIntyre 
Meadows 
Mullin 
Neugebauer 

---- NOT VOTING 7 ---

Jones 
f:Carthy (NY) 

ush 

Webcr(TX) 
Wenstrup 
Williams 

!Stockman 

I 
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History of Refusals by Executive Branch Officials to 
Provide Information Demanded by Congress 

[The following two memoranda, prepared by the Office of Legal Counsel at the request of the 
Attorney General, describe instances since the founding of the Republic in which officials m the 
Executive Branch have refused to disclose infonnation or produce documents requested by 
Congress. The first memorandum, dated December 14, 1982, sets forth examples of situations in 
which a President has personally directed that infonnation be withheld, relying on the doctrine of 
executive privilege. The second memorandum. dated January 27, 1983, documents incidents 
where the Attorney General or some other executive official refused to provide information or 
documents to Congress in situations involving law enforcement, security, or personnel 
investigations. . . . J 

PART I-Presidential Invocations of Executive Privilege 
Vis•a\-Vis Congress 

December 14, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

This memorandum briefly describes those incidents in which a President 
personally directed the withholding of infonnation from Congress. 1 Included are 
incidents in which a President found it necessary to withhold specific documents 
or information, as well as general directives of a President concerning the 
withholding of information from Congress. 

No effort has been made to catalogue the numerous instances in which 
information was withheld from Congress by executive officers other than the 
President; nor does this survey discuss the countless examples of full disclosure 
by the Executive. The objective of the memorandum is neither to show how 
frequently the Executive Branch has refused congressional requests for informa
tion, nor to demonstrate how often an accommodation between the branches has 
been achieved. Rather, the memorandum seeks to show that presidentially 

1 Although an attempt has been made to be as thorough as possible, no claim 1s made that the following list is 
comprehensive. In this regard. we note Deputy Assistant Anomey General Mary Lawton's statement in a 
memorandum to Rep. Wilham S. Moorhead, dated Apr 25, 1973. 

In response 10 your request . . I regret that 11 1s not physically possible to funush you with a 
comprehensive hst or presidential refusals of 1nformat1on to Congress. To give you all of the 
instances of such refusals since the beginnmg of the Republic would require an amount of histoncal 
research which the Office of Legal Counsel lacks the resources for handling. In addition, there is a 
categorization problem of d1stmgu1sl11ng the relatively few instances of exercise of Eitecutive 
Privilege per :,e [1.e • a refusal to disclose by the ~Slden1 personally} from the many instances of 
agreed accommodations . . for nonappearance of witnesses. nondisclosure or partial d1sclosun:. 
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mandated refusals to disclose information to Congress-though infrequent-are 
by no means unprecedented acts of this or any other Administration. 

1. Washington Administration 

St. Clair Incident 

On March 27, 1792, the House of Representatives established a congressional 
committee to investigate the failure of General St. Clair's military expedition 
against the Indians. The House authorized the committee "to call for such 
persons, papers, and records, as may be necessary to assist their inquiries."2 

The committee subsequently asked the President for those papers pertaining to 
the St. Clair campaign. Since this was the first occasion in which Congress had 
established a committee to investigate the perfonnance of the Executive and had 
authorized it to request documents from the President, and wishing ''that so far as 
it should become a precedent, it should be rightly conducted,''3 President 
Washington held a meeting with his Cabinet, attended by Jefferson, Hamilton, 
Randolph and Knox. Jefferson described the conclusions reached by the Nation's 
first Cabinet: 

We had all considered, and were of one mind, first, that the House 
was an inquest, and therefore might institute inquiries. Second, 
that it might call for papers generally. Third, that the Executive 
ought to communicate such papers as the public good would 
permit. and ought to refuse those. the disclosure cf which would 
injure the public: consequently were to exercise a discretion. 
Fourth, that neither the committees nor House had a right to call 
on the Head of a Department, who and whose papers were under 
the President alone; but that the committee should instruct their 
chairman to move the House to address the President.141 

Although the Cabinet "agreed in this case, that there was not a paper which 
might not be properly produced,''s the President apparently felt it advisable 
nevertheless to negotiate with Congress a non-confrontational resolution of the 
problem. Jefferson thereupon agreed to speak individually to members of the 
House committee in order to "bring them by persuasion into the right channel."6 

Jefferson's conciliation efforts were successful, for on April 4, 1792, the House 
resolved, 

that the President of the United States be requested to cause the 
proper officers to lay before this House such papers of a public 

2 3 Annals of Cong. 493 (1792) 
3 I The Wntings of Thomas Jeffer.;on 303 (Ltpscoml> ed , 1905). 
'Id. at 303-04 (emphasis added) 
'Id. al 305. 
6 Id. See generally Younger. "Congrtrnonal Jnvtsugatiom and Ex«utwe Secrecy. A Study tn the Seporarwn tf 

Powers.· 20 U PIii L Rev. 755. 757 (1959}. 
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nature, in the Executive Department, as may be necessary to the 
investigation of the causes of the failure of the late expedition 
under Major General St. Clair.111 

Correspondence Involving United States Minister to France 

In 1794, the Senate requested by resolution correspondence between the 
United States Minister to France and the Republic of France, and between the 
Minister and the State Department. 8 President Washington submitted certain of 
the correspondence requested, but withheld "those particulars which, in my 
judgment, for public considerations, ought not to be communicated."9 

The Jay Treaty 

On March 24, 1796, the House of Representatives requested by resolution.that 
the President disclose to the House his instructions to the United States Minister 
who negotiated the Jay Treaty with Great Britain, along with correspondence and 
documents relative to that Treaty. Implementation of the Treaty apparently 
required an appropriation which the House was called upon to vote. 10 President 
Washington denied the House's right to demand and receive any of the papers 
requested. Though the President had provided "all the papers affecting the 
negotiation with Great Britain" to the Senate in the course of its deliberations on 
the Treaty, Washington detennined that the House had no legitimate claim to 
those papers: 

The nature of foreign negotiations requires caution; and their 
success must often depend on secrecy; and even, when brought to 
a conclusion, a full disclosure of aJl the measures, demands, or 
eventual concessions which may have been proposed or con
templated would be extremely impolitic: for this might have 
pernicious influence on future negotiations; or produce immediate 
inconveniences, perhaps danger and mischief, in relation to other 
Powers. The necessity of such caution and secrecy was one cogent 
reason for vesting the power of making Treaties in the President 
with the advice and consent of the Senate; the principle on which 
the body was formed confining it to a small number of members. 
To admit, then, a right in the House of Representatives to demand, 
and to have, as a matter of course, all the papers respecting a 
negotiation with a foreign Power, would be to establish a dan
gerous precedent. 

7 3 Annals of Cong. 536 (1792) (emphasis added). 
8 Senate Journal, 3d Cong • 1st Sess. 42 ( 1794). 
• I J Richardson, Messages and Papers of the Presidents 152 (1896) 
•0 see W. Binkley. President and Co,.gress 53-4 (3d rev. 1947), 
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Subsequently, the House debated Washington's refusal for a full month, but 
took no action. 11 It is highly instructive, however, that during the debate Rep. 
James Madison, although disagreeing with President Washington's message in 
some respects, acknowledged on the House floor, 

that the Executive had a right, under a due responsibility, also, to 
withhold infonnation, when of a nature that did not pennit a 
disclosure of it at the time. And if the refusal of the President had 
been founded simply upon a representation, that the state of the 
business within his department, and the contents of the papers 
asked for, required it, although he might have regretted the 
refusal, he should have been little disposed to criticize it. 1121 

2. Adams Administration 

Diplomatic Material Concerning United States Representatives to France 

In 1798 the House of Representatives by resolution requested from the Presi
dent documents containing instructions to, and dispatches from, representatives 
of the United States to France. 13 On April 3, 1798, President Adams transmitted 
some of that material to both Houses, but omitted "some names and a few 
expessions descriptive of the persons" involved. 14 

3. Jefferson Administration 

The Bllll Conspiracy 

In January 1807, the House of Representatives by resolution requested that the 
President 

lay before this House any information in possession of the Ex
ecutive, except such as he may deem the public welfare to require 
not to be disclosed, touching any illegal combination of private 
individuals against the peace and safety of the Union, or any 
military expedition planned by such individuals against the ter
ritories of any Power in amity with the United States; together 

11 5 Annals of Cong. 760(1796);ttru:f. at426-783. The House did pass tworesolutions,onededanngthallhe 
House had authonty to commler the expediency of carrying a lleat)' into effect. the second lhal the House need nol 
state the purpose for which 11 required information from the Executive. See id. at 771. 782-83. 

12 Id. at 773. 
u House Journal. Slh Cong .• 2d Scss. 249 (1798). 
1' I Richardson. supra. at 265. 
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with the measures which the Executive has pursued and proposes 
to take for suppressing or defeating the same.1151 

President Jefferson replied by detailing the activities of Aaron Burr, but declined 
to mention the names of other alleged participants. Jefferson declared; 

The mass of what I have received in the course of these transac-
tions is voluminous, but little has been given under the sanction of 
an oath so as to constitute formal and legal evidence. lt is chiefly 
in the form of letters, often containing such a mixture of rumors, 
conjectures, and suspicions as renders it difficult to sift out the 
real facts and unadvisable to hazard more than general outlines, 
strengthened by concurrent information or the particular cred-
ibility of the relator. In this state of the evidence, delivered 
sometimes, too, under the restriction of private confidence, nei-
ther safety nor justice will pennit the exposing names, except that 
of the principal actor, whose guilt is placed beyond questionY61 

4. Monroe Administration 

Stewart Incident 

In 1825, the House of Representatives requested by resolution that the Presi
dent provide the Congress with documents concerning charges against certain 
naval officers, so far as he deemed such disclosure compatible with the public 
interest. 17 President Monroe refused to submit the documents, stating: 

In consequence of several charges which have been alleged 
against Commodore Stewart, touching his conduct while com-

» 16 Annals ff Cong. 336 ( 1806) ( emphasis added). Professor Raoul Berger has argued that the exceptron clause 
,n the House resolution refutes any argument that Jefferson's subsequent withholding of documents was based on an 
executive privilege R. Berger, E.llc:cuti-.e Pnv1lege: A Consmutional Mylb 179-81 (l914) (descnbmglefferson's 
explanation for wuhholdmg information as "gratuitous"). See also Cox. E.m:u11ve Privilege. 122 U Pa L. Rev. 
1383, 1391-98 (1974) (arguing that those h1stoncal examples of executive wilhholdmg which arc preceded by a 
congressional authorization to withhold do not quahfy as examples of executive pnvdege) One could JUst as well 
read the exception clause, however. as an early dlustrauon of congressronal recognition of the executive privilege. 
See§ I. C. supra. note 19 infra. 

Moreover, 11 is highly unlikely Jefferson acrually rebed upon lhe excepuon clause as the basis for wllhholdmg 
infonnatron from the House. given the conclusions he reached while servmg m President Washmgton's Cabinet, see 
§ I, A, supra, and given the views he expressed in a letter to the United States District Attorney for Virgima. who 
was then m charge of the Burr prosecution· 

Reservmg the necessary right of the President of the U.S. 10 decide, independently if all other 
authority, what papers. coming to hrm as President, the public interests perm II 10 be communicated, 
& 10 whom, I assure you of my n:admess under that resttictron, voluntanly to fum,sh . . whatever 
the purposes of JUSUce may requ11e. 

9 The Wnungs of Thomas Jefferson 55 (P. Ford ed 1898) Professor Berger also fails lo note other occasions on 
which President Jefferson let it be known that he regarded himself free to withhold certain "confidential" 
infonnatmn "given for my information in the d1scha:rge of my executive functions, and which my duties & the 
public interest fotb«l me to make public." ld. at 63--64 (certificate to the court m Butr prosecution}. 

•• I Richaroson. supra. at 412 
11 House Journal. 18th Cong • 2d Sess. 102--03 (1825). 
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manding the squadron of the United States [at] sea, it has been 
deemed proper to suspend him from duty and to subject him to 
trial on those charges. It appearing also that some of those charges 
have been communicated to the Department by Mr. Prevost, 
political agent at this time of the United States at Peru . . . and that 
charges have likewise been made against him by citizens of the 
United States engaged in commerce in that quarter, it has been 
thought equally just and proper that he should attend here, as well 
to furnish the evidence in his possession applicable to the charges 
exhibited against Commodore Stewart as to answer such as have 
been exhibited against himself. 

In this stage the publication of those documents might tend to 
excite prejudices which might operate to the injury of both. It is 
important that the public servants in every station should perform 
their duty with fidelity, according to the injunctions of the law and 
the orders of the Executive in fulfillment thereof. It is peculiarly 
so that this should be done by the commanders of our squadrons, 
especially on distant seas, and by political agents who represent 
the United States with foreign powers. . . . It is due to their rights 
and to the character of the Government that they be not censured 
without just cause, which cannot be ascertained until, on a view of 
the charges, they are heard in their defense, and after a thorough 
and impartial investigation of their conduct. Under these circum
stances it is thought that a communication at this time of those 
documents would not comport with the public interest nor with 
what is due to the parties concerned.t' 81 

S. Jackson Administration19 

Correspondence Between United States and the Republic qf Buenos Aires 

On December 28, 1832, President Jackson refused to provide the House of 
Representatives with the copies of correspondence between the United States and 
the Republic of Buenos Aires and instructions given to the United States charge 
d 'affairs there, that it had requested. President Jackson replied that since negotia-

18 2 Richardson, supra. at 278. 
" R,nner Columbia Law Professor and current Federal Distnct Judge Abraham D. Sofaer has noted; 

Available histoncal sources reveal that, although much informauon was provuled voluntarily, all 
Presidents from Washington lo Jackson withheld large quant,tJes of material. especially dtplomatic 
correspondence, from their voluntary transmittals. CO!Jgress frequently requested the information 
thus withheld. and Presidents usually complied. Ru more ofren than not. requests for information on 
sensitive issues contamed qualifications authonzmg the President lo withhold material the disclosure 
of wbteh might prejudice the nation. Qualifications of infommt1on requests dealing wilh such 
important issues as the Burr conspiracy exemplify a tradition of legislative deference and trust, 
surely worth considerable weight in the debate about the discretion inherently possessed by the 
President. 

Sofaer. Book Review. 88 Harv. L Rev 28!, 289(1974) (reviewing R. Berger. Executive Privilege: A Constitutional 
Myth> 
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tions with the Republic had only been suspended and not broken off, it would 
"not be consistent with the public interest to communicate the correspondence 
and instructions requested by the House so long as the negotiation shall be 
pending."20 

Negotiations with Great Britain Over the Northeastern Boundary 

In response to the Senate's request for information regarding negotiations 
carried on with Great Britain over the Northeastern Boundary, and particularly 
with respect to the Maine settlement, President Jackson informed the Senate on 
Marchi, 1833, that negotiations with Great Britain were in progress and that in 
the meantime it was .. not deemed compatible with the public interest" to 
communicate the conditional arrangements made with the State of Maine. 21 The 
House of Representatives also requested information concerning the settlement 
of the Northeastern Boundary, and on January 6, 1835, President Jackson advised 
the House that it would be "incompatible with the public interest" to communi
cate such information.22 However, the President did furnish this information to 
the Senate at the next session, stating that "as the negotiation was undertaken 
under the special advice of the Senate, I deem it improper to withhold the 
information which the body has requested, submitting to them to decide whether 
it will be expedient to publish the correspondence before the negotiation has been 
closed.'' 23 

Bank of the United States Document 

On December 12, 1833, President Jackson responded to a resolution of the 
Senate requesting him to provide" 'a copy of the paper which has been published, 
and which purports to have been read by him to the heads of the Executive 
Departments . . . relating to the removal of the deposits of the public money from 
the Bank of the United States and its offices.'" President Jackson declined to 
provide the document on the ground that the Legislature had no constitutional 
authority to "require of me an account of any communication, either verbally or 
in writing, made to the heads of Departments acting as a Cabinet council . . . 
[nor] might I be required to detail to the Senate the free and private conversations 
I have held with those officers on any subject relating to their duties and my 
own.'' 24 

Correspondence with France 

On February 6, 1835, President Jackson furnished extracts from the dispatches 
between the United States and the government of France that the House of 

10 2 Richardson, supra. at 608--09 
21 Id. at 637. 
11 3 Richardson, supra. at 127 
23 Id. at 229-30. 
24 Id. at 36. 
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Representatives had requested, declining to send the full documents on the 
ground that it was not at that time in the public interest to do so.25 

Removal of the Surveyor General 

On February IO, 1835, President Jackson sent a message to the Senate 
declining to comply with its resolution which requested the production of copies 
of charges made to the President against Gideon Fitz. the Surveyor General, 
which resulted in Mr. Fitz's removal from office. The resolution based the 
Senate •s need for the documents on: I) the need to nominate Mr. Fitz's successor, 
and 2) a pending Senate investigation into fraud in the sale of lands. 

The President refused to furnish the documents on the ground that they related 
to subjects which belonged exclusively to the functions of the Executive. In 
addition, the President said that disclosure of the documents would subject the 
motives of the President in removing Mr. Fitz to the review of the Senate when not 
sitting as judges in an impeachment proceeding, and that the Executive's acquies• 
cence in the Fitz case might be used by Congress as a precedent for similar and 
repeated requests. The President said: 

This is another of those calls for infonnation made upon me by 
the Senate which have, in my judgment, either related to the 
subjects exclusively belonging to the executive department or 
otherwise encroached on the constitutional powers of the Ex
ecutive. Without conceding the right of the Senate to make either 
of these requests, I have yet, for the various reasons heretofore 
assigned in my several replies, deemed it expedient to comply 
with several of them. It is now, however, my solemn conviction 
that 1 ought no longer, from any motive nor in any degree, to yield 
to these unconstitutional demands. Their continued repetition 
imposes on me, as the representative and trustee of the American 
people, the painful but imperious duty of resisting to the utmost 
any further encroachment on the rights of the Executive . 

. . . . Such a result, if acquiesced in, would ultimately subject 
the independent constitutional action of the Executive in a matter 
of great national concemment to the domination and control of the 
Senate ..•• 

I therefore decline a compliance with so much of the resolution 
of the Senate as requests "copies of the charges, if any," in 
relation to Mr. Fitz, and in doing so must be distinctly understood 
as neither affinning nor denying that any such charges were 
made ... .1261 

U Id. at 129 
26 Id. at 132-34. 
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6. Tyler Administration 

Correspondence Regarding Negotiations with Great Britain Over the 
Northeastern Boundary 

In response to the House of Representatives' request for all correspondence not 

previously communicated regarding the United States' negotiation with Great 

Britain over the Northeastern Boundary, President Tyler withheld the documents 

and sent a February 26. 1842, message to Congress saying that "in my judgment 

no communication could be made by me at this time on the subject of its 

resolution without detriment or danger to the public interests."27 

Information Regarding Executive Appointments 

On March 23, J 842, President Tyler refused to comply with a House resolution 

requesting that the President and the heads of departments communicate the 

names of such Members of the 26th and 27th Congresses who had applied for 

office, what office, and whether such application had been made in person, in 

writing, or through friends. President 'fyler refused to disclose such information 

on the ground that it was by nature confidential, the disclosure of which could 

serve no "useful object connected with a sound and constitutional administration 
of the Government in any of its branches," and further; that 

compliance with the resolution which has been transmitted to me 

would be a surrender of duties and powers which the Constitution 
has conferred exclusively on the Executive, and therefore such 
compliance can not be made by me nor by the heads of Depart
ments by my direction. The appointing power, so far as it is 

bestowed on the President by the Constitution, is conferred with
out reserve or qualification. The reason for the appointment and 

the responsibility of the appointment rest with him alone. I can 
not perceive anywhere in the Constitution of the United States any 

right conferred on the House of Representatives to hear the 

reasons which an applicant may urge for an appointment to office 
under the executive department, or any duty resting upon the 
House of Representatives by which it may become responsible for 
any such appointment.1281 

Treaty to Suppress Slave Trade 

In response to the House of Representatives' request to furnish, " •so far as 
may be compatible with the public interest,'" a copy of the quintuple treaty 

between the five powers of Europe for the suppression of the African slave trade 

l14 Richardson. supra, at 101. 
,.. .'d. at 105-06. 
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and certain correspondence with res.,_pect to it, President Tyler replied on June 20, 
1842, that he had not received an authentic copy of the treaty and that "[i]n regard 
to the other papers requested, although it is my hope and expectation that it will 
be proper and convenient at an early day to lay them before Congress, . . . yet in 
my opinion a communication of them to the House of Representatives at this time 
would not be compatible with the public interest."19 

Information Regarding Steps Taken to Obtain. Recognition of American 
Claims by Mexican Government 

The Senate had requested the President to provide information, "so far as he 
might deem it compatible with the public interest;" concerning what measures, if 
any, had been taken to obtain recognition by the Mexican government of certain 
claims of American citizens. President 'fyler replied on August 23, 1842, that 
"(i]n the present state of the correspondence and of the relations between the two 
Governments on these important subjects it is not deemed consistent with the 
public interest to communicate the information requested. The business engages 
earnest attention, and will be made the subject of a full communication to 
Congress at the earliest practicable period."30 

Negotiations Regarding Northwestern Boundary 

In response to the Senate's request for infonnation concerning the United 
States' negotiations with Great Britain for settlement of the Northwest Boundary, 
President 'fyler replied on December 23, 1842, that measures had been taken to 
settle the dispute and that "under these circumstances I do not deem it consistent 
with the public interest to make any communication on the subject."31 

Hitchcock Investigation 

On January 31, 1843, President Tyler invoked executive privilege against a 
request by the House of Representatives to the Secretary of War to produce 
investigative reports submitted to the Secretary by Lieutenant Colonel Hitchcock 
concerning his investigations into frauds perpetrated against the Cherokee Indi
ans. The Secretary of War consulted with the President and under the latter's 
direction informed the House that negotiations were then pending with the 
Indians for settlement of their claims, and that in the opinion of the President and 
the Department, publication of the report at that time would be inconsistent with 
the public interest. The Secretary of War further stated that the reports sought by 
the House contained infonnation which was obtained by Colonel Hitchcock: 
through ex parte questioning of persons whose statements were not made under 
oath, and which implicated persons who had no opportunity to contradict the 

19 Id at 158 
30 Id. at 178-79. 
)t Id al 210-11 
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allegations or provide any explanation. The Secretary of War expressed the 
opinion that to publicize such statements at that time would be unjust to the 
persons mentioned, and would defeat the object of the inquiry. He also stated that 
the Department had not yet been given a sufficient opportunity to pursue the 
investigation, to call the affected parties for explanations. or to make any other 
detenninations regarding the matter. The President stated: 

The injunction of the Constitution that the President 'shall take 
care that the laws be faithfully executed,' necessarily confers an 
authority, commensurate with the obligation imposed to inquire 
into the manner in which all public agents perfonn the duties 
assigned to them by law. To be effective these inquiries must often 
be confidential. They may result in the collection of truth or of 
falsehood, or they may be incomplete and may require further 
prosecution. To maintain that the President can exercise no discre
tion as to the time in which the matters thus collected shall be 
promulgated ... would deprive him at once of the means of 
performing one of the most salutary duties of his office. . . . TQ 
require from the Executive the transfer of this discretion to a 
coordinate branch of the Government is equivalent to the denial of 
its possession by him and would render him dependent upon that 
branch in the performance of a duty purely executive.mi 

In response to the House's claim that it had a right to demand from . the 
Executive and heads of departments any infonnation in the possession of the 
Executive which pertained to subjects under the House's deliberations, President 
lyler stated that the House could not exercise a right to call upon the Executive for 
information, even though it related to a subject of the deliberations of the House, 
if, by so doing, it would interfere with the discretion of the Executive.33 

Instructions to Navy Officers 

In response to the House of Representatives' request for copies of instructions 
given to British and American commanding officers who were charged, pursuant 
to a treaty with Great Britain, with suppressing the slave trade off the coast of 
Africa, President lyler sent a May 18, 1844, message to the House declining to 
provide the information on the ground that to do so would be incompatible with 
the public interest. 34 

Foreign Correspondence Regarding the Ownership and Occupation of 
Oregon Territory 

In June 1844, President lyler sent a message to the Senate explaining his 
refusal to comply with its request for documents relating to the ownership and 

" Id. at 222. 
» Id at 222-23. 
34 Id. at 320. 
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occupation of the Oregon Territory. "(l)n the present state of the subject-matter," 

the President wrote, "it is deemed inexpedient to communicate the infonnation 

requested .... " 35 

7. Polk Administration 

Foreign Relations Expenditures tf Prior Administration 

In 1846, President Polk refused to provide the House of Representatives with 

confidential memoranda regarding certain expenses incurred for the conduct of 

foreign relations during the Tyler Administration. In refusing to comply with a 

House resolution requesting documentation of these expenses, President Polk 
stated that where a past President had placed a seal of confidentiality upon an 

expenditure, and the matter was tenninated before he entered office, 

[a}n important question arises, whether a subsequent Presi

dent, either voluntarily or at the request of one branch of Con

gress, can without a violation of the spirit of the law revise the acts 

of his predecessor and expose to public view that which he had 
determined should not be "made public." If not a matter of strict 

duty, it would certainly be a safe general rule that this should not 

be done. Indeed, it may well happen, and probably would hap

pen, that the President for the time being would not be in posses

sion of the infonnation upon which his predecessor acted, and 

could not, therefore, have the means of judging whether he had 
exercised his discretion wisely or not. [361 

Polk concluded that the President making an expenditure, deemed by him 

confidential, may. if he chooses, keep all the information and evidence upon 

which he acts in his own possession. If, for the infonnation of his successors, he 

leaves some evidence upon which he acts in the confidential files of one of the 

executive departments, such evidence does not thereby become publicly 

available. 

Military anti Diplomatic Instructions with Respect to Mexico 

On January 12, 1848, President Polk sent a message to the House transmitting 

reports of the Secretaries of State, War, and the Navy in response to a con

gressional resolution seeking copies of all instructions given to American mili
tary and diplomatic officers relating to the return of President General Lopez de 

Santa Anna to Mexico. President Polk stated that he was transmitting the 

documents, 

» Id. at 327. 
""Id. 11433. 
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which contain all the infonnation in the possession of the Ex
ecutive which it is deemed compatible with the public interests to 
communicate .... 

The customary and usual reservation contained in calls of either 
House of Congress upon the Executive for infonnation relating to 
our intercourse with foreign nations has been omitted in the 
resolution before me. The call of the House is unconditional. It is 
that the infonnation requested be communicated, and thereby be 
made public, whether in the opinion of the Executive (who is 
charged by the Constitution with the duty of conducting negotia
tions with foreign powers) such infonnation, when disclosed, 
would be prejudicial to the public interest or not. It has been a 
subject of serious deliberation with me whether I could, consist
ently with my constitutional duty and my sense of the public 
interests involved and to be affected by it, violate an important 
principle, always heretofore held sacred by my predecessors, as I 
should do by a compliance with the request of the House. Presi
dent Washington, in a message to the House of Representatives of 
the 30th of March, 1796, declined to comply with a request 
contained in a resolution of that body, to lay before them "a copy 
of the instructions to the minister of the United States who 
negotiated the treaty with the King of Great Britain, together with 
the correspondence and other documents relative to that treaty, 
excepting such of the said papers as any existing negotiation may 
render improper to be disclosed." 

... Indeed, the objections to complying with the request of 
the House contained in the resolution before me are much strong
er than those which existed in the case of the resolution in I 796. 
This resolution calls for the "instructions and orders" to the 
minister of the United States to Mexico which relate to negotia
tions which have not been terminated, and which may be re
sumed. The infonnation called for respects negotiations which 
the United States offered to open with Mexico immediately pre
ceding the commencement of the existing war. The instructions 
given to the minister of the United States relate to the differences 
between the two countries out of which the war grew and the terms 
of adjustment which we were prepared to offer to Mexico in our 
anxiety to prevent the war. These differences still remain unset
tled. and to comply with the call of the House would be to make 
public through that channel, and to communicate to Mexico, now 
a public enemy engaged in war, information which could not fail 
to produce serious embarrassment in any future negotiation be~ 
tween the two countries. I have heretofore communicated to 
Congress all the correspondence of the minister of the United 
States to Mexico which in the existing state of our relations with 
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that Republic can, in my judgment, be at this time communicated 
without serious injury to the public interest. 

Entertaining this conviction, and with a sincere desire to fur
nish any information which may be in possession of the executive 
department, and which either House of Congress may at any time 
request, I regard it to be my constitutional right and my solemn 
duty under the circumstances of this case to decline a compliance 
with the request of the House contained in their resolution.1371 

Diplomatic Instructions Relating to United States-Mexico Treaty 

On July 29, 1848, President Polk refused to comply with a request by the 
House of Representatives for copies of instructions provided to commissioners 
who negotiated the treaty with Mexico on the ground that "it would be '•inconsist
ent with the public interests' to give publicity to these instructions at the present 
time." He added that, "as a general rule applicable to all our important negotia
tions with foreign powers, it could not fail to be prejudicial to the public interest 
to publish the instructions of our ministers until some time had elapsed after the 
conclusion of such negotiations."38 

President Polk did transmit these documents to the House on February 8, 
1849, at which time he reaffirmed the general rule enunciated on July 29, but 
stated that, notwithstanding that, "as [the documents] have been again called for 
by the House, and called for in connection with other documents, to the correct 
understanding of which they are indispensable, I have deemed it my duty to 
transmit thern."39 

8. Fillmore Administration 

Diplomatic Instructions 

Upon receipt of a request ,from the Senate to furnish, if not inconsistent with 
the public interest, information concerning the seizure of the American steam
ship Prometheus by a British war vessel and the measures taken to vindicate "the 
honor of the country," President Fillmore, on December 15, 1851, transmitted 
excerpts from a communication giving the facts of the case, but without the 
instructions given to the United States Minister in London. He declared that 
"[s]ufficient time has not elapsed for the return of any answer to this dispatch 
from him, and in my judgment it would at the present moment be inconsistent 
with the public interest to communicate those instructions. A communication, 
however, of all the correspondence will be made to the Senate at the earliest 
moment at which a proper regard to the public interest will permit."40 

" Id 111 565, 566, 567. 
38 Id. at 602. 
39 Id. at 679 • 
.., 5 Richardson, supra, at 139-40. 
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Documents Involving American Claims Against the Mexican Government 

In response to a Senate request for papers and proofs on file with the Executive 
Branch regarding the claim of Samuel A. Belden & Co. against the Mexican 
government, on May 29, 1852, President Fillmore forwarded all documents save 
those of a diplomatic nature, and stated that because the claim was still being 
negotiated it was therefore "not deemed expedient . . . to make public the 
documents which have been reserved.''41 

Sandwich Islands 

On August 14, 1852, President Fillmore refused to provide infonnation to the 
Senate regarding a proposition made by the King of the Sandwich Islands to 
transfer the islands to the United States, as not comporting with the public 
interest. 42 

9. Buchanan Administration 

Law Enforcement Files 

On January 11, 1859, President Buchanan responded to a request by the Senate 
for infonnation relating to the landing of a slave ship on the coast of Georgia. The 
President transmitted a report from the Attorney General which stated that an 
offense had been committed and that measures were being taken to enforce the 
law. However, he concurred with the opinion of the Attorney General that "it 
would be incompatible with the public interest at this time to communicate the 
correspondence with the officers of the Government at Savannah or the instruc~ 
tions which they have received."43 

10. Lincoln Administration 

Fort McHenry Arrests 

On July 27, J 86 l, President Lincoln refused to provide to the House of 
Representatives documents revealing the grounds. reasons, and evidence upon 
which Baltimore police commissioners were arrested at Fort McHenry for the 
reason that disclosure at that time would be incompatible with the public 
interest. 44 

Arrest of Brigadier General Stone 

On May I, 1862, President Lincoln refused to comply with a request by the 
Senate for more particular information regarding the evidence leading to the 

" Id. at IS I. 
•2 Id al 159. 
43 Id. at 534. 
44 6 Richardson. supra. at 33. 
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arrest of Brigadier General Stone on the ground that the determination to arrest 
and imprison him was made upon the evidence and in the interest of public safety, 
and that disclosure of more particular infonnation was incompatible with the 
public interest.4s 

Negotiations with New Granada 

The House of Representatives had requested the Secretary of State to commu
nicate to it, "if not in his judgment incompatible with the public interest," 
information concerning American relations with New Granada, and what nego
tiations, if any, had been had with General Herran of that country. President 
Lincoln, on January 14, 1863, replied to the resolution giving a r~sumt of 
developments in New Granada. However, with respect to official communica
tions with General Herran, he stated that "[n]o definitive measure or proceeding 
has resulted from these communications, and a communication of them at present 
would not, in my judgment, be compatible with the public interest."46 

11. Johnson Administration 

Military Correspondence 

On January 26, 1866, President Johnson refused to disclose to the Senate 
certain communications from military officers regarding violations of neutrality 
on the Rio Grande on the ground that such disclosure would not be consistent 
with the public interest. 47 · 

Confinement of Jefferson Davis 

On February 9, 1866, PresidentJohnson refused, on advice from the Secretary 
of War and the Attorney General, to comply with a request by the House of 
Representatives for a report by the Judge Advocate General concerning the 
confinement of Jefferson Davis, and others, on the ground that disclosure would 
not be in the public interest.48 

New Orleans Investigations 

On May 2, 1866, President Johnson refused to provide the House of Repre
sentatives with a copy of a report that it had requested concerning General 
Smith's and James T. Brady's New Orleans investigations, citing the public 
interest in nondisclosure.49 

"Id. ai 74 . 
.. Id. at 147. 149 . 
., Id. at 376-77. 
4 Id. al 378. 
'' Id. at 385. 
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12. Grant Administration 

Performance <f Executive Functions 

In April 1876, President Grant was requested by the House of Representatives 
to provide infonnation which would show whether any executive acts or duties 
had been performed away from Washington, the lawfully established seat of 
government. (This was an attempt to embarrass the President for having spent the 
hot summer at Long Bea(!b.) On May 4, 1876, the President refused on the 
ground that the Constitution did not give the House of Representatives authority 
to inquire of the President where he performed his executive functions, and that, 
moreover, the House's lawful demands on the Executive were limited to informa
tion necessary for the proper discharge of its powers of legislation or 
impeachment.so 

13. Cleveland Administration 

Dismissal <f District Attorney 

In response to a resolution by the Senate requesting the Attorney General to 
provide certain documents concerning the administration of the United States 
Attorney's Office (then District Attorney) for the Middle District of Alabama, 
and the President's dismissal of the incumbent district attorney, President 
Cleveland sent a message on March l, 1886, to the Senate stating that he was 
withholding the requested documents because they contained information ad~ 
dressed to him and to the Attorney General by private citizens concerning the 
fonner district attorney, and that the documents related to an act (the suspension 
and removal of an Executive Branch official) which was exclusively a discretion~ 
ary executive function. 51 

"Rebecca" Schooner Incident 

On February 26, 1887, President Cleveland refused to provide the Senate with 
infonnation that it requested regarding the seizure and sa1e of the American 
schooner Rebecca at Tampico, and the resignation of the Minister of the United 
States to Mexico, on the ground that publication of the requested correspondence 
would be inconsistent with the public interest. 52 

14. Harrison Administration 

International Conference on the Use <f Silver 

In response to the Senate's request for information regarding the steps taken 
toward holding an international conference on the use of silver, President Har~ 

"'7 Richardson, supra, at 361-66 
" ll Richardson, supra. at 375. 
Sl Id. at S3ll 
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rison stated on April 26, 1892, that "in my opinion it would not be compatible 
with the public interest to lay before the Senate at this time the information 
requested, but that at the earliest moment after definite information can properly 
be given all the facts and any correspondence that may take place will be 
submitted to Congress."53 

15. Cleveland Administration 

Cuba Matters 

In response to a request by the House of Representatives for copies of all 
correspondence relating to affairs in Cuba since February 1895, President 
Cleveland transmitted on February 11, 1896, a communication from the Secre~ 
tary of State and such portions of the correspondence requested as he deemed it 
not inconsistent with the public interest to communicate. S4 

Correspondence with Spain 

On May 23, 1896, President Cleveland transmitted to the Senate a requested 
copy of the protocol with Spain, but withheld copies of certain correspondence 
with Spain on the ground that it would be incompatible with the public good to 
furnish such correspondence. ss · 

16. McKinley Administration 

War Department Investigations 

In response to a request made by the Senate to the Secretary of War for a report 
on the War Department's investigation into receipts and expenditures of Cuban 
funds, President McKinley informed the Senate on January 3, 1901, that it was 
not deemed compatible with the public interest to transmit the document at that 
time.56 

17. Theodore Roosevelt Administration 

United States Steel Proceedings 

On January 4, 1909, the Senate passed a resolution directing the Attorney 
General to inform the Senate whether certain legal proceedings had been in
stituted against the United States Steel Corporation, and if not, the reasons for its 
non-action. A request was also made for the opinions of the Attorney General 
regarding this matter, if any had been written. President Roosevelt replied to the 
Senate on January 6, 1909, stating that he had been orally advised by the Attorney 

" 9 Richaroson. Sllpra. at 238-39. 
'< fd. at 666. 
55 Id. al 669. 
"'9 Richardson. supra, at 6458 {Bur of Nat'l lllerature ed. 191 I). 
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General that there were insufficient grounds for instituting legal action against 
U.S. Steel, and that he had 

instructed the Attorney General not to respond to that portion of 
the resolution which calls for a statement of his reasons for 
nonaction. I have done so because I do not conceive it to be within 
the authority of the Senate to give directions of this character to 
the head of an executive department, or to demand from him 
reasons for his action. Heads of the executive departments are 
subject to the Constitution, and to the laws passed by the Con
gress in pursuance of the Constitution, and to the directions of the 
President of the United States, but to no other direction 

whatever. 1" 1 

When the Senate was unable to get the documents from the Attorney General, 

it subpoenaed the Commissioner of Corporations to produce all papers and 
documents regarding U.S. Steel in his possession. The Commissioner reported 
the request to the President, who sought an opinion from Attorney General 
Bonaparte regarding the Commission's statutory obligation to withhold such 

infonnation except upon instruction by the President. The Attorney General 
advised the Commissioner that the discretion to make public the requested 

documents was vested in the President and that, accordingly, he should tum over 
all documents within the scope of the subpoena to the President. 58 The Commis
sioner did so, and President Roosevelt then infonned the Judiciary Committee 

that he had the papers and that the only way the Senate could get them was 

through his impeachment. President Roosevelt also explained that some of the 

facts were given to the government under a pledge of secrecy and that the 
government had an obligation to keep its word.59 

18. Coolidge Administration 

Bureau of Internal Revenue Oversight 

On April I l, 1924, President Coolidge responded to a request by the Senate 

for a list of all companies in which the Secretary of the Treasury "was interested" 
(for the purpose of investigating their tax returns) as a part of a general oversight 
investigation of the Bureau of Internal Revenue. President Coolidge refused to 
provide the information on' the ground that it was confidential information the 
disclosure of which would be detrimental to public service, calling the Senate's 
investigation an "unwarranted intrusion," born of a desire other than to secure 
information for legitimate legislative purposes.<.(> 

s7 43 Cong Rec. S28 (1909). 
j3 27 Op Att'y Gen. 150 (1909). 
59 E Corwin. The President--Offtce and Powers 429 (19S7}. 
""65 Cong. Rec 6087 (1924) 
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19. Hoover Administration 

London 'Ireaty Letters 

On July 11, 1930. President Hoover responded to a request addressed to the 
Secretary of State from the Senate Foreign Relations Committee for certain 
confidential telegrams and letters leading up to the London Naval Conference and 
the London Treaty. The Committee members had been permitted to see the 
documents with the understanding that the information contained therein would 

· be kept confidential. The Committee asserted its right to have full and free access 
to all records touching on the negotiation of the Treaty, basing its right on the 
constitutional prerogative of the Senate in the treaty-making process. In his 
message to the Senate, President Hoover pointed out that there were a great many 
informal statements and reports which were given to the government in con
fidence. The Executive was under a duty, in order to maintain amicable relations 
with other nations. not to publicize every negotiating position and statement 
which preceded final agreement on the 'Ireaty. He stated that the Executive must 
not be guilty of a breach of trust, nor violate the invariable practice of nations. '' In 
view of this, I believe that to further comply with the above resolution would be 
incompatible with the public interest."61 

20. Franklin D. Roosevelt Administration 

FBI Records 

On April 30, 1941, at the direction of President Roosevelt, Attorney General 
Jackson wrote the Chairman of the House Committee on Naval Affairs, stating 
his refusal to provide the Committee with certain FBI records. Attorney General 
Jackson declared that "all investigative reports are confidential documents of the 
executive department of the Government, to aid in the duty laid upon the 
President by the Constitution to 'take care that the laws be faithfully executed,• 
and that congressional or public access to them would not be in the public 
interest."62 

Radio Intelligence Material 

Pursuant to a January 19, 1943, resolution, a House Select Committee to 
Investigate the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) subpoenaed the 
Directorof the Bureau of the Budget on July 9, 1943, to appear before the Select 
Committee and produce Bureau files and correspondence dealing with requests 
by the War and Navy Departments to the President for an executive order 
transferring the functions of the FCC's Radio Intelligence Division to the military 
establishments. The Director refused, citing Attorney General Jackson's letter of 

•• S. Doc No. 216. 71st Cong , Special Sess 2 (1930). 
62 40 Op. Att'y Gen 45. 46 (1941) 
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April 30, 1941, and a presidential instruction that the Bureau's files were to be 
kept confidential, because disclosure would not comport with the public 
interest. 63 

In addition, the Acting Secretary of War was requested to appear before the 
Select Committee to produce documents bearing on the War and Navy Depart
ments' requests to the President and to bring several Army officers to testify. The 
Acting Secretary refused to provide the documents on the President's direction, 
on the ground that doing so would be incompatible with the public interest, and, 
pursuant to his own judgment, refused to permit the Army officers to appear. 64 

FBI Records 

In 1944, the same Select Committee subpoenaed the Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation to testify concerning fingerprint records and activities at 
Pearl Harbor, and also to identify a certain document which he was alleged to 
have received in the course of his duties. The Director refused to give testimony 
or to exhibit a copy of the President's directive requiring him, in the interest of 
national security, to refrain from testifying or disclosing the contents of the 
Bureau's files. 65 Attorney General Biddle wrote a letter to the Select Committee, 
dated January 22, 1944, informing the Committee that communications between 
the President and the heads of departments were privileged and not subject to 
inquiry by congressional committees. 66 

21. Truman Administration 

Condon Incident 

In March 1948, the House Committee on Un-American Activities issued a 
subpoena to the Secretary of Commerce directing him to appear before the 
Committee and to bring with him a letter from the Director of the FBI concerning 
the loyalty of Dr. Condon, Director of the National Bureau of Standards, together 
with all records, files, and transcripts of the loyalty board relating to Dr. Condon. 
On March 13, 1948, President Truman issued a directive providing for the 
confidentiality of all loyalty files and requiring that all requests for such files from 
sources outside the Executive Branch be referred to the Office of the President, 
for such response as the President may detennine. l 3 Fed. Reg. 1359 (I 948). At a 
press conference held on April 22, 1948, President Truman indicated that he 
would not comply with the request to tum the papers over to the Committee.67 

Steelman Incident 

On March 6, 1948, during an investigation into a strike among employees of 
Government Services, Inc., a subcommittee of the He use Committee on Educa-

•• Study and lnves11ga11on qfthe Federal Communications Commission Heanngs on H Res. 21 Before the House 
Select Comm. 10 Investigate the Federal Commun1ca/U1l'lS Commission. 78th Cong .. Isl Scss 37 (1943). 

"Id al 67-68 
6S Id. at 2304--05. 
66 ld at 2337-39 
61 The Public Papers of the Presidents, Harry S T1Uman. 1948, at 228 
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tion and Labor issued a subpoena to presidential assistant John R. Steelman. 68 

Mr. Steelman returned the subpoena to the chairman of the subcommittee on the 
ground that "the President directed me, in view of my duties as his assistant, not 
to appear before your subcommittee."69 The minority report to H.R. Rep. No. 
1595 commented on Mr. Steelman's failure to comply with the subpoena as 
follows: 

the purpose of the subpoena on Mr. Steelman was to obtain from 
him the contents of any oral or written communications which had 
been made to him by the President with reference to the strike 
prevailing in the restaurants maintained by Government Services, 
Jnc. I cannot believe that any congressional committee is entitled 
to make that kind of investigation into the private conferences of 
the President with one of his principal aides. I cannot conceive 
that the views of a Senator or Congressman on a pending bill may 
be extracted by a court or by a congressional committee by 
subpoenaing the Senator's of [sic] Congressman's administrative 
assistant or any other assistant, secretary, or confidential em
ployee. Likewise, I regard it as a direct invasion of the Executive's 
prerogative to invade the work and time of his assistant in this 
manner. Dr. Steelman I think acted with the utmost proptjety in 
referring the matter to the President. The Chief Executive very 
naturally and properly directed Dr. Steelman not to appear before 
the subcommittee.1101 

State Department Employee Loyalty Investigation 

On March 28, 1950, a subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Relations Commit
tee investigating allegations of disloyalty among State Department employees 
served subpoenas on the Secretary of State, the Attorney General, and the 
Chairman of t~e Ci vii Service Commission, demanding the production of alJ files 
bearing on the loyalty of certain State Department employees. After reference of 
the subpoena to the President pursuant to the directive of March 13, 1948, the 
President on April 3, 1950, directed the officials not to comply with the sub
poena. 11 Thereafter it appeared that the subpoenaed documents had been made 
available to the preceding Congress prior to the issuance of the March 13, 1948, 
directive. President Truman thereupon agreed to make the files available to the 
subcommittee on the theory that this would not constitute a precedent for 
subsequent exceptions from the March 13, 1948, directive.72 

"lnveJ1iga1ion <(OSI Strike: Hearmgs on H. Res 111 BeforeaSped'al Subt:omm. tf rhe HOU$e Comm. on 
Educallon and LabQr. 80th Cong • 2d Sess. 347-53 (1948). 

i;o H R Rep. No. 1595, 80th Cong., 2d Sess. 3 {1948); su id Pt. 2, at 8. 
10 Id. Pt. I. at 12 
71 The Public Papers of the Presidents, Harry S Tolman, 1950, at 240. 
1'.I S. Rep. No. 2108, 81s1 Cong., 2d Sess. 9 (1950) 
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General Bradley Incident 

During the investigation into the circumstances surrounding the dismissal of 

General Douglas MacArthur held by the Senate Committees on Anned Services 

and Foreign Relations in 1951, General Bradley refused to testify about a 

conversation with President Truman in which he had acted as the President's 

confidential adviser. The Chairman of the Committee, Senator Russell, recog

nized Bradley's claim of privilege. When that ruling was challenged, the Com

mittee upheld it by a vote of 18 to 8. 73 At a press conference held on May 17, 
I 95 I, President Truman indicated that he had previously taken the position that 

his conversation with General Bradley was privileged and that he was "happy" 

with the Committee's action.74 

Refusal to Comply with an Excessively Burdensome Demand for Information 

During an investigation into the administration of the Department of-Justice by 

a special subcommittee of the House Judiciary Committee, the chairman of the 

subcommittee requested a number of departments and agencies to furnish the 

following information: 

A list of all cases referred to the Department of Justice or U.S. 
Attorneys for either criminal or civil action by any governmental 
department or agency within the last six years, in which: 

a. Action was declined by the Department of Justice, including 
in each such case the reason or reasons assigned by said Depart
ment for such refusal to act. 

b. Said cases were returned by the Department of Justice to the 

governmental Department or agency concerned for further infor
mation or investigation. In such cases. a statement of all subse
quent action taken by the Department of Justice should be 

included. 
c. Said cases have been referred to the Department of Justice 

and have been pending in the Department for a period of more 
than one year and are not included in b. above.1151 

President Truman instructed the heads of all agencies and departments not to 

comply with that request for the following reasons set forth in his letter, dated 
March 7, 1952, to the chairman of the subcommittee: 

[T]his request of yours is so broad and sweeping in scope that it 
would seriously interfere with the conduct of the Government's 
business if the departments and agencies should undertake to 

11 Military Situation ,n the Far Eosr Hearmgs Before thr Sc,ate Comm. on Armed Servicf!s and 1he S1mate 
Comm. on Foreign Relm,ons. 82d Cong .. 1st Sess. 763. 832-72 (19Sn 

74 The Pubhc i.rs of the Presidents. Hany S liuman. 1951. at 289. 
"The Public Papers of the Presidents, Hany S liuman. 1952-53. at 199. 
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comply with it. I am advised that it would require the examination 
of hundreds of thousands of files, that it would take hundreds of 
employees away from their regular duties for an extensive period 
of time, and that it would cost the Government millions of dollars. 
All this would be done, not for the purpose of investigating 
specific complaints, not for the purpose of evaluating credible 
evidence of wrongdoing, but on the basis of a dragnet approach to 
examining the administration of the laws. 

I do not believe such a procedure to be compatible with those 
provisions of the Constitution which vest the executive power in 
the President and impose upon him the duty to see that the laws 
are faithfully executed. 1761 

Confidentiality of Administration of Loyalty Security Program 

In the spring of 1952 members of a Senate Appropriations subcommittee 
sought detailed infonnation on the administration of the Loyalty Security Pro
gram. In response to a request for guidance by the Department of State, President 
Truman on April 3, 1952, issued detailed instructions which provided for the 
confidentiality of the Loyalty Security Program. These instructions provided, 
inter alia: 

There is no objection to making available the names of all 
members of an agency loyalty board, but it is entirely improper to 
divulge how individual board members voted in particular cases 
or to divulge the members who sat on particular cases. If this type 
of information were divulged freely, the danger of intimidation 
would be great, and the objectivity, fairness and impartiality of 
board members would be seriously prejudiced. 1771 

22. Eisenhower Administration 

Executive Branch Deliberative Discussions 

During the Army-McCarthy Hearings, the counselor of the Army was ques
tioned about discussions which had taken place during a conference of high-level 
government officials. 

On May 17, 1954, President Eisenhower directed the Secretary of Defense to 
instruct the emplQYees of his Department not to testify on those issues. The 
President's letter stated: 

16/d. 

Because it is essential to efficient and effective administration 
that employees of the Executive Branch be in a position to be 
completely candid in advising with each other on official matters, 

11 Id. at 23S-36. 
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and because it is not in the public interest that any of their 
conversations or communications, or any documents or reproduc
tions, concerning such advice be disclosed, you will instruct 
employees of your Department that in all of their appearances 
before the Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Govern
ment Operations regarding the inquiry now before it they are not 
to testify to any such conversations or communications, or to 
produce any such documents or reproductions. This principle 
must be maintained regardless of who would be benefited by such 
disclosures.1781 

This letter was interpreted as requiring every officer and employee of the 
government to claim privilege on his own in any situation covered by that letter. 
Hence there were a considerable number of invocations of executive privilege 
during the Eisenhower Administration which were not referred to, or specifically 
authorized by, the President. 

Conversation with Presidential Assistant Sherman Adams 

During hearings in July 1955 on the Dixon-Yates Contract before the Subcom
mittee on Antitrust and Monopoly of the Senate Judiciary Committee, Securities 
and Exchange Commission Chairman Annstrong was questioned on various 
issues. During most of his testimony, questions of privilege were disposed of 
without reference to the White House. When questioned about a telephone 
conversation with Presidential Assistant Sherman Adams, he sought the advice 
of the Special Counsel to the President who, upon advice of the Attorney 
General, directed that Mr. Armstrong could testify as to existence of the con
versation, but not as to matters discussed during the conversation. 79 

Killian and Gaither Panel Reports 

In connection with an investigation into satellite and missile programs in 
January 1958, then-Senator Lyndon Johnson asked for the release of the so-called 
Killian and Gaither ~nel reports. President Eisenhower denied the .request in 
part on the ground that the reports had been prepared with the understanding that 
the advice contained in them would be kept confidential. The President added 
that "these reports are documents of the National Security Council. Never have 
the documents of this Council been furnished to the Congress."80 

Confidentiality of /CA Country Keports 

Between 1957 and 1959 the International Cooperation Administration (ICA), 
the predecessor to the Agency for International Development (AID), repeatedly 

"The Pubhc Papers of !he P'l'esidenls. Dwight O Eisenhower, 1954. at 483--84 
19 l't7Wtr Policy. Du:on-Yates Comracr Heanngson S Res 61 Before /he Subcomm. on Anmrusl and Monopoly 

<!' 1he Senate Comm on the Jud1c1ary. 84th Cong .• 1st Sess. 751 (1955). 
'°The l'llblie Papers of the Presidents, Dwight 0. Eisenhower, 1958, at 117-18. 
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denied to Congress and to the Comptroller General acce55 to its country evalua
tion reports on the ground that they cilmtained confidential opinions and tentative 
recommendations on matters involving foreign policy. These refusals were made 
without express presidential authorization. 

When this issue came up at President Eisenhower•s news conference of July 1, 
1959, the President approved these withholdings largely on the ground that the 
release of the reports would jeopardize the ability of the United States to obtain 
confidential infonnation. 31 

The Mutual Security legislation of 1959-1961 provided in effect that the ICA 
could withhold infonnation from Congress or the Comptroller General only upon 
a presidential certification that he had forbidden the document be furnished and 
stated the reason for so doing. President Eisenhower made the following 
certifications: 

November 12, 1959, relating to an evaluation report on Vietnam;82 

December 22, 1959, relating to evaluation reports on Iran and Thailand;83 

December 2, 1960, relating to evaluation reports on several South American 
countries. These reports apparently were made available to the Comptroller 
General during the following Administration. 84 

23. Kennedy Administration 

Confidentiality of Names of Specific Government Employees 

During an investigation into military cold war education and speech review 
policies conducted by the Senate Committee on Armed Services. Senator Thur
mond requested the names of individual government employees of the Depart
ment of Defense and the Department of State who made or recommended 
changes in specific speeches. 

On February 8, 1962, President Kennedy directed the Secretary of Defense 
and all personnel under the jurisdiction of his Department .not to give any 
testimony or produce any documents which would disclose such information. 
The letter stated: · 

[IJt would not be possible for you to maintain an orderly Depart
ment and receive the candid advice and loyal respect of your 
subordinates if they, instead of you and your senior associates, are 
to be individually answerable to the Congress. as well as to you, 
for their internal acts and advice. 

* * * * 
I do not intend to ~nnit subordinate officials of our career 

81 Id., 1959, at 488, 489. 
" Id. at 776. 
8l Id. at 874 
14 Id , 1960-61, at 881 
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services to bear the brunt of congressional inquiry into policies 
which are the responsibilities of their superiors. 1851 

Chainnan Stennis upheld the claim of privilege. The ruling was upheld by the 
Subcommittee. 86 On February 9, 1962, President Kennedy sent a similar letter to 
the Secretary of State. 87 

Confidentiality of National Security Council Papers 

Later, during the same investigation into military cold war education and 
speech review policies. Senator Thunnond demanded certain National Security 
Council papers. In a letter to Chainnan Stennis dated June 23, 1962, President 
Kennedy refused to release those papers on the ground that "the unbroken 
precedent of the National Security Council is that its working papers and policy 
documents cannot be furnished to the Congress."88 

24. Johnson Administration 

Exemption of Presidential Assistants from Appearance Before Congressional 
Committees 

In 1968, during hearings on the nomination of Justice Fortas to be Chief 
Justice of the United States, lreasury Under Secretary Barr, Associate Special 
Counsel to the President DeVier Pierson, and Secretary of Defense Clark 
Clifford were invited to appear before the Senate Committee on the Judiciary to 
testify on the question whether Justice Fortas had participated in high-level White 
House meetings dealing with the development of legislation authorizing the 
Secret Service to protect presidential candidates. 

By letters dated September 16, 1968, Mr. Barr and Mr. DeVier Pierson both 
declined the invitation. Mr. Barr's letter contained the following pertinent 
language: 

In the development of this legislation, I participated in meetings 
with representatives of the White House and discussed the matter 
directly with the President. 

Based on long-standing precedents, it would be improper for 
me under these circumstances to give testimony before a Con
gressional committee concerning such meetings and discussions. 
Therefore, I must, with great respect, decline your invitation to 
appear and testify. 

Mr. De Vier Pierson stated: 

"'Mil11ary Cold War &lucatwn arnl Spuch Rl!Vltw Policies· Hearings Befor,; the Special Prepamlne1s 
Subcomm ef the Senau, Comm on Armtti Servi.es. 87th Cong • 2d Sess. 508-509 ( 1962}. 

116 Id. at 513-14 • 
.., Id at 725. 
"Id. at 2951-57. 3160-61. 
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As Associate Special Counsel to the President since March of 
1967, I have been one of the "immediate staff assistants" 
provided to the President by law. (3 U.S.C. 105, 106.) It has been 
finnly established, as a matter of principle and precedents, that 
members of the President's immediate staff shall not appear 
before a Congressional committee to testify with respect to the 
perfonnance of their duties on behalf of the President. This 
limitation, which has been recognized by the Congress as well as 
the Executive, is fundamental to our system of government. I 
must, therefore, respectfully decline the invitation to testify in 
these hearings. 

The Secretary of Defense also asked to be excused from a personal appearance 
before the Committee, stating that "because of the complexities of the current 
world situation, my time is fully occupied in meeting my obligations and 
responsibilities as Secretary of Defense."89 

25. Nixon Administration 

FBI Investigative Files 

On November 21, 1970, the Attorney General, with the specific approval of 
the President. refused to release certain investigative files of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation to Rep. L. H. Fountain, Chairman of the Intergovernmental 
Relations Subcommittee of the House Government Operations Committee. The 
reports discussed certain scientists nominated by the President to serve on 
advisory boards of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare.!)() 

Military Assistance Plan 

On August 30, 1971, President Nixon declined to make available to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee the Five-Year Plan for the Military Assistance 
Program. 91 In a memorandum to the Secretaries of State and Defense, the 
President stated: 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee has requested .. direct 
access to the Executive Branch's basic planning data on Military 
Assistance·· for future years and the several internal staff papers 
containing such data. The basic planning data and the various 

19 Nominations tf Abt, Fonos and H011ter '11tomblmy: Htarings Befort 1h11 S11na1e Comm. on 1h11 Judiciary, 90th 
Cong., 2d Sess. 1347, 134&. 1363 (1968). 

"° Memorandum for Honorable Wilham S. Moorhead, Chairman, Subcommittee on R!n:ign Opefallons and 
0-mmcnt Information of the House Committee on Government Operations. from Deputy Assistant Attorney 
General Mary Lawton (Apr. 25, 1973) (Lawton Memorandum): U.S. Government lnfonnauon Policies and 
Pnictice&-The ~ntagon P.ipers. flirt 2, House Comm. on Oovemment Opernt,ons, 92d Cong •• 1st Sess 362-63 
(1971). 

•• &:tcutivt Privll11ge. Th~ Wi1hJwld,ng <f lnforma1ion By 1h11 ExecutiW!: Heanng Before 1he Subt:omm. on 
Separation if Powm if the Stll01e Comm. oo the /utli,;iary, 92d CQllg .• 1st Sess. 45-46 (1971). 
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internal staff papers requested by the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee do not, insofar as they deal with future years, reflect 
any approved program of this Administration .... 

I am concerned, as have been my predecessors, that unless 
privacy of pR'liminary exchange of views between personnel of 

the Executive Branch can be maintained, the full frank and 
healthy expression of opinion which is essential for the successful 
administration of Government would be muted. 

I have determined, therefore, that it would not be in the public 
interest to provide to the Congress the basic planning data on 
military assistance as requested by the Chainnan. . ... 1921 

AID Information Concerning Foreign Assistance to Cambodia 

On March 15, 1972, the President directed the Secretary of State to withhold 

from the Foreign Operations and Government Information Subcommittee of the 

House Government Operations Committee the Agency for International De
velopment (AID) country field submissions for Cambodian foreign assistance for 
fiscal year 1973.93 

USIA Memoranda 

On the same date the President instructed the Director of the United States 
Infonnation Agency (USIA) to decline to provide to the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee all USIA country program memoranda.94 

Watergate 

President Nixon, asserting executive privilege during 1973 and 1974, refused 
to provide to the Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities 

(Watergate Committee) and to the House Judiciary Committee various tape 
recordings of conversations involving the President, and other materials relating 

to the involvement of 25 named individuals in criminal activities connected with 

the 1972 presidential election. 95 

26. Cart.er Administration 

Department <f Energy Gas Conservation Fee Documents 

In April 1980 the Subcommittee on Environment, Energy and Natural Re
sources of the House Committee on Government Operations subpoenaed docu-

"'Id at 46 . 
., 118 Cong. Rec 8694 (1972); Lawton Memorandum. supra . 
.. Id. 
90 S•• J. Hamilton, The Power to Probe 23--26, 6S (1976); Cox, Executrn, Privilege, 122 U. Pa, L Rev 1383, 

1420 (1974) Allhough the tape reamflngs were eventually rumed over to the House Judiciary Committee, the 
Presidents refusal to make those same tapes .wailable to tho Senate Watergate Comminee was unanimously aflinned 
by the U.S. Coun of Appeals for the D1stnc1 of Columbia Circuit S,nate S,lect Committee v. Nixon, 498 F.2d ns 
(1974) (t11 bone} President Nixon·s refusal to disclose Watergate-related tapes and documents m response to a 
subpoena in a criminal case is beyond lhe scope of tl11s memorandum See generally United Stam v Nixon, 418 
U.S. 683 (1974) 
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ments reflecting intra-Executive Branch deliberations concerning the President's 
decision to impose a conservation fee on impons of crude oil and gasoline. 96 For 
several weeks representatives of the Executive Branch negotiated with the 
Subcommittee about releasing the documents. On April 25. 1980, Secretary of 
Energy Duncan informed the Subcommittee that "the President has instructed 
me to pursue all reasonable grounds of accommodation. If there are no further 
reasonable avenues of negotiation, the President has instructed me to assert a 
privilege with respect to these documents."97 Ultimately, some but not all of the 
documents were given to the Subcommittee, which tacitly withdrew its request 
for documents that reflected deliberations directly involving the Executive Office 
of the President. 98 

27. Reagan Administration 

Secretary Watt's Implementation qf the Mineral Lands leasing Act 

On October 2, 1981, the Oversight and Investigations Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Energy and Commerce served a subpoena on Secretary of 
the Interior James Watt for all documents relative to his detennination of Canadi~ 
an reciprocity under the Mineral Lands Leasing Act, 30 U .S .C. § 181. Among 
the material covered by the subpoena were a number of Cabinet-level predeci
sional deliberative documents, while other documents contained classified, 
diplomatic information. On October 13, 198 l , President Reagan directed Secre
tary Watt not to release 31 particular documents whose disclosure would be 
inconsistent with the confidential relationship among Cabinet officers and the 
President, and which would violate the constitutional doctrine of separation of 
powers. While protecting the confidentiality of these documents, Secretary Watt 
made repeated efforts to accommodate the Subcommittee's needs through certain 
limited document disclosures, testimony, and correspondence. 

On February 8, 1982, 'a contempt resolution against Secretary Watt was passed 
by the Subcommittee; on February 25 the full Committee supported this con
clusion by a vote of 23 to l 9. By this time, however, Secretary Watt had reached a 
decision finding Canada to be a "reciprocal" national under the Mineral Lands 
Leasing Act. Immediately thereafter he informed all members of the Subcommit
tee that since the deliberative process had concluded, he was .. hopeful" that 
additional documents might be released. 

On March 16, 1982, Fred F. Fielding, Counsel to the President, together with 
members of the Subcommittee, reached an agreement pursuant to which all of the 
disputed documents were made available for one day at Congress under the 

96 Proclama11on No 4744, 16 Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. 592 {1980}. 
,,,, Memorandum for the Attorney General. from Assistant Attomey Genenil John Harmon, 6 (Jan. 13, 1981). 
91 Id. at 8. 
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custody of a representative from the Office of Counsel to the President. Minimal 
notetaking, but no photocopying, was permitted; the documents were available 
for examination by Members Only. 99 

THEODORE B. OLSON 

Assistant Attorney General 
Office of Legal Counsel 

.. Sug.,ntrallyH.R. R¢p. NI', 89&, 97thCoog .• 2dSess. 13-84(1982);Contmp,<fCongms. HtaringsBrfi;m1 
tM Sl,bcomm. on Overs1gh1 and Jnvts1iganons of w HUUSt! Comm on Energy and Comnu:rce, 97th Cong., 2d 
Sess. (1982} 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Committee on Oversight and Government Reform of the U.S. House of 

Representatives ("Committee" or "Oversight Committee") seeks to enforce a Committee 

subpoena issued to Attorney General Eric H. Holder, Jr. for Department of Justice ("DOJ") 

records. 1 The Committee issued the Holder Subpoena in connection with its investigation of 

Operation Fast and Furious, a DOJ law-enforcement operation that involved "gun walking," a 

controversial and now discredited tactic of knowingly permitting firearms purchased illegally in 

this country to be unlawfully transferred to third-party possessors, with those illegally-purchased 

and unlawfully-transferred firearms intentionally not being interdicted by law enforcement 

authorities. 

DOJ has acknowledged that the Committee's investigation is appropriate and legitimate. 

Compl. 11 6, 35. DOJ also publicly has acknowledged - principally as a result of the 

Committee's investigation- that Operation Fast and Furious was fundamentally flawed and that 

its tactics must not be repeated. Id. 19. DOJ did so, however, only after initially denying - in 

response to two written congressional inquiries to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and 

Explosives (" ATF"), a DOJ component bureau - that any gun walking operations even existed: 

[T]he allegation ... that [A TF] "sanctioned" or otherwise knowingly allowed 
the sale of assault weapons to a straw purchaser who then transported them 
into Mexico - is false. A TF makes every effort to interdict weapons that have 
been purchased illegally and prevent their transportation to Mexico. 

Letter from Ronald Weich, Ass't Att'y Gen., to Hon. Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, 

Comm. on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate, at l (Feb. 4, 2011) ("Feb. 4, 2011 False Statement Letter"), 

attached as Ex. l. DOJ later - although not until 10 months later - acknowledged publicly that 

1 See Subpoena to Hon. Eric H. Holder, Jr., Att'y Gen. (Oct. 11, 2011) ("Holder Subpoena"), 
attached as Ex. A to Comp!. (Aug. 13, 2012) (ECF No. I). 
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these statements were false. See Letter from James M. Cole, Dep'y Att'y Gen., to Hon. Darrell 

E. Issa, Chairman, Oversight Comm., & Hon. Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, Comm. on 

the Judiciary, U.S. Senate, at 1 (Dec. 2, 2011), attached as Ex. 2. 

Notwithstanding these acknowledgements, DOJ actively resisted cooperating fully with 

the Committee's investigation from the very outset, and it has taken the extraordinary position 

that the Committee lacks authority to investigate DOJ's concededly false statements to Congress. 

The Attorney General's response to the Holder Subpoena has been consistent with DOJ's overall 

response to the Committee's investigation - only more so. In particular, the Attorney General 

drew a hard temporal line in the sand and refused to produce documents dated or created after 

February 4,201 I (or otherwise to provide information about events that occurred after February 

4, 2011), the exact date DOJ made the false statements to Congress. 

Notwithstanding the Attorney General's intransigence, the Committee repeatedly sought 

an accommodation (including on May 18, 2012, June 13, 2012, June 15, 2012, and June 19, 

2012). Comp!. 146. In particular, the Committee offered to narrow the focus of the Holder 

Subpoena in order to obtain documents relevant to the Obstruction Component of the 

Committee's investigation - without ever obtaining a positive response. Id. 11 7, 13, 39, 46. 

More than eight months after the Holder Subpoena was issued, the Attorney General 

enlisted the White House - which previously had stood at the periphery of the Committee's 

investigation and disclaimed any responsibility for Operation Fast and Furious - to support his 

defiance of the Holder Subpoena. On June 20, 2012, the Committee was informed- indirectly 

through the Deputy Attorney General - that the President, at the behest of the Attorney General, 

asserted "Executive privilege" over those responsive post-February 4, 2011 internal DOJ 

documents that the Attorney General refused to produce. See Letter from James M. Cole, Dep'y 

2 
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Att'y Gen., to Hon. Darrell E. Issa, Chairman, Oversight Comm. (June 20, 2012), attached as Ex. 

3. This eleventh-hour assertion of Executive privilege came absent any suggestion during the 

preceding eight-plus months that any documents responsive to the Holder Subpoena were subject 

to Executive privilege; absent any suggestion that the documents at issue implicate or otherwise 

involve any advice to the President; and absent any suggestion that the withheld documents 

implicate any core constitutional function of the President. 

The Committee legally is entitled to all documents responsive to the Holder Subpoena 

that have not been produced. Nevertheless, in this action, the Committee seeks to enforce that 

subpoena only as to a subset of post-February 4, 2011 responsive documents (the "Post-February 

4 Subset," Comp!. ,r 62). That subset is particularly relevant to the Committee's efforts to 

determine whether DOJ deliberately attempted to obstruct the Committee's investigation by, 

among other things, lying to the Committee or otherwise providing it with false information. 

The principal legal issue presented in this case is whether the Attorney General may 

withhold this responsive subset on the basis of the President's assertion of Executive privilege 

over internal agency documents that reflect no advice to or communications with him. The 

Attorney General would prefer that this Court not address this quintessentially legal issue - not 

surprisingly given that no court ever has held that Executive privilege extends anywhere near as 

far as the Attorney General now claims that it does. Accordingly, in an effort to keep this Court 

from considering the Committee's claims, the Attorney General has moved to dismiss the 

Complaint on the grounds that (i) the Committee lacks standing; (ii) the Committee has no cause 

of action; (iii) the Court should exercise its discretion to decline to hear this case; and (iv) the 

Court lacks statutory jurisdiction. See Mem. in Supp. ofDef.'s Mot. to Dismiss at 22-45 (Oct. 

15, 2012) (ECF No. 13-1) ("AG Mem."). 

3 
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This is not the first time DOJ has attempted to side-step a congressional subpoena under 

the guise of an assertion of Executive privilege coupled with an assertion that a congressional 

committee cannot enforce a subpoena against an Executive official in court. Four years ago, the 

House Committee on the Judiciary sued to enforce subpoenas it had issued to Harriet Miers and 

Joshua Bolten (then the former White House Counsel and the sitting White House Chief of Staff, 

respectively) in connection with that committee's investigation into the mid-Administration 

resignations of nine U.S. Attorneys. Ms. Miers and Mr. Bolten like the Attorney General here 

- not only wrapped themselves in a very expansive interpretation of Executive privilege in 

refusing to comply with their respective congressional subpoenas, but they also raised the same 

panoply of jurisprudential arguments in contending that this Court could not even consider the 

Judiciary Committee's suit. This Court firmly and meticulously rejected each and every one of 

those arguments. See Comm. on the Judiciary, U.S. House of Representatives v. Miers, 558 F. 

Supp. 2d 53 (D.D.C. 2008) (Bates, J.), appeal dismissed, No. 08-5357, 2009 WL 3568649 (D.C. 

Cir. Oct. 14, 2009). In particular, Judge Bates held as follows: 

Standing: "Clear judicial precedent, along with persuasive reasoning in [DOJ Office of 

Legal Counsel ("OLC")] opinions, establishes that the Judiciary Committee has standing to 

pursue this action and, moreover, that this type of dispute is justiciable in federal court." Id. at 

78. 

Cause of action: The Judiciary Committee has a cause of action under the Declaratory 

Judgment Act, id at 82, and "an implied cause of action derived from Article I to seek a 

declaratory judgment concerning the exercise of its subpoena power," id. at 94. 

Discretion: Closing the courthouse doors to Congress impermissibly would tilt the 

balance of power between the two politieal branches toward the Executive: "[The Supreme 

4 
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Court in United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683 (1974), already] adjusted this balance by clarifying 

that [the federal courts] must be available to resolve executive privilege claims." Miers, 558 F. 

Supp. 2d at 96. Judge Bates emphasized that the Executive frequently has sought judicial relief 

against the Legislative Branch and "separation of powers principles are [no] more offended when 

the Article I branch sues the Article II branch than when the Article II branch sues the Article I 

branch." Id.; see also id. (hearing cases of this type will not "paralyze the accommodations 

process between the political branches"). 

Statutory Jurisdiction: The Court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C § 1331. Miers, 558 F. 

Supp. 2d at 64; see also id. at 64 n.8 (noting that "Defendants do not dispute that the Court has 

statutory subject-matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C § 1331 "). 

Just as the Attorney General has prevented the Committee from carrying out its 

constitutional oversight responsibilities by relying on an insupportably broad assertion of 

Executive privilege, so too does he now ask this Court to refrain from performing its 

constitutional responsibility "to say what the Jaw is" with respect to that assertion of Executive 

privilege. Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. (1 Cranch) 137, 177 (1803). 

The Attorney General's Motion to Dismiss - which is virtually identical to the \\'bite 

House officials' motion in Miers - relies to a very significant degree on an ungrounded notion of 

"separation of powers" that reduces essentially to the proposition that the Executive may not be 

called to account before the Judiciary with respect to its dealings with the Legislative Branch. 

This extreme notion, if accepted, would significantly hamstring Congress's ability to oversee -

and thus to guard against - malfeasance, abuses of authority, and mismanagement by the 

Executive. By advocating for this Court to avoid reaching the merits here, the Attorney General 

really is asking this Court to tilt the balance of powers between the two political branches 

5 
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radically in favor of the Executive. Acceding to the Attorney General's position would require 

this Court to do the following: 

1. Disregard the Case Law. The D.C. Circuit already has determined that a House of 

Congress has standing to enforce its subpoenas in court. See United States v. AT&T, 551 F.2d 

384,391 (D.C. Cir. 1976) ("AT&T I") ("It is clear that the House as a whole has standing to 

assert its investigatory power, and can designate a member to act on its behalf."). 

2. Disregard Congress's Constitutional Oversight Role. The Attorney General seeks to 

minimize the power of Congress to conduct oversight of the Executive, while the Supreme Court 

has described in the most expansive terms Congress's authority to investigate and oversee the 

Executive in furtherance of Congress's legislative responsibilities under Article I. See, e.g., 

Watkins v. United States, 354 U.S. 178, 187 (1957). It is Congress's constitutional obligation to 

investigate Executive Branch malfeasanc.e and obstruction, like the conduct that appears to have 

occurred here, so that Congress may remedy by legislation or other means any serious problems 

that are unmasked. If the Executive can obstruct legitimate congressional investigations and 

ignore associated demands for information, with no functional recourse available to the 

Committee, the constitutional check afforded by congressional oversight disappears. 

3. Disregard the Quintessentially Judicial Nature of the Issues Presented This type of 

case - at bottom, a subpoena enforcement case - has been brought in and addressed by the courts 

in this Circuit many times before -most notably in Miers, AT&T, and a series of cases 

culminating in Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities v. Nixon, 498 F .2d 

725 (D.C. Cir. 1974) ("Senate Select III"). Moreover, this case involves the purely legal 

question of the scope and application of Executive privilege, and the federal courts have been 

addressing that issue at least since Nixon, 418 U.S. 683. 

6 
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4. Disregard What Is at Stake in the Committee •s Investigation. The outstanding issue in 

the Committee's investigation is whether DOJ intentionally obstructed the Committee's 

concededly legitimate investigation. That is a serious matter, particularly where, as here, the 

investigation concerns a failed gun walking operation that contributed to the death of an 

American border patrol agent. If the Court turns away the Committee, as the Attorney General 

urges, Congress and the American people never will learn whether DOJ intended to obstruct the 

Committee, and Congress will be unable to fix that wrong if it did. Obviously, it is no answer to 

say that a grand jury is an adequate alternative because the agency principally responsible for 

enforcing federal law is itself the su~ject of the Committee's investigation; the nation's top law 

enforcement officer has refused to comply with a Committee subpoena; and the U.S. Attorney 

charged by statute with convening a grand jury to investigate the Attorney General's actions 

.flatly has refused to do so. Comp!. 1il 54-59. The Executive's breathtaking .flight from 

accountability here makes a mockery of our nation's core democratic principles. The Executive 

should have, but regretfully has not, heeded what President Andrew Jackson once told Congress: 

"If you are able to point to any case where there is the slightest reason to suspect corruption or 

abuse of trust, .... [t]he offices of all the departments will be opened to you, and every proper 

facility furnished for this purpose." 13 Reg. Deb. app. 202 (l 837). 

5. Disregard DOJ's Own Previous Positions. DOJ itself has brought this type of case to 

this Court before. AT & TI was a case it brought, and it argued in United States v. US. House of 

Representatives, 556 F. Supp. 150 (D.D.C. 1983) ("Gorsuch"), that it was entitled to sue to 

determine the power of a congressional subpoena Moreover, OLC lawyers twice have opined 

formally that Congress is entitled to initiate civil litigation against Executive Branch officials to 

enforce congressional subpoenas - exactly what the Committee has done here. See Resp. to 

7 
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Cong. Requests for Info. Regarding Decisions Made under the Indep. Counsel Act, IO Op. 

O.L.C. 68, 88 n.33 (1986); Prosecution for Contempt of Cong. of an Exec. Branch Official Who 

Has Asserted a Claim ofExec. Privilege, 8 Op. O.L.C. 101, 137 (1984). 

In short, this Court should deny the Motion to Dismiss and proceed directly to the merits. 

CONSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT 

Congress's authority to obtain information - including by use of compulsory process 

flows directly from its Article I legislative function. See, e.g., Eastland v. U.S. Serviceman's 

Fund, 421 U.S. 491,504 n.15 (1975) ("[TJhe scope of[Congress's] powerofinquiry ... is as 

penetrating and far-reaching as the potential power to enact and appropriate under the 

Constitution." (quotation marks omitted; ellipsis in original)); Barenblatt v. United States, 360 

U.S. 109, 111 (1959) ("The power of inquiry has been employed by Congress throughout our 

history, over the whole range of the national interests concerning which Congress might legislate 

or decide upon due investigation not to legislate."); McGrain v. Daugherty, 273 U.S. 135, 161, 

174 (1927) ("[T]he power to secure needed information by such means [i.e., compulsory 

process] has long been treated as an attribute of the power to legislate. It was so regarded in the 

British Parliament .... We are of [the] opinion that the power of inquiry with process to 

enforce it - is an essential and appropriate auxiliary to the legislative function."). 

In Watkins, the Supreme Court emphasized the breadth of Congress's power of 

investigation: "The power of the Congress to conduct investigations is inherent in the legislative 

process. That power is broad. It encompasses inquiries concerning the administration of 

existing laws as well as proposed or possibly needed statutes." 354 U.S. at 187. Watkins 

specifically noted that the first Congresses held "inquiries dealing with suspected corruption or 

mismanagement of government officials," id. at 192, and stressed that this constitutional power 

8 
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to investigate is at its peak where, as here, Congress is focusing on alleged waste, fraud, abuse, 

or maladministration within a government department, see id at 187, 200 n.33 ("The power of 

Congress to conduct investigations ... comprehends probes into departments of the federal 

government to expose corruption, inefficiency, or waste"; noting "power of the Congress to 

inquire into and publicize corruption, maladministration, or inefficiencies in the agencies of 

Govemment").2 And, according to the Supreme Court: 

It is unquestionably the duty of all citizens to cooperate with the 
Congress in its efforts to obtain the facts needed for intelligent legislative 
action. It is their unremitting obligation to respond to subpoenas, to respect 
the dignity of the Congress and its committees and to testify fully with respect 
to matters within the province of proper investigation. 

Id. at 187-88 (emphasis added). 

The House, pursuant to the Rulemaking Clause, U.S. Const. art. I, § 5, cl. 2, has 

delegated this substantial and wide-ranging oversight and investigative authority to its standing 

committees including, in particular, the Oversight Committee. See Rule XI. I (b )(1 ), Rules of the 

House of Representatives (112th Cong.) ("Each committee may conduct at any time such 

investigations and studies as it considers necessary or appropriate in the exercise of its 

responsibilities under rule X."); Rule X. l(n) (vesting Oversight Committee with legislative 

authority over, among other things, "[g]overnment management and accounting measures 

generally," "[ o ]verall economy, efficiency, and management of government operations and 

activities," and "[r]eorganizations in the executive branch of the Government"); Rule X.4(c)(2) 

(vesting Oversight Committee with specific authority to "at any time conduct investigations of 

2 See also Woodrow Wilson, Congressional Government 297-303 (1885) ("Quite as important 
as legislation is vigilant oversight of administration .... It is the proper duty of a representative 
body to look diligently into every affair of government and to talk much about what it sees. It is 
meant to be the eyes and the voice, and to embody the wisdom and will of its constituents."). 
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any matter without regard to clause 1, 2, 3, or this clause conferring jurisdiction over the matter 

to another standing committee").3 

A necessary corollary of Congress's oversight and investigative authority is the power to 

issue and enforce subpoenas: "Issuance of subpoenas ... has long been held to be a legitimate 

use by Congress of its power to investigate." Eastland, 421 U.S. at 504. This is so because 

[a] legislative body cannot legislate wisely or effectively in the absence of 
information respecting the conditions which the legislation is intended to 
affect or change; and where the legislative body does not itself possess the 
requisite information - which not infrequently is true - recourse must be had 
to others who do possess it. Experience has taught that mere requests for such 
information often are unavailing, and also that information which is 
volunteered is not always accurate or complete; so some means of compulsion 
are essential to obtain what is needed. All this was true before and when the 
Constitution was framed and adopted. In that period the power of inquiry, 
with enforcing process, was regarded and employed as a necessary and 
appropriate attribute of the power to legislate - indeed, was treated as inhering 
in it. 

McGrain, 273 U.S. at 175; see also Buckleyv. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 138 (1976); Anderson v. Dunn, 

19 U.S. (6 Wheat.) 204,228 (1821) (recognizing Congress's authority to hold persons in 

contempt as inherent attribute of its legislative authority; if Congress lacked that power, it 

"would be exposed to every indignity and interruption that rudeness, caprice or even conspiracy 

may mediate against it"). 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

The factual allegations in the Complaint (and all fair inferences therefrom) must be 

accepted as true for purposes of the Motion to Dismiss. See Warth v. Seldin, 422 U.S. 490, 501 

(1975); RSM Prod Corp. v. Freshfield Bruckhaus Deringer U.S. LLP, 682 F.3d 1043, l 048 

(D.C. Cir. 2012); Rudder v. Williams, 666 F.3d 790, 794 (D.C. Cir. 2012); Browning v. Clinton, 

3 The Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, 112th Cong., are available at 
http://rnles.house.gov/Media/file/PDF 112 1/legis!ativetext/112th%20Rules%20Pamphlet.pdf. 
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292 F.3d 235,242 (D.C. Cir. 2002). In accordance with this Court's November 20, 2012 Minute 

Order, we have not included here a separate statement of the facts. Rather, we simply 

incorporate by reference all of the factual allegations in the Complaint. See Compl. 111-62.4 

ARGUMENT 

The Attorney General seeks dismissal here ostensibly on four grounds. He says (i) the 

Committee lacks standing; (ii) the Committee lacks a cause of action; (iii) even if this Court is 

entitled to hear this case, it should exercise its discretion to decline to do so; and (iv) this Court 

4 By not including a separate factual statement here, we do not concede the accuracy of the 
Attorney General's Background section. See AG Mem. at 5-18. Many of the characterizations 
in that section are misleading or inaccurate. For example: 

• The Attorney General says he "testified before Congress about Operation Fast and 
Furious on seven separate occasions before May 2012." AG Mem. at l 1. In fact, he 
testified before the Oversight Committee only once about Operation Fast and Furious 
- on February 2, 2012. See Operation Fast & Furious: Mgmt. Failures at the Dep 't 
of Justice: Hr'g Before the H. Comm. on Oversight & Gov't Reform, I 12th Cong. 
124 (2012) ("Feb. 2 Hr'g"), available at http://oversight.house.gov/wp
content/uploads/20l2/04/2-2-12-Full-Committce-Hearing-Transcript.pd1~ 

• The Attorney General seeks to excuse the provision of false information to Congress in 
the February 4, 2011 False Statement Letter on the ground that DOJ "had sought to 
provide a thorough and accurate response in a tight timeframe." AG Mem. at 9. 
First, while Senator Grassley's January 27, 2011 letter to Acting ATF Director 
Melson, to which the February 4, 2011 False Statement Letter responded, requested a 
staff briefing by February 3, 2011, see Comp!. 12(v) n.3, DOJ was not under any 
legal compulsion to write any letter by February 4, 2011. (Indeed, the course of the 
Committee's investigation is littered with instances in which DOJ simply ignored 
deadlines set or proposed by the Committee. See, e.g., Comp!. 1131, 33, 34, 42.) 
More fundamentally, no time constraint ever would excuse the provision to Congress 
of false information. 

• The Attorney G:eneral asserts that, "on May 3, 2012, Chairman Issa sent a memorandum . 
. . that reflected a sharp escalation in his approach." AG Mem. at 11. In fact, the 
May 3 memorandum followed numerous warnings to DOJ that the Attorney 
General's continuing refusal to comply with the Holder Subpoena could lead to 
contempt proceedings (as, eventually, it did). See, e.g., Feb. 2 Hr'g at 136; Letter 
from Hon. Darrell E. Issa, Chairman, House Comm. on Oversight & Gov't Reform, 
to Att'y Gen. Eric H. Holder, Jr. (Jan. 31, 2012), attached as Ex. 4; Letter from Hon. 
Darrell E. Issa, Chairman, House Comm. on Oversight & Gov't Reform, to_Att'y 
Gen. Eric H. Holder, Jr. at 1 (Feb. 14, 2012), attached as Ex. 5. 

11 
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lacks statutory jurisdiction. Penneating all of these arguments, however, is an ungrounded, 

abstract, and exceedingly self-serving conception of"separation of powers." The Attorney 

General's "separation of powers" notion-which, he says, requires this Court not to adjudicate 

the legitimacy of the President's improper Executive privilege assertion in this case - has several 

inter-related components: (a) the Committee and Attorney General are engaged "in an ongoing 

political dispute" and the Court must stay out of such "political" disputes, AG Mem. at l, 22-24; 

(b) judicial intervention here will upset the traditional balance of power between the Legislative 

and Executive Branches, id. at 25, 28; and (c) the Committee has available to it self-help 

remedies that supplant the Court's role in this case, id. at l-2, 19-20. Because these flawed 

"separation of powers" notions are so pervasive in the Attorney General's Memorandum, we 

address them first, and then rebut each of his four traditional legal arguments in tum. 

I. The Attorney General's Ungrounded, Abstract, and Self-Serving "Separation of 
Powers" Notions Are Wrong. 

A. The Attorney General's "It's All Politics" Argument Is Wrong. 

The Attorney General repeatedly characterizes the dispute between the Committee and 

the Attorney General as "political." Indeed, the word "political" appears no less than 56 times in 

his Memorandum. But labeling a dispute "political" is not a legal argument; it is a talking point 

masquerading (poorly) as an argument. 

The Legislative Branch of the federal government is inherently "political" because its 

Members are elected directly by the people. U.S. Const. art. I, § 2, cl. 1 ("The House of 

Representatives shall be composed of Members chosen every second Year by the People of the 

several States .... "); id. at amend. XVU, cl. I ("The Senate ... shall be composed of two 

Senators from each State, elected by the people thereof. , .. "). The Executive Branch, likewise, 

is inherently "political" because the President is elected, albeit indirectly, also by the people. Id. 

12 
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at art. II, § I, cl. 2; amend. XII. It follows, therefore, that virtually all interactions of significance 

between the Legislative and Executive Branches have some "political" component or overtone, 

either in the inter-branch sense of"politics," in the political party sense of"politics," or both. 

This is a simple fact of life that derives from the nature and structure of our tripartite system of 

government. 

This reality, however, most emphatically is not a doctrinal reason for the Judiciary to 

abstain from discharging its constitutionally-mandated functions. Accepting the Attorney 

General's contention that courts cannot adjudicate "political disputes" would permanently shut 

the courthouse doors to virtually all inter-branch disputes, despite longstanding jurisprudence to 

the contrary. Indeed, federal courts have decided countless cases that, like this one, have 

political overtones and, also like this one, involve the allocation of power between the branches.5 

Moreover, the elements making up this purported "political" dispute between the Committee and 

the Attorney General are some of the most basic and common to this country's conception of 

what courts do. 

5 See, e.g., Morrison v. Olsen, 487 U.S. 654 (1988) (resolving constitutionality of independent 
counsel statute); Bowsher v. Synar, 478 U.S. 714 (1986) (adjudicating role of Comptroller 
General viz Executive Branch); INS v. Chadha, 462 U.S. 919 (1983) (adjudicating 
constitutionality of one-house legislative veto); Humphrey's Ex 'r v. United States, 295 U.S. 602 
(l 935) (adjudicating scope of President's removal power viz Congress); Pocket Veto Case, 279 
U.S. 655 (1929) (holding that adjournment of Congress prevented President from returning bill 
within 10 days as required by Constitution and prohibits its becoming law); Myers v. United 
States, 272 U.S. 52 (1926) (adjudicating scope of President's removal power viz Congress); 
Evans v. Stephens, 387 F.3d 1220 (11th Cir. 2004) (upholding judicial appointment by President 
under Recess Appointments Clause during intra-session recess of Congress); Kennedy v. 
Sampson, 511 F.2d 430 (D.C. Cir. 1974) (holding that bill became law despite President's failure 
to return it to Congress during recess when originating chamber designated its officials to receive 
messages from President); Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d 53 (former White House counsel compelled to 
appear in response to Judiciary Committee subpoena); see also Mistretta v. United States, 488 
U.S. 361 (1988) (adjudicating ability of members of Judiciary Branch to serve on U.S. 
Sentencing Commission, an agency with regulatory authority). 

13 
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First, federal courts routinely have reviewed the validity of congressional inquiries, 

similar to the one at issue here. See, e.g., McGrain, 273 U.S. at 161 ("In actual legislative 

practice, power to secure needed information by such means has long been treated as an attribute 

of the power to legislate."); Watkins, 354 U.S. at 182 (accepting jurisdiction in congressional 

subpoena case where "[t)he controversy thus rests upon fundamental principles of the power of 

Congress and limitations on that power"); Eastland, 421 U.S. at 504 ("The power to investigate 

and to do so through compulsory process plainly falls within [the legitimate legislative 

sphere]."). 

Second, federal courts have been deciding cases regarding the Executive's compliance 

with subpoenas since the earliest days of the Republic. See, e.g., United States v. Burr, 25 F. 

Cas. 30, 37 (C.C.D. Va. 1807) (Marshall, C.J.) (Executive Branch bound to comply with duly 

issued subpoenas; claims that compliance will reveal national security or privileged presidential 

information "will have its due consideration on the return of the subpoena"); Clinton v. Jones, 

520 U.S. 681,696 n.23 (1997) ("[T]he prerogative [President] Jefferson claimed [in Burr] was 

denied him by the Chief Justice in the very decision Jefferson was protesting, and this Court has 

subsequently reaffirmed that holding."); Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 72 ("Federal precedent dating 

back as far as 1807 contemplates that even the Executive is bound to comply with duly issued 

subpoenas."); U.S. House of Representatives v. U.S. Dep 't of Commerce, 11 F. Supp. 2d 76, 96 

(D.D.C. 1998) ("That a house of Congress may tum to the federal courts for vindication of 

certain concrete and particularized interests without violating separation of powers is well . 

established. . . . [L ]egislative bodies have been permitted to invoke the power of the federal 

courts to enforce a subpoena without violating separation of powers."). 

Third, federal courts have resolved many cases involving Executive privilege claims. 

14 



20821

553 

Case 1:12-cv-01332-ABJ Document 17 Filed 11/21/12 Page 25 of 65 

See, e.g., Nixon, 418 U.S. at 706 (holding that Judiciary is ultimate arbiter of Executive privilege 

claims and concluding that "neither the doctrine of separation of powers, nor the need for 

confidentiality of high-level communications, without more, can sustain an absolute, unqualified 

Presidential privilege of immunity from judicial process under all circumstances"); Nixon v. 

Adm 'r of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 455 (1977) (holding Presidential Recordings and Materials 

Preservation Act does not violate Executive privilege); Senate Select Ill, 498 F .2d at 731 

("Executive cannot, any more than the other branches of government, invoke a general 

confidentiality privilege to shield its officials and employees from investigations by the proper 

governmental institutions into possible criminal wrongdoing."); Judicial Watch v. Dep 't of 

Justice, 365 F.3d 1108, 1116-17 (D.C. Cir. 2004) ("Further extension of [Executive] privilege to 

internal Justice Department documents that never make their way to the Office of the President 

on the basis that the documents were created for the sole purpose of advising the President on a 

non-delegable duty is unprecedented and unwarranted."); In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d 729, 752 

(D.C. Cir. 1997) ("[Executive J privilege only applies to communications that [presidential] 

advisers and their staff author or solicit and receive in the course of performing their function of 

advising the President on official government matters."); Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 72 ("[M]ere 

fact that the President himself- let alone his advisors, as here - is the subject of the subpoena in 

question has not been viewed historically as an insurmountable obstacle to judicial resolution."). 

Accordingly, characterizing as "political" the differences between the Committee and the 

Attorney General regarding the Holder Subpoena is beside the point. This case presents no 

threat to the separation of powers doctrine; rather, a decision here will serve the interests of both 

"political" branches by clarifying the law regarding congressional access to information in the 

possession of the Executive. 

15 
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B. The Attorney General's "Balance of Power" Argument Is Wrong. 

The Attorney General's suggestion that judicial intervention here will upset the balance 

of power between the Legislative and Executive Branches has it exactly backwards. If this Court 

were to abstain, it effectively would grant the Executive Branch carte blanche to deny Congress 

access to vast realms of information critical to Congress's oversight function, a free pass the 

Executive often has sought and always has been denied. See, e.g., Nixon, 418 U.S. at 692-97; In 

re Grand Jury Subpoena Duces Tecum, 112 F.3d 910,915 (8th Cir. 1997); Miers, 558 F. Supp. 

2d at 71. That is, judicial restraint here would be, in actuality, judicial acquiescence to Executive 

Branch recalcitrance with respect to the Congress. See, e.g., Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 95 ("[AJ 

decision to foreclose access to the courts, as the Executive urges, would tilt the balance of power 

in favor of the Executive here, the very mischief the Executive purports to fear."); Erwin 

Chemerinsky, Controlling Inherent Presidential Power: Providing a Framework for Judicial 

Review, 53 S. Cal. L. Rev. 863, 897 (1983) ("The Court's refusal to consider challenges to 

executive power is an implicit decision in favor of broad inherent Presidential authority."). 

Indeed, it is no exaggeration to say that if the courthouse door is closed to Congress in 

subpoena enforcement cases of this nature, the Executive's incentive to respond to congressional 

requests for information largely will disappear and, with it, effective congressional oversight of 

the Executive Branch. As Judge Bates correctly observed in Miers: 

Rather than running roughshod over separation of powers principles, the 
Court believes that entertaining this case will reinforce them. Two. parties 
cannot negotiate in good faith when one side asserts legal privileges but insists 
that they cannot be tested in court in the traditional manner. That is true 
whether the negotiating partners are private firms or the political branches of 
the federal government. 

Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 99. 
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C. The Attorney General's "Alternative Remedies" Argument Is Wrong. 

The third element of the Attorney General's generic "separation of powers" triad is that 

Congress has alternative remedies available to it that should counsel this Court not to hear this 

case. See AG Mem. at l, 19-20, 29-30. This is a rehash of alternative remedy arguments that 

Judge Bates pointedly rejected in Miers. See Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 91-93. Indeed, while the 

Attorney General's four "alternative remedies" might make for a robust discussion at a political 

science seminar, they are anything but a practical and functional way for Congress to obtain 

information in the face of an astoundingly broad claim of Executive privilege. 

The Attorney General first blithely suggests that the Committee can "tie up nominations." 

AG Mem. at 29. The Constitution, however, grants the power over nominations exclusively to 

the Senate. See U.S. Const. art. II,§ 2, cl. 2 (" ... and he shall nominate, and by and with the 

Advice and Consent of the Senate, shall appoint ... all other Officers of the United States, 

whose Appointments are not herein otherwise provided for, and which shall be established by 

Law" ( emphasis added)); see also Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 93 n.29 (noting DOJ concession that 

its suggestion of power over nominations as an alternative is unavailable to House Committee). 

The Attorney General either has confused the constitutionally prescribed powers of the two 

Houses of Congress or he asks this Court to assume, with no support whatsoever, that the Senate 

would hold up nominations because the Executive has thwarted the constitutional prerogative of 

a House committee. Either way, this argument manifests a woeful ignorance of the way 

Congress actually works.6 

6 The authority the Attorney General cites-Tucker v. Commissioner, 676 F.3d 1129, 1132 
(D.C. Cir. 2012) - is not even relevant here, much less does it support the bizarre notion that the 
House can force the Attorney General to produce subpoenaed documents by refusing to act on 
nominations. Tucker concerned the issue of whether appointments of IRS Appeals employees 

(Continued . .. ) 
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Equally absurd is the Attorney General's second suggestion that the Committee "slash the 

budget in the area of concern." AG Mem. at 29. Such an action would require the consent of 

both Houses of Congress, and the President's signature. See U.S. Const. art. I,§ 7, cl. 2. Given 

the certainty that no President who asserted Executive privilege then would turn around and sign 

such legislation ( even assuming for the sake of argument that the other House of Congress 

cooperated in passing such legislation in the first instance), Congress would need to override a 

presidential veto - which requires a two-thirds majority in both chambers. Id. Judge Bates 

properly rejected out-of-hand DOJ's "just-cut-the-budget" argument: 

The remaining alternative suggested by the Executive branch - . . . 
including the exercise of other political tools such as withholding 
appropriations - is not sufficient to remedy the injury to Congress's 
investigative power. . . . [T]he appropriations process is too far removed, and 
the prospect of successful compulsion too attenuated, from this dispute to 
remedy the Committee's injury to its investigative function in a manner 
similar to a civil action for declaratory relief. 

Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 92-93. 

Ultimately, the Executive's argument sweeps too broadly. Short of 
withholding all appropriations entirely and shutting down the federal 
government, the Executive could always claim that the House has alternative 
remedies that it has failed to explore. 

Id. at 93 n.29 ( emphasis in original). 

The Attorney General suggests thirdly that he and the Committee negotiate and 

accommodate. AG Mem. at 27-29. That sounds good, except that the Committee already tried 

that, for many months, and it did not work. See Compl. ,r,r 2-18, 28-36, 42-46, 50-51. The 

Attorney General adamantly refused to produce the limited subset of documents at issue here; the 

Committee's repeated efforts to reach an accommodation as to that subset repeatedly were 

rebuffed by the Attorney General; and there is no realistic possibility that such efforts will be 

were subject to the Appointments Clause. 

18 



20825

557 

Case 1:12-cv-01332-ABJ Document 17 Filed 11/21/12 Page 29 of 65 

successful in the future. It takes two to negotiate and, in this case, there has been only one. The 

Attorney General's refusal to negotiate in good faith underscores why this Court should deny his 

Motion to Dismiss. When the Court addresses the merits of the Committee's claim, it 

necessarily will clarify the scope and proper application of Executive privilege or what the 

Attorney General is trying to pass off as Executive privilege in this case - in the context of 

congressional subpoenas. That, in tum, will make negotiation and accommodation between the 

branches more likely, not less. Both clarity in the law, and the recognized availability of a 

judicial remedy, will significantly reduce the incentives for one branch to stake out an untenable 

legal position, which is exactly what the Attorney General has done here. 

Fourthly, the Attorney General says, without explanation, that the Committee can just 

"make its case to the public." AG Mem. at 44. Whatever that means, it obviously is not a 

particularly salutary way to resolve an inter-branch dispute about access to information. 

At bottom, the self-help remedies the Attorney General recommends would be extremely 

disruptive to the country and the functioning of our government, likely would have adverse 

collateral consequences for uninvolved third parties, would be very time-consuming, and 

ultimately would not be particularly effective - and the D.C. Circuit has so recognized: 

Where the dispute consists of a clash of authority between the two branches, . 
. . judicial abstention does not lead to orderly resolution of the dispute. . . . If 
negotiation fails as in a case where one party, because of chance circumstance, 
has no need to compromise, a stalemate will result, with the possibility of 
detrimental effect on the smooth functioning of government. 

United States v. AT&T, 567 F.2d 121, 126 (D.C. Cir. 1977). 

II. The Oversight Committee Has Standing. 

A. Binding Circuit Precedent Establishes That the Committee Has Standing. 

"Article III of the Constitution confines the federal courts to adjudicating actual cases and 

controversies." Allen v. Wright, 468 U.S. 737, 750 (l 984) (quotation marks omitted). To 
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determine whether a "case" or "controversy" exists, the Court must assess whether a party has 

"standing" to bring its lawsuit; i.e., 

a plaintiff must show (1) it has suffered an "injury in fact" that is ( a) concrete 
and particularized and (b) actual or imminent, not conjectural or hypothetical; 
(2) the injury is fairly traceable to the challenged action of the defendant; and 
(3) it is likely, as opposed to merely speculative, that the injury will be 
redressed by a favorable decision. 

Friends of the Earth, Inc. v. Laidlaw Envtl. Servs. (TOC), Inc., 528 U.S. 167, 180-81 (2000); see 

also Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 560-61 (1992). Where constitutional 

questions arise as to the actions of the Legislative or Executive Branches, "[p]roper regard for 

the complex nature of our constitutional structure requires ... that the Judicial Branch [not] 

shrink from a confrontation with [those] coequal branches." Valley Forge Christian Coll. v. 

Ams. United for Separation of Church & State, Inc., 454 U.S. 464,474 (1982). 

Courts in this Circuit repeatedly have recognized that a House of Congress, or its 

authorized agent, has standing to bring suit to enforce a duly authorized and issued subpoena. 

"It is clear that the House as a whole has standing to assert its investigatory power, and can 

designate a member to act on its behalf." AT&T I, 551 F.2d at 391. AT&T /was a suit by the 

Executive Branch to enjoin AT & T from complying with a congressional subpoena for 

documents concerning warrantless wiretaps the company had undertaken at the FBI's request. 

Id. at 385. Despite President Ford's designation of AT&T as an "agent of the United States" 

and his instruction to the company to ignore the subpoena, AT&T made clear that it intended 

to comply, and the Executive sued. Id at 385-87. The D.C. Circuit held that the fact that the 

suit had been brought by the Executive against a private entity was of no moment because the 

suit properly was viewed "as a clash of powers of the legislative and executive branches of the 

United States." Id at 389; see also id. at 388-89 ("Although this suit was brought in the name 

of the United States against AT&T, AT&T has no interest in this case .... "). The AT&T I 
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Court noted specifically that "the mere fact that there is a conflict between the legislative and 

executive branches over a congressional subpoena does not preclude judicial resolution of the 

conflict." Id at 390; see also In re Application of U.S. Senate Permanent Subcomm. on 

Investigations, 655 F.2d 1232 (D.C. Cir. 1981) (permitting Senate subcommittee to obtain 

order enforcing subpoena for testimony); Senate Select III, 498 F.2d 725 (entertaining merits 

of Senate committee's subpoena enforcement claim). 

In Miers - a case legally indistinguishable from this one - this Court stated that "the 

starting point for [ standing] analysis is AT & TI," and held that the House Judiciary Committee 

"ha[ d] standing to enforce its duly issued subpoena[ s to White House staffers Miers and Bolten] 

through a civil suit." 558 F. Supp. 2d at 68; see also id. at 69 ("[T]he House has standing to 

invoke the federal judicial power to aid its investigative function"); id. at 78 ("Clear judicial 

precedent ... establishes that the Committee has standing to pursue this action and, moreover, 

that this type of dispute is judiciable in federal court."); Walker v. Cheney, 230 F. Supp. 2d 51, 

68 (D.D.C. 2002) (noting "authority in this Circuit indicating that a House of Congress or a 

committee of Congress would have standing to sue to retrieve information to which it is 

entitled"); U.S. Dep 't of Commerce, 11 F. Supp. 2d at 86 (noting "well established" proposition 

"that a legislative body sufters a redressable injury when that body cannot receive information 

necessary to carry out its constitutional responsibilities"); id. ( such injuries "arise[] primarily in 

subpoena enforcement cases, where a house of Congress or a congressional committee seeks to 

compel information in aid of its legislative function"). 

While the Attorney General urges this Court to disregard Miers, saying it is at odds with 

Walker, AG Mem. at 32, he ignores the fact that Walker was decided by the same judge who 

decided Miers (Judge Bates), and that Judge Bates took great pains to distinguish his decision in 
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Walker, effectively a suit by an individual member of Congress, from his decision in Miers, a 

suit, like this one, effectively brought by the House itself through a duly authorized committee. 

See Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 69-71 ("This case stands in marked contrast to Walker. Indeed, all 

of the missing factors identified in Walker are present here .... "). 

As to the standing elements, first, the Committee's inability to obtain documents from the 

Attorney General plainly is an injury both "actual" and "concrete and particularized." Lujan, 

504 U.S. at 560 (quotation marks omitted). The responsive documents the Attorney General 

possesses, if disclosed, will assist the Committee in obtaining answers critical to its investigation. 

See, e.g., H.R. Rep. No. 112-546, at 31 (2012). The Attorney General's refusal to comply with 

the Holder Subpoena has inflicted on the Committee "an informational injury," which this Court 

has held "sufficiently concrete so as to satisfy the irreducible constitutional minimum of Article 

III." U.S. Dep 't of Commerce, 11 F. Supp. 2d at 85 (quotation marks omitted); see also id. at 86 

("[A] failure to receive sought-after information constitutes an Article III injury to the legislative 

body."); Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 67-68, 77-78. 

Moreover, the Committee has a sufficiently "'personal stake' in the alleged dispute," 

Raines v. Byrd, 521 U.S. 811,819 (1997), because the Committee has invested a significa11t 

amount of time and resources in examini11g the conduct of DOJ and its officials in an effort to 

determine what happened and whether remedial measures are called for. The Committee 

co11ducted hearings, interviewed witnesses, authorized and issued subpoenas, and now waits for 

the necessary documents to be provided. Unlike the lawsuits brought by individuals to vindicate 

institutional interests in cases such as Raines (six Members of Congress), Walker (Comptroller 

General, backed by a single Member of Congress), and Kucinich v. Bush, 236 F. Supp. 2d 1 

(D.D.C. 2002) (thirty-two individual House Members), in this instance the Committee itself is 
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seeking to obtain judicial relief. 

The Committee also satisfies the second and third prongs of the standing analysis. The 

Committee's injury being denied information critical to its lawful investigation - is caused 

directly by ( and thus is clearly traceable to) the Attorney General's failure to comply with the 

Holder Subpoena. It is also virtually certain -and thus not "merely speculative," Friends of the 

Earth, Inc., 528 U.S. at 181 -that a declaration and injunction by this Court mandating the 

Attorney General's compliance with the Holder Subpoena will redress the Committee's 

informational injury. Indeed, the Attorney General does not eontend otherwise with respect to 

the causation and redressability prongs of the standing analysis. See AG Mem. at 24 (limiting 

argument to injury prong); see also Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 66 n.11 (noting DOJ's concession 

that "[Judiciary] Committee can satisfy the causation and redressability elements"). 

Thus, all on-point authority supp?rts the Oversight Committee's standing to enforce its 

subpoena here. The Committee knows of no case, and the Attorney General certainly has 

cited none, holding that the issuer of a congressional subpoena lacks standing to enforce its 

subpoena in court. None. That should be the end of the matter. 

Finally, we note that the Executive Branch has "standing" to enforce subpoenas when it 

is denied information that it seeks to present to a grand or petitjury. The Executive's standing to 

do so is identical to the Committee's in this action; it presents "the kind of controversy courts 

traditionally resolve." Nixon, 418 U.S. at 696. 

Here at issue is the production or nonproduction of specified evidence . . . 
sought by one official of the Executive Branch within the scope of his express 
authority; it is resisted by the Chief Executive on the ground of his duty to 
preserve the confidentiality of the communications of the President. 
Whatever the correct answer on the merits, these issues are of a type which 
are traditionally justiciable. 

Id at 696-97 ( quotation marks and citation omitted). Extrapolating from Nixon, Judge Bates 
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correctly concluded in Miers that "the fact that the litigants are the political branches of our 

government is not a barrier to the Committee's standing and a justiciable controversy." Miers, 

558 F. Supp. 2d at 73. 

B. The Attorney General's "No Standing" Arguments Are Wrong. 

1. The Committee Plainly Has Suffered an Informational Injury. 

Notwithstanding the binding precedent cited above, the Attorney General asserts that the 

Oversight Committee has not suffered an "informational" injury because, he says, (i) the 

Committee has no "right" to obtain information from the Executive Branch, and (ii) the 

documents at issue "are not documents pertaining to [DOJ's] performance ofits duties." AG 

Mem. at 34 (quotation marks omitted). Both contentions are wrong. 

The Oversight Committee certainly has a right to obtain documents from the Attorney 

General. Time and again the Judiciary has reviewed Congress's power to obtain information via 

subpoena, from all sources, including the Executive, and each time it has found that this power is 

derived directly from and is coextensive with Congress's Article I power to legislate. See, e.g., 

McGrain, 273 U.S. at 174 ("[T]he power of inquiry-with process to enforce it is an essential 

and appropriate auxiliary to the legislative function."); Barenblatt, 360 U.S. at 111 ("The scope 

of the power of inquiry, in short, is as penetrating and far reaching as the potential power to enact 

and appropriate under the Constitution."); Eastland, 421 U.S. at 504-05 ("The issuance of a 

subpoena pursuant to an authorized investigation is similarly an indispensable ingredient of 

lawmaking .... "). No matter how many times the Executive attempts to dispute this firmly

established tenet of our constitutional law, it remains the fact that, "[ s ]o long as the Committee is 

investigating a matter on which Congress can ultimately propose and enact legislation, the 

Committee may issue subpoenas in furtherance of its power of inquiry." Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d 
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at 77; see also supra pp. 8-10. 

Here, Congress plainly possesses plenary legislative power regarding DOJ, including its 

components entities. Congress created DOJ in 1870, see An Act to Establish the Department of 

Justice, ch. 150, 16 Stat. 162 (1870), and it placed ATF within DOJ effective in 2003, see 

Homeland Security Act of 2002, Pub. L. No. 107-296, 116 Stat. 2135 (2002). Accordingly, 

Congress, which legislatively could abolish DOJ and/or any of its component entities if it so 

chose (impractical as that may be), certainly possesses the power to legislate the management 

structure, administrative responsibilities, internal oversight mechanisms, and ultimately the 

funding provided to these entities. As a result, it possesses the constitutional right to investigate 

any aspect of their operations. 

The second of the Attorney General's arguments seems to reprise his wrong-headed 

earlier statements to the Committee that it lacks a sufficient investigatory interest in the 

Obstruction Component of its investigation. See Comp!. 1 11. That argument was wrong before 

and it is wrong now: 

[T]he subject to be investigated was the administration of the Department of 
Justice - whether its functions were being properly discharged or were being 
neglected or misdirected, and particularly whether the Attorney General and 
his assistants were performing or neglecting their duties in respect of the 
institution and prosecution of proceedings to punish crimes and enforce 
appropriate remedies against the wrongdoers; specific instances of alleged 
neglect being recited. Plainly the subject was one on which legislation could 
be had and would be materially aided by the information which the 
investigation was calculated to elicit. This becomes manifest when it is 
reflected that the functions of the Department of Justice, the powers and duties 
of the Attorney General, and the duties of his assistants are all subject to 
congressional legislation, and that the department is maintained and its 
activities are carried on under such appropriations as in the judgment of 
Congress are needed from year to year. 
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McGrain, 273 U.S. at 177• 78. 7 

Congress repeatedly has investigated DOJ's inner workings, organizational structure, 

management, and adrninistration.8 In circumstances that are particularly analogous to those of 

this case, the House in 1983 specifically investigated DOJ' s role in an Executive agency's 

inadequate response to a House investigation. Two House committees issued document 

subpoenas to Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") Administrator Anne Gorsuch Burford 

in connection with the committees' investigation into EPA' s enforcement of the "Superfund" 

law. See H.R. Rep. No. 99-435 (1985). Ms. Burford relied on an assertion of Executive 

privilege to withhold certain responsive documents, and the House held her in contempt. See id 

at 4. Believing DOJ had provided inappropriate guidance to Ms. Burford, the House Judiciary 

Committee then commenced an investigation into DO.l's role in her contumacious conduct. See 

1 McGrain arose out of the Teapot Dorne scandal. While Teapot Dome originated as a Senate 
investigation into leases of government owned, oil-rich land in Wyoming, the focus of the 
investigation shifted when Senate investigators discovered that the leases were the result of 
corruption and collusion among high-ranking government officials. See John C. Grabow, 
Congressional Investigations: Law & Practice,§ 2.3[a], [b] (1988); Hasia Diner, Teapot Dome 
1924, in IV Congress Investigates: A Documented History 1792-1974, at 6-7 (Arthur 
Schlesinger, Jr. & Roger Burns eds., 1975). The Senate empowered a select committee to 
investigate "charges of misfeasance and nonfeasance in the Department of Justice" for the failure 
to bring criminal prosecutions against the various wrongdoers. McGrain, 273 U.S. at 151. DOJ 
resisted providing the select committee access to internal reports and other investigative 
documents, see Investigation of Hon. Harry M Daugherty, Formerly Att'y Gen. of the U.S.: 
Hr'gs Pursuant to S. Res. 157 Before the Sen. Select Comm. on Investigation of the Atty Gen., 
68th Cong. 1015-16 & 1159-60 (1924),just as the Attorney General in this case has resisted 
providing the Oversight Committee with post-February 4, 2011 documents that are responsive to 
the Holder Subpoena. Ultimately, DOJ produced the documents the select committee sought. 
Id at 2389-90. 
8 For example, in 1952, a special subcommittee of the House Judiciary Committee investigated 
"the administration of the Department of Justice and the Attorney General of the United States," 
including allegations of abuses and inefficiencies. H.R. Res. 95, 82d Cong. (1952) (enacted), 
quoted in H.R. Rep. No. 83-1079, at 3 (1953). Similarly, in 1982, a Senate select committee 
investigated DOJ conduct in connection with undercover law enforcement activities by the FBI 
and other DOJ components. See generally S. Rep. No. 97-682 (1982), available at 
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffilesl/Digitization/l24269NCJRS.pdf. 
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id. at 3. That committee sought from DOJ, among other things, "all documents prepared by or in 

the possession of the Department in any way relating to the withholding of documents that 

Congressional committees have subpoenaed from the EPA." Id. at 605 ( quotation marks 

omitted). In that case, DOJ sensibly agreed to cooperate and ultimately produced to the 

committee internal documents from DOJ's Land and Natural Resources Division, Civil Division, 

Office of Legal Counsel, Office of Legislative Affairs, Office of Public Affairs, and the offices 

of the Attorney General, Deputy Attorney General, and Solicitor General. See id at 605,606, 

608. 

Here, the fact that DOJ provided two letters to Congress that contained blatantly false 

information -see Feb. 4, 201 l False Statement Letter; Letter from Ronald Weich, Ass't Att'y 

Gen., to Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, Comm. on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate (May 2, 

2011 ), attached as Ex. 6 - and the fact that such false information remained unretracted for so 

long, provides the Committee with more than ample justification to pursue the Obstruction 

Component of its investigation. Moreover, the questions to which the Oversight Committee still 

is seeking answers are akin to the questions presented in McGrain, namely, whether DOJ' s 

response to legitimate oversight requests from Congress is being ''properly discharged," 273 U.S. 

at 177, and whether remedial legislation (e.g., statutorily enhanced internal DOJ oversight 

mechanisms), or other actions (e.g., impeachment of Senate-confirmed individual determined to 

be responsible for obstructing the Committee), are necessary to ensure that prompt and accurate 

information is provided to Congress when requested in the future. 

2. Rai11es v. Byrd Supports the Committee's Standing. 

The Attorney General also contends that AT&T I, which held expressly that "the House 

as a whole has standing to assert its investigatory power, and can designate a member to act on 
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its behalf," 551 F.2d at 391, "is now an historical artifact, having been overtaken by the Supreme 

Court's decision in Raines [v. Byrd)." AG Mem. at 31. That is patently incorrect. Raines

which concerned the standing of individual legislators to challenge a law they had voted against 

as legislators, rather than the institutional standing of a House of Congress - never discussed, let 

alone expressly overruled, AT & TI or, for that matter, any other case involving the judicial 

enforcement of congressional subpoenas. If anything, Raines supports the Committee's standing 

here. 

In Raines, two House Members and four Senators sought a declaratory judgment that the 

Line Item Veto Act of 1997, which they each had voted against, was unconstitutional. See 521 

U.S. at 814. The District Court, following the D.C. Circuit's then-applicable doctrine of 

legislator standing, held that the individual Members had standing. Id at 816-17. On direct 

appeal, the Supreme Court reversed, concluding that the injury asserted by the Members was not 

to "themselves as individuals" but rather an "institutional injury" and, therefore, that the 

individual Members lacked a "sufficient 'personal stake' in th[eJ dispute and ha[d] not alleged a 

sufficiently concrete injury to have established Article III standing." Id at 829-30. Raines 

specifically highlighted that, unlike here (i) the suing Members "ha[d] not been authorized to 

represent their respective Houses of Congress in th[ e J action," and indeed (ii) "both Houses 

actively oppose[d the] suit." Id. at 829 (citing cases).9 

There are many distinctions between AT & TI, U.S. Dep 't of Commerce, and Miers on the 

9 In Walker, this Court similarly noted that "the Comptroller General here has not been 
expressly authorized by Congress to represent its interests in this lawsuit," and the Comptroller 
General "has not identified any Member of Congress (other than [one Senator]), who has 
explicitly endorsed his recourse to the Judicial Branch." 230 F. Supp. 2d at 68; see also 
Kucinich, 236 .F. Supp. 2d at 11 (noting that individual Members suing President and others 
"have not been authorized, implicitly or explicitly, to bring this lawsuit on behalf of the House, a 
committee of the House, or Congress as a whole"). 
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one hand, and Raines and its progeny on the other. For example, "the virtue of denying standing 

in Raines was only confirmed by the certainty that a private suit would surely follow," U.S. 

Dep 't of Commerce, 11 F. Supp. 2d at 89, unlike here where there is no other party that could 

vindicate the Committee's informational interests. "Consequently, if the House does not have 

standing, this question might evade review .... " Id. 

Ultimately, however, what distinguishes these cases is that Raines involved the attempt 

by individual Members of Congress to litigate an institutional injury, whereas AT & TI, U.S. 

Dep 't of Commerce, and Miers each involved institutional plaintiffs -committees of the House 

(AT&T I and Miers) and the full House (U.S. Dep 't of Commerce)- acting with express 

authorization to vindicate an institutional injury. See AT&T I, 551 F.2d at 391 ("On August 26, 

1976, the House ofRepresentatives passed H. Res. 1420, authorizing Chairman Moss's 

intervention on behalf of the Committee and the House .... "); Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 70 

("[A] congressional subpoena has been issued seeking precisely that information, and the full 

House has specifically authorized filing suit."); id. at 71 ("[T]he fact that the House has ... 

explicitly authorized this suit ... is the key factor that moves this case from the impermissible 

category of an individual plaintiff asserting an institutional interest (Raines, Walker) to the 

permissible category of an institutional plaintiff asserting an institutional injury (AT&T I, Senate 

Select Comm.)."); U.S. Dep'to/Commerce, 11 F. Supp. 2d at 84 (finding informational injury 

based on House's "right to timely receive from the President census information that complies 

with the Census Act and the Constitution"). In this case, of course, as in Miers, the full House 

has authorized the Committee to file suit to vindicate the House's institutional interests. See 

H.R Res. 706, 112th Cong. (2012) (enacted); Comp!. ,r 53. 

Indeed, it is worth reiterating that, after Raines was decided, this Court twice expressly 
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relied on AT&T Ito find institutional standing. See Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 68-78 ("The 

Committee and several supporting amici are correct that AT & TI is on point and establishes that 

the Committee has standing to enforce its duly issued subpoena through a civil suit. Moreover, 

Raines and subsequent cases have not undercut either the precedential value of AT&T I or the 

force of its reasoning."); U.S. Dep't of Commerce, 11 F. Supp. 2d at 86 ("In [AT&T l], the House 

sought information 'necessary for the formulation of new legislation,' and the Executive Branch 

asserted its authority to maintain control over the information. [551 F.2d] at 385. The court held 

that '[i]t is clear that the House as a whole has standing to assert its investigatory power,' 

thereby holding that a failure to receive sought-after information constitutes an Article III injury 

to the legislative body. Id. at 391." (emphasis in original)); see also Lardner v. U.S. Dep 't of 

Justice, No. 1 :03-cv-00180, 2005 WL 758267, at *15 n.25 (D.D.C. Mar. 31, 2005) (noting 

significance of continued reliance by other District Courts on authority assertedly undermined by 

superseding Supreme Court decision).10 

10 The Attorney General suggests that Raines was focused "on the nature of the injury asserted -
a claimed diminution of congressional authority in relation to the Executive." AG Mem. at 32. 
That reading of Raines is wholly inconsistent with the Supreme Court's own description of the 
nature of the injury presented. See 521 U.S. at 830 n.11 ("[T]he alleged cause of [Member 
plaintiffs'] irtjury is not [the Executive's] exercise oflegislative power but the actions of their 
own colleagues in Congress in passing the [Line Item Veto] Act."). Separation of powers 
principles, the Court held, counsel against the Judiciary involving itself in matters internal to one 
of the political branches, especially when those individuals bringing suit already had an 
opportunity to vindicate their interests through recognized internal channels (i.e., voting), and 
still possessed other reasonable means of convincing their colleagues to support their position. 
See id This is very different that the inter-branch dispute presented by this case. 

Despite repeatedly trumpeting his concern for separation of powers concepts, the 
Attorney General fails to recognize that, while "Raines ... is best understood as a decision 
seeking to preserve separation of powers by restricting congressional [i.e., individual legislator 1 
standing," taken too far "such special restrictions might result in inadequate enforcement of the 
principle of separation of powers." Note, Standing in the Way of Separation of Powers: The 
Consequences o/Raines v. Byrd, 112 Harv. L. Rev. 1741, 1758 (1999) (emphasis added); see 
also Carlin Meyer, Imbalance of Powers: Can Congressional Lawsuits Serve As 

(Continued . .. ) 
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3. The Other Cases the Attorney General Cites Do Not Support His "No 
Standing" Argument. 

The remaining cases cited by the Attorney General - both those that pre-date Raines, 

such as Moore v. US. House ofRepresentatives, 733 F.2d 946 (D.C. Cir. 1984), abrogation 

recognized by Chenoweth v. Clinton, 181 F.3d 112 (D.C. Cir. 1999), and Barnes v. Kline, 759 

F.2d 21, 28 (D.C. Cir. 1985), as well as those that post-date Raines such as Chenoweth, 

Campbell v. Clinton, 203 F.3d 19 (D.C. Cir. 2000), and Walker, 230 F. Supp. 2d 51 are all 

equally inapposite. Like Raines, each involved individual legislators attempting to litigate 

institutional injuries, and the respective Courts rejected the invitation to involve themselves in 

what were essentially intra-branch disputes. See, e.g., Barnes, 759 F.2d at 28 ("[A] concern for 

the separation of powers has led this court consistently to dismiss actions by individual 

congressmen whose real grievance consists of their having failed to persuade their fellow 

legislators of their point of view .... " (emphasis added)); Kucinich, 236 F. Supp. 2d at 17-18 

("delicate balance of powers under the Constitution" would be "undern1ine[d]" by hearing such 

intra-branch matters, because they "might simply encourage congressmen to run to court any 

time they disagreed with Presidential action"). Judge Bates recognized this fact in Miers and 

correctly noted that "the now-defunct doctrine of 'legislative standing' is more accurately 

described as 'legislator standing."' 558 F. Supp. 2d at 70 n.13 ( emphasis added). 

Obviously, these intra-branch issues were not present in AT&T I or Miers, and they 

certainly are not present here where the Committee actively has been investigating Operation 

Fast and Furious since February 2011; has been focused on the Obstruction Component of that 

Counterweight?, 54 U. Pitt. L. Rev. 63, 73 (1992) ("Many, if not most, congressional lawsuits 
are aimed at ensuring that our government remains a government of three branches in the face of 
the rise of executive power, which was so feared by the Framers."). 
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investigation since prior to October 2011, when it issued the Holder Subpoena; and has 

attempted for eight months, without success, to find a way to persuade the Attorney General, to 

fulfill his legal obligations to the Committee. See Comp!. ,ii 1-18, 28-45. 

* * * 

"In essence the question of standing is whether the litigant is entitled to have the court 

decide the merits of the dispute or of particular issues." Warth, 422 U.S. at 498. The Supreme 

Court long ago in McGrain recognized that "[a] legislative body cannot legislate wisely or 

effectively in the absence of information respecting the conditions which the legislation is 

intended to affect or change." 273 U.S. at 175. Based on the unwavering precedents of this 

Court and the Court of Appeals, the Oversight Committee plainly has been injured by the 

Attorney General's contumacious conduct and is entitled to seek redress from this Court. 

III. The Oversight Committee Has a Cause of Action. 

The Attorney General says the "Committee lacks any cause of action." AG Mem. at 38. 

That is incorrect. The Committee has a cause of action under the Declaratory Judgment Act, 28 

U.S.C. §§ 2201-02 ("DJA"), and, separately, directly under the Constitution. 

A. The Committee Has a Cause of Action under the Declaratory Judgment Act. 

The Attorney General devotes barely a page and a half to his "no OJA-cause-of-action" 

argun1ent. See AG Mem. at 38-39. This is not surprising. In Miers, DOJ also contended that the 

Judiciary Committee lacked a cause of action under the DJA. Judge Bates addressed the issue at 

considerable length, and meticulously rejected each and every one ofDOJ's arguments. See 

Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 78-88. The plain language of the DJA, the Supreme Court's 

unwavering application of the statute ( even where no other cause of action exists), and the 

statute's legislative history and purpose all make clear that the Committee has a cause of action 

under the DJA. 
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Plain Language. As an initial matter, the plain language of the statute which must "'be 

liberally construed to achieve the objectives of the declaratory remedy,"' Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d 

at 82 (quoting McDougaldv. Jenson, 786 F.2d 1465, 1481 (11th Cir. 1986))-makes clear that, 

[i]n a case of actual controversy within its jurisdiction, ... any court of the 
United States, upon the filing of an appropriate pleading, may declare the 
rights and other legal relations of any interested party seeking such 
declaration, whether or not further relief is or could be sought. 

28 U.S.C. § 220l(a); see also Fed. R. Civ. P. 57. Thus, to be entitled to bring suit under the 

DJA, the Committee need only demonstrate (1) "a case of actual controversy," i.e., that it has 

standing, which it does, see supra p. 19-32; (2) that this Court has jurisdiction, which it does, see 

infra pp. 47-53; and (3) that the Committee filed "an appropriate pleading," which it clearly did, 

see Comp!. Having established those three elements, the Committee is entitled to have its "rights 

and other legal relations" declared "whether or not further relief is or could be sought." 28 

U.S.C. § 2201(a). In this case, those "rights and other legal relations" stem from the 

investigative authority granted to the Congress under Article I of the Constitution, as definitively 

interpreted by the Supreme Court. See Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 84-88 ("[T]here can be no 

question that Congress has a right - derived from its Article I legislative function - to issue and 

enforce subpoenas, and a corresponding right to the information that is the subject of such 

subpoenas."). 

Supreme Court Precedent. The Supreme Court has proceeded for more than 60 years 

under the premise that the DJA creates a cause of action, and it has articulated only two 

limitations to the application of that statute. First, the Court has made clear that the DJA does 

not provide federal courts with an independent source of jurisdiction. See, e.g., Schilling v. 

Rogers, 363 U.S. 666, 677 (1960) (citing Skelly Oil Co. v. Phillips Petroleum Co., 339 U.S. 667, 

671 (1950)). Second, the Court has made clear that there must be an "actual controversy" before 
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the Judiciary may review a party's action under the DJA. See, e.g., Coffinan v. Breeze Corp., 

323 U.S. 316, 324 (l 945) ("The declaratory judgment procedure is available in the federal courts 

only in cases involving an actual case or controversy, where the issue is actual and adversary, 

and it may not be made the medium for securing an advisory opinion in a controversy which has 

not arisen." (citations omitted)); Md Cas. Co. v. Pac. Coal & Oil Co., 312 U.S. 270,273 (1941); 

Aetna Life Ins. Co. of Hartford, Conn. v. Haworth, 300 U.S. 227, 239-41 (1937). 

The Supreme Court never has expressed doubt that a party that meets all three statutory 

elements - as the Committee does here - has a cause of action for declaratory and other ancillary 

relief. Indeed, the Court has entertained many suits where no traditional cause of action had 

accrued. For example, Haworth, the first case to reach the Supreme Court that tested the DJA's 

constitutionality, concerned an action brought by an insurer to secure a declaration that several 

policies held by the defendant had lapsed and that the insurer only was responsible for a 

minimum payment upon the defendant's death (which had not yet occurred). See id at 237-38. 

The Court held that the DJA provided the insurer with a right to seek a declaratory judgment. Id 

at 242 ("[This case] calls, not for an advisory opinion upon a hypothetical basis, but for an 

adjudication of present right upon established facts."). With each prerequisite met, the Court 

concluded that "the complaint presented a controversy to which the judicial power extends and 

that authority to hear and determine it has been conferred upon the District Court by the [DJA)." 

Id at 244; see also Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 85 (noting that DJA supplied cause of action, not 

only in Gorsuch where Executive sought declaration that EPA Administrator lawfully refused to 

comply with congressional subpoena, but also in AT & TI where Executive sought to enjoin 

compliance with congressional subpoena: "(The] only difference ... is that the parties are 

reversed; here [in Miers], the House stands in the position of the plaintiff and the Executive is the 
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defendant. This Court fails to see why that fact should alter the DJA analysis in any material 

respect."). 

This suit brought by the Committee presents nearly identical elements. The Committee 

claims that it has a "present, specific right" to documents the Attorney General possesses. 28 

U.S.C. § 2201(a). The Attorney General says those documents are protected by Executive 

privilege and, on that basis, refuses to produce them. The Complaint is the "appropriate 

pleading'' that brings this matter clearly and unequivocally to the Court. Id The Committee has 

demonstrated above that it has standing, see supra pp. 19-32, and below that this Court has 

jurisdiction, see infra pp. 47-53. Under the terms of the DJA, nothing more is necessary. This 

case is "manifestly susceptible of judicial determination. It calls ... for an adjudication of 

present right upon established facts." Haworth, 300 U.S. at 242. The statute makes abundantly 

clear that no other cause of action need exist: "[C]ourt[s] ... may declare the rights and other 

legal relations ... whether or not further relief is or could be sought." 28 U.S.C. § 220l(a). 

Legislative History and Purpose. The DJA was enacted primarily to "sanction[] the trial 

of controversies before a conventional cause of action has accrued and another remedy has 

become available." Developments in the Law: Declaratory Judgments- 1941-1949, 62 Harv. L. 

Rev. 787, 808 (1949) (emphasis added); see also Donald L. Doemberg & Michael B. Mushlin, 

The Trojan Horse: How the Declaratory Judgment Act Created a Cause of Action & Expanded 

Federal Jurisdiction While the Supreme Court Wasn't Looking, 36 UCLA L. Rev. 529, 582-83 

(1989) (Act provides cause of action where none existed before); 69 Cong. Rec. 1683 (1928) 

("[In a case where] even though ... there is no existing cause of action upon which a hearing 

could be had at the time; but there is a substantial controversy as to the [legal rights involved, 

federal courts may entertain the matter]."). 
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The Committee's suit is precisely the type to which the DJA was intended to apply. Just 

as the DJA permits a business that intends to pursue a certain course of conduct that DOJ 

threatens to prosecute criminally to seek declaratory relief under the DJA, see, e.g., Navegar, 

Inc. v. United States, 103 F.3d 994, 998-99 (D.C. Cir. 1997), so too the Committee is entitled to 

seek declaratory relief under the statute without awaiting a court action initiated by the Attorney 

General in response to his arrest, and/or an inherent contempt trial, by the House. See Miers, 558 

F. Supp. 2d at 82-83. Indeed, were the House to exercise its inherent right to arrest and try the 

Attorney General, he could seek habeas corpus review in this Court, and thus exactly the same 

legal issues would be presented. Just as a business is entitled to seek declaratory relief before it 

is charged with a crime, so too the Committee is entitled to seek declaratory relief without going 

through an extremely disruptive and acrimonious trial before the bar of the House, and without 

waiting for the Attorney General to seek habeas relief in this Court, as Judge Bates recognized: 

By invoking the DJA to gain anticipatory review ... , the Committee can 
obtain judicial resolution regarding its subpoena power \\>'lthout the unseemly 
scenario of the arrest and detention of high-ranking executive branch officials, 
which would carry the possibility of precipitating a serious constitutional 
crisis. 

Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 83. 

The cases the Attorney General cites highlight the distinctions between this case and 

those where resort to the DJA is not allowed. For example, Schnapper v. Foley, 667 F.2d 102, 

116-17 (D.C. Cir. 1981), held that declaratory (and other) relief was unauthorized because the 

remedies the plaintiffs sought were proscribed by statute. This comports with other cases that 

recognize that, when Congress expressly "excludes a judicial remedy," the DJA cannot provide 

one. Schilling, 363 U.S. at 676-77;see also C&E Servs., Inc. of Wash. v. D.C. Water& Sewer 
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Auth., 310 F.3d 197, 201-02 (D.C. Cir. 2002).11 

Here, of course, there is no statutory scheme that excludes a judicial remedy for the 

Committee. Therefore, the Committee has a cause of action under the DJA. 

B. The Committee Possesses an Implied Right under the Constitution to Seek 
This Court's Aid in Enforcing the Holder Subpoena. 

"It is settled that the power of inquiry - with process to enforce it - is an essential and 

appropriate auxiliary to the legislative function." Shelton v. United States, 404 F.2d 1292, 1296 

(D.C. Cir. 1968). As part of that power of inquiry, Congress possesses a constitutionally implied 

right to compel the production of documents: 

A legislative body cannot legislate wisely or effectively in the absence of 
information respecting the conditions which the legislation is intended to 
affect or change; and where the legislative body does not itself possess the 
requisite information - which not infrequently is true recourse must be had 
to others who do possess it .. .. [S]ome means of compulsion are essential to 
obtain what is needed. 

McGrain, 273 U.S. at 175 (emphasis added). Indeed, "the constitutional provisions which 

commit the legislative function to the two houses are intended to include this attribute to the end 

that the function may be effectively exercised." Id. To further effectuate these wide-ranging 

powers, the Supreme Court also has implied in the Constitution an "unremitting obligation" on 

those called to testify and produce documents to Congress - as the Attorney General was here -

11 The other cases the Attorney General cites are equally unavailing. In Seized Property 
Recovery, Corp. v. U.S. Customs & Border Protection, 502 F. Supp. 2d 50, 64 (D.D.C. 2007), 
the Magistrate Judge declined to hear the plaintiffs' DJA claim because they failed to identify a 
source of that Court's subject matter jurisdiction. See Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 81 
(distinguishing Seized Property Recovery). Super/ease Rent-A-Car, Inc. v. Budget Rent-A-Car, 
Inc., No. 1 :89-cv-00300, 1989 WL 39393, at *3 (D.D.C. Apr. 13, 1989), held that the DJA did 
not provide plaintiffs with standing. The language the Attorney General cites from two non
D.C. Circuit cases- Buck v. Am. Airlines, Inc., 476 F.3d 29 (1st Cir. 2007), and Okpalobi v. 
Foster, 244 F.3d 405 (5th Cir. 2001)-is dicta and, in any event, rests on misreadings of earlier 
cases, as Judge Bates pointed out in Miers. See Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 80, 81 n.19. 
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to do so. Watkins, 354 U.S. at 187. 

Marshall v. Gordon, 243 U.S. 521 (1917), establishes a framework for implying remedies 

pursuant to Congress's Article I powers: 

What does this implied power [of inherent contempt] embrace? is thus the. 
question. In answering, it must be borne in mind that the [implied] power rests 
simply upon the implication that the right has been given to do that which is 
essential to the execution of some other and substantive authority expressly 
conferred. The power is therefore but a force implied to bring into existence 
the conditions to which constitutional limitations apply. It is a means to an 
end, and not the end itself. Hence it rests solely upon the right of self
preservation to enable the public powers given to be exerted . 

. . . [T]he implied power ... rests only upon the right of self-preservation; that 
is, the right to prevent acts which, in and of themselves, inherently obstruct or 
prevent the discharge of legislative duty or the refusal to do that which there is 
an inherent legislative power to compel in order that legislative functions may 
be performed. 

Id at 541-42 ( emphasis added). Marshall makes clear that inherent contempt is only one remedy 

implied under the Constitution to effectuate Congress's exercise of its legislative powers. The 

same constitutional logic also encompasses permitting Congress, under certain circumstances 

(i.e., when a case is otherwise justiciable), to enforce its subpoenas civilly through the courts.12 

Indeed, it borders on the nonsensical to suggest that the Judiciary may review Congress's 

exercise of its inherent contempt power (which the Supreme Court has implied from the 

Constitution) by which Congress may enforce demands for information in aid of its 

investigatory powers (also implied from the Constitution), from witnesses who have an 

12 The law long has recognized in many contexts that the greater power includes the lesser (a 
maiore ad minus). See, e.g., Ferry v. Ramsey, 277 U.S. 88, 94 (l 928)(Holrnes, J.); Nuvio Corp. 
v. FCC, 473 F.3d 302,311 (D.C. Cir. 2006) (Kavanaugh, J., concurring). Thus, if Congress has 
the right and power to imprison and try a contumacious witness without resort to the Courts 
(albeit with judicial review available by way of habeas corpus), as Marshall held that it does, 
then Congress also has the lesser included authority to seek from the Judiciary less coercive 
relief in the form of a civil enforcement order. 
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"unremitting obligation" to comply with such demands (also implied from the Constitution) 

but the Judiciary may not entertain an ordinary civil enforcement action by which Congress 

seeks to enforce those very same rights and obligations. Accordingly, this Court should 

recognize that the Committee has a constitutionally implied cause of action to seek declaratory 

and injunctive relief to enforce its subpoena,just as Judge Bates did in Miers. See Miers, 558 F. 

Supp. 2d at 88-94. 

The Attorney General's contrary arguments, such as they are, do not counsel a different 

result. He says,first, that a plaintiff seeking to imply a cause of action from a statute bears a 

heavy burden. AG Mem. at 39. However, "[t]he inquiry involved in implying a cause of action 

from the Constitution itself ... is much different." Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 88. 

Statutory rights and obligations are established by Congress, and it is 
entirely appropriate for Congress, in creating these rights and obligations, to 
determine in addition, who may enforce them and in what manner. For 
example, statutory rights and obligations are often embedded in complex 
regulatory schemes, so that if they are not enforced through private causes of 
action, they may nevertheless be enforced through alternative mechanisms, 
such as criminal prosecutions or other public causes of actions. In each case, 
however, the question is the nature of the legislative intent informing a 
specific statute .... 

The Constitution, on the other hand, does not "partake of the prolixity 
ofa legal code." McCulloch v. Maryland, 17 U.S. 316,407 (1819). It speaks 
instead with a majestic simplicity. One of"its important objects," ibid., is the 
designation of rights. And in "its great outlines," ibid., the judiciary is clearly 
discernible as the primary means through which these rights may be enforced. 

Davis v. Passman, 442 U.S. 228, 241 (1979) ( citations omitted). Moreover: 

When a plaintiff asserts constitutional rather than statutory rights, the Court is 
more willing to imply a private right to sue, both on the theory that defining 
the means for the enforcement of constitutional rights is the federal judiciary's 
special focus, and because these cases lack the separation-of-powers concern 
that the judiciary might find itself essentially rewriting congressional 
legislation by tacking on implied remedies that Congress could have enacted 
explicitly but did not. 

1 Laurence H. Tribe, American Constitutional Law 483-84 (3d ed. 2000); see also Miers, 558 F. 
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Supp. 2d at 89 ( explaining "straightforward" analysis for implying cause of action for enforcing 

congressional subpoenas). 

Second, the Attorney General seems to suggest that Reed v. County Commissioners of 

Delaware County, Pennsylvania, 277 U.S. 376, 388 (1928), forecloses implying a cause of 

action under the Constitution for congressional subpoena enforcement. AG Mero. at 40. That is 

incorrect. Reed involved an attempt by a Senate committee to bring suit to enforce a subpoena 

for ballot boxes following a disputed senatorial election. When one Pennsylvania county refused 

to comply with the committee's request, the committee sued to enforce its subpoena. When the 

case arrived at the Supreme Court, the issue was whether the federal courts had jurisdiction to 

hear the case under 28 U.S.C. § 41(1) (1926)(a predecessor to 28 U.S.C. § 1345), which 

provided "that the District Courts shall have original jurisdiction 'of all suits of a civil nature, at 

common law or in equity, brought by the United States, or by any officer thereof authorized by 

law to sue."' 277 U.S. at 386 (quoting§ 41(1)). The Senate petitioners asserted that the Senate 

resolution creating the committee and authorizing it "to do such other acts as may be necessary 

in the matter of said investigation" constituted "authoriz[ ation] by law to sue" for purposes of§ 

41 (1 ). 277 U.S. at 386. The Supreme Court disagreed, holding that the resolution language did 

not expressly grant the committee the right to sue, that it thus was not "authorized by law to sue" 

within the meaning of§ 41 (1 ), and thus that the case had to be dismissed for lack of jurisdiction. 

277 U.S. at 389. The Court did not reach or even discuss the question of whether the committee 

had a cause of action. Because Reed says absolutely nothing about implied causes of action, it is 

not an impediment to this Court's implying a cause of action in this case Gust as Judge Bates did 
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in Miers). 13 

Third, the Attorney General says the Court may not imply a cause of action because 

"Congress has authority to create a cause of action for itself." AG Mem. at 40. However, the 

Attorney General cites no authority that so holds. Wilkie v. Robbins, 551 U.S. 537 (2007), which 

the Attorney General does cite, concerned the implication of a damages remedy from a statute. 

But, as we just pointed out, "the question of who may enforce a statutory right is fundamentally 

different from the question of who may enforce a right that is protected by the Constitution." 

Davis, 442 U.S. at 241 (emphasis in original). Furthermore, this argument is, to put it charitably, 

ironic in light of the fact that the Attorney General's own subordinate - the U.S. Attorney for the 

District of Columbia - flatly has refused to comply with the statutory scheme that Congress has 

enacted. See Comp!. ,i,i 54-59; see also Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 91 (noting that "[Judiciary] 

Committee's attempt to proceed with a criminal contempt prosecution was thwarted by the 

executive branch"). 

Finally, the Attorney General says the "Constitution provides Congress with means of 

compelling compliance unavailable to a typical plaintiff," and that "there are 'special factors 

counseling hesitation' here." AG Mem. at 41 (quoting Bush v. Lucas, 462 U.S. 367,378 (1983)). 

Aside from referring vaguely to "separation of powers issues," AG Mem. at 41, the Attorney 

General does not specify what these other "means" or "special factors" are. To the extent he is 

referring to "self-help" remedies mentioned elsewhere, see, e.g., id. at 19-20, we already have 

addressed those. See supra pp. 17-19. We note also that Judge Bates rejected out-of-hand the 

13 The day after Reed was decided, the Senate adopted a resolution that expressly authorized the 
committee to file suit. See S. Res. 262, 70th Cong. (1928) (enacted). The Senate obviously 
understood that it had a cause of action inasmuch as the only action it took on the heels of Reed 
was passage of S. Res. 262, which resolved the jurisdictional issue the Supreme Court had 
identified. 
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same self-help and special factors notions DOJ advanced in Miers. See Miers 558 F. Supp. 2d at 

92-93 & n.29.14 

IV. The Court Should Reach the Merits of the Oversight Committee's Claims. 

The Attorney General says that if this Court concludes, as Judge Bates did in Miers, that 

the Committee has a cause of action, it nevertheless should exercise its discretion - whether 

under the DJA or a doctrine known as "equitable" or "remedial" discretion to decline to hear 

this case. See AG Mem. at 42-45. This argument, which largely recycles the ungrounded, 

abstract, and self-serving separation of powers notions the Attorney General has raised 

elsewhere, must be rejected. 

A. The Court Should Exercise Its Discretion under the Declaratory Judgment 
Act. 

Whether this Court should exercise its discretion under the DJ A to reach the merits of the 

Committee's claims turns on 

whether [declaratory relief! would finally settle the controversy between the 
parties; whether other remedies are available or other proceedings pending; 
the convenience of the parties; the equity of the conduct of the declaratory 
judgment plaintiff; prevention of procedural fencing; the state of the record; 
the degree of adverseness between the parties; and the public importance of 
the question to be decided. 

Mittleman v. U.S. Dep't of the Treasury, 919 F. Supp. 461,470 (D.D.C. 1995) (quotation marks 

14 The Attorney General also says cryptically that Congress has passed "legislation that excludes 
the very suit the Committee now seeks to maintain." AG Mem. at 41. That, of course, is not 
true. Indeed, aside from one citation to 2 U.S.C. § 288d, that argument goes no further. To the 
extent the Attorney General intended to resurrect a misguided argument advanced by DOJ in 
Miers-see Mem .... in Supp. ofDefs.' Mot. to Dismiss and in Opp'n to Pl.'s Mot. for Partial 
Summ. J .... at 41-42, Comm. on the Judiciary v. Miers, No. I :08-cv-00409 (D.D.C. May 9, 
2008) (ECF No. 16-2)-the Oversight Committee incorporates here the Judiciary Committee's 
response in Miers to that argument. See Mem .... in Opp'n to Defs.' Mot. to Dismiss and in 
Reply to Defs.' Opp'n to Pl.'s Mot. for Partial Summ. J. at 44-47, Comm. on the Judiciary v. 
Miers, No. I :08-cv-00409 (D.D.C. May 29, 2008) (ECF No. 26); see also Miers, 588 F. Supp. 2d 
at 86-87 (dismantling DOJ's § 288d argument in that case). 
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omitted); see also Nat 'l R.R. Passenger Corp. v. Consol. Rail Corp., 670 F. Supp. 424, 431 

(D.D.C. 1987) ("Two criteria are ordinarily relied upon to determine whether a court should, in 

its discretion, render a declaratory judgment: (1) whether the judgment will 'serve a useful 

purpose in clarifying the legal relations in issue' or (2) whether the judgment will 'terminate and 

afford relief from the uncertainty, insecurity, and controversy, giving rise to the proceeding."' 

(quoting President v. Vance, 627 F.2d 353,364 n.76 (D.C. Cir. 1980))). 15 Here, all these factors 

weigh heavily in favor of the Court reaching the merits of the Committee's claims. See Miers, 

558 F. Supp. 2d at 95-100 (exercising discretion to hear Judiciary Committee claims). 

First, the Court's rendering a declaratory judgment plainly will "serve a useful purpose in 

clarifying the legal relations in issue." Nat'! R.R. Passenger Corp., 670 F. Supp. at 431. The 

dispute here revolves around the applicability of the deliberative process privilege which the 

Attorney General casts as a form of Executive privilege - to a congressional subpoena. By 

determining (i) whether this privilege may validly be asserted in response to the Holder 

Subpoena, and (ii) whether the Attorney General's failure to produce to the Committee the Post

February 4 Subset of documents is without legal justification and violates his legal obligations to 

the Committee, see Comp!. 1162-81, the Court definitively will resolve the controversy between 

the parties. 

Second, for exactly the same reasons, the Court's rendering a declaratory judgment here 

15 See also Fed. R. Civ. P. 57 advisory committee's note ("A declaratory judgment is appropriate 
when it will 'terminate the controversy' giving rise on undisputed or relatively undisputed 
facts."); Edwin Borchard, Declaratory Judgments 296 (2d ed. 1941) (to exercise authority to 
grant declaratory relief, "the court must have concluded that its judgment will 'terminate the 
uncertainty or controversy giving rise to the proceeding' and that it will serve a useful purpose in 
stabilizing legal relations" (quoting Gov't Emps. Ins. Co. v. Pizol, 108 F.3d 999, 1013 (9th Cir. 
1997) (Schroeder, J., dissenting), opinion vacated on reh'g en bane, 133 F.3d 1220 (9th Cir. 
1998))). 
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will terminate the "uncertainty, insecurity, and controversy, giving rise to the proceeding." Nat 'l 

R.R. Passenger Corp., 670 F. Supp. at 431. Once the limits and application of the deliberative 

process privilege in the context of the Holder Subpoena have been declared, the parties will 

know how to proceed. If the Attorney General's claim is found to be legitimate, that will end the 

matter. If his claim is found to be inapplicable or not validly asserted, we expect the Attorney 

General will comply with the Court's order and immediately produce to the Committee the 

responsive documents it has been seeking - and which the Attorney General has been 

withholding - since October 2011. 

Third, the issues raised unquestionably are of great public importance. No court ever has 

held that Executive privilege extends anywhere near as far as the Attorney General here contends 

that it does. The breathtakingly expansive conception of Executive privilege that the Attorney 

General advances here, were it to be accepted, would eviscerate congressional oversight of the 

Executive to the very great detriment of the Nation and our constitutional structure. 

Fourth, the Committee's conduct has been exemplary. It has gone to extraordinary 

lengths to attempt to reach an accommodation with the Attorney General. See Comp!. ,r,r 46-51. 

While the Attorney General suggests that the Committee rushed to the courthouse, AG Mem. at 

44, that is untrue. The Committee initiated its investigation in February 2011. Compl. ,r,r 1, 28. 

It issued the Holder Subpoena in October 2011. Id ,r,r 8, 40. Over the next eight months, 

against the backdrop of an uncooperative Attorney General and his subordinates, id. ,r,r 5-6, 30-

36, 42-43, the Committee repeatedly tried to reach an accommodation with the Attorney General 

regarding the documents at issue here, id ,r,r 46, 50-51. Only when all of those efforts failed, did 

the House proceed to a contempt vote on June 28, 2012. Id. ,r,r 52-53. The Committee did not 

file suit until August 13, 2012. Plainly, there was no rush to the courthouse. See Miers, 558 F. 
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Supp. 2d at 97 ("equity of the conduct of the [Judiciary Committee]" weighs in favor of judicial 

resolution). 16 

Fifth, the convenience factor clearly militates in favor of this Court's exercising its 

discretion to resolve the quintessentially legal issues in dispute between the Committee and the 

Attorney General. The Committee has exhausted the normal remedies, including extensive 

efforts to negotiate an accommodation, Comp!. ,r,r 46, 50-51, and certification of the Attorney 

General's contumacious conduct to the U.S. Attorney for referral to a grand jury, id. ,r 55 -a 

referral that was not made, notwithstanding the U.S. Attorney's statutory obligation to do so. 

See 2 U.S.C. § 194; Comp!. ,r,r 54, 56-59.17 

16 The Attorney General argues that the Committee should content itself with a report on 
Operation Fast and Furious issued on September 19, 2012, by the DOJ Inspector General. AG 
Mem. at 45; see DOJ, Office of the Inspector General Oversight & Review Division, A Review 
of ATF's Operation Fast & Furious & Related Matters (Sept. 2012) ("IG Report"), available at 
http://www.iustice.gov/oig/reports/2012/s1209.pdf. The IG Report is not relevant to the Motion 
to Dismiss for at least the following reasons. First, it was only after the Committee began its 
investigation of Operation Fast and Furious in early February 2011, that DOJ undertook its own 
internal review, which led to the IG Report. More fundamentally, an investigation conducted by 
a statutory Executive Branch officer simply has no bearing on Congress's discharge of its 
constitutional oversight responsibilities. (The Inspector General's investigative authority is, for 
example, substantially more limited than the Committee's: e.g., the Inspector General does not 
have subpoena power and may require only current DOJ employees to be interviewed; the 
cooperation of former employees and non-DOJ personnel is strictly voluntary). Finally, with 
respect to the Attorney General's observation that DOJ produced to the Committee certain 
documents in conjunction with the release of the IG Report, AG Mem. at 18, those documents 
serve only to confirm that the Attorney General has been withholding responsive documents that 
could not fairly be thought to fall within any conception of "Executive privilege," whether of the 
presidential communications variety or the asserted deliberative process variety a point that 
only reinforces why this Court should deny the Motion to Dismiss and proceed to the merits. 
17 While the House has inherent contempt authority, that remedy is politically unwieldy and has 
not been used for seven decades. See, e.g., Jurney v. MacCracken, 294 U.S. 125, 151 (1935) 
(last use of inherent contempt authority); Michael A. Zuckerman, The Court of Congressional 
Contempt, 25 J.L. & Pol. 41, 43 (2009) ("Congress has not exercised its direct contempt powers 
in any significant way since 1935."). Moreover, were the House to arrest the Attorney General 
and bring him before the bar of the House for trial, that process would, among other things, 
divert congressional resources and attention from other pressing legislative matters and almost 

(Continued . .. ) 
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B. The Court Should Not Decline to Hear This Case on the Basis of the Attorney 
General's Generic and Self-Serving Separation of Powers Notions. 

The Attorney General's second "discretion" argument is that this Court should stand 

aside because this suit "pits the two political Branches against each other," AG Mem. at 43; 

"political solutions to this dispute remain," id. at 44; and "200 years of political history and court 

decisions make clear that the process of negotiation and accommodation is not simply the 

preferred option to resolve inter-Branch disputes over information, but the one that best 

preserves the separation of powers," id. at 45. This is a recycled version of the same generic and 

self-serving separation of powers notions that we already have addressed. See supra pp. 12-19.18 

certainly escalate tensions between the Legislative and Executive Branches. Further, were the 
House to imprison the Attorney General - either during the pendency of or at the conclusion of 
such an inherent contempt trial - he almost certainly would petition this Court for a writ of 
habeas corpus, which would simply bring the matter full circle, and once again place the legality 
of the Attorney General's Executive privilege assertion squarely before this Court. See Miers, 
558 F. Supp. 2d at 91-92 (rejecting idea that House must utilize inherent contempt proceedings 
before it can invoke Court's jurisdiction). Finally, and in any event, the DJA itself makes clear 
that declaratory relief is available "whether or not further relief is [available] or could be 
sought." 28 U.S.C. § 220l(a); see also Fed. R. Civ. P. 57 ("The existence of another adequate 
remedy does not preclude declaratory judgment that is otherwise appropriate."); Fed. R. Civ. P. 
57 advisory committee's note ("The fact that a declaratory judgment may be granted 'whether or 
not further relief could be prayed' indicates that declaratory relief is alternative or cumulative 
and not exclusive or extraordinary. . . . [T]he fact that another remedy would be equally 
effective affords no ground for declining declaratory relief."). Indeed, as discussed above, OLC 
has asserted that the appropriate method to resolve these kinds of disputes is through a civil 
action initiated by Congress. See supra pp. 7-8. 
18 The Attorney General refers to the doctrine of"remedial" or "equitable" discretion, AG Mem. 
at 42-43, but that doctrine is essentially a dead letter in light of Raines, 521 U.S. 811. Vander 
Jagt v. 0 'Neill, 699 F.2d 1166 (D.C. Cir. 1983), which the Attorney General cites and which 
predates Raines, involved fourteen individual Members of the minority party in the House suing 
to enjoin the majority party leadership of the House from reducing the number of seats on House 
committees and subcommittees. See Vander Jagt, 699 F.2d at 1167. The D.C. Circuit found 
that, while the individual Members had Article III standing, it would invoke its "remedial 
discretion" to decline to decide the case. See id. at 1175 ("We invoke our remedial discretion in 
this setting because this case raises separation of powers concerns ... and the remedial discretion 
approach ... provides a more candid and coherent way of addressing those concerns."). After 
Raines, the remedial discretion doctrine no longer has any vitality because individual Members 

(Continued ... ) 
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This lawsuit is a direct result of the Attorney General's refusal to attempt in good faith to 

accommodate the Committee's legitimate need for information, both by adamantly refusing to 

produce post-February 4, 2011 documents, and by exhorting the President to assert an 

extraordinarily expansive notion of Executive privilege that has no basis in law. See Compl. ,i,i 

46-47. Accordingly, a decision by this Court to decline to hear this case, far from promoting 

accommodation between the branches, would do just the opposite because it effectively would 

remove all incentives for the Executive to parlay with Congress regarding information access. 

On the other hand, if the Court reaches the merits of the Committee's claims, it necessarily will 

reinforce the separation of powers principles to which the Attorney General purports to pledge 

such fealty: 

Rather than running roughshod over separation of powers principles, the 
Court believes that entertaining· this case will reinforce them. Two parties 
cannot negotiate in good faith when one side asserts legal privileges but insists 
that they cannot be tested in court in the traditional manner. That is true 
whether the negotiating partners are private firms or the political branches of 
the federal government. 

Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 99. 

V. The Court Has Statutory Jurisdiction. 

A. The Court Has Jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331. 

In Miers, DOJ wisely and correctly acknowledged that the Court had statutory 

jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C § 1331. See Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 64 n.8 ("Defendants do not 

dispute that the Court has statutory subject-matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C § 1331."). This 

time around, with his department having lost in Miers on every jurisprudential argument it 

no longer have standing to assert institutional injuries in the first instance. See, e.g., Campbell, 
203 F.3d at 24; Chenoweth, 181 F.3d at 117; Kucinich, 236 F. Supp. 2d at 17-18; see also supra 
pp. 27-30. 
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raised, the Attorney General affirmatively challenges the Court's statutory jurisdiction. AG 

Mem. at 36-38. DOJ had it right the first time. 

This Court plainly has jurisdiction under§ 1331 because the case "arise[s] under the 

Constitution [and] laws ... of the United States," 28 U.S.C. § 1331, both because the Committee 

has causes of action under Article I, see supra pp. 37-42, and the DJA, see supra pp. 32-37, and 

because the right the Committee seeks to vindicate is inherently constitutional, see supra pp. 8-

10. This conclusion is buttressed by the legislative history of the statute and a series of cases that 

begins with Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities v. Nixon, 366 F. Supp. 

51 (D.D.C. 1973) (Sirica, J.) ("Senate Select I"). 

In Senate Select I, Judge Sirica indicated that the Court would have had § 1331 

jurisdiction over the Senate Select Committee's action to enforce its subpoena to President 

Nixon but for the then-existing $10,000 amount-in-controversy requirement. "[F]inding no 

possible valuation of the matter which satisfies the $ I 0,000 minimum, the Court cannot assert 

jurisdiction by virtue of§ 1331." Senate Select I, 366 F. Supp. at 61. Immediately thereafter, 

Congress enacted a special statute giving the District Court for the District of Columbia 

jurisdiction over the Senate Select Committee suits. See Senate Select Ill, 498 F.2d at 727; see 

also 119 Cong. Rec. 36,472 (1973) (Statement of Sen. Ervin) ("The amendment is necessary 

because Judge Sirica held that the District Court ... had no jurisdiction to entertain the original 

suit of the select committee."). 

Following President Nixon's resignation, Congress sought to enact a more permanent fix 

to the jurisdictional issue identified by Judge Sirica. In 1976, it did so; Congress amended § 

1331 to eliminate the $10,000 amount-in-controversy requirement for "any action brought 

against the United States, any agency thereof, or any officer or employee thereof in his official 
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capacity." Pub. L. No. 94-574, 90 Stat. 2721 (1976). The D.C. Circuit specifically noted this 

amendment to§ 1331 in its AT&T I decision in 1976. See AT&T I, 551 F.2d at 389 n.7 (noting 

"recent addition to 28 U.S.C. §l331(a) of the following: (']except that no such sumor value 

shall be required in any such action brought against the United States, any agency thereof, or any 

officer or employee thereof in his official capacity[']"). Subsequently, in 1980, Congress 

eliminated the $10,000 amount-in-controversy requirement for all matters, see Pub. L. No. 96-

486, 94 Stat. 2369 (1980), which is where matters stand today. 

Following the 1976 amendment to § 1331, the D.C. Circuit held, in a case it treated "as a 

clash of the powers of the legislative and executive branches of the United States" regarding a 

congressional subpoena, that the District Court had jurisdiction under § 1331 because 

"fundamental constitutional rights are involved." AT&T I, 551 F.2d at 389. 19 And, in Miers, 

even though DOJ had conceded the issue, this Court satisfied itself, as it was required to do, of 

its statutory jurisdiction to hear the case under§ 1331. See Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 64 ("[T]his 

case arises under the Constitution for purposes of§ 1331."). 

The Attorney General's jurisdictional argument is predicated entirely on 28 U.S.C. § 

1365 (which vests this Court with jurisdiction regarding certain Senate subpoenas). See AG 

Mem. at 36-38. As best we can tell, the Attorney General's argument proceeds as follows: (i) 

"prior to 1978, Section 1331 did not provide a basis for subject matter jurisdiction for a suit to 

enforce a congressional subpoena ... because Section 1331 contained an amount-in-controversy 

requirement of $10,000," AG Mem. at 36; (ii) Congress addressed that problem in the Ethics in 

19 Because the Court in AT&T I concluded that the jurisdictional amount-in-controversy 
requirement was satisfied "where fundamental constitutional rights [we ]re involved," it did not 
reach the question of whether the October 1976 amendment to § 1331 applied retroactively or 
applied where AT&T was the technical defendant in the case. See AT&T I, 551 F.2d at 389 n.7. 
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Government Act of 1978 (which included the current 28 U.S.C. § 1365), but only in part by 

granting this Court, via § 1365, subject matter jurisdiction in connection with certain Senate 

subpoenas, AG Mem. at 36-37; and, therefore, (iii) when Congress "eliminated the amount-in

controversy requirement from Section 1331" in 1980, the House necessarily was left on the 

sidelines, AG Mem. at 37. This argument is badly flawed - for at least three reasons. 

First, 28 U.S.C. § 1365, by its plain language, applies only to the Senate; it does not 

apply to, and has nothing to do with, the House. 

Second, and perhaps most importantly, the Attorney General's chronology of§ 1331 's 

legislative history is wrong. His argument is predicated on the presumption that "Section 1331 

contained an amount-in-controversy requirement of$10,000" at the time Congress enacted the 

Ethics in Government Act in 1978 (which included the current 28 U.S.C. § 1365). AG Mero. at 

36. But, as noted above, Congress already had eliminated, in 1976, the $10,000 amount-in

controversy requirement with respect to "any action brought against the United States, any 

agency thereof, or any officer or employee thereofin his official capacity." Pub. L. No. 94-574, 

90 Stat. 2721 (1976). Thus, the federal district courts have had statutory jurisdiction under§ 

1331 to entertain subpoena enforcement suits by the House - and the Senate since 1976 with 

respect to subpoenas directed to the "United States, any agency thereof, or any officer or 

employee thereofin his official capacity." See S. Rep. No. 95-170, at 91-92 (1977) ("This 

exception in [§ 1365] is not intended to be a congressional finding that the federal courts do not 

now have the authority to hear a civil action to enforce a subpoena against an officer or 

employee of the federal government."). 

Properly understood, therefore,§ 1365 simply removed the amount-in-controversy 

requirement with respect to Senate subpoena enforcement actions against private individuals and 

50 



20857

689 

Case 1:12-cv-01332-ABJ Document 17 Filed 11/21/12 Page 61 of 65 

entities because, as of 1978, that amount-in-controversy requirement still existed in § 1331 with 

respect to private individuals and entities (inasmuch as the 1976 amendment only removed the 

amount-in-controversy requirement for suits directed to the "United States, any agency thereof, 

or any officer or employee thereof in his official capacity"). That § 1365, as then enacted, 

excluded subpoena enforcement actions (by the Senate) against officers or employees of the 

federal government merely reflected the fact that § 1365 was not needed for such jurisdiction 

given the then-existing (and recently modified)§ 1331. See, e.g., S. Rep. No. 95-170, at 91-92. 

Third, in light of this legislative history, the fact that, in the context of certain Senate 

subpoenas, there now may be some overlap between § 1331 and § 1365 as a result of the 1980 

amendment to § 1331, see Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d at 86-87 ("28 U.S.C. § 1365 provides 

jurisdiction for actions that also likely fall within the scope of28 U.S.C. § 1331 hence, the 

Senate can likely proceed on either basis where appropriate."), is simply irrelevant. It most 

assuredly does not constitute, as the Attorney General would have it, an "exclu[sion of] the 

action the Committee seeks to bring here." AG Mem. at 37. 

B. The Court Has Jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1345. 

This Court also has jurisdiction under 28 U .S.C. § 1345 ("Except as otherwise provided 

by Act of Congress, the district courts shall have original jurisdiction of all civil actions, suits or 

proceedings commenced by the United States .... ") because this action was commenced "by the 

United States" against one of its officers. The Legislative Branch (and its authorized agent) 

clearly is as much "the United States" as the Executive Branch. Any argument that the Congress 

is not part of the United States ultimately "presumes that there is more than one 'United States' . 

. . and that the United States is something other than 'the sovereign composed of the three 

branches."' United States v. Providence Journal Co., 485 U.S. 693, 701 (1988) (quoting Nixon, 
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418 U.S. at 696). When presented with that contention in another context, the Supreme Court 

dubbed it "somewhat startling," and asserted that "the three branches are but 'co-ordinate parts 

of one government."' Id. (quotingJ.W. Hampton, Jr., & Co. v. United States, 276 U.S. 394,406 

(1928)). 

In Senate Select I, Judge Sirica held that a subcommittee of the Senate was not authorized 

to sue as "the United States." 366 F. Supp. at 56. In reaching that conclusion, he relied on 28 

U.S.C. § 516, which states: "Except as otherwise authorized by law, the conduct of litigation in 

which the United States ... is a party, or is interested ... is reserved to officers of[DOJ]." The 

Court ruled that§ 516's language indicates that only DOJ has "the right to sue as the United 

States when jurisdiction derives from§ 1345." Id. 

This ruling was incorrect because, among other reasons, § 516 - which is codified with 

other provisions dealing with the intemal administration ofDOJ - was not intended to deal with 

legal representation of Congress. Rather, § 516 is a housekeeping statute designed to resolve 

conflicts between Executive entities and DOJ over who will represent the former. See, e.g., Mail 

Order Ass'n of Am. v. U.S. Postal Serv., 986 F.2d 509,527 (D.C. Cir. 1993); FTCv. Guignon, 

390 F.2d 323, 324-35 (8th Cir. 1968). 

However, even if Senate Select I was correct on this issue when it was decided, this 

aspect of that decision no longer is good law in light of subsequent legal developments impacting 

the "[ e ]xcept as otherwise authorized by law" language in § 5 I 6. In particular, in 1992, pursuant 

to its authority under the Rulemaking Clause, U.S. Const. art. I, § 5, cl. 2, the House established 

an Office of General Counsel. H.R. Res. 423, 102d Cong. (1992) (enacted); see also H.R. Res. 

5, 103d Cong. (1993) (enacted) (incorporating into House Rule I-now House Rule II.8 -

provision regarding "Office of General Counsel for the purpose of providing legal assistance and 
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representation to the House"). That rule has continued in force ever since. See, e.g., Rule II.8, 

Rules of the House of Representatives (112th Cong.). And "[House] rules have the force oflaw . 

. . . " Shape of Things to Come, Inc. v. Kane Cnty., 588 F. Supp. 1192, 1193 (N.D. Ill. 1984); 

accord Randolph v. Willis, 220 F. Supp. 355,358 (S.D. Cal. 1963).20 

As a means to effectuate this representation, in 1999 Congress enacted, and the President 

signed into law, 2 U.S.C. § 130f, which provides that: 

The General Counsel of the House of Representatives and any other counsel 
in the Office of the General Counsel of the House of Representatives ... shall 
be entitled, for the purpose of perfonning the counsel's functions, to enter an 
appearance in any proceeding before any court of the United States .... 

§ 130f(a). This statute addresses, among other things, matters such as this one for which the 

House requires its own representation. See also, e.g., 28 U.S.C. § 530D(a)(l)(B)(ii). 

Accordingly, House Rule II.8 and§ l30f"otherwise authorize[] by law" the Office of 

General Counsel to sue as "the United States" on behalf of the Congress - or an authorized 

committee of Congress - for purposes of§ 516, thereby obviating Senate Select I's concern 

about the House suing as the "United States" under § 1345. 

CONCLUSION 

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Attorney General's Motion to Dismiss should be 

denied. 

20 While House Rules may not ignore constitutional restraints or violate fundamental rights, they 
otherwise are "absolute and beyond the challenge of any other body or tribunal." United States 
v. Ballin, 144 U.S. 1, 5 (1892); see also Consumer's Union of U.S., Inc. v. Periodical 
Correspondent's Ass'n, 515 F.2d 1341, 1343 (D.C. Cir. 1975) (Rulemaking Clause is "broad 
grant of authority"); Walker v. Jones, 733 F.2d 923,938 (D.C. Cir. 1984) (MacKinnon, J., 
concurring in part and dissenting in part) (Rulemaking Clause sits at "the very core of our 
constitutional separation of powers"). 
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Hmmllllrrnnay oJf the Coumseij ft@ trfrne JP'ire§ndleimt lflrom Compeililedl 
Coi!llgrressn®lillall Tesanmo1llly 

Executive privilege is assertnble in response to a congressional subpoena seeking the testimony of 
the Counsel to the President because the Counsel serves as one of the President's immediate advis
ers and is therefore immune from compelled congressional testimony. 

September 3, 1996 

LETTER OPINION FOR THE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

You have asked whether it would be consistent with precedent and governing 
legal principles to assert executive privilege should a subpoena be issued by a 
congressional committee to you, in your capacity as Counsel to the President, 
to compel your testimony at a committee hearing concerning the perfonnance of 
your official duties. We believe that executive privilege would be assertable on 
the basis that you serve as an immediate adviser to the President and are therefore 
immune from compelled congressional testimony. 

It is the longstanding position of the executive branch that "the President and 
his immediate advisors are absolutely immune from testimonial compulsion by 
a Congressional committee." 1 This position is constitutionally based: 

The President is a separate branch of government. He may not com• 
pel congressmen to appear before him. As a matter of separation 
of powers, Congress may not compel him to appear before it The 
President's close advisors are an extension of the Presiqent. 2 

Accordingly. "[n]ot only can the President invoke executive privilege to protect 
[his personal staff} from the necessity of answering questions posed by a congres• 

1 Memorandum for all Heads of Offices. Divisions, Bureaus, and Boards of the Department of Justice, from John 
M. Hannon, Acting Assistant Auomey General, Office of Legal Counsel. Re: Executive Privilege at 5 (May 23, 
1977). 

> Memorandum for Edward C. Schmu!ts, Deputy Attorney General, from Theodore B. Olson. Assistant Attorney 
General, Office of Legal Counsel ai 2 (Jul. 29. 1982) (discussing subpoena for testimony of the Counsel to the 
President). See also Memorandum for the Honorable John W. Dean, UI, Counsel 10 the President, !Tom Roger C. 
Cramton, Assistant Attorney' General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Availability of E.xecutive Privilege Where Can• 
gressional Committee Seeks Testimony of Former White House Official an Advice Given President on Official Mauers 
at 6 (Dec. 21, 1972} (since "[a]n immediate assistant to the President may be said to serve as his alter ego ... 
the same considerations that were persuasive to former President Truman [when he declined to comply with a con• 
gressiona) subpoena for his testimony) would apply to jusufy a refusal to appear by ... a former staff member"); 
Letter for Senator Orrin G. Hatch, Chairman, United States Senate, Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
and Senator Edward M. Kennedy. Ranking Ml.!\Onty Member, United States Seruue, Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources, from E<lward C. Schmults, Deputy Attorney Genetal at 2 (Apr. 19, 1983) ("[OJur concern regarding 
your desire for the sworn testimony of [the Counsel to the President] is based upon imponant principles relative 
to the powers, duties and prerogatives of the Presidency We share with previous Presidents and their advisers senous 
reservarions regarding the implications for established conslltutional doctrines arising from the separation of powers 
of a Congressional demand for the sworn testimony of close presidential advisers on the White House staff."). 
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sional committee, but he can also direct them not even to appear before the com
mittee." 3 

An often-quoted statement of this position is contained in an opinion by Assist

ant Attorney General William Rehnquist: 

The President and his immediate advisers-that is, those who 
customarily meet with the President on a regular or frequent 
basis-should be deemed absolutely immune from testimonial 
compulsion by a congressional committee. They not only may not 

be examined with respect to their official duties, but they may not 
even be compelled to appear before a congressional committee. 4 

There is no question that the Counsel to the President falls within Assistant 
Attorney General Rehnquist's description of the type of Presidential advisers who 

are immune from testimonial compulsion. 

CHRISTOPHER H. SCHROEDER 
Acting Assistant Attorney General 

Office of legal Counsel 

'Memorandum for Margaret Mc Kenna, Deputy Counsel to the Pres idem, from John M. Harmon. Assistant Anomey 

General. Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Dual-purpose Presidenria/ Advisers, Appendix at 7 (Aug. ! I, !977). 

• Memorandum for the Honorable John D, Ehrlichman, Assistant 10 the President for Domestic Affrurs. from Wil• 

Ham H. Rehnquist, Assistant A1tomey General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Power of Congressional Committee 

10 Compel Appearance or Teslimony of "Whilt House Staff' al 7 (Feb. 5, !971). 
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IMMUNITY Of' FORMER COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT FROM 
COMPELLED CONGRESSIONAL TESTIMONY 

Theformer Counsel to !be Prcsidenl is immunej1wn compelled congressional testimony about 
matters that arose during her tenure as Counsel to the President and that relate to her official duties in 
that capacity and is not required to appear in response to a subpoena to a boll! such matters. 

July !0, 2007 

MEMORANDUM OPINION FOR THE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

You have asked whether IlatTiet Miers, the fonner Counsel to the President, is legally 
required to appear and provide testimony in response to a subpoena issued by the Committee on 
the Judiciary of the House of Representatives. The Committee, we understand, seeks testimony 
from Ms. Miers about matters arising during her tenure as Counsel to the President and relating 
to her official duties in that capacity. Specifically, the Committee wishes to ask Ms. Miers about 
the decision of the Justice Department to request the resignations of several United States 
Attorneys in 2006. See Letter for I Iarrict E. Miers from the Hon. John Conyers, Jr., Chairman, 
House Committee on the Judiciary (June 13, 2007). For the reasons discussed below, we believe 
that Ms. Miers is immune from compulsion to testify before the Committee on this matter and, 
therefore, is not required to appear to testify about this subject. 

Since at least the 1940s, Administrations of both political pa1tics have taken the position 
that "'the President and his inm1ediate advisers are absolutely immune from testimonial 
compulsion by a Congressional committee."' Assertion of Executive Privilege With Respect to 
Clemency Decision, 23 Op. O.L.C. l, 4 (1999) (opinion of Attorney General Janet Reno) 
(quoting Memorandum from John M. Hannon, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal 
Counsel, Re: Er:ecutive Privilege at 5 (May 23, 1977)). This immunity "is absolute and may not 
be overborne by competing congressional interests." ld. 

Assistant Attorney General William Rehnquist succinctly explained this position in a 
1971 memorandum: 

The President and his immediate advisers-that is, those who customarily meet with the 
President on a regular or frequent basis-should be deemed absolutely immune from 
testimonial compulsion by a congressional committee. They not only may not be 
examined with respect to their official duties, but they may not even be compelled to 
appear before a congressional committee. 

Memorandum from William H. Rehnquist, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, 
Re: Power of Congressional Committee to Compel Appearance or Testimony of "White House 
Sta.ff' at 7 (Feb. 5, 1971) ("Rehnquist lvfemo"). In a 1999 opinion for President Clinton, 
Attorney General Reno concluded that the Counsel to the President "serves as an immediate 
adviser to the President and is therefore immune from compelled congressional testimony." 
Assertion of Executive Privilege, 23, Op. O.L.C. at 4. 
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The rationale for the immunity is plain. The President is the head of one of the 
independent Branches of the federal Government. If a congressional conunittee could force the 
President's appearance, fundamental separation of powers principles-including the President's 
independence and autonomy from Congress--would be threatened. As the Office of Legal 
Counsel has explained, "[t]hc President is a separate branch of government. He may not compel 
congressmen to appear before him. As a matter of separation of powers, Congress may not 
compel him to appear before it." Memorandum for Edward C. Schmults, Deputy Attorney 
General, from Theodore B. Olson, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel at 2 
(July 29, 1982) ("Olson Memorandum"). 

The same separation of powers principles that protect a President from compelled 
congressional testimony also apply to senior presidential advisers. Given the numerous demands 
of his office, the President must rely upon senior advisers. As Attorney General Reno explained, 
"in many respects, a senior advisor to the President functions as the President's alter ego, 
assisting him on a daily basis in the fornmlation of executive policy and resolution of matters 
affecting the military, foreign affairs, and national security and other aspects of his discharge 
of his constitutional responsibilities." Assertion of Executive Privilege, 23 Op. O.L.C. at 5. 1 

Thus, "[ s ]ubjecting a senior presidential advisor to the congressional subpoena power would be 
akin to requiring the President himself to appear before Congress on matters relating to the 
performance of his constitutionally assigned functions." Id.; see also Olson Memorandum at 2 
("The President's close advisors are an extension of the President.")." 

The fact that Ms. Miers is a former Counsel to the President does not alter the analysis. 
Separation of powers principles dictate that former Presidents and former senior presidential 
advisers remain immune from compelled congressional testimony about official matters that 
occun-ed during their time as President or senior presidential advisers. Former President Trnman 
explained the need for continuing immunity in November 1953, when he refused to comply with 
a subpoena directing him to appear before the House Committee on Un-American Activities. 
In a letter to that conm1ittee, he warned that "if the doctrine of separation of powers and the 
independence of the Presidency is to have any validity at all, it must be equally applicable to a 
President after his term of office has expired when he is sought to be examined with respect to 
any acts occun-ing while he is President." Texts of Truman Letter and Velde Reply, N.Y. Times, 
Nov. 13, 1953, at 14 (reprinting November 12, 1953 letter by President Truman). "The doctrine 

1 In an analogous context. the Supreme Court held that the immunity provided by the Speech or Debate 
Clause of the Constitution to Members of Congress also applies to congressional aides, even though the Clause 
refers only to .. Senators and Representatives." U.S. Const. art I,§ 6, cl. I. In justifying expanding the immunity, 
the Supreme Court reasoned that "the day to day work of such aides is so critical to the Members' performance that 
they must be treated as the latter's alter egos." Gravel v. United States, 408 U.S.606,616-17 ( 1972). Any other 
approach, the Court warned, would cause the constitutional immunity to be "inevitably ... diminished and 
frustrated." Id. at 617. 

2 See also Hist01y of Refi1sals by Executive Branch Officials to Provide Information Demanded by 
Congress, 6 Op. O.L.C. 751, 771-72 (1982) (documenting how President Truman directed Assistant to the President 
John Steelman not to respond to a congressional subpoena seeking infmmation about confidential communications 
between the President and one of his "principal aides"). 
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would be shattered, and the President, contrary to our fundamental theory of constitutional 
government, would become a mere arm of the Legislative Branch of the Government ifhe would 
feel during his term of office that his every act might be subject to official inquiry and possible 
distortion for political purposes." Id. In a radio speech to the Nation, former President Tmman 
fmiher stressed that it "is just as important to the independence of the Executive that the actions 
of the President should not be subjected to the questioning by the Congress after he has 
completed his term of office as that his actions should not be questioned while he is serving as 
President." Text o_f'Address by Truman Explaining to Nation His Actions in the White Case, 
N.Y. Times, Nov. 17, 1953, at 26. 

Because a presidential adviser's immunity is derivative of the President's, former 
President Truman's rationale directly applies to forn1er presidential advisers. We have 
previously opined that because an "immediate assistant to the President may be said to serve 
as his alter ego .... the same considerations that were persuasive to fonner President Truman 
would apply to justify a refusal to appear [before a congressional committee J by ... a fom1er 
[senior presidential adviser], if the scope of his testimony is to be limited to his activities while 
serving in that capacity." Memorandum for the Counsel to the President from Roger C. Cram ton, 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Availability of Executive Privilege 
Where Congressional Committee Seeks Testimony of' Former White House q{ficial on Advice 
Given President on Official Matters at 6 (Dec. 21, l 972). 

Accordingly, we conclude that Ms. Miers is immune from compelled congressional 
testimony about matters, such as the U.S. Attorney resignations, that arose during her tenure as 
Counsel to the President and that relate to her official duties in that capacity, and therefore she is 
not required to appear in response to a subpoena to testify about such matters. 

Isl 

STEVEN G. BRADBURY 
Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
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Immunity of the Assistant to the President and 
Director of the Office of Political Strategy and 

Outreach "From Congressional Subpoena 

The Assistant to the President and Director of the Office of Political Strategy and Outreach ("OPSO") 
is immune from the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 's subpoena to compel 
him to testify about matters concerning his service to the President in the OPSO" 

July 15, 2014 

MEMORANDUM OPINION FOR THE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

You have asked whether Assistant to the President and Director of the Office of 
Political Strategy and Outreach ("OPSO") David Simas is legally required to 
appear to testify at a congressional hearing scheduled for July 16, 2014, in 
response to a subpoena issued to Mr. Simas by the House Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform on July 10, 2014. We understand that the Committee 
seeks testimony about "whether the White House is taking adequate steps to 
ensure that political activity by Administration officials complies with relevant 
statutes, including the Hatch Act," and about "the role and function of the White 
House Office of Political Strategy-and Outreach." Letter for David Simas from the 
Hon. Darrell Issa, Chairruan, Committee on Oversight and Government Reforru, 
House of Representatives (July 3, 2014) ("Invitation Letter"). For the reasons set 
forth below, we believe that Mr. Simas is immune from compulsion to testify 
before the Committee on these matters, and therefore is not required to appear to 
testify in response to this subpoena. 

I. 

A. 

The Executive Branch's longstanding position, reaffirmed by numerous Ad
ministrations of both political parties, is that the President's immediate advisers 
are absolutely immune from congressional testimonial process. See, e.g., Memo
randum for the Hon. John D. Ehrlichman, Assistant to the President for Domestic 
Affairs, from William H. Rehnquist, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal 
Counsel, Re: Power of Congressional Committee to Compel Appearance or 
Testimony of "White House Staff" at 7 (Feb. 5, 197 l) ("Rehnquist Memoran
dum").' This immunity is rooted in the constitutional separation of powers, and in 

' See also Letter to Fred F. Fielding, Counsel to the President, from Steven G. Bradbury. Principal 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel (Aug. l, 2007); Immunity of Fonner 
Counsel 10 the Prcsidentfi-om Compelled Congressional Tes1imo11y, 31 Op. O.LC. ~ (July JO, 2007) 
("Bradbury Memorandum"), available al http:/iwww.justice.gov/olc"opinions.htm: Assertion of Execu-
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the immunity of the President himself from congressional compulsion to testify. 
As this Office has previously observed, "[t]he President is the head of one of the 
independent Branches of the federal government. If a congressional committee 
could force the President's appearance" to testify before it, "fundamental separa
tion of powers principles-including the President's independence and autonomy 
from Congress-would be threatened." Immunity of Former Counsel to the 
President from Compelled Congressional Testimony, 3 l Op. 0.L.C. _, at *2 
(July lO, 2007) ("Bradbury Memorandum"), available at http://justice.gov/olc/ 
opinions.htm. In the words of one President, "[t]he doctrine [of separation of 
powers] would be shattered, and the President, contrary to our fundamental theory 
of constitutional government, would become a mere arm of the Legislative Branch 
of the Government if he would foe! during his term of office that his every act 
might be subject to official inquiry and possible distortion for political purpose." 
Texts of Truman Letter and Vclde Reply, N.Y. Times, Nov. 13, 1953, at 14 
(rcp1inting November 11, 1953 letter by President Truman). Thus, just as the 
President "may not compel congressmen to appear before him," ''[aJs a matter of 
separation of powers, Congress may not compel him to appear before it." Asser
tion of Er:ecutive Privilege with Respect to Clemency Decision, 23 Op. 0.L.C. 1, 4 
(1999) ("Assertion CJlExecutive Privilege") (quoting Memorandum for Edward C. 
Schmults, Deputy Attorney General, from Theodore B. Olson, Assistant Attorney 
General, Office of Legal Counsel at 2 (July 29, 1982)). 

For the President's absolute immunity to be fully meaningful, and for these 
separation of powers principles to be adequately protected, the President's 
immediate advisers must likewise have absolute immunity from congressional 
compulsion to testify about matters that occur during the course of discharging 
their official duties. "Given the numerous demands of his office, the President 
must rely upon senior advisers" to do his job. Bradbury Memorandum at *2. The 
President's immediate advisers--those trusted members of the President's inner 
circle "who customarily meet with the President on a regular or frequent basis," 
Rehnquist Memorandum at 7, and upon whom the President relies directly for 
candid and sound advice-are in many ways an extension of the President himself. 

tive Privilege wilh Respect to Clemency Deciswn. 23 Op. O.L.C. 1 (l 999); lmmuni(v of the Counsel to 
the Presidentjiom Compelled Congressional Testimony, 20 Op. O.L.C. 308 (!996); Memorandum W 
Edward C. Schmults. Deputy Attorney General. from Theodore B. Olson. Assistant Attorney General, 
Office of Legal Counsel (July 29, 1982); Letter for Rudolph W. Giuliani, Associate Attorney General, 
from Theodore B. Olson, Assistant Attorney General, Ot1ice of Legal Counsel, Re: Demand for 
Deposition of Counsel tu the President Fred F. Fielding (July 23, I 982); Memorandum for Fred F. 
Fielding, Counsel to the President, from Theodore B. Olson. Assistant Attorney General, Ot1ice of 
Legal Counsel, Re: Congressfrmal Testimony by Presidenlial Assistants (Apr. l4, l98l ); Memorandum 
for Margaret McKenna. Deputy Counsel to the President. from John M. Hannon, Assistant Attorney 
General. Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Dua/-Pu,pose Presidential Advisers (Aug. 11, 1977); 
Memorandum for the Hon. John W. Dean lll, Counsel to the President, from Ralph E. Erickson, 
Assistant Attomey General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Appearance of Presidential Assistant Peter 
M. Flanigan Bejhre a Congressional Con,milice (Mar. 15. 1972). 
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They "function[] as the President's alter ego, assisting him on a daily basis in the 
fonnulation of executive policy and resolution of matters affecting the military, 
foreign affairs, and national security and other aspects of his discharge of his 
constitutional responsibilities," including supervising the Executive Branch and 
developing policy. Assertion of Executive Privilege, 23 Op. O.L.C. at 5; see also 
Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 731, 750 (1982) (the Constitution "establishes the 
President as the chief constitutional officer of the Executive Branch, entrusted 
with supervismy and policy responsibilities of utmost discretion and sensitivity," 
including "the enforcement of federal law" and the "management of the Executive 
Branch"); In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d 729, 750 (D.C. Cir. 1997) ("The President 
himself must make decisions relying substantially, if not entirely, on the infor
mation and analysis supplied by advisers."). "Given the close working relationship 
that the President must have with his immediate advisors as he discharges his 
constitutionally assigned duties," "[s]ubjccting [those advisors] to the congres
sional subpoena power would be akin to requiring the President himself to appear 
before Congress on matters relating to the perfonnance of his constitutionally 
assigned executive functions." Assertion of Executive Privilege, 23 Op. O.L.C. 
at 5. 

In particular, a congressional power to compel the testimony of the President's 
immediate advisers would interfere with the President's discharge of his constitu
tional functions and damage the separation of powers in at least two important 
respects. First, such a power would threaten the President's "independence and 
autonomy from Congress." Bradbury Memorandum at *2; cf Cheney v. US. Dist. 
Ct.for D.C., 542 U.S. 367,370,385 (2004) (citing the President's need for auto
nomy and confidentiality in holding that courts must consider constraints imposed 
by the separation of powers in fashioning the timing and scope of discovery 
directed at high-level presidential advisers who "give advice and make recom
mendations to the President"). Absent immunity for a President's closest advisers, 
congressional committees could wield their compulsmy power to attempt to 
supervise the President's actions, or to harass those advisers in an effort to 
influence their conduct, retaliate for actions the committee disliked, or embatTass 
and weaken the President for partisan gain. Such efforts would risk significant 
congressional encroachment on, and interference with, the President's prerogatives 
and his ability to discharge his duties with the advice and assistance of his closest 
advisers. They also would promote a perception that the President is subordinate 
to Congress, contraty to the Constitution's separation of governmental powers into 
equal and coordinate branches. 

Second, a congressional power to subpoena the President's closest advisers to 
testify about matters that occur during the course of discharging their official 
duties would threaten executive branch confidentiality, which is necessary (among 
other things) to ensure that the President can obtain the type of sonnd and candid 
advice that is essential to the effective discharge of his constitutional duties. The 
Supreme Court has recognized "the necessity for protection of the public interest 
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in candid, objective, and even blunt or harsh opinions in Presidential decisionmak
ing." United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, 708 (1974). "A President and those 
who assist him," the Court has explained, ''must be free to explore alternatives in 
the process of shaping policies and making decisions and to do so in a way many 
would be unwilling to express except privately." Id. The prospect of compelled 
interrogation by a potentially hostile congressional committee about confidential 
communications \Vith the President or among the President's immediate staff 
could chill presidential advisers from providing unpopular advice or from fully 
examining an issue with the President or others. 

To be sure, the President's advisers could invoke executive privilege to decline 
to answer specific questions if they were required to testify. See, e.g., Rehnquist 
Memorandum at 8 & n.4. But the ability to assert executive privilege during live 
testimony in response to hostile questioning would not remove the threat to the 
confidentiality of presidential communications. An immediate presidential adviser 
could be asked, under the express or implied threat of contempt of Congress, a 
wide range of unanticipated and hostile questions about highly sensitive delibera
tions and communications. In the heat of the moment, without the opportunity for 
careful reflection, the adviser might have difficulty confining his remarks to those 
that do not reveal such sensitive info1mation. Or the adviser could be reluctant to 
repeatedly invoke executive privilege, even though validly applicable, for fear of 
the congressional and media condemnation she or the President might endure. 
These concerns are heightened because, in a hearing before a congressional 
committee, there is no judge or other neutral magistrate to whom a witness can 
tum for protection against questions seeking confidential and privileged infor
mation. The committee not only poses the questions to the witness, but also rules 
on any objections to its own questions according to procedures it establishes. The 
pressure of compelled live testimony about White House activities in a public 
congressional hearing would thus create an inherent and substantial risk of 
inadvertent or coerced disclosure of confidential infotmation relating to presiden
tial decisionmaking-thereby ultimately threatening the President's ability to 
receive candid and carefully considered advice from his immediate advisers. To 
guard against these harms to the President's ability to discharge his constitutional 
functions and to the separation of powers, immediate presidential advisers must 
have absolute immunity from congressional compulsion to testify about matters 
that occun-ed during the course of the adviser's discharge of official duties.' 

2 A number of senior presidential advisers have voluntarily testified before Congress as an accom
modation to a congressional committee's legitimate interest in inve:aigating certain activities of the 
Executive Branch. These instances of voluntary testimony do not undem1ine the Executive Branch's 
long-established position on absolute immunity. Unlike compelled testimony, voluntary testimony by a 
senior presidential adviser represents an affirmative exercise of presidential autonomy. H reflects a 
decision by the President and his immediate advisers that the benefit of providing such testimony as an 
accommodation to a committee's interests outweighs the potential for harassment and harm to 
Executive Branch confidentiality. Such testimony. moreover, may be provided on terms negotiated to 
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B. 

This longstanding Executive Branch position is consistent with relevant Su
preme Court case law. The Court has not yet considered whether Congress may 
secure the testimony of an immediate presidential adviser through compulsory 
process. But in an analogous context, the Court did conclude that legislative aides 
are entitled to immunity under the Speech or Debate Clause that is co-extensive 
with the immunity afforded Members of Congress themselves. See Gravel v. 
United States, 408 U.S. 606 (1972). "It is literally impossible," the Court ex
plained, "for Members of Congress to perform their legislative tasks without the 
help of aides and assistants." Id. at 6 I 6. Legislative aides must therefore "be 
treated as ... alter egos" of the Members they serve. As a result, they must be 
granted the same immunity as those Members in order to preserve "the central role 
of the Speech or Debate Clause," which is "to prevent intimidation of legislators 
by the Executive and accountability before a possibly hostile judicia1y." Id. at 617. 

The Court's reasoning in Gravel supports the position that the President's 
immediate advisers must share his absolute immunity from congressional 
compulsion to testify. As noted above, the President's immediate advisers are his 
•'alter egos," allowing him to fulfill the myriad responsibilities of his office in a 
way it would be "literally impossible" for him to do alone. A congressional power 
to compel their testimony would (as we have discussed) undermine the President's 
independence, create the appearance that the President is subordinate to Congress, 
and impair the President's ability to receive sound and candid advice, thereby 
hindering his ability to carry out the functions entrnsted to him by the Constitu
tion. Subjecting immediate presidential advisers to congressional testimonial 
process would thus "diminish[] and frustrate[]" the purpose of the President's own 
absolute immunity from such process-;just as in Gravel, denying "Speech or 
Debate" immunity to legislative aides would have "diminished and frustrated" the 
protections granted to Members of Congress under that clause. Gravel, 408 U.S. at 
617. 

To be sure, in Harlow v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 800 (1982), the Court rejected a 
claim of absolute immunity made by senior presidential advisers. But it did so in 
the context of a civil suit against those advisers for money damages. In our view, 
Harlow's holding that presidential advisers are generally entitled to only qualified 
immunity in suits for money damages should not be extended to the context of 
congressional subpoenas for the testimony of immediate presidential advisers, 
because the separation of powers concerns that underlie the need for absolute 
immunity from congressional testimonial compulsion are not present to the same 

focus and limit the scope of the questioning. Because volunta1y testimony represents an exercise of 
presidential autonomy rather than legally required compliance with congressional will, it does not 
implicate the separation of powers in the same manner, or to anything like the same extent, as 
compelled testimony. 
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degree in civil lawsuits brought by third parties. But see Comm. on Judiciaiy, U.S. 
House of Representatives v. Miers, 558 F. Supp. 2d 53, 100-02 (D.D.C. 2008) 
(reading Harlow to preclude absolute immunity for senior presidential advisers 
from compulsion to testify before Congress). 

As explained above, subjecting an immediate presidential adviser to Congress's 

subpoena power would threaten the President's autonomy and his ability to 
receive sound and candid advice. Both of these prospective harms would raise 
acute concerns related to the separation of powers. A suit for damages brought by 
a private party does not raise comparable separation of powers concerns. It is true 
that such a suit involves a judicially supervised inquiry into the actions of 
presidential advisers, and that the threat of financial liability from such a suit may 
chill the conduct of those advisers. See Harlow, 457 U.S. at 814; Miers, 558 F. 
Supp. 2d at IO 1---02. But, in civil damages actions, the Judiciary acts as a disinter
ested arbiter of a private dispute, not as a party in interest to the very lawsuit it 
adjudicates. Indeed, the court is charged with impartially administering procedural 
rules designed to protect witnesses from in-elevant, argumentative, harassing, 
cumulative, privileged, and other problematic questions. Cf, e.g., Fed. R. Civ. P. 
26(b); Fed. R. Evid. 103. And mechanisms exist to eliminate unmeritorious 
claims. See, e.g., Fed. R. Civ. P. l2(b), (c), (e), (f); Fed. R. Civ. P. 56. In contrast, 
in the congressional context (as noted earlier), the subpoenaing committee is both 
the interested party and the presiding authority, asking questions that further its 
own interests, and setting the rules for the proceeding and judging whether a 
witness has failed to comply with those rules. In part for these reasons, a congres
sional proceeding threatens to subject presidential advisers to coercion and 
harassment, create a heightened impression of presidential subordination to 
Congress, and cause public disclosure of confidential presidential communications 
in a way that the careful development of evidence through the judicially monitored 
application of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure does not. 

Harlow also contains a discussion of Gravel, in which the Couti rejected the 
defendants' argument that, as "alter egos" of the President, they should be entitled 
to absolute immunity from civil claims for damages, derivative of the absolute 
immunity afforded the President. But we do not think Harlow's discussion 
undermines the relevance of Gravel to the issue of immunity from congressional 
compulsion to testify. In Harlow, the Court conceded that the defendants' claim of 
absolute immunity based on Gravel was "not without force:' but concluded that 
the argument would "sweep[] too far," because it would imply that Cabinet 
officials too should enjoy derivative absolute immunity, and the Court had already 
decided (in Butz v. Economou, 438 U.S. 478 (1978)) that Cabinet officials
"Presidential subordinates some of whose essential roles are acknowledged by the 
Constitution itself'-were entitled to only qualified immunity. Harlow, 457 U.S. 
at 810. 
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Given the dissimilarities between civil suits for damages and compelled con
gressional testimony just discussed, it is doubtful that this discussion in Harlow 
(or the holding in Butz) bears much on the question of whether immediate 
presidential advisers have absolute immunity from congressional compulsion to 
testify. Further, even if it is appropriate to harmonize the immunity afforded 
Cabinet officials and presidential advisers in the context of suits for damages, the 
same is not true in the context of compelled congressional testimony. This is 
because the prospect of compelled congressional testimony by a .President's 
immediate advisers would, as a general matter, be significantly more damaging to 
the separation of powers than the prospect of compelled testimony by a Cabinet 
official. As a Department head, a Cabinet officer is confitmed by the Senate, and 
her authority and functions are generally established by statute. It may be a 
significant pait of her regular duties to testity before Congress about the imple
mentation of laws that Congress has passed. Cf Rehnquist Memorandum at 8--9. 
By contrast, an immediate presidential adviser is appointed solely by the Presi
dent, without Senate confinnation, and his role is to advise and assist the President 
in the perfonnance of the .President's constitutionally assigned functions. The 
separation of powers concerns identified above-the threats to both the independ
ence of the presidency and the President's ability to obtain candid and sound 
advice-are significantly more acute in the case of close personal advisers than 
high-ranking Executive Branch officials who do not function as the President's 
"alter egos." Cf Harlow, 457 U.S. at 828 (Burger, CJ., dissenting) (faulting the 
Comt majority for "fail[ing] to distinguish the role of a .President or his 'elbow 
aides' from the role of Cabinet officers, who are department heads rather than 
'alter egos,"' and stating that "[i]t would be in no sense inconsistent to hold that a 
President's personal aides have greater immunity than Cabinet officers"); id. at 
810 n.14 (majority) (acknowledging Chief Justice Burger's argument and noting 
that "it is impossible to generalize about the role of 'offices' in an individual 
President's administration" because some individuals have served simultaneously 
in both presidential advis01y and Cabinet positions).' 

Similarly, in United States v. Nixon, the Supreme Court expressly distinguished 
the privilege issues arising in criminal cases from the privilege issues that would 

1 The Harlow Court also observed that civil suits for money damages against presidential advisers 
··generally do not invoke separation-of.-powers considerations to the same extent as suits against the 
President himself" 457 U.S. at 811 n. l 7. This observation is consistent with Nixon v. Fitzgerald. a case 
decided the same day as Harlow, in which the Court held that the President "is entitled to absolute 
immunity from damages liability predicated on his official acts." 457 U_S. 731, 749 (1982). This logic 
too suggests that the President"s immediate advisers should be absolutely immune from congressional 
compulsion to testify, because (as we have explained) compelling immediate presidential advisers ro 
testify before Congress would risk serious harm to the separation of powers that is closely related to the 
harm that would be caused by compelling the President himself to appear, and because absolute 
immunity for the President's immediate advisers is necessmy to render the President's own immunity 
fully meaningful. 
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arise in the context of compelled congressional testimony. In Nixon, the Cowt held 
that the President could assert only a qualified, rather than an absolute, privilege to 
resist a subpoena for tape recordings and documents issued in the course of a 
criminal proceeding brought against certain third parties. 418 U.S. 683; see also 
Sealed Case, 121 F. 3d at 753--57 (presidential communications privilege may be 
overcome by need for information in a grand jury investigation). But the Court 
made clear that it was "not ... concerned with the balance between the Presi
dent's ... confidentiality interest and congressional demands for information." 
Nixon, 418 U.S. at 712 n.19; see also id. ("We address only the conflict between 
the President's assertion of a generalized privilege of confidentiality and the 
constitutional need for relevant evidence in criminal trials."); Sealed Case, 121 
F.3d at 753 (recognizing that the unique "constitutional considerations" in the 
''congressional-executive context" render limitations on executive privilege in the 
judicial context inapposite). Patticularly in light of this explicit statement, we do 
not believe Nixon casts doubt on the President's-and by extension his immediate 
advisers'-immunity from congressional compulsion to testify. As with liability 
for private suits for damages, requiring the President to comply with a third-party 
subpoena in a criminal case is very different from-and has very different 
separation of powers implications than-requiring him to comply with a congres
sional subpoena for testimony. This is so in at least two respects. 

First, as the Court explained in Cheney, "the need for information in the crimi
nal context is" particularly weighty "because 'our historic[al] commitment to the 
rule of law ... is nowhere more profoundly manifest than in our view that the 
twofold aim of[ criminal justice J is that guilt not escape or innocence suffer."' 542 
U.S. at 384 (quoting United States v. Nixon, 4 l 8 U.S. at 708-09) (internal 
quotation marks omitted) (alterations in original)). Outside the criminal context, 
"the need for information ... does not share the [same] urgency or significance." 
Id. Comparing the informational need of congressional committees with that of 
grand juries, for instance, the en bane Cowt of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit 
explained that "while factfinding by a legislative committee is undeniably a part of 
its task, legislative judgments normally depend more on the predicted consequenc
es of proposed legislative actions and their political acceptability, than on precise 
reconstruction of past events. . . In contrast, the responsibility of the grand jury 
turns entirely on its ability to determine whether there is probable cause to believe 
that certain named individuals did or did not commit specific crimes." Senate 
Select Comm. on Presidential Campaign Activities v. Nixon, 498 F.2d 725, 732 
(D.C. Cir. 1974) (en bane). 

Second, the potentially harmfol effect on the President's ability to carry out his 
duties and on the separation of powers is more serious in the context of subpoe
naed congressional testimony than in the context of compulsory judicial process in 
a criminal case. As in the civil context, the criminal justice system imposes 
"various constraints, albeit imperfect, to filter out insubstantial legal claims" and 
minimize the damage to the President's ability to discharge his duties, such as 
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prosecutoria! discretion (with its attendant ethical constraints) and Federal Rule of 
Criminal Procedure 17. Cheney, 542 U.S. at 386. Congress is not subject to such 
constraints. And, of course, a criminal subpoena does not raise the prospect of the 
President (or one of his immediate advisers) being summoned at Congress's will 
to appear before it to respond to a hearing conducted entirely on the terms and in 
the manner Congress chooses. 

Two lower-court cases also bear mention. In Senate Select Committee, the 
Comt of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit addressed a President's obligation to comply 
with a congressional subpoena, and concluded that the President could not assert a 
generalized claim of executive privilege to absolutely immunize himself from 
turning over certain tape recordings of presidential conversations. 498 F.2d 725. 
Again, we do not believe this holding undermines our conclusion that the Presi
dent and his immediate advisers are absolutely immune from congressional 
compulsion to testify. In our view, Congress summoning a President to appear 
before it would suggest, far more than Congress compelling a President to turn 
over evidence, an Exeeutivc subordinate to the Legislature. In addition, when 
Congress issues a subpoena for documents, the Executive Branch may take time to 
review the request and object to any demands that encroach on privileged areas. 
Any documents that are produced may be redacted where necessary. By contrast 
(and as already discussed), a witness testifying before Congress may, in the heat of 
the moment and under pressure, inadvertently reveal information that should 
remain confidential. 

Finally, in Committee on Judiciary v. Miers, the District Court for the District 
of Columbia considered a question very similar to the one raised here, and 
concluded that a former Counsel to the President was not entitled to absolute 
immunity from congressional compulsion to testify. 558 F. Supp. 2d at 99. The 
court's analysis relied heavily on Harlow, Harlow's discussion of Gravel, and 
Nixon. See 558 F. Supp. 2d at 99-105. For the reasons set forth above, we believe 
those cases do not undermine the Executive Branch's longstanding position that 
the President's immediate advisers are immune from congressional compulsion to 
testify. We therefore respectfully disagree with the Miers court's analysis and 
conclusion, and adhere to the Executive Branch's longstanding view that the 
President's immediate advisers have absolute immunity from congressional 
compulsion to testify. 

C. 

Applying this longstanding view, we believe that Mr. Simas has such immuni
ty. We understand that Mr. Simas spends the majority of his time advising or 
preparing advice for the President. He is a member of a group of the President's 
closest advisers who regularly meet with the President, as often as several times a 
week. In addition, Mr. Simas frequently meets with the President alone and with 
other advisers, at the President's or Mr. Simas 's request. See Rehnquist Memoran-
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dum at 7 (President's "immediate advisers" are "those who customarily meet with 
the President on a regular or frequent basis"). Mr. Simas is responsible for 
advising the President on such matters as what policy issues wan·ant his attention. 
He also advises the President on how his policies are being received, and on hmv 
to shape policy to align it witl1 the needs and desires of the American public. Mr. 
Simas thus plays a crucial role in deciding how best to formulate and communi
cate the President's agenda across a wide range of policy issues. In these respects, 
Mr. Simas's duties are comparable to those of other immediate advisers who we 
have previously recognized are entitled to absolute immunity from congressional 
compulsion to testify. See, e.g., Letter to Fred F. Fielding, Counsel to the Presi
dent, from Steven G. Bradbury, Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General, 
Office of Legal Counsel (Aug. 1, 2007) (immunity of President Bush adviser Karl 
Rove); Bradbury Memorandum (immunity of Counsel to President Bush Harriet 
Miers). Consistent with these precedents, we likewise conclude that Mr. Simas has 
absolute immunity from compulsion to testify before Congress about his service to 
the President in the Office of Political Strategy and OutTCach. 

II. 

For the reasons discussed above, we believe that Mr. Simas is entitled to im
munity that is "absolute and may not be overborne by [the Committee's] compet
ing interests." Assertion of Executive Privilege, 23 Op. O.L.C. at 4. But even if 
Mr. Simas were only entitled to qualified immunity, which could be overcome by 
a sufficient showing of compelling need, we would conclude that the Committee 
had not made the requisite showing. 

A. 

No court has yet considered the standard that wonld be used to detennine 
whether a congressional committee's interests overrode an immediate presidential 
adviser's immunity from congressional compulsion to testify, assuming that 
immunity were qualified rather than absolute. But two decisions of the Court of 
Appeals for the D.C. Circuit suggest possible standards. In Senate Select Commit
tee, in the context of a presidential assertion of executive privilege against a 
congressional subpoena for tape recordings of conversations between the President 
and his Counsel, the comt held that the Committee could overcome the assertion 
only by showing that "the subpoenaed evidence is demonstrably critical to the 
responsible fulfillment of [its] functions." 498 F.2d at 73l; see also McGrain v. 
Daugherly, 273 U.S. 135, 176 (1927) (congressional oversight power may be used 
only to "obtain information in aid of the legislative function"). And in Sealed 
Case, the court held that "in order to overcome a claim of presidential privilege 
raised against a grand jury subpoena, it is necessary to specifically demonstrate 
why it is likely that the evidence contained in presidential communications is 
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important to the ongoing grand jury investigation and why this evidence is not 
available from another source." 121 F.3d at 757. (To be "important" to an 
investigation, "the evidence sought must be directly relevant to issues that arc 
expected to be central to the trial." Id. at 754.) 

In our view, Senate Select Committee would provide the more appropriate 
standard for assessing whether a congressional committee's assertion of need had 
overcome an immediate presidential adviser's qualified testimonial immunity. As 
explained above, judicial proceedings-including criminal proceedings--<liffer in 
fundamental ways from congressional hearings. Because the Senate Select 
Committee standard was articulated in the congressional oversight context, and 
because it seeks to preserve the President's prerogatives while recognizing 
Congress's legitimate interest in infonnation crucial to its legislative function, we 
believe it would be an appropriate standard for evaluating whether an immediate 
presidential adviser's qualified testimonial immunity has been overcome. 

In applying this standard, it would be impo1iant to bear in mind the "implicit 
constitutional mandate" that the coordinate branches of government "seek optimal 
accommodation through a realistic evaluation of the needs of the conflicting 
branches in the particular fact situation." United States v. Am. Tel. & Tel. Co., 567 
F .2d 121, 127 (D. C. Cir. 1977). Through this accommodation process, which has 
been followed for decades, the political branches strive to avoid the "constitntional 
confrontation" that erupts when the President must make an asse11ion of privilege, 
or when an immediate presidential adviser's testimonial immunity must be 
invoked. See Cheney, 542 U.S. at 389-90 (quoting United Slates v. Nixon, 418 
U.S. at 692); see also id. ("[C]onstitutional confrontation between the two 
branches should be avoided whenever possible.") (quotation marks omitted). 
Accordingly, before an immediate presidential adviser's compelled testimony 
could be deemed demonstrably critical to the responsible fulfillment of a congres
sional committee's legislative function, a congressional committee would, at a 
minimum, need to demonstrate why information available to it from other sources 
was inadequate to meet its legitimate needs. See Senate Select Committee, 498 
F.2d at 732-33 (noting that, in light of the President's public release of partially 
redacted transcripts of the subpoenaed tapes, the court had asked the Select 
Committee to state "in what specific respects the [publicly available] tran
scripts ... are deficient in meeting [its] need," and then finding that the Commit
tee "points to no specific legislative decisions that cannot responsibly be made 
without access to materials uniquely contained in the tapes"). 

R 

The Committee has not shown that Mr. Simas's testimony is demonstrably 
critical to the responsible .fulfi!lment of its legislative function. The Committee's 
investigation began with a broad request for "all documents and communications, 
including e-mails, related or referring to the Office of Political Strategy and 
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Outreach or the reopening of the Office of Political Affairs," along with a request 
that White House officials brief Committee staff. Letter for Denis McDonough, 
White House Chief of Staff: from the Hon. Darrell E. Issa, Chainnan, Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform, House of Representatives at 4 (Mar. 18, 

2014). Over the course of letters exchanged during the next three months, the 
White House explained that the Office engages only in activities that are pennissi

ble under the Hatch .Act, and that the White House has taken steps to ensure that 
OPSO staff are trained in Hatch Act compliance. In response to those letters, the 
Committee reiterated its broad request for documents, but did not articulate 
particular unanswered questions or identify incidents in which OPSO staff may 
have violated the Hatch Act or related statutes. See Letter for the Hon. Darrell E. 
Issa, Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, House of 
Representatives, from Kath1yn H. Ruemmler, Counsel to the President (Mar. 26, 
2014); Letter for Denis McDonough, White House Chief of Staff, from the Hon. 
Danell E. Issa, Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Government Refom1, 

House of Representatives at 1 & n.5 (May 27, 2014); Letter for the Hon. DmTell E. 
Issa, Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, House of 
Representatives, from W. Neil Eggleston, Counsel to the President at 1-2 (June 
13, 2014). 

On July 3, 2014, the Committee requested Mr. Simas's testimony at a public 
hearing to understand "whether the White House is taking adequate steps to ensure 

that political activity by Administration officials complies with relevant statutes, 
including the Hatch Act," and to understand "the role and function of the White 
House Office of Political Strategy and Outreach." Invitation Letter. The Commit
tee did not, however, identify any specific unanswered questions that Mr. Simas's 
testimony was necessary to answer. The White House responded with a letter 
providing additional infom1ation about White House efforts to ensure that OPSO 
was operating in a manner consistent with applicable statutes, and explaining that 
the activities cited by the Committee did not violate those statutes. See Letter for 

the Hon. DmTcll E. Issa, Chainnan, Committee on Oversight and Government 
Refonn, House of Representatives, from W. Neil Eggleston, Counsel to the 
President (July 10, 2014). At that time, the White House also provided various 
documents reflecting its efforts to ensure that OPSO staff comply with relevant 
laws, including materials on the Hatch Act used in a mandatoiy training for all 
staff assigned to OPSO, e-mail conespondence demonstrating that OPSO staff 
were directed to read critical reports issued by the Office of Special Counsel and 
the Committee regarding the activities of the previous Administration's Office of 
Political Affairs, documentation of a meeting between lawyers from the White 
House Counsel's Office and the Office of Special Counsel concerning compliance 
with the Hatch Act, and a memorandum sent to all White House staff from the 
President's Counsel reminding them of the law governing political activity by 
federal employees. See id. at 3. Finally, the White House Counsel's Office offered 

12 
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to brief the Committee to address any outstanding questions regarding OPSO's 
activities. See id. 

After receiving these responses, the Committee, on Friday, July l l, 2014, 
subpoenaed Mr. Simas to testify at a public hearing on Wednesday, July 16. At the 
same time, the Committee indicated that it would accept the White House 
Counsel's Office's offer to brief the Committee, and would determine after the 
briefing whether to withdraw the subpoena for Mr. Simas's testimony. See Letter 
for W. Neil Eggleston, Counsel to the President, from the Hon. DaITell E. Issa, 
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Government Refonn, House of Repre
sentatives (July l l, 2014). The White House provided that briefing on Tuesday, 
July 15, the day before the hearing was to occur. Following the briefing, the 
Committee indicated that Mr. Simas's testimony remained necessary. It explained 
that, during the briefing, White House staff "declined to discuss compliance with 
the Committee's document requests or even describe the process and identify 
relevant officials involved in the decision to reopen the White House political 
office." Letter for W. Neil Eggleston, Counsel to the President, from the Hon. 
DaITell E. Issa, Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, 
House of Representatives at 1 (July 15, 2014). 

The Committee has not adequately explained why, despite the inforn1ation it 
has already received concerning OPSO's activities and the White House's cffo11s 
to ensure compliance with relevant statutes, it requires Mr. Simas's public 
testimony in order to satisfy the legitimate aims of its oversight investigation. 
Although the Committee has now indicated that it needs additional info1mation on 
two specific topics, it has not explained why it must obtain that infonnation from 
Mr. Simas at a Committee hearing. And to the extent that the Committee has other 
"outstanding questions for Mr. Simas," id. at 2, the Committee has not identified 
them, let alone explained why he must answer them at a public hearing. At this 
point, it is not evident that further efforts at accommodation would be futile, and 
hence that compelling an immediate presidential adviser to testify before Congress 
is a justifiable next step. Because the Committee has not explained why ( and it is 
not otherwise clear that) Mr. Simas's live testimony is "demonstrably critical" to 
the responsible fulfillment of the Committee's functions, we conclude that the 
Committee has not met the standard that would apply for overcoming Mr. Simas's 
immunity from congressional compulsion to testify, assuming that immunity were 
qualified rather than absolute.' 

4 Even if it were appropriate to apply the Sealed Case standard for overcoming qualified executive 
privilege in the context of congressional testlmon-ial immunity, Mr. Simas ~s testimonial immunity 
would not have been overcome here. For the reasons set forth in the text, we do not believe that the 
Committee could show that the testimony it demands from Mr. Simas is directly relevant to issues that 
are central to the Committee's investigation and that the infonnation that would be obtained through 
that testimony is not available from another somce. 

13 
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III. 

For the foregoing reasons, we conclude that Mr. Simas is immune from the 
House Committee on Oversight and Government Refonn's subpoena to compel 
him to testify about matters concerning his service to the President in the Office of 
Political Strategy and Outreach. 

KARL R. THOMPSON 
Acting Assistant Attorney General 

Office of Legal Counsel 

14 
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Private Letters and Public Diplomacy 
The Adams Network and the Quasi-War, 1797-1798 

NATHAN PERL-ROSENTHAL 

In January, 1797, war between France and the United States 
seemed imminent. Angered by perceived diplomatic slights, the gov
ernment in Paris had issued a number of sharply worded statements 
complaining of American perfidy; meanwhile, U.S. newspapers were 
reporting more and more French attacks on American shipping in the 
West Indies. A concerned John Adams, about to assume the presidency, 
set out to determine the French government's true intentions. Yet even 
though he was vice president and the de facto president-elect, Adams 
did not seek the counsel of Secretary of State Timothy Pickering, the 
nation's chief diplomat, or of any other member of the official cabinet. 
Instead, Adams wrote a series of letters to personal friends and family 
members. He asked them to supply him with information about the like
lihood of war, give their opinion about the motives of the French govern
ment, and speculate on the hidden springs of its actions. Only months 
later, in April, after he had collected the news from his friends and rela
tives and gotten their opinion of events, did he finally seek the advice of 
the cabinet. 

Adams's behavior in early 1797 raises an important question: Why 
did he and other early national politicians so ofi:en turn to private corre
spondence for political information and advice? What exactly did private 
networks offer that the official channels did not? Though historians have 
long relied on private letters as a source for the political history of the 

Nathan Perl-Rosenthal is a PhD candidate at Columbia University. He would 
like to thank Eric Foner, Eran Shalev, Herbert Sloan, Andrew Shankman, Jessica 
M. Marglin, and the anonymous reviewers for the Journal of the Ear('! Republic 
for their comments on drafts of this paper during various stages of its development. 

Journal of the Earl)· Republic, 31 (Summer 2011) 
Copyright© 2011 Society for Historians of the Early American Republic. AU rights reserved. 
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early republic, no study has looked systematically at these questions. 
This is all the more surprising given the focus on private life and per
sonal self-fashioning in much of the recent scholarship on early national 
politics. John Adams's conduct of the Quasi-War with France in 1797 
and 1798 oflers a useful case study for deciphering the distinctive contri
bution that private epistolary networks made to public politics in the 
early republic. Drawing primarily on the unpublished Adams Family Pa
pers, this essay shows that Adams relied on two distinct and quite differ
ent networks to acquire and process the information he needed to resolve 
the diplomatic crisis with France: an official network, centered on his 
cabinet and built around formal political structures, and a private one of 
friends and family that rested on relationships of personal trust. The 
private network, moreover, had distinctive assumptions about how to 
collect and evaluate information and developed its own principles for 
interpreting it. These shared beliefs, together with the trust that bound 
its members together, led Adams to regard the information and advice 
that the private network provided him as considerably more accurate and 
reliable than what came via official channels. 1 

My analysis of the Adams correspondence draws on methods for 
studying early modern knowledge networks developed by historians of 
science and the European republic ofletters. Like politicians, early mod
ern scientists had a hunger for reliable information and relied on private 
epistolary networks to get it. Historians of science have shown that these 

L Edith B. Gelles, Abigail Adams: A Writing Life (New York, 1998), esp. 
1.30-6.'5, examines the mechanics of private political correspondence in early 
America though it does not explicity compare public and private networks. On 
the importance of intimate relationships in the politics of the early republic, see 
Catherine Allgor, Parlor Politics: In Which the Ladies of Washington City Help 
Build A City and a Government (Charlottesville, VA, 2000); Susan Branson, 'Tluse 
Fiery Frenchified Dames: Women and Political Culture in Early National Philadel
phia (Philadelphia, 2001); and Andrew Burstein and Nancy Isenberg, Madison 
and Jefferson (New York, 2010). For political self~fashioning in the early republic, 
see Joanne B. Freeman, Affairs of Honor: National Politics in the New Republic 
(New Haven, CT, 2001), esp. xvi-xix and .38-48. For women in the politics of 
the early republic, sec the studies cited above and Edith B. Gelles, Portia: The 
World of Abigail Adams (Bloomington, IN, 1992); Jan Lew.is, "The Republican 
Wife: Virtue and Seduction in the Early Republic," William and Mary Quarter~1• 
44 (Oct. 1987), 689-721; and Rosemarie Zagarri, Revolutionary Backlash: Women 
and Politics in the Emt'r American Republic (Philadelphia, 2007}. 
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scholars developed tightly knit communities, which had high barriers to 
entry and were knit together by what sociologists call "strong ties," such 
as long-term friendship or even family alliance. Newcomers might need 
anything from a letter of introduction to a precise socioprofessional status 
to gain entry. Within these closed circles, underpinned by trust, scholars 
developed shared standards for collecting, managing, and evaluating the 
reliability of information, which enabled them to have confidence in in
formation transmitted over great distances. Shared standards, moreover, 
made it possible for individual savants to gather information via their 
own ''weak ties" (e.g., with aequai11tances, associates, social inferiors) 
and add it, appropriately filtered and evaluated, to the circle's common 
fund of knowledge. 2 

From the point of view of political history, perhaps the most important 
insight of this scholarship is that knowledge networks were deeply col
laborative. Though they usually had nodes-that is, individuals or 
groups who had more connections than others or presided over parts 
of the network-each network's distinctive standards and norms were a 
product of collective judgment and consideration. The nodal members 
did not impose their ideas on everyone else. Peripheral individuals, to
gether, played an important part in shaping the network's collective as
sumptions. Thus, we can and indeed must look at statements by all the 

2. David Lux and Harold C. Cook, "Closed Circles or Open Networks? Com
municating at a Distance during the Scientific Revolution," Histo,y of Sciente 36 
(June 1998), 180-211, is an elegant discussion of the at-once closed and open 
nature of scientific networks. See also Harold C. Cook, Matftrs of Exchange: Com
merce, MediO:ne, and Science £n the Dutch Golden Age (New Haven, CT, 2007), 
esp. 200-207. On shared standards of judgment, see especially Steven Shapin, A 
Social History of Truth: Civility and Science in Seventeenth-Century England (Chi
cago, 1994), 193-242, esp. 202-211; Pierre-Yves Beaurepaire,Jens Baseler, and 
Anthony McKenna, eds., Riiseaux d,e correspondance a l'age d;:L~sique (XVIe-XVllle 
siecle) (Saint-Etienne, France, 2006), 147-.59, esp. 1.58-.59; and Anne Goldgar, 
Impolite Learning: Conduct and Comrnum{)' in the Republic of Ldters, 1680-1750 
(New Haven, CT, 199.5), 3--6 and 167-73. Many of these scholars draw on socio
logical studies of networks. Overviews of this scholarship can be found in Stanley 
Wasserman and Katherine Faust, Social Net-work Ana(vsis: Methods and Applica
tions (Cambridge, UK, 1994); Vincent Buskens, "The Social Stmcture of Trust," 
Social .Networks 20 (July 1998) 265-89; and Charles Kadushin, Making Connec
t£ons: Introduction to Social Network Theory (Oxford, UK, forthcoming). I am 
gratefol to Professor Kadushin for sharing portions of his book manuscript with 
me. 
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members of the network, not just the main players, in order to under
stand what assumptions and principles were animating its participants. 
Similarly, the production of information depended as much on weak ties 
operating at the periphery as it did on the strong ties that bound together 
the main participants in the network. The process of information collec
tion and transmission thus also foregrounds the contributions of little
studied peripheral individuals.3 

This article describes the official and private networks on which 
Adams relied, discusses the social ties that created them, and analyzes 
the confidence that Adams had in each one. Case studies of two key 
moments in 1797 and 1798 show how the private network played an 
important role in shaping Adams's response to diplomatic crisis. Adarns's 
decision to send a peace mission to France in 1797 and his selection of 
emissaries illustrate aspects of the private network's mechanics and its 
role in public politics. The discussions leading to a new mission to 
France show how the private network developed distinctive principles, 
which helped guide Adams's decision-making. This case, along with an 
earlier episode, also illustrates how the mechanisms of information col
lection and transmission provided Adams ,vith earlier and more accurate 
news than was available to other political actors. The process of choosing 
the emissaries, on the other hand, highlights the crucial role that strong 

3. For a discussion of the collaborative ideal, see works cited above and 
L. W. B. Brockliss, Calvet's Web: Enlightenment and the Republic of Letters in 
Eighteenth-Century Franre (Oxford, UK, 2002), 104-12. For examples of collabo
ration in practice, see the above; Rob Iliffe, "Material Doubts: Hooke, Artisan 
Culture and the Exchange of Information in l 670s London," British Journal for 
the Histo1y of Sciencr 28 (Sept. 1995), 285-318; and Shapin, Social History, esp. 
253-66. For an interesting counterperspective, which questions the collaborative 
ideal of the republic ofletters, see Noel Malcolm, "Private and Public Knowledge: 
Kircher, Esotericism, and the Republic of Letters," in Athanasius .Kircher: The 
Last Man Who Knew EvnJthing, ed. Paula Findlen (New York, 2004), 297-308. 
For a sociological perspective on the collective shaping of opinion in networks, 
see Ronald S. Burt, "Bandwidth and Echo: "!rust, Information, and Gossip in 
Social Networks," in Networks and Markets, ed. J. E. Rauch and Alessandra 
Casella (New York, 2001), 30-74. In its emphasis on collaboration, this essay 
differs from Richard D. Brown's approach, which emphasizes the role of informa
tion as an instrument of social power; see Brown, Knowledge h Powfr: The Diffu
sion of Information in Early America, 1700-1865 (New York, 1989), 3, 26-,'34 
and 129-31. 
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ties of personal trust, created and sustained through the private network, 
played in Ada.ins's diplomatic practice. Both cases reveal that the private 
network did not work alone: It interacted with and complemented the 
official network centered on the cabinet. 

Recovering the role of Adams's private network has implications for the 
reputation of the Adams presidency, the history of politics in eighteenth
century America more broadly, and the history of knowledge networks 
in the early modern Atlantic world. In the narrowest sense, it presents a 
revised account of John Adams's diplomatic decision-making. Seen 
through the lens of his private network, Adams's decisions in 1797 ap
pear more consistent and less subservient to the wishes of the cabinet 
than has usually been thought. This study also offers a possible model 
for thinking about high politics in eighteenth-century America. Most 
early U.S. politicians had similar private epistolary networks and, like 
Adams, depended on them (in co~junction with official networks) to 
make decisions. The political history of the early republic, even at the 
highest levels, depended on those less-studied family members, friends, 
and clients. A network approach to politics emphasizes their role as both 
contributors of information and co-creators of the intellectual frameworks 
that statesmen used to interpret it. Finally, by extending some of the key 
insights of recent scholarship on the history of science and the republic 
of letters in early modern Europe to the political history of the United 
States, it intervenes in those literatures as well. It opens up new ques
tions, in particular, about the distinctiveness of scholarly/scientific as op
posed to political networks in the early modem period. 

The Adams diplomatic correspondence network was a complex struc
ture that integrated official and unofficial communications from corre
spondents with varying degrees of trustworthiness. In theory, the heart 
of the system was the official diplomatic network run by the Secretary of 
State, Timothy Pickering. Pickering himself had some strong ties with 
Adams. He was originally from Salem, Massachusetts, and like Adams a 
graduate of Harvard College. By the early 1770s, he had become an 
important figure in local patriot politics, and he and his brother, John, 
were well known to Adams. He served in the Continental Army through
out the entire war, rising by 1780 to be Quartermaster General. Yet even 
though he was well known to Adams and his friends, he was never a 
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favorite. In 1781, Adams and his close friend, Francis Dana, exchanged 
some words about Pickering. Dana suggest that he had "much Integrity, 
Industry and good Sense," but in his reply Adams expressed consider
able skepticism. 4 

Adams's mixed feelings about Pickering remained unchanged, or per
haps affirmed, at the beginning of his presidency. Though he did not 
criticize Pickering outright, Adams made dear that the secretary did not 
have his confidence. In a letter to his son John Quincy, a diplomat in 
Europe, he told him to continue his "practice of writing freely to me and 
cautiously to the office of state." Adams also made clear that he had 
serious doubts about the trustw-orthiness of the official diplomatic corps, 
which Pickering ran, and the quality of the information it provided. 
Adams felt that most U.S. diplomatic agents were lacking in the "indus
try, vigilance and zeal" necessary for truly successftll diplomacy. Some, 
he noted, lacked even the basic necessities of 'judgment and discern
ment." The information they provided would be equally suspect." 

Adams had only weak ties with the other three members of his cabinet, 
and he had even less reason to have confidence in them than he did in 
Pickering. These three men, Secretary of the Treasury Oliver Wolcott, 
Secretary of War James McHenry, and Attorney General Charles Lee, 
were Adams's main group of official advisors, charged by the Constitu-

4. Francis Dana to John Adams (hereafter JA), Feb. 12, 1781, Papers of John 
Adams, ed. Robert.J. Taylor et al. (13 vols., Cambridge, MA, 1977-), 11: 144. On 
Pickering, see Gerard H. Clarfield, Timothy P£ckering and the American Republic 
(Pittsburgh, PA, 1980) and Clarfield, "Timothy Pickering" in American ]{atirmal 
Biography, ed. John A. Garraty and Mark C. Carnes (24 vols., New York, 1999). 
On Adams's friendship with Dana, see James Grant, John Adams: Par{Y of One 
(New York, 2005), 232, and also below, note 30. 

5. JA to John Quincy Adams (hereafter JQA), June 2, 1797, in The Works of 
John Adams, Sewnd President <?f the Uniticd States, ed. Charles Francis Adams 
(1850-1856; repr. Freeport, NY, 1969), 8: 545. JA to Elbridge Gerry, Feb. 20, 
1797, Adams Family Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society, Boston ("industry, 
vig,-ilance"). See also Gerry's response: Elbridge Gerry to JA, Mar. 7, 1797, Adams 
Family Papers. For more on the failings of the diplomatic network, see JQA to JA, 
Jan. 14, 1797, Writings of John Quincy Adams, ed. Worthington Chauncey Ford 
(7 vols., New York, 1913-1917}, 2: 88-89. On Adams and Pickering, see Stephen 
G. Kurtz, The Presidency of John Adams: The Collapse of Federalism, 1795-1800 
(Philadelphia, 1957), 270-75; and Clarfield, Pickering and the American Republ£c, 
180-81. 
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tion with giving him their "Opinion, in writing" on any matter in which 
he requested their advice. Yet the three men did not have deep connec
tions with Adams; they had gotten to know him well only during the 
previous few years. Of the three, only McHenry had been old enough to 
e1~oy a position of responsibility during the Revolution before Adams 
left the United States in 1778 for his long sojourn in Europe. Adams's 
wry remark to Elbridge Gerry, in February, 1797, that the cabinet secre
taries were "as much attached to me as I desire" reflects his tepid enthu
siasm for them. His discovery a few weeks later that all three of them 
had worked with Alexander Hamilton to try to throw the presidential 
election to Thomas Pinckney cannot have helped build the trust between 
him and them. 6 

Alongside these official structures for information collection and eval
uation, Adams had an informal network of informants and advisers 
spread across Europe and America. Knit together by bonds of trust, it 
operated as a sort of shadow state department. Abigail Adams was a key 
link in the web of relationships that formed this informal network. Her 
role as a political advisor to her husband on domestic issues is well 
known. She was also instrumental at times in managing the flow of diplo
matic information and connecting John to his supporters in Massachu
setts. In the summer of 1797, for instance, all the substantive letters that 
John Quincy received from his parents were written by his mother, not 
his father. June and July, 1797, saw her corresponding with some of her 
husband's colleagues and diffusing sensitive information that they had 
received from their sons in Europe. 7 

6. JA to Gerry, Feb. l.'3, 1797, Adams Works, ed. Adams, 8: 523. For Adams's 
lack of confidence in the cabinet, sec John E. Ferling, ]ohn Adams: A Life (New 
York, 1996), 333-34. On Hamilton's efforts to throw the election to Pinckney and 
Adams's knowledge ofit, see Ferling,]ohn Adams, 330-31; Stanley N. Elkins and 
Erie McKitrick, Tlze Age of Federalism: Tlze Early American Republic, 1788-1800 
(New York, 1993), 523-28; and Adams, ed., Adams Works, 8: 524nl. 

7. On Abigail's role as an advisor as well as her assumption of some of Jolm's 
political duties, see Phyllis Lee Levin, Ab£gail Adams: A Biograph_,, (New York, 
1987), 334-37; Page Smith, Jolzn Adams (2 vols., Garden City, NY, 1962), 
937-39; and Woody Holton, Abigail Adams: A Life (New York, 2009). For her 
assumption of correspondence with John Quincy and others, see Abigail Adams 
(hereafter AA) to JQA of June 15, June 23, and July 14, 1797, Adams Family 
Papers; and AA to Francis Dana, June 29, 1797; Adams Family Papers; AA to 
Elizabeth Dana, June 5, 1797, Adams Family Papers; and AA to Elbridge Gerry, 
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The Adams sons, John Quincy and Thomas, served as the informal 
network's main conduit for European news. A diplomat in Europe,since 
1794, John Quincy was by 1797 the U.S. representative to Prussia. His 
brother Thomas served as his personal secretary, sharing in his private 
and official correspondence. In addition to the observations they made 
themselves, the sons employed their own network of informants in other 
European capitals. This reliance on friends and clients for unofficial dip
lomatic news was commonplace among European diplomats. John 
Quincy relied particularly heavily in this period on two friends: William 
Vans Murray, who became Minister at The Hague in March, 1797 and 
Joseph Pitcairn, the U.S. vice-consul in Paris. John Quincy had first 
gotten to know Murray in 1784 while in Europe as his father's secretary; 
they traveled together and became fast friends. How he met Joseph Pit
cairn, a British subject naturalized as an American, is less clear. Most 
likely, Pitcairn had become friends with John Quincy during his stay in 
England in 1796. By late 1796, they were regularly exchanging several 
letters per month. "Your informa6on is always interesting," John Quincy 
assured him in February, "and may become at present particularly im
portant. "8 

Murray and Pitcairn, in turn, drew information from a wide range of 
local and regional informants, most of whose identities are unknown to 
us. Pitcairn's letters, in particular, are filled with oblique references to 
his sources. He rarely identified them by name, but always told his friend 
how reliable he thought them to be. A report he heard in February, that 
France would not provoke the United States any further, came "from 

July 7, 1797, Adams Family Papers; and, for diffusing sensitive information, AA 
to Thomas B. Adams (hereafter TBA), June 20, 1797, Adams Family Papers. 

8. JQA to Joseph Pitcairn, Feb. IO, 1797,Adams Writings, ed. Ford, 2: ll8. 
On how JQA became acquainted with Murray, see JQA to JA, June 15, 1785, 
Adams Family Correspondence, ed. L.H. Butterfield, \,fare Friedlaender, and Rich
ard Alan Ryerson (9 vols., Boston, 1963~), 5: 344. ForJQA's biography, see Paul 
C. Nagel, John Quincy Adams: A Public Life, A Private Life (New York, 1997). 
The first mention of JQA's acquaintance with Pitcairn is in April, 1796: "Call at 
Pitcairn's," Apr. 5, 1796,JQA diary 23, Adams Family Papers. The best study of 
European intelligence-gathering in this period, although focused on British India, 
is C. A. Bayly, Empire and Information: Intelligence Gathering and Social Com
munication in India, 1780-1870 (Cambridge, UK, 1996), esp. 58-69. See also 
Lucien Bely and Isabelle Richefort, Invention de la dij1lomatie: frfoyen Age-temps 
modemcs (Paris, 1998). 
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considerable authority." An April report that "American vessels were to 
be taken even coming to France" was contradicted by the word of "the 
bankers and people in general [who] say the worst is over." "A few 
days," he added hopefolly, "will perhaps clear up these mysteries." On 
receiving news the same month that the French Treasury had blocked 
payments to U.S. subjects, he went in person to find out "the truth" and 
"from M de Clerck fils the chief of the comptability received the assur
ance of its reality." These details served to assure John Quincy of the 
accuracy and truthfulness of the information Pitcairn was passing him. 9 

John and Abigail Adams considered the duly filtered and weighted 
information that their sons sent from Europe to be particularly reliable 
and actionable. Shortly after his inaug11ration, John wrote that the broth
ers' correspondence "contained more satisfactory information that all the 
other letters from Europe" (including, presumably, the official diplo
matic letters). Abigail Adams added a few months later that the informa
tion in the brothers' letters was "so accurate that great dependance is 
placed upon them." It was, moreover, not just accurate but also earlier 
and often more sensitive than what came through official channels. In 
early 1797, for example, American diplomats in France learned that 
some of the privateers attacking American ships were crewed by Ameri
cans. Joseph Pitcairn informed John Quincy Adams of this in March of 
1797 and warned him that he thought it had "clone us ... harm [in the 
French] councils, in giving a very disgraceful air to our national charac
ter." John Quincy passed this sensitive information on to his father in 
the same month, but only mentioned it to Secretary of State Pickering in 
a letter written five months later. 10 

In addition to the private European information network, an informal 
network of political advisors in the United States helped the Adamses 
decide what to do with the information they received. This, too, was 
commonplace among contemporary European political leaders. For John 

9. Pitcairn toJQA, Feb. 18, 1797, Adams Family Papers; Pitcairn toJQA, Apr. 
23, 1797, Adams Family Papers; Pitcairn to JQA, Apr. 9, 1797, Adams Family 
Papers. 

10. JA to TBA, Mar. 31, 1797, Adams Family Papers; AA to TBA, June 20, 
1797, Adams Family Papers; Pitcairn to JQA, Mar. 3, 1797, Adams Family Pa
pers. For JQA's delay in passing sensitive information to Pickering, see JQA to 
JA, Mar. 18, 1797, Adams Writings, ed. Ford, 2: 142 andJQA to Pickering, Oct. 
31, 1797,Adams Writings, ed. Ford, 2: 219. 
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Adams, the most important of these informal advisors was certainly 
Elbridge Gerry, his "dear friend" of many years' standing. Like Pickering 
and Adams himself, Gerry was from Massachusetts and a graduate of 
Harvard. He had been a leader of the patriot movement there, became 
acquainted with Adams as early as 1772, and served with him in the 
Second Continental Congress. The tmst between them ran very deep. 
"That man must have more skill in intrigue than any that I have been 
acquainted with," Adams wrote melodramatically in 1797, "who can sap 
the foundation of the confidence I have in Mr. Gerry."ll 

Aside from Gerry, Adams relied most on private individuals with 
whom he was linked by family ties, long friendship, or both. Two of 
them, Josiah Quincy, Jr., and Thomas Welsh, were connected in both 
ways. Quincy was the scion of a prominent family from near Adams's 
hometown of Braintree. The families shared a long history together, both 
in and out of politics. Before he married Abigail, John Adams had court
ed Quincy's aunt. His father had been Adams's co-counsel during the 
trial of the soldiers accused of perpetrating the Boston Massacre and had 
been a leading member of the Boston Committee of Correspondence. 
Quincy's grandfather, yet another Josiah Quincy, served in the Conti
nental Army and was a longtime correspondent of Adams's. All of this 
provided ample reason to have confidence in the young man. Thomas 
Welsh, also a Massachusetts man and Harvard graduate, was a medical 
doctor who in 1777 married Abigail Adams's first cousin. He and the 
Adamses quickly became close, and he maintained a correspondence 
with them-especially with Abigail-over the next two decades. By 1797, 
he was one of the most important figures in the Boston medical commu-

l 1. JA to Gerry, July 17, 1797, Adams Works, ed. Adams, 8: 549. For date of 
their acquaintance, see Diary and Autobiography of John Adams, ed. L. H. Butter
field et al. ( 4 vols., Cambridge, MA, 1961 ), 2: 7 4-75. European princes frequently 
relied on unofficial advisors, often "favorites" and royal spouses and mistresses. 
In the French context, see Sarah Maza, Private Lives and Public Affairs: The 
Causes Cflebres of Preffvolutionary France (Berkeley, CA, 199.'3), 172-74, 178-
83. In the English context, George Ill's reliance on his tutor, Lord Bute, early in 
his reign was a form of this behavior; see Jeremy Black, George III: America~s Last 
King (New Haven, CT, 2006), 14-21 and 51-54; andJolm Brewer, Party IdeoUJgy 
and Popular Politics at the Accession of George III (Cambridge, UK, 1976), 
119-21. 
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nity. A third frequent correspondent in the first half of 1797 was the 
Adamses' son-in-law, William Smith. A New Yorker and former officer 
in the Continental Army, he had met the Adamses in London in 1785 
and married their eldest daughter, Nabby, the following year. Smith 
turned out to be a poor husband in every sense of the word. But he 
corresponded regularly with his father-in-law and although Adams ex
pressed doubts about him from time to time there was no breach be
tween them until 1798.12 

This ·web of personal relationships was crucial because the Adarnses 
and their correspondents regarded information as trustworthy only when 
it came from a trustworthy person. They were skeptical of news and 
opinions that came from uncertain or anonymous sources. They gave 
little credence to rumors, for instance, unless substantiated by "informa
tion of a more positive authority." Newspapers, which anonymously 
published bits of information, extracts of letters and items from other 
newspapers, ,vere a slightly more difficult case. The Adams network 
regarded reading the newspapers as absolutely "necessary to form an 
accurate opinion of current events." Yet they also maintained a healthy 
suspicion of them. Elbridge Gerry thought the newspapers were gener
ally "superficial" in their treatment of political event5. John Quincy, 
among others, did not consider that the information they conveyed 

12. On Quincy, seejosiah Quincy, Memoir of the Life of Josiah Quiniy, Jun. 
of Massachusetts (Boston, 1825), 33; William Vail Kellen, ed., ':Journal of.Josiah 
Quincy, Jr., during His Voyage and Residence in England," Proceedings of the 
Massarhusdts H£storical S()t:ie~y (1917), 44.1-71; Ferling,John Adams, 26--27. On 
Welsh, see "Thomas Welsh" in Sibley's Harvard Graduates, ed. John Langdon 
Sibley and Clifford Keyon Shipton (18 vols., Boston, 1873-1999), 18: 183-88. 
\;y'elsh's correspondence with AA, 1785-1787, can be found in Adams Fami£r 
Correspondence, vols. 6-8. By the late l 790s, Smith's reputation in the family was 
already somewhat sullied; see, e.g., AA to Mary Cranch, May 16, 1797, New 
Letters of Abigail Adams, 1788-180 I, ed. Stewart Mitchell (Boston, 1947), 89-91. 
But it was only in 1798, after he embarrassed Adams by demanding an army post 
and then was revealed to have made more bad investments, that Adams bitterly 
disavowed him. For the family's early impressions of Smith, see David 
McCullough, John Adams (New York, 2001), 338. For the family's doubts about 
him, see McCullough, Adams, 454; and Page Smith,John Adams (2 vols., Garden 
City, NY, 1962), 837; for the breach, see McCullough, Adams, 520; and Smith, 
Adams, 991-92. 
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constituted a truly "authentic account" of political events. The Adams 
circle instead looked for other sources of information, particularly corre
spondence, to confim1 the published reports. l'.l 

To be fully credible, however, information had to be disinterested as 
well as coming from a trusted source. Reliable news was only that which 
was "uncontaminated by intrigue, private views, a party spirit, or foreign 
influence," as Elbridge Gerry put it. A vivid illustration of the process 
by which the network sought to construct this sort of information was 
the effort by Adams just after his election as president to determine 
whether France was likely to go to war with the United States. Adams 
first attempted to "read" the intentions of the French government by 
studying the progress of commerce raiding in the West Indies. He knew 
that privateers in the \Vest Indies often acted on the basis of private 
directions from their government or its agents. Even if the French gov
ernment was not revealing its intentions to the United States through 
official diplomatic channels, its intentions might be divined from the 
behavior of its citizens. This information, if one could collect it, would 
therefore be more accurate and less liable to "intrigue" than the govern
ment's official statements. So on January 19, Adams sent letters to two 
tmsted correspondents, Thomas Welsh and John Trumbull (the latter 
had studied law with him in 1773-1774) stating that France might "de
clare war against us or force a defensive war upon us," and asking them 
to send him the latest news regarding French and Spanish treatment of 
U.S. "commerce in the West Indies." Their replies indicated no upsurge 
in privateering activity. 14 

Adams's second strategy for acquiring disinterested information was 

13. Fred Delius to JQA,June 28, 1797, Adams Family Papers ("information"); 
JQA to JA, June 7, 1797, Adams Writings, ed. Ford, 2: 179 ("necessary"); El
bridge Gerry to JA, Jan. 30, 1797, Adams Family Papers; JQA to JA, Mar. 18, 
1797, Adams Writing:,, ed. Ford, 2: 142. For other examples of dismissal of ru
mors, seeJQA toJA, Feb. 3, 1797,Adams Writings, ed. Ford, 2: 103; andJoseph 
Pitcairn to JQA, Apr. 8, 1797, Adams Family Papers. 

14. Elbridge Gerry to JA, Apr. 25, 1797, Adams Family Papers;JA to Welsh, 
Jan. 19, I 797, Adams Family Papers; and JA to Jolm Trumbull, Jan. 19, 1797, 
Adams Family Papers. The French government often issued secret orders; see, 
e.g., Pickering to JA, May 1, 1797, Adams Family Papers. On Trumbull, see 
Ferling, Adams, 426; and Edward 'Watts, 'John Trumbull" in American )Vat£onal 
Biog;rap!iy. 
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to tap the collective knowledge of the business community, this time 
with the help of Josiah Quincy,Jr. He knew that if businessmen thought 
war was imminent, the price of maritime insurance would rise and mer
chants would try to limit their exposure to the increased risks. So on 
January 2$, Adams wrote to Quincy to ask what reaction, if any, had 
registered in Boston insurance and stock market to the news that France 
had refosed to receive Charles Cotesworth Pinckney as the new U.S. 
representative. Quincy replied that he had spoken with "one or two 
principal underwriters of an office alledged to be in the opposition," who 
had declared that one could not get insurance for voyages to the British 
\Vest Indies. But Quincy thought this was the "language of men well 
disposed at least to encourage the idea of a French war, and not an 
opinion resulting from any investigation of danger or calculation of 
chances." Their opinions could be discounted, in other words, because 
their political interests were so strong as to make them unable to reliably 
estimate the risk of war based on their commercial interest~. After con
sulting with what he felt were more reliable sources, Quincy reported 
that there was in fact no indication of any appreciable rise in interest 
rates as a result of the "hostile relation[ s ]" between the two countries. He 
hammered this conclusion home by adding that he detected no "general 
sentiment pervading the mercantile interest . . . that a war between 
France and America is a thing probable." This "sentiment," because it 
was "general," in principle avoided any taint of individual bias. The 
netvv0rk thus worked together, even before.John Adams had taken office 
as president, to produce useful information about France's intentions 
toward the United States. 1

" 

The private network's mettle was tested more fully as soon as Adams 
assumed office in March, 1797, when he found himself faced with a 
major diplomatic crisis: The French government's rejection of Charles 
Cotesworth Pinckney. The crisis had been bre,ving since the previous 
administration. In July, 1796, Washington had recalled Republican 
James Monroe from his post as Minister to France and sent Pinckney, a 

15. Josiah Quincy to JA, Feb. 2, 1797, Adams Family Papers; andJA to Josiah 
Quincy, Jan. 2.3, 1797, Adams Family Papers. Of course, Quincy's winnowing of 
witnesses could itself introduce bias, but that is a danger of any effort at objectivity. 
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staunch Federalist, to replace him. But when Pinckney arrived in France, 
the Directory (France's plural executive) refused to receive him and, in 
December, expelled him from the country. This "dishonorable" treat
ment was a major breach of diplomatic protocol. More seriously, it could 
be seen as a violation of the law of nations (i.e., international law). Ac
cording to tbe leading theorist of the period, Swiss jurist Emmerich de 
Vattel, the law of nations guaranteed every "sovereign state" the right to 
send embassies and have them received. In Vattel's view, a government 
that refused an ambassador without excellent reasons "commits a crime" 
worthy of "severe punishment"-up to and including war. So when the 
news of Pinckney's r~jection reached the United States in mid-March, 
1797, Adams had to decide whether to interpret the rejection as a viola
tion of the law of nations, and thus a just cause of war, or as merely a 
negotiating tactic, to be met with forbearance and fresh negotiations. 16 

Adams's deliberations on this question show that he turned first to his 
private network and suggest that he gave greater weight to its advice, 
shaped by shared assumptions and principles, than to that of his cabinet. 
This modifies the dominant opinion in the literature, which holds that 
Adams's decision to reopen negotiations was shaped primarily by the 

16. Pickering to JQA, Mar. 15, 1797, Adams Family Papers. Emmerich de 
Vattel, The Law of Nations; 01~ Principles of the Law of Nature; Applied to the 
Conduct and Affairs of Nations and Sovereigns (London, 1793), 412, 415, 422 
and Book III, Ch. 3, passim. Official word from Pinckney of his refusal arrived 
on Mar. 23, 1797, for which see James McHenry to George Washington, Mar. 
24, 1797, Papers of George Washington: Retirement Series, ed. W. W. Abbot ( 4 
vols., Charlottesville, VA, 1997-1998), I: 47. For an account of Pinckney's mis
sion, see Alexander DeConde, Entangling Alli:ance: Politics and Diplomacy under 
George Washfogton (Durham, NC, 1958), 383-91, and his own correspondence 
in American State Papers: Foreign Relations (1832-1861; repr. Buffalo, NY, 
1998), 2: 5ff. The French government's perspective on the diplomatic crisis, 
which does not figure in this article, has been well studied in the works by Bow
man, Stinchcombe, and DeConde cited throughout and VVilliam Stinchcombe, 
"The Diplomacy of the VVXYZ Affair," William and Mary Quarterl,y 34 (Oct. 
1977), 590-617. For excellent overviews of Vattel's theories, as well as his rela
tions with earlier thinkers, see Peter S. Onuf and Nicholas G. Onuf, Federal 
Union, Modern World: The Law of Nations in an Age of Re7!olut£ons, 1776-1814 
(Madison, WI, 1993), 11-19; Daniel Lang, Foreivi Policy in the Early Republic: 
The Law of Nations and the Balance of Power (Baton Rouge, LA, 1985), 16-19; 
and Richard Tuck, The Rights of War and Peace: Political Thought and the Inter
national Order from Grotius to Kant (Oxford, UK, 1999), 158-65 and 193-94. 
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advice proffered by his cabinet at the secret urging of Alexander Hamil
ton. In fact, Adams began consulting with his private network in January, 
even before there was firm information about whether Pinckney had been 
rejected. During the first months of 1797, he and his circle decided that 
France's leaders were not following the law of nations, but instead pursu
ing a policy driven by pure national interest. The United States, they 
thought, could continue negotiations so long as it did not have to sacri
fice either of its key interests, which they defined as national honor and 
independence. Information provided by the network helped confirm this 
analysis, so that by April 14, when Adams finally solicited the cabinet's 
opinion, he had most likely already decided to send a new mission to 
France. Yet he still took careful note of his secretaries' advice and reason
ing and incorporated their arguments into the May 16 speech in which 
he presented his policy of new negotiations to Congress. In this first 
episode, then, Adams showed his confidence in his private network 
while also integrating the advice and information it gave him with the 
contributions of the official network. 17 

For the Adamses' circle, there could be no question of judging 
France's conduct on the basis of the law of nations. Even before the 
news of Pinckney's rejection reached the United States, members of the 
informal network did not think the French government felt itself bound 
by those rules. In a letter to John Quincy Adams in early 1797, Joseph 
Pitcairn asserted that "the musty volumes of Puffendorf and Vatel [sic] 
with all their antiquated adherence to rule" were no longer relevant. 
Another writer, in a letter to John Adams a month later, dismissed Vat
tel's maxims as a "compilation of discordant precedents from antient 

17. For interpretations of events that see the secretaries' advice playing a domi
nant role in Adams's response, see William C. Stinchcombe, The XYZ Affair 
(Westport, CT, 1980), 19 22; Alexander DeConde, Tiu Quasi-War: 17ze Politics 
andDiplomacy4the Undeclared T17arwithFranre, 1797-1801 (New York, 1966), 
18-20, 67, 80--89; Albert H. Bowman, Tiu Struggle for Neutrality: Franco
American Diplomacy during the Federalist Era (Knoxville, TN, 1974), 279-84; 
Smith, John Adams, 922-.'34; Elkins and McKitrick, Age of Federalism, 544--46; 
and Gerard H. Clarfield, Timothy Pickering and American Diplomacy, 1795-1800 
(Columbia, MO, 1969), 107. On John Adams's queries to his cabinet, see JA 
notes, dated Mar. 19, 1797, Adams Family Papers; and JA to Heads of Depart
ment, Apr. 14, 1797, Adams Works, ed. Adams, 8: 540-41. There is no evidence 
in the Adams Papers of a reply from any of the cabinet secretaries to his queries 
of Mar. 19, suggesting they were not sent. 
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usages." Writing to his father in January, 1797, John Quincy asserted 
that the lawless French government would not hesitate to use "any 
means" to achieve what it regarded as a "desirable end." Pickering, in 
turn, observed repeatedly to the President that the French had "laid 
aside all the rules of fair procedure which have hitherto directed and still 
govern the other civilized nations of the world.ms 

The cabinet secretaries vVolcott and Lee, whose opinion Adams 
sought in mid April, did not share the private network's skepticism about 
the relevance of the law of nations. Wolcott asserted confidently that the 
obligations of international law were "demandable of the United States 
as well as of France." Lee echoed \Volcott's claim and spelled out in 
more detail the potential legal consequences of France's violation of the 
law of nations: 

If a nation to whom a Minister Plenipotentiary is sent by another nation, refuse him 

residence, it is a just cause of displeasure, but if he be refused an audience and the 

refusal circumstanced with rndeness and indignity, the offense is more serious. 'The 

latter has been sometimes productive of war and in the opinion of some has been 

thought a s1!ffic£mt came of war, it being considered by them a violation of one of 

the perfect rights of an indepcn<lant nation. 

Lee went on to say that he did not think France's refosal of Pinckney 
was "of itself a just cause of war." The clear implication of his analysis, 
nonetheless, was that he believed the law of nations to he applicable to 
France, and that the French government could he condemned for not 
following it. Oliver Wolcott, reaching the same conclusion, was more 
blunt. "The personal treatment which Mr. Pinckney received in Paris," 
he wrote indignantly, "was ... a violation of the Law ofNations." 19 

18. Joseph Pitcairn toJQA,Jan. 22, 1797, Adams Family Papers; and Thomas 
Law to JA, Feb. 26, 1797 ("compilation"), Adams Family Papers. JQA to JA, Jan. 
I 4, 1797, Admns Writings, ed. Ford, 2: 87. Pickering to JA, May 1, 1797 [Memo], 
21, in Adams Family Papers. See also Pickering to JA, July 17, 1797, Adams 
Family Papers. In October, JQA told Pickering that France "has disclaimed most 
of the received and established ideas upon the laws of nations and considered 
herself as liberated from all the obligations towards other states." See JQA to 
Pickering, Oct. 31, 1797, Adams Writ£ngs, ed. Ford, 2: 219 

19. Wolcott toJA, Apr. 21, 1797, Adams Family Papers; and Charles Lee to 
JA [Memo], Apr. 30, 1797, Adams Family Papers. Secretary McHenry, for his 
part, argued that the law of nations was not relevant to judging France's actions, 
but his arg;ument was based on a misapprehension: "It is presumed," he wrote, 
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In his private statements, John Adams suggested that he was inclined 
to side with his private advisors and dismiss the law of nations as a usefol 
way to think about French diplomacy. In a letter sent to Henry Knox 
shortly before the news of Pinckney's rejection arrived in the United 
States, Adams complained that the French "have no other rule but to 
give reputation to their tools, and to destroy the reputation of all who 
will not be their tools." They think, he wrote, "that France ought to 
govern all nations," and they were willing to do whatever it took to 
achieve that end. Months later, Adams remarked darkly that the French 
government's maxim seemed to be, "There is no treaty [binding] on a 
nation that is dying of hunger." He attributed this maxim to his onetime 
friend the Abbe Gabriel Bonnot de Mably, another celebrated writer on 
diplomacy. Mably had argued, in a well-known foreign policy manual, 
that each nation's diplomacy was and ought to be guided by the pursuit 
of its own interest. A nation's needs, in this conception, easily overrode 
its treaties and commitments in international law. By mid 1798, Adams 
had grown so doubtfol of the value of the law of nations that he dismissed 
outright the "visionary ... projects of universal and perpetual peace, 
which some ingenious and benevolent writers have amused themselves 
in composing."20 

If the law of nations was not driving the French government's behav
ior, what was? Adams and his private network believed that the Direc
tory was consulting France's "interest" in determining its diplomatic 
course, and that the U.S. government should do the same. This view 
was widely shared by members of the private network. William Smith 
observed to Adams that "nations, like many individuals, are actuated in 

"that every nation is free to receive or reject a minister sent to it by another 
nation. The right to send by no means imposes [an] obligation to receive." On 
this incorrect view, the Directory's rejection of Pinckney was not a m,\jor offense 
at all. See McHenry to JA, Apr. 29, 1797, Adams Family Papers. 

20. JA to Henry Knox, Mar. 30, 1797, Adami- Works, ed. Adams, 8: 536; JA 
to Timothy Pickering, Oct. 14, 1797, Adams Work5, ed. Adams, 554 (Adams 
quoted the maxim as "11 n'y a point de trnite pour une nation qui meurt de faim"); 
JA, "To the Inhabitants of Dedham and Other Towns in the County of Norfolk, 
Massachusetts," July 14, 1798, Adams Work1, ed. Adams, 9: 209. For Vattel as 
one of the writers on perpetual peace, see the discussion of Immanuel Kant, Per· 
petual Peace: A Philosophical Essay (1795), in Tuck, Rights ~f War and Peace, 
209. On Mably, see J. K. Wright, A Classical Repu.blican in Eighteenth-Century 
France: The Political Thought of Mabfy (Stanford, CA, 1997). 
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their friendships towards each other wholly by interest." John Quincy 
frequently expressed similar opinions. In late 1796, he observed to Jo
seph Pitcairn, as though stating the obvious, that "interest" was "the 
only honest language upon a political concern." A few months later, in 
February, 1797, he wrote to his father that he had "conversed with sev
eral intelligent men here, engaged in the public affairs" and that all had 
agreed that France was justified in capturing American vessels because it 
could help them achieve their main foreign policy goal, forcing Britain to 
sue for peace.John Quincy explained that, as far as they were concerned, 
"rigorous justice is not always practicable among nations, and that when 
policy prescribes a certain system, it cannot be expected that great regard 
will be paid to the rights and interests of a neutral nation." France's 
pursuit of its interests, in short, justified it in violating the "rights and 
interests" of other nations. Whether one liked it or not, interest-and 
interest alone-had become the only arbiter of right in international 
relations. 21 

Adams and his network identified two main interests that they be
lieved should drive U.S. policy toward France in the wake of the rejec
tion of Pinckney. The first was maintaining the peace. Virtually every 
political leader agreed that keeping the United States at peace was highly 
desirable. Indeed, it was one of the few points on which the High Feder
alist Timothy Pickering, who reminded Adams in mid-1797 of the "in
estimable value of peace," could agree with Thomas Jefferson, the 
leading Republican. A letter written by Abigail Adams to her sons on 

21. William Smith to JA, Mar. 1, 1 797, Adams Family Papers; J QA to Pitcairn, 
Nov. 13, 1796, Adams Writings, ed. Ford, 2: 41; JQA to JA, Feb. 16, 1797, 
Adams Writings, ed. Ford, 121-22. For other examples ofJQA using the language 
of interest, see Ford, ed., Adams Writings, 2: H, 18, 149, 184-86. The belief that 
"interest" was the driving force of international relations jibed with Mably's theory 
of international relations. Mably argued that the goal of statecraft was to detennine 
the "true" or "fundamental interests" of the state and to pursue them at all costs; 
see Abbe Gabriel Bonnot de Mably, Principes des Negociations, pour scrvir d'in
trodudion au droit public de l'Europe, fimdii sur les fraith, vol. 5, Oeuvres com· 
pletes de l'Abbi Mably (London, 1789), 17. His works were well known to the 
network. In June of 1797, Rufus King asked John Quincy Adams to send him a 
copy of Mably's treatise on foreign policy. A few months later, John Adams sug
gested to Timothy Pickering that "all Frenchmen" shared his "old friend" Mably's 
views. See Rufus King to JQA, June 16, 1797, Adams Family Papers; and JA to 
Timothy Pickering, Oct. 14, 1797, Adams Works, ed. Adams, 8: 554. 
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June 20, 1797, from Philadelphia, suggests that John Adams concurred. 
"If peace depend upon our government," she wrote, likely speaking for 
him as well, "it will be preserved, there is but one wish, it is to avoid war 
if it can be done without prostrating our nations honour, or sacrificing 
our independence."22 

As the June letter suggests, however, the Adamses and their network 
did not regard peace as the sole U.S. interest. Just as important, in their 
view, was maintaining the nation's "honour" and "independence." The 
nation's honor, as Adams conceived it, was similar to that of an individ
ual: "reputation is of as much importance to nations, in proportion as to 
individuals," he wrote in 1798, and "honor is a higher interest than 
reputation .... \\That is animal life, or national existence, without them?'' 
Just as for an individual, a nation's honor depended on the nation's 
keeping its word-which, in the case of a state, consisted of its treaties. 
Referring in a March, 1797, letter to Henry Knox to the Directory's 
hints that the United States ought to abrogate the Jay Treaty with Britain, 
he wrote that he would not accept "a violation of our faith" in order to 
achieve peace. In a letter to John Quincy soon after, Adams reiterated 
that he would "endeavor to reconcile, provided that no violation of faith, 
no stain upon honor, is exacted." Keeping its treaties, then, was one of 
the nation's fimdamental interests. Only by doing so could it ensure that 
other nations would continue to see it as a worthy and reliable partner. 28 

The Adams correspondents shared the widespread belief that internal 
divisions, fostered and encouraged by foreign powers, posed the greatest 
threat to the nation's independence. This belief was grounded in early 
American statesmen's shared classical republican heritage, which identi
fied internal divisions as the greatest danger to a republic. Avoiding or at 

22. Pickering toJA, May I, 1797 [Memo), Adams Family Papers; and AA to 
TBA,Jun. 20, 1797, Adams Family Papers. Dumas Malone asserts that.Jefferson's 
"main concern was and continued to be the maintenance of peace." See Dumas 
Malone, Jefferson and the Ordeal of Liberry (Charlottesville, VA, 2005), 369. 
Henry Knox also asserted that "every experiment which would afford the least 
hope" of peace ought to be tried; Henry Knox to .JA, Mar. 19, 1797, Adams 
Works, ed. Adams, 8 :533. 

23. To the Students of New Jersey College (n.d.), Adams Works, ed. Adams, 
9: 206; JA to Knox, Mar. 30, 1797, Adams Works, ed. Adams, 8: 535; .JA to JQA, 
Mar. 31, I 797, Adams Works, ed. Adams, 8: 5:37. On discourses of honor in the 
early republic, see Freeman, Affairs of Honor, passim. 
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least managing "divisions fatal to our peace," as John Adams put it, was 
widely agreed to be an essential goal of U.S. policy. (Or, as Joseph Pit
cairn had it, "Union at home is our egis abroad.") Even on this point, 
though, the network's analysis differed at the margins from that of the 
cabinet. For Secretary McHenry, an actual invasion by France was a 
distinct possibility that posed a crncial existential threat to U.S. indepen
dence. He suggested as much to Adams in April, arguing that Britain 
might sue for peace and leave the United States "alone to contend with 
the conquerors of Europe." In a letter to George Washington two 
months later, he argued that France might force England to yield back 
Canada, putting a French army on the U.S. border. Adams and his pri
vate network, on the other hand, rejected the idea that U.S. indepen
dence was threatened by French arms. "Let her triumph upon the 
continent," John Quincy wrote to Pitcairn in early 1797. "Between us 
and her, thank Heaven, there is a great gulf." John Adams put it even 
more bluntly in a letter to McHenry the following year: "There is no 
more prospect of seeing a French army here," he wrote, "than there is 
in Heaven." For the network, preventing France from exploiting internal 
divisions in the United States was the key to protecting the nation's 
independence. 24 

Given the principles he and the network had outlined, the question 
Adams had to answer in March and April, 1797 was whether further 
negotiations witl1 the French government would smudge the "honor" of 
the United States or compromise its "independence." By the middle of 
April, before he consulted with his cabinet, two trusted correspondents 
had supplied Adams with enough information to judge that the network's 

24. JA Message to Congress, May 16, 1797,Adams Works, ed. Adams, 9: ll4; 
Pitcairn to ]QA, Feb. 1, 1797, Adams Family Papers; McHenry to ]A [Memo], 
29 Apr 1797, Adams Family Papers; McHenry to Washington, June 15, 1797, 
Paprrs of George Washington: Rrtirernent Sairs, 1: 188;JQA to Pitcairn,Jan. 31, 
1797, Adams Jillritings, ed. Ford, 2: 97; JA to McHenry, Oct. 22, 1798, Adams 
Works, ed. Adams, 8: 613. On faction, and especially John Adams's obsession 
with its dangers, see Elkins and McKitrick, Age of Pederal£srn, 5:31-37 and 53:3. 
Note that McHenry's invasion fear was his own addition to the memorandum, 
most of which was actually written by Alexander Hamilton; see Bernard C. 
Steiner, The Life and Correspondence of}ames McHenry (New York, 1979), 216-
22. For his worries about the prospect of invasion even before 1797, see Steiner, 
Life and Co1Tespondcnce, 182. 
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conditions had been met. Three recently arrived letters from John 
Quincy Adams reported that the "design" of the Directory, in refusing 
to receive Pinckney, was indeed to instigate a "rupture of our treaty with 
Great Britain." But the French government, in his view, was not commit
ted to that goal: it would be content as well to "influence the American 
election, or to embarrass the new administration." Moreover, John 
Quincy reported, his informants indicated that the French government 
would not push the United States beyond its tolerance and into war. 
France's hostile acts were "bluster,1' he wrote; they had "no inclination 
to increase the number of their enemies." John Adams singled out one 
of these "fine" letters for praise in a mid-April note to Abigail. Elbridge 
Gerry offered a concurring opinion in a series of letters to Adams in 
March and April. Gerry argued that the rejection of Pinckney was an 
attempt on the part of the French government to counteract an imagined 
Federalist plot to "fill all the foreign office with antigallicans." He inter
preted the Directory's behavior as a basically reasonable response to the 
information they had: It just happened that the incorrect information 
they had received resulted in inappropriate and hostile-seeming be
havior. 23 

On May 16, Adams delivered a message to Congress in which he 
formally announced Pinckney's rejection and proposed a new mission to 
France. It offers an elegant illustration of how public and private net
works and advice fit into Adams's political decision-making. Adams first 
borrowed a page from Lee and Wolcott by framing Pinckney's rejection 
as a violation of international law: "The right of embassy is well known 
and established by the law and usage of nations. The refusal on the part 
of France to receive our minister, is ... to treat us neither as allies, nor 
as friends, nor as a sovereign State." But, he continued, "more alarming 
than the refusal of a minister" was the threat of an attack on U.S. inter-

25. JQA to JA, Jan. 14, 1797, Adams Writing.s, ed. Ford, 2: 82 ("design"); 
JQA to JA, Dec. 24, 1796, Adams Writings, ed. Ford, 64-65 ("influence"); JQA 
to JA, Jan. 14, 1797, Adams Writing:s, ed. Ford, 84 ("bluster"). JA to AA, Apr. 
13, 1797, Adams Family Papers. Gerry to JA, Apr. 25, 1797, Adams Family 
Papers. See also Geny to JA, Mar. 8, 1797, Adams Family Papers; and Wolcott 
to JA, Apr. 21, 1797, Adams Family Papers. WhenJQA reversed himself on the 
prospect of war with France in March, he explained that the Directory was in
clined to do so "unless the Americans will submit to sacrifice their interest, their 
honor, and their independence." JQA to JA, Adams Writings, ed. Ford, 2: 142. 
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ests, especially its "independence." He then hammered home this 
interest-based analysis in looking at every facet of the situation. The 
diplomatic crisis had begun, Adams said, because the Directory thought 
the United States was acting against "the interests of France." In crafting 
a response, he urged the representatives to carefully consider the "rights, 
duties, interests, and honor of the nation." Yet so long as France re
spected its "national honor, character, and interest" and "neither the 
honor nor the interest of the United States" would be compromised, he 
concluded, further negotiation was desirable. 26 

The decision to reopen negotiations reveals the complex intertwining 
of two separate networks of advisors and informants in Adams's diplo
matic practice. His first step in the crisis, as we have seen, was to consult 
with his private advisors. Interpreting France's behavior through the lens 
of national interest, they came to the conclusion that the United States 
should continue to negotiate. Only once this analysis was in place, and 
he had privately received information that allowed him to interpret 
France's intentions, did Adams consult his official advisors. This sug
gests, though it cannot be definitively proven, that Adams had already 
decided to give negotiations another try before he queried his cabinet. 
Yet in his public statement to Congress and the people in May, Adams 
was careful to incorporate the cabinet's reasoning as well: Indeed, he 
began by invoking the law of nations before settling into an interest
based analysis. So even when Adams listened to his private network, it 
did not make him deaf to the advice of his formal advisors. The networks 
coexisted, providing Adams with two separate-and in this case, concur
nng-opm10ns. 

Having decided to dispatch a new mission to France, Adams had to 
settle on whom to send. Choosing the new mission proved to be a knotty 
problem, or rather series of problems. Should he send a single represen
tative or a group of emissaries? Should they be Francophiles or Franco
phobes, or some combination of the two? Should he or they be high
ranking government oHicials or not? Over the course of the spring, 
Adams made four different proposals for the mission before ultimately 

26. JA, "Speech to Both Houses of Congress," May 16, 1797, Adams Works, 
ed. Adams, 9: 112-14. 
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sending a politically mixed three-man commission, comprising Pinckney, 
John Marshall, and Gerry. Most scholarly analysis of these deliberations 
has interpreted Adams's actions primarily through the lens of party poli
tics. The private network offers another optic, which allows us to see 
how personal relationships and trust played a crucial role in Adams's 
deliberations. Though bonds of trust did not tmmp partisan politics, 
choosing individuals whom he trusted enabled Adams to bend to politi
cal pressures without damaging the likelihood of a successful mission. 
Adams's deliberations also provide some additional insight into the 
structure of trust ,vithin the network. Rather than consisting primarily of 
one-on-one bonds, it shows, the network was an extended web of trust
based relationships that both reached outside the circle of Adams's im
mediate friends and deepened the bonds within it. 

Adams first considered the possibility of sending Vice President 
Thomas Jefferson as a one-man mission. Jefferson was one of Adams's 
old friends and allies from the days of the Revolutionary War. And 
though they were already on divergent political paths by early 1797, 
Adams still considered him a trusted friend. The idea, moreover, was 
suggested to him by so many people that Adams remarked that "the 
thought is a natural one." But he soon decided that it would not do to 
send Jefferson, invoking familiar concerns about the nation's honor and 
reputation. "Upon more mature reflection," he wrote in a letter to Gerry 
explaining his decision, "it would be a degradation of our government 
in the eyes of our own people, as well as of all Europe" to send the Vice 
President on a "diplomatic errand." Doing so would show the United 
States to be a "pitifol country indeed." Jefferson himself also proved 
unwilling to accept the mission, possibly on the same grounds.27 

Once it became clear that sending Jefferson was out of the question, 
Adams returned to the idea of a three-person mission. He first floated 
the idea of sending Pinckney, Republican leader James Madison, and 
Elbridge Gerry. This mission, dominated by Francophiles, seems to have 
represented an effort on Adams's part to win over both Republicans and 
the French government. It also ran directly counter to his cabinet's 

27. JA to Gerry, Apr. 6, 1797, Adams Works, ed. Adams, 8: 538-40. In March, 
after seeing Jefferson, John made his famous enigmatic remark to Abigail that "he 
is as he was." See JA to AA, Mar. 13, 1797, Letten of ]olm Adams, Addressed to 
His Wife, ed. Charles Francis Adams (2 vols., Boston, 1841), 2: 250. OnJeffer
son's refusal to go to France, see Bowman, Struggle, 279-80. 
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advice. Both Attorney General Lee and Secretary of the Treasury Wol
cott had expressed opposition in their April memoranda to adding Re
publicans to the mission. Wolcott even spent several pages trying to 
convince Adams not to stack the peace mission with individuals who had 
particular "credit and influence with France"-a category that certainly 
included Madison and Gerry. When the cabinet then expressed its en• 
tirely predictable opposition to this Francophile mission, Adams imme
diately withdrew the proposal and suggested instead two staunch 
Federalists, Francis Dana and John Marshall, to join Pinckney in Europe. 
The cabinet and leading Federalists were pleased with this new proposal; 
Republicans, predictably, were disgusted. But when Dana refused to 
serve, citing his poor health, Adams turned back to Gerry to replace 
him and sent his nomination to the Senate over the cabinet's reiterated 
objections. 28 

From the point of view of ideology, Adams's four proposed mis
sions were a model of inconsistency. He first proposed two Republican· 
dominated missions, then whipsawed hack along the ideological spectrum, 
at the urging of his cabinet, to an all-Federalist mission. When a chance 
occurrence gave him the opportunity to create an ideologically mixed 
mission, he took it over his cabinet's strenuous objections. Historians 
looking at Adams's actions through the lens of partisanship and political 
ideology have inevitably accused him of vacillating, weak leadership. In 
this interpretation, Adams's first two proposals were a sop to Republi
cans, who wanted to send a mission of Francophiles that would have the 
Directory's ear. He then "yielded," as historian William Stinchcombe 
put it, "to the cabinet ... a step that gave the commission geographical 
but not political balance." The third, all-Federalist mission reflected the 
strongly anti-French agenda of the cabinet and its secret advisor, Alexan
der Hamilton. Dana's refusal of the nomination gave Adams the chance 
to stubbornly renominate his friend Gerry, whom he knew the cabinet 
opposed, and partially restore his original plan. The ideologically mixed 
final mission, Stinchcombe and others suggest, was thus a chance out
come that owed little to Adams's weak leadership, which allowed parti
sans on both sides to dictate his actions. 29 

28. For a narrative of the selection process, see Bowman, Struf;f!)e, 280-84. 
On the Cabinet's reaction to Gerry, see Elkins and McKitrick, Age of Federalism, 
555-56; Clarfield, Timothy Pickering and the American Repul>lic, 184-85. 

29. For this analysis, see especially Stinchcombe, The XYZ Affair, 22. See also 
James R. Sharp, American Politics in the Ear(y Republic: The New Nation in Crisis 
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If we look at his decision in the terms of the private network, however, 
the picture is different: trust, as the unifying principle that nm through 
all of his deliberations, makes it possible to read them as both deliberate 
and coherent. Marshall, Dana, Gerry, and Madison stood at very differ
ent points on the political spectrum, but all of them were connected to 
Adams's private network, which made him ready to entrust them with 
the sensitive mission to France regardless of their partisan allegiances. 
This is obvious in the cases of Marshall, Dana, and Gerry, all of whom 
were old friends. Madison's inclusion is a bit more puzzling, since he 
was neither Adarns's close friend nor, by the late l 790s, a political ally or 
fellow-traveler. Yet as we have seen in the case of John Quincy Adams 's 
correspondents, trust in the network was not simply a matter of one-on
one personal acquaintance. Individuals in the network trusted not only 
their own friends, but also their friends' friends (though personal credit, 
like financial credit, was somewhat discounted at second hand). This 
fact helps explain why Adams proposed Madison in particular. Like 
everyone else in Philadelphia, Adams was aware that Madison was Jeffer
son's closest political ally and collaborator. \Vith Jefferson himself un
willing to go, choosing Madison was a way for Adams to make a gesture 
toward the Republican party while keeping the appointment somewhat 
within the orbit of his private network. 

The structure of trust within the network also played a more complex 
role in the nominations of Dana and Gerry than is evident at first glance. 
John himself had solid relationships with both Dana and Gerry. But he 
was also strongly connected to them through Abigail. She had known 
both men for as long as John and had corresponded independently with 
Gerry and with Dana's wife, Elizabeth, since the early 1780s. Moreover, 
Abigail was involved in her husband's deliberations about the mission. 
In addition to commenting extensively on the nominees (including in 
letters to her sister), she participated actively in recruiting them. Shortly 
after John wrote to Francis Dana to ask him to serve, Abigail wrote 
separately to Elizabeth, urging her to let her husband take the position. 
She wrote to Gerry immediately after he accepted the post, telling him 
that she had taken a "sincere . . . interest . . . in the result of your 
deliberations" and affirming the "great pleasure" his acceptance had 
caused her. Her strong connections to the two emissaries offered one 

(New Haven, CT, 1993), 164-66; Fcrling, John Adams, 345; and Elkins and 
MeKitrick, Age of Federalism, 555-56. 
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more point of assurance to John that the two Massachusetts men, in spite 
of their different political affiliations, could both be trusted to carry out 
the mission to France.:m 

John Adams's deliberations show that networks of personal trust alone 
did not determine whom he considered appointing as emissaries to 
France. Party politics, the advice of his cabinet, and his own stubborn
ness all contributed to Adams's repeated self-reversals in the spring of 
1797. Yet in spite of their widely varying ideological positions, the emis
saries he proposed were all to one degree or another linked to his circle 
of trusted advisors and informants. As such, Adams felt he could count 
on them to serve the nation honestly, regardless of their political affilia
tion. Private interpersonal connections and relationships of trust built 
through his private epistolary network, in other words, did not override 
partisanship; they gave Adams a way to bend to it without sacrificing the 
greater interests of the nation. 

A somewhat altered picture of President John Adams's diplomacy 
emerges from this rereading of episodes in the Quasi-vVar through the 
lens of his private epistolary network. Scholars have argued that the 
cabinet's advice and influence were a dominant factor in Adams's deci
sion to reopen negotiations with France and his selection of emissaries 
to send on the new mission. Yet as we have seen, Adams solicited advice 
and information about whether to reopen negotiations from the private 
network well before he consulted with his cabinet, and privileged the 
network's reasoning over the cabinet's. \Vhen it came time to pick the 
members of the new mission, moreover, Adams negotiated among the 
competing partisan agendas by drawing on individuals in whom his pri
vate network gave him reason to have confidence. At the same time as it 
shows that the influence of the cabinet and Hamilton has been signifi-

30. AA to Gerry, July 7, 1797, Adams Family Papers; and AA to Elizabeth 
Dana, Jun. 5, 1797, Adams Family Papers. See also the elegant analysis of A.A's 
letter to Dana in Gelles, Abigail Adams, 140"41. AA's correspondence with Eliza
beth Dana dated to 1781, at least, and her correspondence with Gerry began in 
1780; see AA to Gerry, Mar. 13, 1780, Adams Family Correspondence, 3: 297-300 
and Elizabeth Dana to AA, Mar. 6, 1781, Adams Farni(r Correspond,:nce, 4: 89. 
For her comments on the nominees, see AA to Mary Crand1, Jun. 3, 1797, in 
New Letters, ed. Mitchell, 94. 
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cantly overstated, it suggests that other figures-like Joseph Pitcairn, 
Josiah Quincy, Thomas Welsh, and their informants--played a neglected 
but very important role in shaping the principles and providing the infor
mation that Adams used in shaping his diplomatic course. These incli
viduals may well repay further study in future work on the Adams 
network. 

These specific revisions aside, the model of focusing on private net
works and their political function may be profitably extended to the poli
tics of the early republic more broadly. In his reliance on a private 
network for information and advice, Adams was the rule rather than the 
exception among early U.S. political leaders. George Washington and 
Thomas Jefferson, to name only two of the most obvious figures, created 
and relied upon similar unofficial networks. The famous Jefferson
Madison collaboration, for instance, was entirely unofficial for decades, 
until Jefferson appointed his friend Secretary of State in 1801. These 
similarities suggest that due attention to the role played by private net
works may e'nable us to see diplomatic practice and political decision
making anew and to recover the contributions of some marginal and 
minor figures. At the same time, the uncannily similar way that public 
figures in eighteenth-century Europe relied on private networks suggests 
the need for more work on the European roots of early American diplo
matic practice. Though the European basis of diplomatic theory in the 
early United States is well known, relatively little work has been done to 
connect the actual practice of diplomacy in the early American republic 
to it European antecedents. This would complement and extend recent 
scholarship that has demonstrated the similarities between early modern 
Europe and early American political practice in studies of electioneering, 
festive culture, and the workings of Congress. 31 

31. Discussions of the early republic in relation to early modern Enrope appear 
in three influential recent books; see Freeman, Affairs of Honor, xxi-xxiv; David 
Waldstreicher, In the Mid,t of Perpetual Fetcs: The Making of Americrm National
ism, 1776-1820 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1997), 18-24; and Simon P. Newman, Pa
rades and Politics of the Stred: Festive Culture in the Early Amrrican Republic 
(Philadelphia, 1997), 2-9. See also Andrew W. Robertson, "Voting Rights and 
Voting Acts: Electioneering Ritual, 1790--1820" in Beyond the fiounders: New Ap
proaches to the Political History of the Early American Republic, ed. Jeffrey L. 
Pasley, Andrew W. Robertson, and David Waldstreicher (Chapel Hill, NC, 2004), 
58-59. Felix Gilbert's classic study, To the Farewell Address: Ideas of Ear(v Ameri
can Foreip;n Policy (Princeton, NJ, 1961), traced the intellectual bases of the early 
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Extending the methods developed in studies of early modem knowl
edge networks to high politics in North America may also open up new 
questions for historians of science and the republic ofletters. Scholars in 
those fields have begun in recent years to examine the relationship be
tween knowledge networks and the networks created by states and em
pires. By showing how politicians used strategics similar to those 
employed by scientists, this essay further erodes the conceptual bound
ary between the two kinds of networks. Indeed, it raises the question of 
whether scholarly networks were that distinctive at all. Perhaps informa
tion networks, rather than scholarly ones, are the real object of study. 
The essay also suggests, however, that the rules for producing knowl
edge in the political sphere did differ from the prevailing rules in scien
tific milieux. Politicians like Adams had to take seriously information and 
advice from public channels that they regarded as less reliable than their 
own networks-something few scientists were obliged to do. Paradoxi
cally, Adams's private network also rested on a basis of much more 
deeply rooted trust relationships than those which held together many 
scientific and literary networks. A new history of knowledge networks, 
which aims to see the field whole, would have to account for these varia
tions.32 

Finally, though it has not been its focus, this essay suggests the need 
for political historians to pay renewed attention to the shaping role of 
early modern epistolary practices in the politics of the new republic. 
Many of the features of the Adams network that made it so useful for 

republic's foreign policy back to Europe, but he said very little ahout the practice 
of diplomacy. See also Onuf and Onuf, Federal Union. For examples of Washing
ton's reliance on networks of friends, see John E. Ferling, First of Men: A Life of 
George Washington (Knoxville, TN, 1988), :,77-79. 

32. Of recent studies that connect national and imperial networks vv:ith schol
arly ones, see in particular Jacob Soll, The biformation Master: Jean-Baptiste 
Colbert~~ Secrd State Jntelligtnet c~'Vstem (Ann Arbor, MI, 2009); James Delbourgo 
and Nicholas Dew, eds., Science and Empire in the Atlantic FVorld (New York, 
2008). This is distinct from histories of the relationship between ideologies of 
power and knowledge, for which the locus dassicus is Steven Shapin and Simon 
Schaffer, Le7!iathan and the Air-Pump: Hobbes, Boyle and the Experimental Life 
(Princeton, NJ, 1989). See also Margaret C. Jacob, Living the Enlightenment: 
Freemasomy and Politics in Eighteenth Cmfwy Europe (New York, 1991) and 
Pierre-Yves Beaurepaire, L 'Espace des francs-1/W[:Ons. Une sociabiliti europeenne 
au XVJJJe siecle (Rennes, France, 200.'3). 
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diplomatic work-including its collective standards of reliability, its basis 
in trust, its collection and filtering of information-were linked directly 
to characteristics, habits and customs of early modern letter-writing. One 
might even say that the Adams network was successful because of its 
underlying epistolary habits. This, in turn, suggests the need for further 
research into the epistolary practices of early American politicians and a 
closer study, drawing on the literature on early modern epistolarity, of 
how it shaped American political culture. 3

:i 

33. See Konstantin Dierks, In M) Power: Ldfer Writing and Communications 
in Earf1' America (Philadelphia, 2009); Kate Davies, Catharinr Maraulay and 
Meriy Otis Warren: The Revolutiona,,, Atlantic and the Pohtics of Gendrr (Oxford, 
UK, 2005); Dena Goodman, Becoming a Woman in the Age of Letten (Ithaca, NY, 
2009); Roger Chartier et al., eds., La correspondance: les usages de la lettre au 
X!Xe siede (Paris, 1991 ); Eve Tavor Bannett, Empire of Letters: Letter Manuals 
and Transatlantic Correspondence, 1688-1820 (Cambridge, UK, 2005). See also 
Gelles, Abigail Adams. 
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The Kitchen Cabinet and 
Andrew Jackson 1s Advisory System 

RICHARD B. LATNER 

FEW subjects in Jacksonian politics have been more frequently men
tioned and less carefully analyzed than Andrew Jackson's kitchen 
cabinet. The reason is not hard to find. Influence and power, difficult 
enough to measure in the present, are particularly resistant to historical 
investigation. Data concerning confidential relationships are spotty and 
the interviewing of participants is synonymous with necromancy. The 
shadowy nature of presidential advising thus promotes the growth of 
legends that obscure the reality of political influence. 1 

By tradition, historians claim that the label "kitchen cabinet" was 
first applied derogatorily by Jackson's opposition, to describe an 
informal group of advisers who maintained great influence over the 
President, particularly on matters of party and patronage. Claude G. 
Bowers, in his popular study of Jackson's presidency, called "the small 
but loyal and sleepless group of the Kitchen Cabinet . . . the first of 
America's great practical politicians." 2 Leonard White's standard 
administrative account of the Jacksonian period reinforced this 
conventional view; according to him, Jackson's interest in politics and 
personality, rather than in administration, naturally prompted the 
appearance of "a group of personal advisers, primarily concerned with 
patronage and party manipulation.' ' 3 References to the kitchen cabinet 
generally imply that the members worked together closely, shared 
similar political objectives, especially the promotion of Martin Van 
Buren's political fortunes, and attained their greatest influence in the 

Richard B. Latner is associate professor of history in Newcomb College, Tulane University. The 
author acknowledges a summer grant from the Graduate School, Tulane University. 

• On the kitchen cabinet, see Richard P. Longaker, "Was Jackson's Kitchen Cabinet a 
Cabinet?" Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XLIV CTune 1957), 94-108. 

2 Claude G. Bowers, The Party Battles of the Jackson Period (Boston, 1922), 144. 
3 Leonard D. White, The Jacksonians: A Study in Administrative History, 1829-1861 (New 

York, 1954), 94-95. See also Marquis James, The life of Andrew Jackson (Indianapolis, 1938), 
498; John Spencer Bassett, The Life of Andrew Jackson (New York, 1931), 540. 
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first two years of Jackson's presidency, when the Eaton affair prevented 
Jackson from calling upon his regular cabinet officers for counsel. 4 

This portrait of a tightly knit group of aides specializing in political 
manipulation, wire-working, and patronage, however, has not gone 
unchallenged. Twenty years ago, Richard P. Longaker subjected the 
''legend'' of the kitchen cabinet to dose scrutiny and raised serious 
objections to traditional accounts. Longaker denied that the kitchen 
cabinet was "an institutional entity," and argued instead that the term 
simply described an "amorphous advisory pattern," a "procedure, the 
random choice of a variety of advisers rather than a specific, organized 
body of men." To Longaker, the large number of alleged members 
(some of whom were also cabinet officers), as well as a lack of evidence of 
regular meetings, distinguished the kitchen cabinet from an authentic 
institution, such as the regular cabinet. '' [T]here was no hierarchy of 
advisers, just as there was no institutionalized entity-a Kitchen 
Cabinet-meeting regularly with a firmly established membership,'' he 
concluded. ''The evidence suggests that decisions were made by the 
President in a haphazard manner with the assistance of those who had 
his ear at a particular time and who could, in turn, convince him of the 
wisdom of their position. . . . a Kitchen Cabinet as a stable and 
regularized institution, did not exist.'' Longaker hoped to demonstrate 
that Jackson maintained a firm control over policy making during his 
presidency, and he found the idea of a kitchen cabinet incompatible with 
presidential leadership. 5 

Longaker's distinction between an informal advisory pattern and a 
regularized, institutional structure such as the cabinet has been echoed 
by other historians and political scientists. 6 But the concept of a kitchen 
cabinet as something more than a casual "procedure" or a legendary 
figment of the opposition's imagination persists. Lynn L. Marshall, for 
example, has recently suggested that Jackson's kitchen cabinet served as 
an early version of a national political committee, performing a variety of 
important non-cabinet functions, especially the construction of an 
efficient, extensive, and deeply rooted political party.7 

• Charles M. Wiltse, John C. Calhoun (3 vols., Indianapolis, 1944-1951), II, 25, 108; Bassett, 
Life of Jackson, 540; J. T. Adams and R. V. Coleman, eds., Dictionary of American History (5 
vols., New York, 1940), III, 213; Richard B. Morris, ed., Encyclopedia of American History (New 
York, 1953), 163. 

'Longaker, "Jackson's Kitchen Cabinet," 97, 100, 101, 107-08. 
• Glyndon G. Van Deusen, The Jacksonian Era: 1828-1848 (New York, 1959), 34; Robert V. 

Remini, Andrew Jackson (New York, 1966), 110; Louis W. Koenig, The Invisible Presidency 
(New York, 1950), 40. 

7 Lynn L. Marshall, "The Strange Stillbirth of the Whig Party," American Historical Review, 
LXXII Gan. 1967), 450-51. 
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Although White House advising during Jackson's presidency remains 
obscure, traditional historical methods can combine with selective 
conceptual borrowings from social sciences to help illuminate the 
advisory process. Since insight into presidential decision making is 
essential to a full understanding of presidential style and national 
politics, there is sufficient inducement to hazard an attempt. 

The notion that Jackson would fall under the influence of a group of 
aides was widespread at the time of his election. Old Hickory was then 
sixty-two years old, in precarious health, and inexperienced in national 
politics. Indeed, John Quincy Adams and his supporters had made 
Jackson's lack of qualifications one of the major issues of their 
campaign, and Van Buren later recalled that many of Jackson's own 
supporters had latent misgivings "of his unfitness for the place." Such 
suspicions were doubtless responsible for the advice proffered by 
politicians like Van Buren that Jackson avoid controversial issues. "Our 
people do not like to see publications from candidates,'' he blandly 
explained. 8 While Jackson was by no means a passive spectator during 
the contest, his campaign was managed largely by a network of local, 
state, and national committees. Overseeing this rudimentary organi
zation were the Washington central committee of twenty-four, which 
distributed election material printed at the center of government, and, 
especially, the Nashville central committee, which consisted of Jackson's 
closest personal friends and advisers, including John Overton, William B. 
Lewis, and John Eaton.9 

The assumption that the newly elected President was impressionable 
had immediate political consequences. For one thing, it intensified the 
rivalry between the followers of Van·Buren and John C. Calhoun for 
access to Jackson. The importance of being close by when the President 
reeled under the pressures of office or when his inexperience threw him 
into the hands of more skilled politicians seemed obvious. Members of 
the two factions eyed each other jealously, estimated their relative 

• Robert V. Remini, The Election of Andrew Jackson (Philadelphia, 1963), 192; John William 
Ward, Andrew Jackson: Symbol/or an Age (New York, 1955), 64-68; Bassett, life of Jackson, 
396-97, 703; Martin Van Buren, The Autobiography of Martin Van Buren, John C. Fitzpatrick, 
ed., Annual Report of the American Historical Association for the Year 1918 (2 vols., 
Washington, 1920), II, 232,244; Martin Van Buren to Andrew Jackson, Sept. 14, 1827, Martin 
Van Buren Papers (Manuscript Division, Library of Congress). 

• For a full discussion of the Jackson organization in 1828, see Remini, Election of Jackson, 
51-120; James C. Curtis, Andrew Jackson and the Search for Vindication (Boston, 1976), 85-90. 
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strength, and, in the words of one Calhounite, vied for ''the controlling 
influence in the Cabinet.'' 10 

The President's alleged vulnerability also helped to provoke the Eaton 
affair. When Jackson first arrived in Washington, he consulted primarily 
with his longtime Tennessee associates, Eaton, Lewis, and Senator Hugh 
Lawson White, but when he appointed Eaton as his secretary of war in 
order to '' have near him a personal and confidential friend to whom he 
could embosom himself on all subjects,' ' the selection stirred con
siderable opposition. 11 

Historians are familiar with the story of Washington society's snub of 
Eaton's wife, the outspoken and allegedly wayward daughter of a local 
tavern keeper. While acknowledging the incident's social dimensions, 
they have correctly emphasized its political source, particularly the fear 
of Calhounites that Eaton was using his influence to further Van 
Buren's presidential aspirations. Less well-known is the participation by 
anti-tariff radicals and opponents of Van Buren who had no formal ties 
with Calhoun. 

Both Eaton and Van Buren were popularly associated with the 
recently enacted tariff of 1828, and in the South, where the tariff was 
regarded as an abomination, their activity in sponsoring, promoting, and 
voting for the bill was duly noted. Consequently, to anti-tariff radicals, 
Eaton's special relationship with Jackson and his apparent partiality for 
Van Buren's political interests were doubly disturbing. Eaton's 
presumed influence implied that Jackson would do nothing to bring 
about immediate tariff reform, while his attachment to Van Buren 
augured ill for future relief. The Eaton affair, then, was inspired by many 
considerations, but much of its energy derived from the suspicion that 
Jackson was a political novice, overly reliant on the advice of others, 
especially his Tennessee cronies. Eaton's enemies hoped to remove this 
influence by compelling him to resign. 12 

10 Duff Green to John Pope, Dec. 11, 1828, Duff Green Papers (Manuscript Division, Library of 
Congress); Jonathan Degraff to Azariah Flagg, Dec. 21, 1828, Azariah Flagg Papers (New York 
Public Library); Alfred Balch to Van Buren, Nov. 27, 1828, Van Buren Papers; U.S. Telegraph, 
Jan. 20, 1829; Niles' Weekry Register, XX.XV (Nov. 22, 1828), 194. 

"Bassett, Life of Jackson, 410; James Parton, Life of Andrew Jackson (3 vols., New York, 
1883), III, 176; Charles Sellers, James K. Polk: Jacksonian, 1795-1843 {Princeton, 1957), 
137-42; Amos Kendall to Francis Blair, March 7, 1829, Blair-Lee Papers (Princeton University 
Library); "Letters of William T. Barry," William and Mary College Quarterry, XIII (April 1905), 
239. 

"For the association of John Eaton and Van Buren with the Tariff of Abominations, see Robert 
Y. Hayne to Levi Woodbury, July 10, 1828, Levi Woodbury Papers (Manuscript Division, Library 
of Congress); Richard K. Cralle, ed., Works of John C. Calhoun (6 vols., New York, 1854-1857), 
III, 50, 52-53; Green to John C. Calhoun, Aug. 1, 1830, Duff Green Papers (University of North 
Carolina); U.S. Telegraph, March 18, Aug. 23, 1831. See also Richard B. Latner, "The Eaton 
Affair Reconsidered,' ' Tennessee Historical Quarterry, XXXVI (Fall 1977), 3 30-51. 
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Until the winter of 1830-1831, the allegations of backstairs influence 
remained a distinctly minor theme in national politics. To be sure, 
opposition presses blamed the President's proscription and appointment 
policies on his inexperience and the advice of ''bad counsellors'' who 
made him '' instrumental in gratifying their petty malignity, instead of 
consulting his true glory." 13 But in February 1831 Calhoun's 
publication of his correspondence with Jackson, concerning the 
Seminole invasion, first brought the issue before the public in full force. 
Calhoun directed his attack, not against Jackson, but against William 
Harris Crawford and Crawford's followers, now led by Van Buren. In an 
obvious reference to Van Buren, Calhoun labeled the affair "a base 
political intrigue, got up by those who regard your [Jackson's] 
reputation and the public interest much less than their own personal 
advancement.'' 14 

Calhoun's theme was immediately broadcast by Duff Green's U.S. 
Telegraph, a paper that had served as the Jackson administration's 
official organ until Green's partiality for Calhoun led to its replacement 
in December 1830 by Francis Blair's Washington Globe. Green referred 
to the alienation of Jackson from Calhoun as the product of a 
''conspiracy'' inspired by Van Buren to serve his own political 
interests, and he accused the Globe of being ''the organ of the plotters 
and contrivers of this affair, and not of the President." Green's 
editorials portrayed the projected downfall of Calhoun as a plot to 
advance Van Buren by undermining his major rival. At the same time, 
Green tried to distinguish the contrivers of the conspiracy from Jackson 
himself. He announced that he supported Calhoun, "not against Gen. 
Jackson, but against the conspirators," and he endorsed Jackson's 
reelection "as the surest means of defeating" Van Buren. He continued 
to hope that "the voice of truth" could be made to reach the President, 
and that Jackson would ''soon see and understand the artifices which 
have been practised upon him .... " 15 

Although one historian has claimed that as early as March 1831, the 
term kitchen cabinet was applied to the ''plotters'' against Calhoun, the 
Telegraph never used that term. 16 Instead it tagged the conspirators with 
such labels as '' Amos Kendall & Co.,'' and '' Amos Kendall, Martin 
Van Buren, William B. Lewis, & Co." In accusing pro-Jackson 

"National Intelligencer, May 13, March 26, 1829. 
"Niles' Weekiji Register, XL (March 5, 1831), 18. 
"U.S. Telegraph, Feb. 26, 28, March 18, 1831. See also ibid,. March 14, 17, 1831. 
"Marshall, "Strange Stillbirth of the Whig Party," 450n. A check of the editorials cited by 

Lynn Marshall reveals that the idea of a kitchen cabinet but not the phrase itself appeared in 
Green's newspaper. 
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newspapers of taking ' 'their ORDERS' ' from Washington, for example, 
Green identified the culprits as ' 'Mr. Van Buren, Major Lewis, and Mr. 
Kendall," calling them "secret agents" who directed the attack against 
Calhoun.17 

Jackson's cabinet reorganization of April 1831, involving the 
dismissal of three secretaries who had participated in the rebuff of the 
Eatons, further embellished the picture of a White House where advisers 
manipulated the President. Former Secretary of the Navy John Branch, 
an anti-tariff radical and opponent of Van Buren, was the first of the 
dismissed cabinet members to charge that his downfall was due to 
"malign influences" promoting Van Buren's ambitions; he complained 
bitterly that Van Buren "had become latterly the almost sole confidant 
and adviser" of Jackson. "How he obtained this influence might be a 
subject of curious and entertaining inquiry," he darkly suggested. 
Green quickly seized upon the phrase "malign influence" as a suitable 
one for Van Buren and his allies, and claimed that this "irresponsible 
'malign influence'" had brought disillusionment to many of Jackson's 
supporters. ''That that influence does exist is corroborated by the 
positive assertion of Gov. Branch, and the unerring testimony of 
admitted facts," Green contended. "That influence yet surrounds the 
President. It is beneath, but it controls the cabinet. It has dismissed able 
and· faithful public ministers; it has corrupted a portion of the public 
press .... " 18 

Even after the cabinet reorganization, Green tried to distinguish 
between Jackson and his evil counselors, hoping for a reconciliation 
between the President and Calhoun. ''There are many reasons . . . 
which dispose us to separate the President, himself, as much as possible 
from the intrigues passing around him,' ' Green explained to his readers; 
one reason was the plan of "Van Buren, Kendall, & Co." to organize 
"a great northern confederacy upon ... the high tariff policy." Van 
Buren, he claimed, had established the Globe ' 'to drive the South, and 
particularly the friends of Mr. Calhoun, into a position where they could 
not, consistently with a due regard to their own honor . . . support the 
re-election of Gen. Jackson.'' The editor complained of efforts to brand 
him as disloyal to Jackson and denied that he was engaged in a war 
against the President. ''Have we not endeavored to separate him from 

"U.S. Telegraph, March 25, 1831, See also ibid., March 21, 22, April 13, 14, 1831. 
"John Branch to Alex. W. Mebane, Geo. B. Outlaw, &c., Aug. 20, 1831, Niles' Weekry 

Register, XLI (Sept. 17, 1831), 38; Branch to Edmund B. Freeman, Aug. 22, 1831, Washington 
Globe, Aug. 31, 1831; Branch to Outlaw, Robt. C. Watson, &c., May 31, 1831, Niles' Weekry 
Register, XL Qune 11, 1831), 253; U.S. Telegraph, June 2, 1831. 
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Eaton, Kendall, Lewis, Van Buren, & Co.?" he asked. "When these 
men have retreated behind him we have labored to pull them from their 
hiding place, and by separating him from them, leave him his character, 
his public services, and his popularity, for himself and his country." 19 

Gradually, however, Green was compelled to accept as permanent the 
schism between Jackson and Calhoun. By the dose of 1831, he 
conceded the impossibility of a reconciliation between the two men. ' 'It 
is now too late,'' he announced publicly in the Telegraph. 20 

The concept of a kitchen cabinet, then, was largely the work of 
alienated Jacksonians, particularly of Calhounites like Green. As 
portrayed in the Telegraph, the President was under the influence of a 
group of schemers, commanded by "the Kinderhook intriguer," Van 
Buren, who served the New Yorker's political interests. Van Buren's 
faction had provoked conflict with Calhoun, established the Globe, 
undercut the Telegraph, organized a national convention to nominate 
Van Buren as Jackson's running mate, and planned to leave the party in 
Van Buren's hands after Jackson's retirement. "Gen. Jackson is the 
nominal head, while Mr. Van Buren is the real head of the party," 
Green declared after Van Buren's nomination at the Democratic party's 
Baltimore convention. ''This party is under the effectual control of 
Kendall, Lewis, & Co., who are charged with the conscience of Gen. 
Jackson, and who control the affiliated presses through their organ and 
by their correspondence from this place,' ' he continued. In many 
respects, Green pictured the President's advisers as a branch of Van 
Buren's Albany Regency: "there is a regular regency established at this 
place, consisting of Lewis, Kendall, and several less prominent officers of 
the Government,' ' he asserted. 21 

The idea of a controlling influence in the White House received 
extensive circulation after the tumultuous cabinet upheaval in the spring 
of 1831. Henry Clay's official organ, the National Intelligencer, 
borrowed Green's label "Amos Kendall & Co." for the "ruling 
party," while leading Jacksonians reported "rumours ... of the 
President's being under the influence of certain persons who abuse & 
have his ear." Alfred Balch, one-time member of the Nashville central 
committee, suggested to Jackson that if he wanted to scotch reports of a 
power behind the throne greater than the throne itself, then Lewis 

19 U.S. Telegraph, July 11, Oct. 6, 1831. 
• 0 Ibid., Dec. 12, 183L See also Green to Carter Beverly, July 8, 1831, Green Papers, 

University of North Carolina. 
"U.S. Telegraph, April 27, May 29, April 11, 1832. 
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should move out of the White House and Kendall '' should attend only 
to the duties of his office & let you wholly alone.'' 22 

Jackson, of course, vigorously denied such allegations. ''In regard ... 
to these complaints and others of a similar character founded on a 
pretended distrust of influences near or around me, I can only say that 
they spring from ... [a] false view of my character," he wrote to one 
worried correspondent. And the Globe repudiated insinuations of 
Jackson's enfeeblement. "The President is, as the nation knows, amidst 
the able and accomplished counsellors who now surround him, what he 
was among the aids with whom he acted on the plains of New Orleans. 
He is, himself, the presiding genius that conducts the administration and 
directs the destiny of the Republic,'' Blair wrote reassuringly. 23 

Administration disclaimers proved futile, and references to ' 'Amos 
Kendall & Co." or the "malign influence" continued unabated. By the 
spring of 1832, the concept of a kitchen cabinet was firmly established 
in the political dialogue of the day. The phrase itself, however, had not 
yet entered the public domain. Admittedly, one finds it mentioned on a 
few occasions in private correspondence. As early . as the summer of 
1831, for example, Blair assured his sister-in-law of the President's 
independence of both "the kitchen ... [and] parlor cabinets." And a 
few months later, Nicholas Biddle, upon receiving an informant's 
opinion that "Blair, Lewis, Kendall & Co .... still rule the Chief 
Magistrate," acknowledged this "very melancholy" news, which 
confirmed his fear that ''the kitchen . . . predominate[s] over the 
Parlor.' ' 24 But the first public use of the phrase came in an editorial by 
Senator George Poindexter of Mississippi, which appeared in the 
Telegraph of March 27, 1832. 

Poindexter, a Virginia-born, self-made man, had achieved meteoric 
success in Mississippi politics after arriving in Natchez in 1802 with 
neither friends nor resources. He had served both the territorial and 
state governments in prominent positions, and, in the summer of 1830, 
he capped his impressive accomplishments by filling a senate seat 

"National Intelligencer, May 19, 1831; Thomas Ritchie to Van Buren, April 20, 21, 1831, 
Van Buren Papers; Balch to Jackson, July 21, 1831, Andrew Jackson Papers (Manuscript 
Division, Library of Congress). 

"John Spencer Bassett, ed., Correspondence of Andrew Jackson (7 vols., Washington, 
1926-1935), IV, 372; Washington Globe, Sept. 9, 1831. 

,. Thomas H. Clay, "Two Years with Old Hickory," Atlantic Monthly, LX (Aug.1887), 198; 
Robert M. Gibbes to Nicholas Biddle, Dec. 11, 1831, Nicholas Biddle Papers (Manuscript 
Division, Library of Congress). See also J. S. Barbour to James Barbour, March 25, 1832, James 
Barbour Papers (New York Public Library). 
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vacated by the sudden death of the incumbent. 25 Poindexter was, by 
reputation, a man of extraordinary abilities and talents. He was also, by 
reputation, a man of singular moral laxity. It was alleged that he had, 
among other things, killed an opponent in a duel by firing prematurely, 
fled ignobly from the battle of New Orleans, falsely accused his first wife 
of infidelity when divorcing her, disinherited their son, and given 
himself up to drinking, gambling, and general dissipation. The famous 
Methodist leader, William Winans, remarked that Poindexter "would 
have been . . . one of the greatest men I ever knew, had moral principles 
exercised control over his actions. But of this, I considered him utterly 
destitute. . . . Moral corruption and great talents rendered him a very 
dangerous man in Society. . . . " Van Buren recalled the "remarkably 
sinister expression of his countenance'' at their first interview-the 
Mississippian was said to look a great deal like Clay-and noted that 
reports on the senator's character differed "only in the degree of odium 
that was heaped upon it .... ' ' Poindexter was one of the very few people 
with whom Van Buren could not establish friendly social relations, and 
at one time, as president of the Senate, he so feared Poindexter's enmity 
that he carried a pair of loaded pistols. 26 

Politically, Poindexter had been a late arrival in the Jackson camp, 
having initially supported Adams' administration. By 1828 he had 
moved into the Jackson ranks, but Jackson remained uncertain of his 
loyalty, and, when the new senator arrived in Washington in December 
1830, the President predicted that it was only a matter of time before 
Poindexter went into open opposition. 27 

The prediction was accurate, but Poindexter did not desert the 
Democrats for Clay, Adams, or economic nationalism. Instead, he 
revealed himself to be an enthusiast for southern rights, an anti-tariff 
zealot, a friend of Calhoun and nullification, and a bitter foe of Van 
Buren. Although Poindexter first chose to fight Jackson over matters of 
patronage in Mississippi, these broader issues dictated his alienation 
from the President. 28 

" Biographical material on George Poindexter is found in Edwin Arthur Miles, Jacksonidn 
Democracy in Mississippi (Chapel Hill, 1960), 44-45; and Allen Johnson and Dumas Malone, 
eds., Dictionary of American Biography ( 21 vols., New York, 1943), XV, 29-30. 

,. P. L. Rainwater, ed., ''Notes on Southern Personalities,'' Journal of Southern History, N 
(May 1938), 226; Van Buren, Autobiography, II, 755, 761-62. 

"Miles, Jacksonian Democracy in Mississippi, 46; Van Buren, Autobiography, II, 755. 
•• Miles, Jacksonian Democracy in Mississippi, 61-68. For Poindexter's patronage battles with 

Jackson, see Edwin A. Miles, "Andrew Jackson and Senator George Poindexter," Journal of 
Southern History, XXIV (Feb. 1958), 51-66. 
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In the spring of 1831, after Calhoun's publication of the Seminole 
correspondence, Poindexter privately complained that Jackson was 
"surrounded by a few favorites who controlled and directed all things," 
and that the President's policies were undermining the South and its 
''Virginia principles.'' His criticism of the administration thereafter 
became more frequent and venomous, and he participated conspicuously 
in the Senate's rejection of Van Buren's appointment as minister to 
England. He justified his vote in part by reminding his constituents that 
Van Buren was the man who had "fixed on them the tariff of 1828. " 29 

Poindexter's break with the Jackson administration was therefore 
complete when in mid-March 1832, the Telegraph published a vitriolic 
attack on the Globe. It accused the Globe of employing a "trained band 
of letter writers, who lounge about the public offices, and live on the 
bounty of the government,'' to slander Poindexter and others for voting 
against Van Buren's confirmation. The Globe then accused Poindexter 
of writing the editorial and denounced him for engaging in personal and 
political warfare against the President. It was in the Telegraph's 
response to Blair that the expression kitchen cabinet first appeared. 
''The President's press, edited under his own eye, by 'a pair of deserters 
from the Clay party,' and a few others, familiarly known by the ap· 
pellation of the 'Kitchen Cabinet,' is made the common reservoir of all 
the petty slanders which find a place in the most degraded prints in the 
Union, on the majority of the Senate of the United States, and particular 
members of that body," the paper charged. It did not deny the Globe's 
allegation that Poindexter was the author of recent editorials defending 
his vote against Van Buren and other presidential appointments.30 

The novelty of the public use of the expression kitchen cabinet was 
immediately seized upon by Blair, who again charged Poindexter with 
attacking the President for being under the influence of a ''Kitchen 
Cabinet." Making obvious reference to Poindexter's unsavory 
reputation, Blair continued: ''This last elegant specimen of the 
honorable Senator's talent in giving names, might claim the merit of 
great originality, if certain anecdotes of his habits of life, did not give 
assurance that he borrowed the idea from scenes and associations quite 
familiar to him. " 31 Blair identified Poindexter as the originator of the 

2
• Charles H. Ambler, ed., The life and Diary of John Floyd: Governor of Virginia, an Apostle 

of Secession, and the Father of the Oregon Country (Richmond, Va., 1918), 129-30; Niles' 
Weekry Register, XLI (Nov. 19, 1831), 222; U.S. Telegraph, April 21, 1832; Washington 
Globe, April 24, 1832. 

30 U.S. Telegraph, March 17, 27, 1832; Washington Globe, March 24, 1832. 
"Washington Globe, March 29, 1832. 
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phrase on other occasions as well. In the fall of 1832, responding to 
opposition charges of irresponsible influences in the White House, the 
Globe asserted that such criticism gave "countenance to Poindexter's 
imputation of backstairs influence, which that honest Eleve, from one of 
the Old Dominion's sooty quarters, calls the kitchen cabinet.' ' Blair 
claimed that it had been "those dark scenes" of Poindexter's private 
life, ''which first suggested to ... [him] the cant phrase of Kitchen 
Cabinet, as bringing up all that he remembered as most disgusting in his 
own course of life, to be grim fsic] the characters of those, whom his 
malice prompted him to degrade.'' Blair's attribution of responsibility to 
Poindexter was never denied. 32 

Since the expression had been used occasionally in private 
correspondence earlier than March 1832, it is apparent that Poindexter 
gave widespread circulation to an already extant phrase. But the im
portance of his contribution to the political lexicon was evident as the 
term began to appear more and more frequently in opposition 
newspapers, inspired, it would seem, by the heated presidential campaign 
of 1832 and by rumors of further actions against the Bank of the United 
States. By the summer of 1833, the Globe was bemoaning a state of 
affairs where "Nothing is thought of or talked of, but the 'Kitchen 
Cabinet' and the public deposits, stock-jobbers and malignant partisans, 
the solvency of the Bank and the Bankruptcy of the Treasury." By no 
means did the new phrase replace other labels, and references to the 
"IMPROPER" cabinet and to "Kendall and Co." continued. But after 
the spring of 1832, the cry of kitchen cabinet became part of the 
Jacksonian opposition's stock in trade. 33 

A description of the origin of the political expression ' 'kitchen 
cabinet" says little, of course, about the reality that prompted its use. 
Were the estranged Jackson men like Green, Branch, and Poindexter, 
who did so much to popularize the idea, accurately portraying White 

"Ibid., Sept. 8, 1832, Nov. 29, 1833. 
"Ibid., Aug. 9, 1833; U.S. Telegraph, Sept. 29, Oct. 6, 11, 15, 16, Nov. 1, 1832. The 

National Inteltiger,cer first used the phrase on January 10, 1833, and acknowledged that it had 
appeared earlier in another press. See Natio,ia/ Intelligencer, Jan. 10, Oct. 2, 1833. The only 
newspaper reference to the kitchen cabinet that this author has come across, which was written 
before Poindexter's essay in the U.S. Telegraph of March 27, 1832, appears in the Charleston 
Courier. On March 27, 1832, the Courier quoted an editorial referring to "the 'kitchen' in
fluence" that had previously appeared in another newspaper. See Charleston Courier, March 27, 
1832. The contention here, however, is not that the term was never used prior to Poindexter's 
editorial, but that he was responsible for making it prominent. For the continued use of other 
expressions in describing backstairs influences, see Natio,ial Intelligencer, June 16, 18.32, Jan. 4, 
1833; U.S. Telegraph, Nov. 20, Dec. 27, 1832. 

This content downloaded from 214.3.115.IO on Sat, 14 Dec 2019 23:46:30 UTC 
A II use subject to https:i /about.jstor.org/tenns 



20923

655 

378 The Journal of American History 

House politics? For the most part, Jacksonian editors, led by the Globe, 
denied the existence of a kitchen cabinet; only rarely did a Democratic 
journal affirm its authentidty.34 But Democratic disclaimers were as self
serving as the opposition's contentions. It is therefore necessary to 
examine more closely Jackson's advisory system, not only better to 
comprehend the nature of the kitchen cabinet, but, more significantly, 
the centrality of Jackson to his own administration. 

As depicted by the opposition, the kitchen cabinet did not exist. 
Scholars like Longaker are correct in repudiating the idea of an advisory 
group with a firm membership, a hierarchical structure, and set meetings. 
In terms of self-identification, rules of procedure, group interdependence, 
cohesiveness, and other attributes of an institution, the kitchen cabinet 
must be distinguished from the regular cabinet. 35 But such qualifications 
by no means rule out the existence of an entity that could be called a 
kitchen cabinet. Even the cabinet, an institution for Presidents to use (or 
not use) as they see fit, often fails to meet the rigid criteria for an in
stitution. 36 

Rather than compare the kitchen cabinet with the regular cabinet, it 
would be more useful to conceptualize it as an early prototype of the 
President's White '.House staff, a group of personal aides providing the 
President with a variety of services. The staff includes policy advisers, 
lobbyists, liaison people, publicity experts, speech writers, and friends. 
Members are chosen to serve the President's needs and to talk his 
language. They share his perspective in overseeing the general direction 
of his administration, instead of the more limited perspective of 
department heads.37 Some Presidents, like Dwight D. Eisenhower, have 
adopted a pyramidal advisory structure emphasizing order, efficiency, 
and specialization; others, like Franklin D. Roosevelt, have adopted a 
highly competitive organization of delegated responsibility and 
overlapping authority resembling a circle with the President at the 
center, surrounded by generalists used for specific assignments. Some 
have organized variants between these two models. 38 Certain White 

"Washington Globe, Nov. 29, 1833, July 14, 1834; National Intelligencer, April 20, 1833, 
quoting the Pennsylvanian. 

35 Longaker, "Jackson's Kitchen Cabinet," 100; Richard F. Fenno, Jr., The President's 
Cabinet: An Analysis in the Period from Wilson to Eisenhower (Cambridge, 1959), 4-5. 

36 Fenno, The President's Cabinet, 5; Stephen Hess, Organizing the Presidency (Washington, 
1976), 206. 

37 Lester G. Seligman, "Presidential Leadership: The Inner Circle and Institutionalization," 
Journal of Politics, 18 (Aug. 1956), 413; Theodore C. Sorensen, Decision-Making in the White 
House: The Olive Branch or the Arrows (New York, 1963), 70-71. See also Matthew A. 
Crenson, The Federal Machine: Beginnings of Bureaucracy in Jacksonian America (Baltimore, 
1975), 57-58. 

38 Hess, Organizing the Presidency, 174-75; Richard T. Johnson, "Presidential Style," Aaron 
Wildavsky, ed., Perspectives on the Presidency (Boston, 1975), 263-66. 

This content downloaded from 214.3.115.10 on Sat. 14 Dec 2019 23:46:30 UTC 
All use subject to https:/iabout.jstor.orglterms 



20924

656 

The Kitchen Cabinet 379 

House aides have great authority, not only part1c1pating in policy 
making but also in issuing instructions to cabinet officers. Propinquity to 
the President becomes a determining consideration in establishing in
fluence, as a cabinet member of the 1960s recognized when he reported 
his preference to return to government as a presidential assistant rather 
than as a department head.39 Indicatively, warnings in the 1970s about 
"unelected, and unratified aides" who assumed "ever-growing" policy
making roles were anticipated by complaints about the power of 
Jackson's kitchen cabinet. 40 

The analogy with the modern White House staff is, admittedly, 
imperfect. The modern presidential staff is a complex organization of 
more than 500 people that merges into the even larger and burgeoning 
network of the Executive office.41 The Jackson White House was much 
more primitive, since Congress provided no funds for administrative 
aides or private secretaries until 1857.42 More significantly, the in
clusion of cabinet members, especially Van Buren, in the kitchen cabinet 
precludes a neat comparison. Nevertheless, there is a resemblance be
tween the two organizations. Members of Jackson's kitchen cabinet 
performed most of the functions of a modern staff, serving his personal 
and political needs. They also stirred resentments by encroaching on the 
traditional provinces of cabinet secretaries. The National Intelligencer, 
for example, condemned Jackson for removing the deposits ''upon the 
wisdom of the Kitchen Cabinet, his Cabinet proper protesting against it 
in vain,' ' and chided him for having ' 'other financial counsellors . . . 
than the Secretary of the Treasury." 43 The kitchen cabinet was not the 
advance guard of the evolving Democratic party organization, as 
Marshall's comparison with the national committee implies, but, rather, 
an agency of the President. It was a part of the enlargement of 
presidential power that occurred under Jackson, whose efforts to make 
the entire executive office-cabinet and non-cabinet-conform to his will 
continually elicited protests from tradition-bound observers. 44 

,. Thomas E. Cronin, The State "f the Presidency (Boston, 1975), 138; Hess, Organizing the 
Presidency, 1-11, 160-62, 174-75; Koenig,Invisible Presidency, 22. 

40 Cronin, State of the Presidency, 138. 
41 lbid., 118-40; Hess, Organizing the Presidency, 158-62; Thomas E. Cronin and Sanford D. 

Greenberg, eds., The Presidential Advisory System (New York, 1969), xvii-xviii. 
42 White, Jackson/ans, 82-83. 
43 National lnteliigencier, Jan. 4, Oct. 2, 1833. 
44 Hezekiah Niles, for example, complained that even the language describing executive power 

changed during Jackson's presidency: "The words first used ... were 'THE administration'
next 'THIS. administration'-then 'MY administration'-and now it is with apparent gravity 
asserted, and claimed to be the true democracy, that the president is THE 'GOVERNMENT.' " 
Niles' Weekly Register, XLV (Nov. 30, 1833), 209. For Jackson's expansion of presidential 
powers, see White, Jackson/ans, 20-49; Robert V. Remini, Andrew Jackson and the Bank War: A 
Study in the Growth of Presidential Power (New York, 1967), 176-78; Ralph M. Goldman, The 
Democratic Party in American Politics (New York, 1966), 45-46. 
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Despite the prominence of the kitchen cabinet, evidence concerning 
its membership, structure, and functioning is sketchy. Green maintained 
that membership was subject to change and that the names of all except 
its most conspicuous participants were "known only to a few." He 
never published a complete list. Opposition journals and politicians 
invariably mentioned Kendall, Lewis, and Blair among its members, but 
they also included the names of such relative obscurities as John 
Campbell, treasurer of the United States, Major Thomas L. Smith, 
register of the Treasury, and Elijah Hayward, commissioner of the 
General Land Office.45 Longaker, who, after extensive study, found more 
than a dozen people associated with the kitchen cabinet, reasoned that 
the uncertainty about its membership was persuasive evidence of its 
nonexistence. Such skepticism seems exaggerated. Despite the im
possibility of attaining a complete understanding of the network of 
presidential advising, a number of suggestions can be offered regarding 
this shadowy realm of power.46 

At the beginning of his presidency, Jackson consulted primarily with 
his longtime Tennessee associates, Eaton, Lewis, and White. Politicians 
in Washington recognized the special access to the President of this 
inner group, and, in early 1829, Kendall, for example, referred to them 
as Jackson's "immediate friends" and "principle friends." But the 
Tennessee clique was ill-suited to Jackson's political program. Except on 
the issue of Indian removal, where the experienced Eaton provided able 
assistance, Jackson's early inner circle resisted his major decisions, 
especially his attack on the BUS and his commitment to limiting internal. 
improvements expenditures. Gradually, during the first two years of his 
administration, they were displaced by Kendall, Blair, and Van Buren.47 

Unlike the Tennesseans, the kitchen cabinet's new inner circle was 
fully compatible with Jackson's program. Of the three, Kendall and 
Blair shared the greatest influence. They were intimately involved with 
the issue that most concerned Jackson, the bank war. Their position as 

•• U.S. Telegraph, Aug. 2, 1833, March 25, April 13, 1831, Feb. 14, April 27, 1832; Branch 
to Andrew Jackson Donelson, May 8, 1831, Andrew Jackson Donelson Papers (Manuscript 
Division, Library of Congress); J. S. Barbour to James Barbour, June 27, 1832, Barbour Papers. 

46 Longaker, "Jackson's Kitchen Cabinet," 97-98, 100. "Institutions," Harold J. Laski has 
noted, ''are living things, and they do not easily yield their secrets to the printed word. 
Predominantly, that is not because they are in themselves mysterious. It is rather because they 
change with changes in the environment within which they operate, and partly because they differ, 
from one moment to the other, in terms of the men who operate them." Harold J. Laski, The 
American Presidency, An Interpretation (New York, 1940), 1. 

47 Bassett, life of Jackson, 410; Sellers, James K. Polk, 137; Kendall to John Pope, Jan. 11, 
1829, Blair-Lee Papers; William Stickney, ed., Autobiography of Amos Kendall (Boston, 1872), 
281. 
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administration propagandists and directors of the official Jackson 
newspaper brought them into frequent and confidential communication 
with him on numerous issues. And it would seem that personal and 
psychological considerations also mattered. Like Jackson, Kendall and 
Blair were westerners, outsiders to the Washington community, and 
somewhat ill at ease with the capital's social set. Lacking independent 
political backing, they tied their fortunes exclusively to the President 
and regarded him with almost filial devotion. This Jackson found 
congenial, since he habitually preferred to command subordinates and to 
exercise parental authority.48 

The urbane Van Buren, by contrast, was skilled in navigating the 
turbulent waters of Washington's social and political world. He also 
possessed his own political base and presidential ambitions. Tem
peramentally cautious, he was unlike the doctrinaire and zealous Ken
tuckians who shared Jackson's flair for the dramatic and conclusive 
stroke. Thus, even though Van Buren exerted considerable influence 
and always retained Jackson's personal trust and affection, his con
tribution was somewhat eclipsed by that of Jackson's western advisers, 
Kendall and Blair.49 

While Jackson's inner circle was composed of those intimates whom 
he regularly consulted on a variety of major decisions, there also existed 
an outer circle of less influential kitchen cabinet advisers, aides who 
contributed little to decision making, but who performed personal, 
political, and administrative chores. They gathered information on the 
political climate, occasionally intervened in local party matters to help 
loyal Jacksonian candidates, assisted in establishing local Jackson 
newspapers, and advised Jackson on appointments and removals. 50 

"Billy Gratz to Blair, May 31, 1831, Blair Family Papers (Manuscript Division, Library of 
Congress); Amos Kendall, "Anecdotes of General Jackson," United States Magazine and 
Democratic Review, XI (Sept. 1842), 273-74; Bassett, Correspondence of Andrew Jackson, IV, 
79, 309; Kendall to Gideon Welles, April 1, 1831, Gideon Welles Papers (Manuscript Division, 
Library of Congress); Clay, "Two Years witb Old Hickory," 192; Kendall to Blair, Oct. 29, 
1830, Blair-Lee Papers; William C. Rives to wife, Dec. 4, 1836, William C. Rives Papers 
(Manuscript Division, Library of Congress); Bassett, 1Jfe of Jackson, 540, 705. Jackson's desire to 
control events is sensitively rendered in Curtis, Andrew Jackson and the Search for Vindication, 
ix-x, 11-12, 82, 144. For a discussion of the relative influence of Kendall, Blair, and Van Buren, 
see Richard B. Latner, "A New Look at Jacksonian Politics," Journal of American History, LXI 
(March 1975), 943-69. 

"Natbaniel Niles to Rives, July 23, 1833, Rives Papers; Clay, "Two Years with Old 
Hickory," 193. 

•• George M. Dallas to Samuel Ingham, May 15, 1831, George M. Dallas Papers (Historical 
Society of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia); James K. Polk to Donelson, April 28, 1835, Donelson 
Papers; William B. Lewis to Blair, Aug. 23, 1832, J. S. Barbour to Blair, Nov. 9, 1831, T. Bland 
to Blair, July 2, 1835, Thomas P. Moore to Blair, Sept. 4, 1833, Blair-Lee Papers; Lewis to 
Jackson, Aug. 20, 1834, Jackson Papers; Lewis to Blair, May 17, 1831, Blair-Lee Papers; U.S. 
Telegraph, Aug. 13, 1831. 
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Of those in this outer circle, Andrew Jackson Donelson and Lewis had 
the greatest access to Jackson. Donelson, the President's nephew, served 
as his private secretary, drafting letters, notes, and presidential messages, 
and could be relied upon to keep a confidence. Lewis, in Van Buren's 
words, was "an intimate personal friend" of the President, and, unlike 
Eaton, he remained in Washington after the cabinet reorganization of 
1831, where he attended to party and patronage matters. But Lewis 
acted only at Jackson's direction, and his diminished position in the 
administration was evident when he moved out of the White House in 
early 1832.51 

No enumeration of all kitchen cabinet members can be offered with 
great confidence. On some matters, Jackson consulted with such men as 
Postmaster General William T. Barry, Isaac Hill, James A. Hamilton, 
Reuben M. Whitney, and, at least at the beginning of his administration, 
Green, sufficiently often to make them occasional and peripheral 
members of the kitchen cabinet. But there is no evidence that they 
performed services for Jackson with the regularity of Donelson, who 
lived at the White House throughout Jackson's presidency, and Lewis, 
who lived there for most of Jackson's first term. 52 Hill, for example, is 
generally accorded great influence, and there is evidence that he was 
consulted by Jackson on certain New England appointments; but on a 
major issue such as the removal of the deposits, Hill was kept in the 
dark until after Jackson made his decision. Similarly, Green found the 
political footing treacherous even in the early days of the administration. 
He quarreled incessantly with cabinet members and was unable to exert 
much influence on patronage or policy. "Some of those who have the 
confidence of the President are jealous of my influence and seek for 
opportunities to mortify my pride,' ' he lamented. 53 

"Bassett, Correspondence of Andrew Jackson, IV, 247-48, 252-54; Van Buren to Lewis, Jan. 
17, 1856, Jackson-Lewis Papers (New York Public Library); Lewis to Allen A Hall, July 12, 
1837, ibid.; Van Buren to Benjamin F. Butler, June 1835, Benjamin F. Butler Papers (Princeton 
University Library); James, IJfe of Andrew Jackson, 579. Donelson's assistance in drafting 
presidential messages is apparent from a study of those papers. See, for example, Presidential 
Messages, First Annual Message, Jackson Papers. 

"Green to Worden Pope, Aug. 15, 1829, Green Papers, Library of Congress; Niles' Weekry 
Register, XX.XVII (Oct. 10, 1829), 97-98; ibid., XLII Oune 16, 1832), 292; Jeremiah Mason to 
Daniel Webster, Feb. 8, 1830, Daniel Webster Papers (Manuscript Division, Library of Congress); 
John Niven, Gideon Welles: Uncoln'sSecretary of the Navy (New York, 1973), 69-70; James A. 
Hamilton, Reminiscences of James A. Hamilton (New York, 1869), 212, 250; Bassett, 
Correspondence of Andrew Jackson, N, 347; "Letters of William T. Barry," William and Mary 
College Quarterly, XIV (April 1906), 231, 232, 239-40; Dallas to George M. Wolf, March 31, 
1835, George M. Wolf Papers (Historical Society of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia); [W. J. Duane] 
Narrative and Correspondence Concerning the Removal of the Deposits and Occurrences Con
nected Therewith (Philadelphia, 1838), 57. 

53 Welles to Isaac Hill, March 25, 1829, Isaac Hill Papers (New Hampshire Historical Society, 
Concord); Hill to A. A. Burk, Nov. 16, 1833, New Hampshire Whig Papers (Harvard University); 
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The difficulty in identifying the kitchen cabinet's composition 
precisely attests to the flexibility of Jackson's advisory system. Jackson 
brought new men, Roger B. Taney, for example, into his confidence 
when circumstances warranted, and freely consulted old friends like 
John Coffee and acquaintances like Whitney. Not only was there 
movement between the inner and outer circles of the kitchen cabinet, 
but Jackson also continued to seek counsel elsewhere, whether from 
cabinet members or friends and associates outside of government. Thus, 
while certain men, especially Kendall, Blair, and Van Buren, maintained 
a constant influence in the administration, they never monopolized 
access to the President, and the kitchen cabinet, though a central feature 
of Jackson's White House, was not the only element in his advisory 
system. 54 

Indeed, schematically, the whole White House advisory network 
resembled a series of interlocking circles surrounding Jackson, who 
stood at the center. Cabinet members, government officials, members of 
Congress, friends, and, on occasion, acquaintances moved in complex 
patterns around the President. Cabinet members, like Van Buren and 
Taney, could find themselves alongside minor officials and non
officeholders, like Kendall and Blair, or members of Congress, like 
Senator Thomas Hart Benton of Missouri, within Jackson's inner circle. 
Disagreement with Jackson's program could lead to exclusion from the 
inner circle, as happened with Lewis, whose resistance to Jackson's bank 
war and friendship with conservative Democrats led one cabinet member 
to remark in January 1834 that Lewis was ''not now called of the 
Kitchen Cabinet." Moreover, functions were not clearly differentiated 
and specialized, and members of the kitchen cabinet's inner circle often 
worked with members of its outer ring in performing political chores.55 

Francis 0. Smith to Blair, July 11, 1834, Blair-Lee Papers; Hill to unknown correspondent, Aug. 
15, 1833, New Hampshire Whig Papers; Green to Ninian Edwards, Aug. 19, 1829, Green 
Papers, Library of Congress; Green to Worden Pope, Aug. 15, 1829, ibid.; Green to Calhoun, 
Aug. 1, 1830, Green Papers, University of North Carolina; Green to Jas. Callan, Jan. 24, 1830, 
Green Papers, Library of Congress; Kendall to Blair, March 14, 1829, Oct. 2, 1830, Blair-Lee 
Papers; Bassett, Correspondence of Andrew Jackson, JV, 156. 

""Letters of Andrew Jackson to Roger Brooke Taney," Maryland Historical Magazine, JV 
(Dec. 1909), 303, 304, 305; Bassett, Correspondence of Andrew Jackson, JV, 309-10, 400--02; 
John M. McFaul and Frank Otto Gatell, "The Outcast Insider: Reuben M. Whitney and the Bank 
War," Pennsylvania Magazine of History and Biography, XCI (April 1967), 120-24; Kendall to 
unknown correspondent, April 10, 1831, Welles Papers; Clay, "Two Years with Old Hickory," 
192; Washington Globe, Nov. 16, 1835; Kendall to Jackson, Dec. 3, 1831, Blair-Lee Papers. 

" [Thomas Hart Benton] Thirty Years' View or A History of the Working of the American 
Government for Thirty Years, From 1820 to 1850 (2 vols., New York, 1854), I, 678; Levi 
Woodbury, ' 'Sundry Exercises or Moral Self-examinations, Resolutions, and Intimate Memoranda, 
January 19, 1823-March 9, 1834," Jan. 10, 1834, Box 29, Woodbury Papers; Jackson to 
Kendall, n.d. [Sept.-Oct. 1833?], Andrew DeCoppett Collection (Princeton University Library); 
Richard H. Wilde to Gulian Verplanck, May 1, 1834, Gulian Verplanck Papers (New-York 
Historical Society, New York City); Reuben M. Whitney to Blair, Aug. 16, 1833, Blair-Lee 
Papers. 
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An observation about contemporary White House practice seems 
equally applicable to that of Jackson's day: "The orbits of advisers ... 
that revolve around the President do not, like the heavenly bodies, 
follow a fixed and settled course.' ' 56 

To recognize the presence of a proto-White House staff alongside 
other advisory resources by no means diminishes Jackson's centrality to 
his administration. Not only clid status and influence depend primarily 
upon agreement with Jackson, but a flexible and interlocking system of 
advising demanded a dominant President if decisions were to be made. 
The picture that emerges is not that of an inexperienced and vacillating 
executive, prone to manipulation by those who gained his confidence. 
Rather, it is that of an astute and skillful President, who consulted 
widely on matters of policy and politics and who reached beyond formal 
institutions for assistance. 57 

Jackson's confidant and editor, Blair, affirmed the President's 
predominant authority in his administration. ''Whenever anything 
involves what he conceives the permanent interest of the country, his 
patriotism becomes an all-absorbing feeling, and neither kitchen nor 
parlor cabinets can move him,'' Blair asserted. Kendall's conclusion was 
the same. "They talk of a Kitchen Cabinet, etc.,'' he explained to James 
Gordon Bennett. ''There are a few of us who have always agreed with 
the President in relation to the Bank and other essential points of policy, 
and therefore they charge us with having an influence over him! Fools!! 
They can not beat the President out of his long-cherished opinions, and 
his firmness they charge to our influence!'' For Jackson to be 
manipulated by others was out of character for a man who had always 
reserved to himself the final determination and responsibility for a 
decision. ''I should loath myself did any act of mine afford the slightest 
colour for the insinuation that I follow blindly the judgment of any 
friend in the discharge of my proper duties . . . , '' he assured one 
supporter. 58 

While Jackson's reliance on a kitchen cabinet is often attributed to the 
divisiveness of his first cabinet, it can more usefully be explained by his 
style of leadership. To be sure, the Eaton affair so polarized Jackson's 
secretaries that they rarely met, and he generally consulted them 
separately when making or implementing policy. But recent scholarship 

56 Johnson, "Presidential Style," 262. 
"Hess, Organizing the Presidency, 175; Johnson, "Presidential Style," 296. 
50 Clay, "Two Years with Old Hickory," 198; Frederic Hudson, Joumalism in tbe United 

States from 1690 to 1872 (New York, 1873), 448; Bassett, Correspondence of Andrew Jackson, 
IV, 372. See also Washington Globe, March 12, 1831. 
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has demonstrated conclusively that after the spring of 1831, when 
Jackson refashioned his cabinet, it assembled regularly once a week, first 
on Saturdays, later on Tuesdays. During crises, such as the removal of 
the deposits, it met every day.59 Despite its ceremonial rehabilitation, 
however, the cabinet never became the focus of presidential decision 
making. It advised and deliberated on major policy questions, but the 
more important the issue to Jackson, the more he used it only as a 
strategic means of gaining public support for a predetermined policy. 
According to Blair, Jackson would "sacrifice his own predilections, 
and indeed his determinations, in regard to appointments, to the 
preferences of his secretaries,'' but when ' 'important principles are 
concerned ... he is inexorable." Years later, Blair summarized 
Jackson's procedure for the benefit of Abraham Lincoln: "Leading 
measures resolved on, the cabinet should be accommodated to them & 
those who hoped for any thing as party men would follow in the 
wake .... " 60 

Jackson's presidential style derived in part from his military ex
perience. As a general, Jackson had rarely summoned councils, 
preferring instead to consult his aides informally, to hear them out, and 
to make his own judgment. His military reputation preceded him to 
Washington, and even before inauguration day, Kendall reported his 
expectation that Jackson would continue his former method of seeking 
advice but never submitting anything to the decision of a council. The 
persistent influence of Jackson's military career was evident throughout 
his presidency in his distaste for cabinet sessions, leading one cabinet 
member to comment in 1834 that Jackson "shuns consulting all, as he 
is so military & dislikes councils of . . . cabinet.' ' Jackson always 
preferred to concentrate power in his own hands, to reserve final 
decisions and responsibility for himself, and to control and dominate his 
surroundings. 61 

•• James C. Curtis, "Andrew Jackson and His Cabinet: Some New Evidence," Tennessee 
Historical Quarterly, XXVII (Summer 1968), 157-64; U.S. Telegraph, Nov. 28, 1831; Edward 
Livingston to James Barbour, n.d. [1831], Barbour Papers; Jackson to Kendall, n.d., Amos 
Kendall Papers (Massachusetts Historical Society, Boston); Mahlon Dickerson, Diary, 
1832-1845, Mahlon Dickerson Papers (New Jersey Historical Society, Newark); Reginald C. 
McGrane, ed., The Correspondence of Nicholas Biddle dealing with National A/fairs: 1807-1844 
(New York, 1919), 223. 

'"Clay, "Two Years with Old Hickory," 197-98; Blair to [Abraham Lincoln], n.d., Blair-Lee 
Papers. See also Stickney, Autobiography of Amos K,mdall, 635; Washington Globe, March 12, 
Sept. 9, 1831; Benton, Thirty Years' View, I, 678, James C. Curtis argues that Jackson oc· 
casionally polled his cabinet, but the evidence is not conclusive. See Curtis, '' Andrew Jackson and 
His Cabinet," 161. 

• 1 Albert Samit, "Andrew Jackson as Administrator," Public Administration Review, VIII 
(Summer 1948), 188-89, 194; Kendall to Blair, Feb. 14, 1829, Blair-Lee J>apers; Stickney, 
Autobiography of Amos Kendall, 635; Woodbury, "Sundry Exercises," Jan. 10, 1834, 
Woodbury Papers. 
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Moreover, Jackson's temperament and psychology fostered this 
system of informal advising. Jackson placed an unusual emphasis on 
qualities like personal loyalty and devotion in relationships with people. 
His suspicion of human nature made his confidence hard to gain, for he 
was ever alert to the danger of deceit and betrayal; but once his trust was 
granted, he withdrew it reluctantly. 62 Jackson related his high standards 
of friendship to the lessons taught by the vicissitudes of his early life. ''I 
have been Tossed upon the waves of fortune from youth[h]ood, I have 
experienced prosperity and adversity," he once explained. "It was this 
that gave me a knowledge of human nature .... [Y]ou will find many, 
professedly, friends ... in many Instances these professions are made 
with a view to obtain your confidence that it may be betrayed. To guard 
against such impositions there is but one safe rule-have apparent 
confidence in all, but never make a confidant of any untill [sic J you have 
proven him worthy of it.'' On another occasion, he similarly recalled 
that ''The best lesson learnt me in my youth, was to .... treat all with 
complacency, but make confidents [sic] of but few.' ' 63 Thus, although 
cabinet members might obtain Jackson's confidence as individuals, he 
would not easily confide in an institution composed of so many strangers 
and political aspirants. Instead, he would, in Kendall's words, seek 
advice "from those who he thinks able to give it, whether they are 
Heads of Departments or not.• ' 64 

There were, of course, liabilities to Jackson's system. Inevitably, 
cabinet members resented the influence of advisers who, though for
mally of lower status and authority, had special access and made sub
stantial contributions to programmatic and political decisions. Con
sequently, Jackson's White House was the scene of constant infighting 
between competing groups seeking to persuade the President to a course 
of action. Treasury secretary William Duane, who was eventually 
dismissed for refusing to carry out Jackson's command to remove the 
deposits, was mortified to learn from Kendall, Whitney, and probably 
Blair what he was expected to do. "I had heard rumours of the existence 
of an influence, at Washington, unknown to the constitution and to 
the country; and the conviction, that they were well founded, now became 
irresistible," Duane announced in his published defense; "I knew that 
four of the six members of the last cabinet, and that four of the six 
members of the present cabinet, opposed a removal of the deposites [sic]; 

., Curtis, Andrew Jackson and the Search for Vindication, 31, 79. 
63 Bassett, Correspondence of Andrew Jackson, Ill, 130, 270. 
64 Kendall to Blair, Feb. 14, 1829, Blair-Lee Papers. 
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and yet their exertions were nullified by individuals, whose intercourse 
with the President was clandestine.' ' 65 

Other cabinet members had similar difficulties. Louis McLane, a 
conservative Democrat who owed his prominence largely to Van 
Buren's continuing solicitude, bitterly complained of Blair's efforts to 
undercut his support of the Bank. In early 1832, he vented his anger in 
an unsuccessful attempt at a palace revolution to force Blair from the 
Globe. When Blair in tum accused some cabinet officers of failing to 
provide him with the patronage needed to ensure the paper's financial 
security, Jackson pointedly reminded his cabinet of its needs.66 

Inevitably, too, there was friction among members of the outer circle 
of aides, like Lewis, and presidential favorites, like Blair, as well as 
among members of the inner circle themselves, particularly between 
Kendall and Blair, on the one hand, and Van Buren, on the other.67 

Rumors of such clashes were eagerly seized upon by the opposition as 
evidence of the administration's impending collapse, and the Globe was 
compelled to issue public denials of any division among the President's 
counselors. The situation doubtless irritated and frustrated Jackson, who 
does not seem to have relished the competitive atmosphere congenial to 
Roosevelt, but it is apparent that he preferred to rely on his flexible 
advisory system rather than on the formal cabinet or a more hierarchical 
arrangement of official and unofficial aides. 68 

Jackson's reliance on a kitchen cabinet is particularly noteworthy in 
light of other research on his administrative ideas and practices. As 
Albert Somit has argued, in administrative matters, Jackson preferred 
neatness and order. Concentration of authority, hierarchical structures 
with dear-cut chains of command, strict accountability, limited ad· 
ministrative discretion, and the efficient organization of activities by 
function were fundamental considerations in his military and ad
ministrative practices. 69 Indeed, to a surprising extent, Jacksonian 

•• [Duane] l'iarrative and Correspondence Concerning the Removal of the Deposits, 9-10. 
•• Blair to [Secretary of the Navy], Nov. 1831, Blair-Lee Papers; Blair to Livingston, June 18, 

1832, June 21 [1832], ibid.; Blair to Jackson, n.d. [1832], with endorsement by Jackson, Jackson 
Papers; Louis Mclane to Van Buren, Dec. 14, 1831, Van Buren Papers; Lewis to Blair, July 24, 
1833, Blair-Lee Papers. For a discussion of McLane's intrigue, see Latner, "A New Look at 
Jacksonian Politics," 953-54. 

"' Lewis to Blair, Aug. 12, 1830 [1832?], Blair-Lee Papers; Blair to Van Buren, Aug. 17, 
1833, Van Buren Papers. For a more extended discussion of the differences between Van Buren 
and Kendall and Blair, see Latner, "A New Look at Jacksonian Politics," 951-66. 

•• Washington Globe, Jan. 16, Nov. 29, 1833, March 21, July 14, 1834; U.S. Telegraph, 
March 20, 1834. 

69 Samit, "Andrew Jackson as Administrator," 189-93; Alben Samit, "The Political and 
Administrative Ideas of Andrew Jackson" (doctoral dissertation, University of Chicago, 1947), 
119-26, 226. 
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administrative policy stimulated the process of bureaucratization that 
increasingly marked government organization in the nineteenth century. 
According to Matthew Crenson, a significant shift in administrative 
priorities occurred during Jackson's presidency from an initial emphasis 
on traditional notions of personal organization, unity of command, and 
the maxim that good men make good administration, to a bureaucratic 
form of government with impersonal rules, elaborate systems of checks 
and balances, and explicitly defined jurisdictions. 70 

The kitchen cabinet, however, only partially conforms to this newly 
emerging picture of ,the Jacksonian administrative model. Jackson's 
advisory network was too informal, personal, and flexible to fit neatly 
into a bureaucratic administrative structure. The paradox of such an 
informal institution coexisting with an increasingly bureaucratized civil 
service is dear, and it shows the persistence of Jackson's own com
mitment to an old-fashioned and personal system of governing even as 
he placed his stamp of approval on the administrative reorganization 
plans of his cabinet officers. But however incompatible with other ad
ministrative goals, the appearance of a dose-knit, informal group of aides 
within a flexible advisory system was consonant with Jackson's 
determination to direct his administration and to make himself the 
center of the decision-making process. 

1
• Crenson, Federal Machine, 1-10, 49-54, 57-62, 70-71, 158-74. 
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October 11, 2019 

Associate Director for National Security Programs 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 17th Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Duffey: 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives' impeachment inquiry, we write to request your 
appearance at a deposition on October 23, 2019, at 9:30 a.m. at The Capitol, HVC-304. 

This deposition will be conducted jointly by the Pem1anent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Committee on Oversight and Refonn. 
The deposition transcript shall be part of the impeachment inquiry and shared among the 
Committees. Your failure or refusal to appear at the deposition, including at the direction or 
behest of the President or the White House, shall constitute evidence of obstruction of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against the President. 

The Committees are investigating the extent to which President Trump jeopardized 
U.S. national security by pressing Ukraine to interfere with our 2020 election and by 
withholding a White House meeting with the President of Ukraine and military assistance 
provided by Congress to help Ukraine counter Russian aggression, as well as any efforts to 
cover up these matters. 

Based upon public reporting and evidence gathered as part of the impeachment inquiry, 
we believe you may have information relevant to these matters. 

ff you have any questions, please contact staff for the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence at (202) 225-7690. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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Sincerely, 

~ G Cw-~? ElijahE.Cummings , - - -

Chairman 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 

Enclosure 

Ade&/2# 
Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence 

cc: The Honorable Michael McCaul, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
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November l, 2019 

Mr. Brian McCormack 
Associate Director for Natural Resources, Energy & Science 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 17th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. McCormack: 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives' impeachment inquiry, we are hereby 
transmitting a subpoena that compels you to appear at a deposition on November 4, 2019, at 
2:00 p.m. at The Capitol, HVC-304. 

This deposition will be conducted jointly by the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Committee on Oversight and Reform. 
The deposition transcript shall be part of the impeachment inquiry and shared among the 
Committees. Your failure or refusal to appear at the deposition, including at the direction or 
behest of the President or the White House, shall constitute evidence of obstrnction of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against the President. 

On October 24, 2019, the Committees sent a letter to you requesting that you voluntarily 
appear for a deposition on November 4, 2019. We have not received a substantive response from 
you or your personal counsel. The Committees, therefore, have no choice but to issue a 
subpoena compelling your mandatory appearance. 

If you have any questions, please contact staff for the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence at (202) 225-7690. 

PAINTED ON RECYCl€'0 PAPER 
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Sincerely, 

House Committee on Oversight and R o 

Enclosure 

Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence 

cc: The Honorable Michael McCaul, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
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October 24, 2019 

Associate Director for Natural Resources, Energy & Science 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 17th Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. McCormack: 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives' impeachment inquiry, we write to request your 
appearance at a deposition on November 4, 2019, at 9:30 a.m. at The Capitol, HVC-304. 

This deposition will be conducted jointly by the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Committee on Oversight and Reform. 
The deposition transcript shall be part of the impeachment inquiry and shared among the 
Committees. Your failure or refusal to appear at the deposition, including at the direction or 
behest of the President or the White House, shall constitute evidence of obstruction of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against the President. 

The Committees are investigating the extent to which President Trump jeopardized 
U.S. national security by pressing Ukraine to interfere with our 2020 election and by 
withholding a White House meeting with the President of Ukraine and military assistance 
provided by Congress to help Ukraine counter Russian aggression, as well as any efforts to 
cover up these matters. 

Based upon public reporting and evidence gathered as part of the impeachment inquiry, 
we believe you may have information relevant to these matters. 

If you have any questions, please contact staff for the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence at (202) 225-7690. 

PAINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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Sincerely, 

House Committee on Oversight and Reform 

Enclosure 

A<ii/ilt 
Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee 

on Intelligence 

cc: The Honorable Michael McCaul, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
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Paul W. Butler, Esq. 
Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld LLP 
2001 K Street. N.W. 
Washington. DC 20006-1037 

Dear Mr. Butler: 

November 3. 2019 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives· impeachment inquiry. we are hereby 
transmitting a subpoena that compels your client. Michael Ellis. to appear at a deposition on 
Monday, November 4, 2019, at 2:00 p.m. at The Capitol, HVC-304. 

This subpoena is being issued by the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence under 
the Rules of the House of Representatives in exercise of its oversight and legislative jurisdiction 
and after consultation with the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee on Oversight 
and Refonn. The deposition transcript shall be collected as part oft he House ·s impeachment 

inquiry and shared among the Committees. as well as with the Committee on the Judiciary as 
appropriate. 1 Mr. Ellis" failure or refusal to comply with the subpoena. including at the direction 
or behest of the President or the White House. shall constitute further evidence of obstruction of 
the House·s impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against Mr. Ellis and 
the President. Moreover. Mr. Ellis' failure to appear shall constitute evidence that may be used 
against him in a contempt proceeding. 

Baseless White House Order to Block Witness Testimony 

On October 30, 1019. the Committees sent a letter requesting that Mr. Ellis appear 
voluntarily for a deposition, as we have with many other witnesses." On November 2, 2019, you 
informed us that Mr. Ellis would not appear because the White House now takes issue with 
agency counsel being excluded from congressional depositions~a procedure that is enshrined in 
House Rules and has been used by both Republicans and Democrats for decades. You wrote: 

[W]e are in receipt of an opinion from the Otlice of Legal Counsel 
providing guidance on the validity of a subpoena under the current 

1 See Letter from Chairman Jerrold Nadler. House Committee on the Judiciary. to Chainnan Adam B. 
Schift'. House Permanent Select Committee on lntelligence: Chairwoman Maxine Waters. House Committee on 
Financial Services: Chainnan Elijah E. Cummings. fl-;,use Committee on Oversight and Reform: and Chairman Eliot 

L. Engel, House Committee on Foreign Affairs (Aug.22.2019) (online at 

https:/!judiciary.house.gov/sites/democrats.judiciary.house.gov.ililes!documentsifiveChairsLetter8.22.pdl). 

' Letter from Chairman Eliot L. Enget House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Chairman Adam B. Schiff. 
House Pennanent Select Committee on Intelligence. and Acting Chairwoman Carolyn B. Maloney, House 

Committee on Oversight and Reform, to Michael Ellis, Esq .. Senior Associate Counsel to the President and Deputy 
Legal Advisor, National Security Council (Oct. 30, 2019). 

PAINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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terms and conditions and based on that guidance we arc not in a 
position to appear for a deposition at this time.1 

Committee staff requested that you provide a copy of the Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) opinion 
upon which your client's refusal to appear for a deposition, even pursuant to subpoena, is based. 
Committee staff also requested that you provide a copy of any written direction from the White 
House. On November 3, you refused to provide a copy of the OLC opinion or White House 
correspondence. You wrote: 

I'm not authorized to provide any further information at this time 
other than our guidance is that the failure to permit agency counsel 
to attend a deposition of Mr. Ellis would not allow sufficient 
protection of relevant privileges and therefore render any subpoena 
constitutionally invalid. As an Executive branch employee Mr. 
Ellis is required to follow this guidance.-! 

This argument has no merit. Instead, it is the latest in a long line of baseless procedural 
challenges to the House of Representatives· authority to fulfill one of its most solemn 
responsibilities under the Constitution. The deposition rule that excludes agency counsel is 
intended for exactly these types of circumstances---to prevent agency officials who are directly 
implicated in the abuses we are investigating from trying to prevent their own employees from 
coming forward to tell the truth to Congress. This rationale applies with the same force to the 
Executive Office of the President as it does to any other Executive Branch agency. 

The White House's frivolous challenge to the House deposition rules contradicts decades 
of precedent in which Republicans and Democrats have used exactly the same procedures to 
depose Executive Branch ofiicials without agency counsel present including some of the most 
senior aides to multiple previous Presidents. 

These are the same deposition procedures that were supported by Acting White House 
Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney when he served as a Member of the Oversight Committee and by 
Secretary of State Mike Pompeo when he served as a Member of the Benghazi Select 
Committee. In fact, some of the same Members and staff currently conducting depositions as 
part of the present impeachment inquiry participated directly in depositions without agency 
counsel during the Clinton, Bush. and Obama Administrations. There should not be a different 
standard now because Donald Trump is in the White House. 

; Email from Paul Butler. Counsel to Michael Ellis. to Daniel Noble. Senior Investigative Counsel. House 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence (Nov. 2.2019). 

' Email from Paul Butler, Counsel to Michael Ellis, to Daniel Noble. Senior Investigative Counsel, House 
Pem1anent Select Committee on Intelligence (Nov. 3, 2019). 
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When Republican Rep. Dan Burton served as Chairman of the Committee on 
Government Reform. the Committee deposed 141 Clinton Administration officials without 
agency counsel present-including the following top advisors to President Bill Clinton: 

• White House ChiefofStaffMack Mclarty: 
• White House Chief of Staff Erskine Bowles: 
• White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum: 
• White House Counsel Jack Quinn: 
• Deputy White House Counsel Bruce Lindsey: 
• Deputy White House Counsel Cheryl Mills: 
• Deputy White House Chief of Staff Harold Ickes: 
• Chief of Staff to the Vice President Roy Neel: and 
• Chiefof Staff to the First Lady Margaret Williams. 5 

Chairman Henry Waxman 

When Democratic Rep. Henry Waxman became Chairman, the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform continued conducting depositions ,vithout agency counsel during the 
George W. Bush Administration. For example. the Committee deposed five White House 
onicials, including the White House Political Director. during investigations of the White House 
Office of Political Affairs and the use of private email accounts:" eight State Department 
officials, including a U.S. Ambassador. during investigations of misconduct by the Inspector 
General and others:7 two Justice Department 011icials during investigations into lobbying 
contacts by Jack Abramotl;8 and an EPA official during an investigation of EPA ·s decision to 

5 Committee on Government Reform. Democratic Stan: Congressional Oversight ofrhe C!imon 
Administration (Jan. 17. 2006) (on line at https: 1/wayback.archive-it.org/4949/201410312001161http://oversight
archive.waxman.house.gov/documents/20060117103516-91336.pdf). 

6 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Matthew Aaron Schlapp (Aug. 
27, 2007): House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Sara Taylor (July 27. :W07): 
House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Deposition of Mindy McLaughlin (Apr.3.2008): House 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Monica V. Kladakis (Apr. 14, 2008): House 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Jennifer Farley (Jan. 9, 2008). 

'House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Deposition of Mark Duda. Assistant Inspector 
General for Audits, Department of State (Sept. 26, 2007): House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. 
Deposition of Erich Hart (Oct. 3. 2007): House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Deposition of 
Gail Voshell (Oct. 5. :won House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Terry Heide. 
Director of Congressional and Public Affairs for the Office of the Inspector General. Department of State (Nov. 8. 
2007): House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Deposition of Robert Peterson, Assistant Inspector 
General. Department of State (Sept. 27. 2007); House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition 
of William Edward Todd. Deputy Inspector General, Department of State (Oct. 12. 2007): House Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Elizabeth Koniuszkow. Department of State (Nov. 2, 2007): 
House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Deposition of Ambassador John L. Withers. Department 
of State (Aug. 20. 2008). 

8 I-louse Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Deposition of Susan Johnson (Oct.4.2007); 
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deny California's request to regulate greenhouse gases.9 

Chairman Darrell Issa 

When Rep. Darrell Issa became Chairman. the Oversight Committee continued 
conducting depositions without agency counsel present during the Obama Administration. For 
example. during the investigation of the attacks in Benghazi. the Committee conducted 
depositions of Ambassador Thomas Pickering and a diplomatic security agent. both of which 
were personally attended by Rep. Jim Jordan. 10 The Committee also conducted a deposition of 
John C. Beale, a fom1er senior ofiicial at the Office of Air and Radiation at the EP A. 11 

Chairman Jason Chaffetz 

When Rep. Jason Chaffetz became Chairman. the Oversight Committee continued 
conducting depositions during the Obama Administration without agency counsel present. For 
example. the Committee conducted a deposition of Dr. William Thompson, a senior scientist at 
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. during an investigation of the safety of 
vaccines. 12 as well as a deposition of Stephen Siebert, a program manager at the State 
Department. during an investigation of embassy construction and sccurity. 13 

Chairman Trey Gowdy 

When Rep. Trey Gowdy became Chairman. the Oversight Committee continued 
conducting depositions without agency counsel present during the Obama Administration. For 
example, the Committee conducted a deposition of Joseph Maher. the Principal Deputy General 
Counsel for the Department of Homeland Security. during an investigation of the Department's 
policies for addressing whistleblower investigations by the Office of Special Counsel. 1

.i 

Benghazi Select Committee 

House Republicans felt so strongly during the Obama Administration about conducting 

House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Tracy Henke (June 20, 2007). 

"House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Jason Burnett, Associate Deputy 
Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency (May I 5. 2008). 

10 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Ambassador Thomas R. 
Pickering. Department of State (June 4. 2013): House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition 
of Diplomatic Security Agent #3. Department of State (Oct.8.2013). 

11 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of John Beale (Dec. 19.2013). 

"House Committee on Oversight and Government Refonn, Deposition of William W. Thompson. Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention. Department of Health and Human Services (Nov. 22. 20 I 6). 

13 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Stephen W. Siebert, Department 
of State (May 26. 2016). 

14 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Joseph P. Maher. Department of 
Homeland Security (Sept. 25. 2018). 
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depositions of Executive Branch officials without agency counsel present that they extended this 
authority to the Benghazi Select Committee, which was also chaired by Rep. Gowdy. On May 8, 
2014, the House passed a resolution establishing the Benghazi Select Committee, and the 
accompanying regulations issued by the Rules Committee provided: '·No one may be present at 
depositions except members, committee staff designated by the chair or ranking minority 
member, an official reporter, the witness, and the witness's counsel. Observers or counsel for 
other persons, or for agencies under investigation, may not attend.'' 15 

Expansion of Deposition Authority to Other Committees 

The following year, also during the Obama Administration, House Republicans expanded 
this deposition authority to additional committees. In January 2015, the House voted to approve 
H. Res. 5. which, along with the accompanying regulations from the Committee on Rules, 
authorized the Committee on Financial Services, the Committee on Energy and Commerce, the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and the Committee on Science. Space. and Technology to 
conduct depositions without agency counsel prcsent. 16 

Pursuant to this authority. under Chairman Kevin Brady. the Committee on Ways and 
Means conducted a deposition of David Fisher, the Chief Risk Officer of the Internal Revenue 
Service, without allowing agency counsel to attend. 17 The Committee later reported: .. The 
answers this witness provided in a compelled deposition-without Treasury counsel present
provided more insight into the Administration· s decision-making process than did any other 
individual.•· 18 

Similarly, under Chairman Jeb Hensar!ing. the Committee on Financial Services 
conducted depositions of l 2 witnesses from the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau without 
agency counsel present. 19 

15 Deposition Procedures for the Select Committee on the Events Surrounding the 2012 Terrorist Attack in 
Benghazi, Congressional Record, H4056 (May 9. 2014) ( online at www.congress,govi 113/crec/2014/05/09/CREC-
2014-05-09-pt l-PgH4056.pdf). 

16 H. Res. 5, I 14th Cong. (online at www.congress.gov/hill/f l4th•congressihouse-resolution/5). 
17 House Committee on Ways and Means. Deposition of David Fisher. Internal Revenue Service (May 11, 

2016). 
18 House Committee on Energy and Commerce and House Committee on Ways and Means . .Joim 

bn·estigaih'e Report into the Source ofF1111di11gfi,r 1he AC4 ·s Cost SharinK Reduction Program (July 2016) (online 
at https:/igop-waysandmeans.house.gov1wp-
contentiuploads12016/07/20160707 Joint_ Congressional_ Investigative __ Report-2.pdf). 

19 House Committee on Financial Services, Deposition of James Keegan. Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau (May 3 l. 2017); House Comminee on Financial Services, Deposition of Melissa Heist. Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau (June 6. 2017): House Committee on Financial Services. Deposition of J. Anthony Ogden, 
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (June l.t, 2017): House Committee on Financial Services. Deposition of 
Brian Patrick O'Brien. Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (June 27-28. 2017): House Committee on Financial 
Services. Deposition of Jacqueline Becker, Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (July 11, 2017): House 
Committee on Financial Services, Deposition of Julia Lynn Szybala, Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (July 
17-18, 2017 and Oct. I l, 2017): House Committee on Financial Services. Deposition of Greg Evans, Consumer 
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Authority for Deposition Ruic 

The Constitution authorizes Congress to '·determine the Rules of its Proceedings."20 The 
regulations that govern House depositions state: 

Witnesses may be accompanied at a deposition by personal. nongovernmental counsel to 
advise them of their rights. Only members. Committee staff designated by the chair or 
ranking minority member. an official reporter, the witness. and the witness's counsel are 
pern1itted to attend. Observers or counsel for other persons. including counsel for 
government agencies, may not attend.21 

The basis for this process is straightforward: it ensures that the Committees are able to 
depose witnesses in furtherance of our investigation without having in the room representatives 
of the agency or office under investigation. The rule nevertheless protects the rights of witnesses 
by allowing them to be accompanied in the deposition by personal counsel. and you will be 
permitted to accompany Mr. Ellis in his deposition on Monday. 

Your emails do not indicate that the President has asserted any valid constitutional 
privilege to direct Mr. Ellis to dety this subpoena. To the extent the White House believes that 
an issue could be raised at the deposition that may implicate a valid privilege, the White House 
may seek to assert that privilege with the Committee. To date, the White House has not done so. 

Instead. your emails assert only that Mr. Ellis plans to comply with the White House's 
order not to participate in the deposition, despite the failure of the President to assert any valid 
privilege. This is not a valid basis to defy the Committee's subpoena. 

Financial Protection Bureau (July 21. 2017); House Committee on Financial Services. Deposition of Anne Harden 
Tindall. Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (July 27-28. 2017): House Committee on Financial Services. 
Deposition of Catherine D. Galicia, Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (July 3 L 2017); House Committee on 
Financial Services, Deposition of Mary E. Mcleod, Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (Aug.3.2017 and Oct. 
18. '.W 17); House Committee on Financial Services. Deposition of Stephen Bressler. Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau (Oct. 23. 2017 and Oct. 25, :w 17}: House Committee on Financial Services. Deposition of Stephen Bressler. 
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (Nov.6.2017 and Nov. 7, 2017). 

00 U.S. Const., Art. l, sec. 5. cl. 2. 

' 1 I 16th Congress Regulations for Use of Deposition Authority. Congressional Record. H 1216 (Jan. 25. 
2019) (on line at www.congress.gov/l 16/crec/2019/01/25/CREC-20 l9-01-25-ptl-Pglll116-2.pdf). 
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For all of the reasons set forth above. the enclosed subpoena compels Mr. Ellis to appear 
tomorrow for his deposition. Please contact staff for the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence at (202) 225-7690 with any questions. 

Sincerely. 

Chairman man 
House Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence 

House Committee on Oversight 

{JI.A.L.C~ 
Eliot L. Engel 
Chairman 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

Enclosure 

cc: The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 

The Honorable Michael McCaul. Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
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November 1, 2019 

Mr. John Eisenberg, Esq. 
Deputy Counsel to the President for National Security Affairs and 
Legal Advisor to the National Security Council 
Eisenhower Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20504 

Dear Mr. Eisenberg: 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives' impeachment inquiry, we are hereby 
transmitting a subpoena that compels you to appear at a deposition on November 4, 2019, at 
9:00 a.m. at The Capitol, HVC-304. 

This deposition will be conducted jointly by the Pennanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Committee on Oversight and Reform. 
The deposition transcript shall be part of the impeachment inquiry and shared among the 
Committees. Your failure or refusal to appear at the deposition, including at the direction or 
behest of the President or the White House, shall constitute evidence of obstruction of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against the President. 

On October 30, 2019, the Committees sent a letter to you requesting that you voluntarily 
appear for a deposition on November 4, 2019. We did not receive any response. The 
Committees, therefore, have no choice but to issue a subpoena compelling your mandatory 
appearance. 

If you have any questions, please contact staff for the Pennanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence at (202) 225-7690. 

PRJNTEO ON RECYCteO PAPE:R 
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Sincerely, 

House Committee on Oversight and Reform 

Enclosure 

Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee 

on Intelligence 

cc: The Honorable Michael McCaul, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
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October 30, 2019 

Mr. John Eisenberg, Esq. 
Deputy Counsel to the President for National Security Affairs and 
Legal Advisor to the National Security Council 
Eisenhower Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20504 

Dear Mr. Eisenberg: 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives' impeachment inquiry, we write to request your 
appearance at a deposition on November 4, 2019, at 9:30 a.m. at The Capitol, HVC-304. 

This deposition will be conducted jointly by the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Committee on Oversight and Reform. 
The deposition transcript shall be part of the impeachment inquiry and shared among the 
Committees. Your failure or refusal to appear at the deposition, including at the direction or 
behest of the President or the White House, shall constitute evidence of obstruction of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against the President. 

The Committees are investigating the extent to which President Trump jeopardized 
U.S. national security by pressing Ukraine to interfere with our 2020 election and by 
withholding a White House meeting with the President of Ukraine and military assistance 
provided by Congress to help Ukraine counter Russian aggression, as well as any efforts to 
cover up these matters. 

Based upon public reporting and evidence gathered as part of the impeachment inquiry, 
we believe you have information relevant to these matters. 

If you have any questions, please contact staff for the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence at (202) 225-7690. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPEA 
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Sincerely, 

., 

House Committee on Oversight and Reform 

Enclosure 

Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence 

cc: The Honorable Michael Mccaul, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
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October 30, 2019 

Mr. Michael Ellis, Esq. 
Senior Associate Counsel to the President and 
Deputy Legal Advisor to the National Security Council 
Eisenhower Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20504 

Dear Mr. Ellis: 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives' impeachment inquiry, we write to request your 
appearance at a deposition on November 4, 2019, at 9:30 a.m. at The Capitol, HVC-304. 

This deposition will be conducted jointly by the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Committee on Oversight and Reform. 
The deposition transcript shall be part of the impeachment inquiry and shared among the 
Committees. Your failure or refusal to appear at the deposition, including at the direction or 
behest of the President or the White House, shall constitute evidence of obstruction of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against the President. 

The Committees are investigating the extent to which President Trump jeopardized 
U.S. national security by pressing Ukraine to interfere with our 2020 election and by 
withholding a White House meeting with the President of Ukraine and military assistance 
provided by Congress to help Ukraine counter Russian aggression, as well as any efforts to 
cover up these matters. 

Based upon public reporting and evidence gathered as part of the impeachment inquiry, 
we believe you have information relevant to these matters. 

If you have any questions, please contact staff for the Permanent Select Committee on 
fntelligence at (202) 225-7690. 

PA!NTED ON Rl::CYCU!D ?APER 
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Sincerely, 

~ 
Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee 

on Intelligence 

cc: The Honorable Michael Mccaul, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
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November 5, 2019 

The Honorable John Michael "Mick" Mulvaney 
Acting Chief of Staff 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. Mulvaney: 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives' impeachment inquiry, we hereby write to 
request your appearance at a deposition on November 8, 2019 at 9:00 a.m. at The Capitol, 
HVC-304. 

This deposition will be conducted jointly by the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence under the Rules of the House of Representatives in exercise of its oversight and 
legislative jurisdiction and after consultation with the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the 
Committee on Oversight and Reform. The deposition transcript shall be collected as part of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and shared among the Committees, as well as with the Committee 
on the Judiciary as appropriate. 1 Your failure or refusal to appear at the deposition, including at 
the direction or behest of the President, shall constitute further evidence of obstruction of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against you and the 
President. 

The Committees are investigating the extent to which President Donald J. Trump 
jeopardized U.S. national security by pressing Ukraine to interfere with our 2020 election and 
by withholding a White House meeting with the President of Ukraine and security assistance 
provided by Congress to help Ukraine counter Russian aggression, as well as any efforts to 
cover up these matters. 

Based on evidence gathered in the impeachment inquiry and pub!ic reporting, we 
believe that you possess substantial first-hand knowledge and information relevant to the 
House's impeachment inquiry. Specifically, the investigation has revealed that you may have 
been directly involved in an effort orchestrated by President Trump, his personal agent, 
Rudolph Giuliani, and others to withhold a coveted White House meeting and nearly $400 
million in security assistance in order to pressure Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky to 
pursue investigations that would benefit President Trump's personal political interests, and 
jeopardized our national security in attempting to do so. 

1 See Letter from Chairman Jerrold Nadler, House Committee on the Judiciary, to Chairman Adam B, 
Schiff, House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence; Chairwoman Maxine Waters, House Committee on 
Financial Services; Chairman Elijah E. Cummings, House Committee on Oversight and Reform; and Chairman Eliot 
L. Engel, House Committee on Foreign Affairs (Aug. 22, 2019) (online at 
https://judiciary.house.govlsites/democrats.judiciary.house.govlfiles/documents/FiveChairsLetter8.22.pdf). 

Prt!NTEO ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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Evidence gathered in the impeachment inquiry and public reporting suggest that you 
may have coordinated with U.S. Ambassador to the European Union Gordon Sandland, Mr. 
Giuliani, and others to carry out President Trump's scheme to condition a White House 
meeting with President Zelensky on the Ukrainians' pursuit of investigations of the Bidens, 
Burisma Holdings, a natural gas company on whose board former Vice President Joseph R. 
Biden Jr.'s son, Hunter Biden, once sat, and purported Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. 
presidential election. 

For example, it has been publicly reported that during a July 10, 2019, meeting at the 
White House, Ambassador Sandland "told Ukraine officials ... that Kyiv needed to deliver 
specific investigations in order to get a hoped-for meeting with Mr. Trump."2 Following that 
meeting, former National Security Advisor John R. Bolton told a National Security Council 
(NSC) staffer "to notify the chieflawyer for the National Security Council about a rogue effort 
by Mr. Sondland, Mr. Giuliani, and Mick Mulvaney" to pressure Ukraine for political help.3 

Ambassador Bolton, who appears to have believed that you were directly involved in 
the President's scheme, reportedly instructed the NSC staffer to tell the NSC lawyers, "I am 
not part of whatever drug deal Sondland and Mulvaney are cooking up."4 The "drug deal" 
appears to be a reference to the scheme to pressure Ukraine to pursue the investigations for the 
political benefit of President Trump. 

In addition, the evidence and public reporting suggest that you played a central role in 
President Trump's attempt to coerce Ukraine into launching his desired political investigations 
by withholding nearly $400 million in vital security assistance from Ukraine that had been 
appropriated by Congress and approved by the national security interagency for disbursement. 
According to multiple press reports, at some point in July 2019, President Trump ordered you 
to freeze security assistance to Ukraine, and you reportedly conveyed the President's order 
"through the budget office to the Pentagon and the State Department, which were told only that 
the administration was looking at whether the spending was necessary."5 

Moreover, at a White House press briefing on October 17, 2019, you admitted publicly 
that President Trump ordered the hold on Ukraine security assistance to further the President's 
own personal, political interests, rather than the national interest. Specifically, in discussing 
the reasons President Trump ordered the hold, you stated, "Did [President Trump] also 

2 Gordon Sondland's Testimony About Ukraine investigations Under Scrutiny, Wall Street Journal (Oct. 
29, 2019) ( online at www.wsj.com/articles/gordon-sondlands-testimony-about-ukraine-investigations-under
scrutiny- l I 572378583). 

3 Bolton Objected to Ukraine Pressure Campaign, Calling Giuliani 'a Hand Grenade, 'New York Times 
(Oct. 14, 2019) (online at www.nytimes.com/2019/l 0/14/us/politics/bolton-giuliani-fiona-hill-testimony.html) 

4 Id. 

5 Trump Said to Have Frozen Aid to Ukraine Before Call with Its leader, New York Times (Sept. 23, 
2019) ( on line at www.nytimes.com/2019/09/23/us/politics/trump-un-biden-ukraine.html). 
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mention to me in pass [sic] the corruption related to the DNC server? Absolutely. No question 
about that. But that's it. And that's why we held up the money."6 

President Trump's desire for Ukraine to investigate the "DNC server"-which 
President Trump specifically demanded President Zelensky pursue during their July 25, 2019, 
phone call-appears to be an allusion to a thoroughly debunked conspiracy theory that the 
Democratic National Committee's server that was hacked by Russia during the 2016 U.S. 
election was actually hacked by Ukraine in order to frame Russia and was thereafter secreted 
to Ukraine.7 After referencing the baseless DNC server conspiracy theory, you then engaged 
in the following colloquy with a reporter: 

Q: So the demand for an investigation into the Democrats was part of the reason 
that he ordered to withhold funding to Ukraine? 

A: The look back to what happened in 2016-

Q: The investigation into Democrats. 

A: -certainly was part of the thing that he was worried about in corruption with 
that nation. And that is absolutely appropriate. 

Q: And withholding the funding? 

A: Yeah. Which ultimately, then, flowed. By the way, there was a report that we 
were worried that the money wouldn't-that ifwe didn't pay out the money, it 
would be illegal, okay? It would be unlawful. That is one of those things that 
has the little shred of truth in it, that makes it look a lot worse than it really is. 

Q: But to be clear, what you just described is a quid pro quo. It is: Funding will 
not flow unless the investigation into the Democratic server happens as well. 

A: We do that all the time with foreign policy .... And I have news for everybody: 
Get over it. There's going to be political influence in foreign policy.8 

6 The White House, Press Briefing by Acting Chief of Sta.ff Mick Mulvaney (Oct. 17, 2019) (online at 
www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statementslpress-briefing-acting-chief-staff-mick-mulvaney/). 

1 President Trump's Alternate Reality on Ukraine, Washington Post (Oct. 29, 2019) (online at 
www.washingtonpost.com/pol itics/20 I 9/ I 0/29/pres ident-trumps-a ltemati ve-real ity-ukraine/). 

• The White House, Press Briefing by Acting Chi~{ of Sta.ff Mick Mulvaney (Oct. 17, 2019) (online at 
www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/press-briefing-acting-chief-staff-mick-mulvaney/). 
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Despite your subsequent attempts to walk-back this clear admission,9 your statements to 
the American public on October 17 were nothing less than a televised confession that President 
Trump's order to freeze Ukraine security assistance was explicitly linked to Ukraine pursuing 
investigations as part of an effort to bolster the President's 2020 re-election campaign. 

Accordingly, we hereby request your appearance at a deposition on November 8, 2019, 
at 9:00 a.m. Because the House deposition regulations do not permit agency counsel to 
participate in depositions, please have your personal counsel contact us to an-ange for your 
appearance. As you know from your previous service in the House of Representatives, both 
Republican and Democratic-led committees have conducted depositions without agency counsel 
for decades with high-level White House aides-including White House Chiefs of Staff. 10 

If you have any questions, please contact staff for the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence at (202) 225-7690. 

Eliot L. Engel 
Chairman 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Adam B. Schiff 
Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee 

on Intelligence 

9 See. e.g., Read Mulvaney's CoriflictingStatements on Quid Pro Quo, New York Times (Oct. 17, 2019) 
(quoting statement released by the White House from Acting Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney) (on line at 
www .nytimes.com/20 J 9/ l 0/ 17 /us/politics/mulvaney-transcript-quid-pro-quo.html). 

10 See House Committee on Oversight and Reform, Congressional Depositions in the House of 
Representatives: longstanding Republican and Democratic Practice of Excluding Agency Counsel (Nov. 5, 2019) 
(online at 
https://oversight.house.gov/sites/democrats.oversight.house.gov/files/Committee%20Depositions%20in%20the%20 
H ouse%20of%20 Representatives_ Longstanding%20 Repub I ican%20and%20 Democratic%20 Practice%20of"/o20Exc 
luding%20Agency%20Counsel.pdf) (describing depositions of previous White House Chiefs of Staff Mack McLarty 
and Erskine Bowles, among other White House officials). 
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cc: The Honorable Michael Mccaul, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
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October 24, 2019 

Assistant to the President and Senior Adviser to the Chief of Staff 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20504 

Dear Mr. Blair: 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives' impeachment inquiry, we write to request your 
appearance at a deposition on November 1, 2019, at 9:30 a.m. at The Capitol, HVC-304. 

This deposition will be conducted jointly by the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Committee on Oversight and Reform. 
The deposition transcript shall be part of the impeachment inquiry and shared among the 
Committees. Your failure or refusal to appear at the deposition, including at the direction or 
behest of the President or the White House, shall constitute evidence of obstruction of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against the President. 

The Committees are investigating the extent to which President Trump jeopardized 
U.S. national security by pressing Ukraine to interfere with our 2020 election and by 
withholding a White House meeting with the President of Ukraine and military assistance 
provided by Congress to help Ukraine counter Russian aggression, as well as any efforts to 
cover up these matters. 

Based upon public reporting and evidence gathered as part of the impeachment inquiry, 
we believe you may have information relevant to these matters. 

If you have any questions, please contact staff for the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence at (202) 225-7690. 

?R!NTEO ON AECYCU:D PAPER 
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Sincerely, 

.. 

~~,/1-~o/ ~ljnn7loney 
Acting Chairwoman 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 

Enclosure 

~lk 
Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee 

on Intelligence 

cc: The Honorable Michael McCaul, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
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The Honorable Russell T. Vought 
Acting Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 17th Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Acting Director Vought: 

October 11, 2019 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives' impeachment inquiry, we write to request your 
appearance at a deposition on October 25, 2019, at 9:30 a.m. at The Capitol, HVC-304. 

This deposition will be conducted jointly by the Pem1anent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Committee on Oversight and Reform. 
The deposition transcript shall be part of the impeachment inquiry and shared among the 
Committees. Your failure or refusal to appear at the deposition, including at the direction or 
behest of the President or the White House, shall constitute evidence of obstruction of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against the President. 

The Committees are investigating the extent to which President Trump jeopardized 
U.S. national security by pressing Ukraine to interfere with our 2020 election and by 
withholding a White House meeting with the President of Ukraine and military assistance 
provided by Congress to help Ukraine counter Russian aggression, as well as any efforts to 
cover up these matters. 

Based upon public reporting and evidence gathered as part of the impeachment inquiry, 
we believe you may have information relevant to these matters. 

If you have any questions, please contact staff for the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence at (202) 225-7690. 

PRlNTEO ON ilECYClED PAPER 
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Sincerely, 

~6. C,.. ... y 
Elijah E. Cummings 
Chainnan 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 

Enclosure 

Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence 

cc: The Honorable Michael McCaul, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
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Whitney C. Ellerman 
Ellerman Enzinna PLLC 
1050 30th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20007 

Dear Mr. Ellerman: 

November 3. 2019 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives· impeachment inquiry. we are hereby 
transmitting a subpoena that compels your client, Robert B. Blair, to appear at a deposition on 
Monday, November 4, 2019, at 9:00 a.m. at The Capitol, HVC-304. 

This subpoena is being issued by the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence under 
the Rules of the House of Representatives in exercise of its oversight and legislative jurisdiction 
and after consultation with the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee on Oversight 
and Reform. The deposition transcript shall be collected as part of the House"s impeachment 
inquiry and shared among the Committees, as well as with the Committee on the Judiciary as 
appropriate. 1 Mr. Blair's failure or refusal to comply with the subpoena, including at the 
direction or behest of the President or the White House, shall constitute further evidence of 
obstruction of the House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against 
Mr. Blair and the President. Moreover, Mr. Blair's failure to appear shall constitute evidence 
that may be used against him in a contempt proceeding. 

Baseless White House Order to Block Witness Testimony 

On October 24, 2019. the Committees sent a letter requesting that Mr. Blair appear 
voluntarily for a deposition. as we have with many other witnesses.2 On November 2, 2019, you 
informed us that Mr. Blair would not appear because the White House now takes issue with 
agency counsel being excluded from congressional depositions-a procedure that is enshrined in 
House Rules and has been used by both Republicans and Democrats for decades. You ¼Tote: 

Mr. Blair has been directed by the White House not to appear and testify at the 
Committees· proposed deposition, based on the Department of Justice's advice that the 

1 See Letter rrom Chairman Jerrold Nadler. House Committee on the Judiciary. to Chairman Adam B. 
Schiff. House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: Chairwoman Maxine Waters. House Committee on 
Financial Services; Chairman Elijah E. Cummings. House Committee on Oversight and Refonn; and Chairman Eliot 
L. Engel. House Committee on Foreign Affairs (Aug. 22, 2019) (online at 
https:/ljudiciary.house.govlsites/democrats.judiciary.house.govlfilesldocumentslFiveChairsLetter8.22.pdf), 

'Letter from Chairman Eliot L. Engel. House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Chairman Adam R Schiff. 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. and Acting Chairwoman Carolyn B. Maloney. House 
Committee on Oversight and Reform. to Robert B. Blair, Assistant to the President and Senior Advisor to the Chief 
of Staff, The White House (Oct 24. 2019), 
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Committees may not validly require an executive branch witness to appear at such a 
deposition without the assistance of agency counsel. In light of the clear direction he has 
been given by the Executive Branch, Mr. Blair must respectfully decline to testify, as you 
propose, on Monday. November 4. 2019:1 

This argument has no merit. Instead, it is the latest in a long line of baseless procedural 
challenges to the House of Representatives· authority to fulfill one of its most solemn 
responsibilities under the Constitution. The deposition rule that excludes agency counsel is 
intended for exactly these types of circumstances-to prevent agency ot1icials who are directly 
implicated in the abuses we are investigating from trying to prevent their own employees from 
coming forward to tell the truth to Congress. This rationale applies with the same force to the 
Executive Office of the President as it does to any other Executive Branch agency. 

The White House's frivolous challenge to the House deposition rules contradicts decades 
of precedent in which Republicans and Democrats have used exactly the same procedures to 
depose Executive Branch officials without agency counsel present. including some of the most 
senior aides to multiple previous Presidents. 

These are the same deposition procedures that were supported by Acting White House 
Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney when he served as a Member of the Oversight Committee and by 
Secretary of State Mike Pompeo when he served as a Member of the Benghazi Select 
Committee. In fact, some of the same Members and staff currently conducting depositions as 
part of the present impeachment inquiry participated directly in depositions without agency 
counsel during the Clinton. Bush, and Obama Administrations. There should not be a different 
standard now because Donald Trump is in the White House. 

Chairman Dan Burton 

When Republican Rep. Dan Burton served as Chairman of the Committee on 
Government Reform, the Committee deposed 141 Clinton Administration officials without 
agency counsel present-including the following top advisors to President Bill Clinton: 

• White House Chief of Staff Mack Mclarty; 
• White House Chief of Staff Erskine Bowles: 
• White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum; 
• White House Counsel Jack Quinn; 
• Deputy White House Counsel Bruce Lindsey: 
• Deputy White House Counsel Cheryl Mills; 
• Deputy White House Chief of Staff Harold Ickes: 
• Chief of Staff to the Vice President Roy Neel: and 
• Chief of Staff to the First Lady Margaret Williams.4 

' Letter from Whitney Ellerman. Counsel to Robert B. Blair. to Chairman Eliot L. Engel. House Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, Chairman Adam B. Schiff. House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, and Acting 
Chairwoman Carolyn B. Maloney. House Committee on Oversight and Refonn (Nov. 2, 2019). 

4 Committee on Government Reform, Democratic Staf[ Congressional O,·ersighl olfhe Clinton 
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When Democratic Rep. Henry Waxman became Chairman. the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Refonn continued conducting depositions without agency counsel during the 
George W. Bush Administration. For example. the Committee deposed five White House 
officials. including the White House Political Director, during investigations of the White House 
Office of Political Affairs and the use of private email accounts;5 eight State Department 
officials. including a U.S. Ambassador. during investigations of misconduct by the Inspector 
General and others;6 two Justice Department Ofiicials during investigations into lobbying 
contacts by Jack Abramoff;7 and an EPA official during an investigation of EPA ·s decision to 
deny California's request to regulate greenhouse gases.8 

Chairman Darrell Issa 

When Rep. Darrell Issa became Chainnan, the Oversight Committee continued 
conducting depositions without agency counsel present during the Obama Administration. For 
example. during the investigation of the attacks in Benghazi. the Committee conducted 
depositions of Ambassador Thomas Pickering and a diplomatic security agent, both of which 
were personally attended by Rep. Jim Jordan.9 The Committee also conducted a deposition of 
John C. Beale. a former senior official at the Office of Air and Radiation at the EPA. w 

Administration (Jan. 17, 2006) (on line at https:l'wayback.archive-it.org,'4949/201410311001 I 6/http://oversight
archive.waxman.house.gov/documents/20060117103516-91336.pdl). 

5 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Matthew Aaron Schlapp (Aug. 
17. 2007); House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Sara Taylor (July 27. 2007): 
House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Mindy McLaughlin (Apr.3.2008): House 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Monica V. Kladakis (Apr.14.2008); House 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Jennifer Farley (Jan.9.2008). 

6 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Mark Duda. Assistant Inspector 
General for Audits. Department of State (Sept. 26. 2007); House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. 
Deposition of Erich Hart (Oct. 3, 2007); House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of 
Gail Voshell (Oct.5.2007); House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Terry Heide. 
Director of Congressional and Public Affairs for the Office of the Inspector General. Department of State (Nov. 8. 
2007): House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Robert Peterson. Assistant Inspector 
General. Department of State (Sept. 27. 2007); House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition 
of William Edward Todd. Deputy Inspector General. Department of State (Oct. 12. 2007); House Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Elizabeth Koniuszkow. Department of State (Nov.2.2007): 
House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Ambassador John L. Withers. Department 
of State (Aug. 20, 2008). 

7 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Susan Johnson (Oct. 4. 2007): 
House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Tracy Henke (June 20. '.W07). 

8 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Jason Burnett. Associate Deputy 
Administrator. Environmental Protection Agency (May 15. 2008). 

9 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Deposition of Ambassador Thomas R. 
Pickering, Department of State (June 4. 2013): House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition 
of Diplomatic Security Agent #3, Department of State (Oct.8.2013). 

10 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of John Beale (Dec. 19.2013). 
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When Rep. Jason Chaffetz became Chainnan, the Oversight Committee continued 
conducting depositions during the Obama Administration without agency counsel present. For 
example. the Committee conducted a deposition of Dr. William Thompson, a senior scientist at 
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, during an investigation of the safety of 
vaccines, 11 as well as a deposition of Stephen Siebert, a program manager at the State 
Department, during an investigation of embassy construction and security. 12 

Chairman Trey Gowdy 

When Rep. Trey Gowdy became Chairman, the Oversight Committee continued 
conducting depositions without agency counsel present during the Obama Administration. For 
example, the Committee conducted a deposition of Joseph Maher. the Principal Deputy General 
Counsel for the Department of Homeland Security, during an investigation of the Department's 
policies for addressing whistleblower investigations by the Office of Special Counsel. 13 

Benghazi Select Committee 

House Republicans felt so strongly during the Obama Administration about conducting 
depositions of Executive Branch ot1icials without agency counsel present that they extended this 
authority to the Benghazi Select Committee, which was also chaired by Rep. Gowdy. On May 8, 
2014. the House passed a resolution establishing the Benghazi Select Committee, and the 
accompanying regulations issued by the Rules Committee provided: "No one may be present at 
depositions except members. committee staff designated by the chair or ranking minority 
member, an official reporter, the witness, and the witness's counsel. Observers or counsel for 
other persons, or for agencies under investigation, may not attcnd:· 1

• 

Expansion of Deposition Authority to Other Committees 

The following year, also during the Obama Administration. House Republicans expanded 
this deposition authority to additional committees. In January 2015. the House voted to approve 
H. Res. 5. which, along with the accompanying regulations from the Committee on Rules. 
authorized the Committee on Financial Services. the Committee on Energy and Commerce, the 

11 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of William W. Thompson, Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention, Department of Health and Human Services (Nov. 22, 2016). 

12 House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Stephen W. Siebert. Department 
of State (May 26, 2016). 

" House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. Deposition of Joseph P. Maher. Department of 
Homeland Security (Sept. 25, 2018). 

'" Deposition Procedures for the Select Committee on the Events Surrounding the 2012 Terrorist Attack in 
Benghazi, Congressional Record, H4056 (May 9. 2014) (online at www.congress.govil 13/crec/2014105/09/CREC-
2014-05-09-pt I-PgH4056.pdf). 
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Committee on Ways and Means. and the Committee on Science. Space. and Technology to 
conduct depositions without agency counsel present. 1; 

Pursuant to this authority. under Chairman Kevin Brady. the Committee on Ways and 
Means conducted a deposition of David Fisher. the Chief Risk Officer of the Internal Revenue 
Service. without allowing agency counsel to attend. 16 The Committee later reported: ··The 
answers this witness provided in a compelled deposition-without Treasury counsel present
provided more insight into the Administration's decision-making process than did any other 
individual.·• 17 

Similarly. under Chairman Jeb Hensarling. the Committee on Financial Services 
conducted depositions of 12 witnesses from the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau without 
agency counsel present. 18 

Authority for Deposition Rule 

The Constitution authorizes Congress to --determine the Rules of its Proceedings:· 19 The 
regulations that govern House depositions state: 

2016). 

Witnesses may be accompanied at a deposition by personal. nongovernmental counsel to 
advise them of their rights. Only members. Committee staff designated by the chair or 
ranking minority member. an official reporter. the witness, and the witness's counsel are 
permitted to attend. Observers or counsel for other persons. including counsel for 

15 H. Res. 5, I !4th Cong. (online at www.congress.govibillll l4th-congress1house-resolutionl5). 

16 House Committee on Ways and Means. Deposition of David Fisher. Internal Revenue Service (May I I. 

17 House Committee on Energy and Commerce and House Committee on Ways and Means, Joi/11 
Investigative Repon into the Source of'Fundingfi,r the ACA ·s Cost Sharing Reduction Program (July 2016) (on line 
at lmps:/lgop-waysandmeans.house.govlwp-
content/uploads/2016/07/20160707 Joint_ Congressional_ Investigative_ Report-2.pdf). 

18 House Committee on Financial Services, Deposition of James Keegan, Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau (May 31, 2017): House Committee on Financial Services. Deposition of Melissa Heist, Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau (June 6.2017): House Committee on Financial Services. Deposition of J. Anthony Ogden. 
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (June 14, 2017): House Committee on Financial Services. Deposition of 
Brian Patrick o·Brien. Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (June 27-28.2017): House Committee on Financial 
Services. Deposition of Jacqueline Becker. Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (July 11. 2017): House 
Committee on Financial Services, Deposition of Julia Lynn Szybala, Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (July 
17-18, 2017 and Oct. 11, 2017); House Committee on Financial Services. Deposition of Greg Evans. Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau (July 21.2017); House Committee on Financial Services. Deposition of Anne Harden 
Tindall, Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (July 27-28.2017): House Committee on Financial Services, 
Deposition of Catherine D. Galicia. Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (July 3 l. 2017); House Committee on 
Financial Services, Deposition of Mary E. McLeod. Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (Aug. 3.2017 and Oct. 
18. 2017): House Committee on Financial Services, Deposition of Stephen Bressler. Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau (Oct.23.2017 and Oct.25.2017): House Committee on Financial Services, Deposition of Stephen Bressler. 
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (Nov. 6.2017 and Nov. 7.2017). 

19 U.S. Const.. Art. I. sec. 5. cl. 2. 
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government agencies, may not attend. 20 

The basis for this process is straightforward: it ensures that the Committees are able to 
depose witnesses in furtherance of our investigation without having in the room representatives 
of the agency or office under investigation. The rule nevertheless protects the rights of witnesses 
by allowing them to be accompanied in the deposition by persona! counsel, and you will be 
pennitted to accompany Mr. Blair in his deposition on Monday. 

Your letter does not indicate that the President has asserted any valid constitutional 
privilege to direct Mr. Blair to defy this subpoena. To the extent the White House believes that 
an issue could be raised at the deposition that may implicate a valid privilege, the White House 
may seek to assert that privilege with the Committee. To date. the White House has not done so. 

Instead, your letter asserts only that Mr. Blair plans to comply with the White House's 
order not to participate in the deposition, despite the failure of the President to assert any valid 
privilege. This is not a valid basis to defy the Committee's subpoena. 

For all of the reasons set forth above, the enclosed subpoena compels Mr, Blair to appear 
tomorrow for his deposition. Please contact staff for the Pennanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence at (202) 225-7690 with any questions. 

Adam B. Schiff 
Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence 

/~ ,...~ t1'A-L. C 
Eliot L. Engel 
Chairman 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

Enclosure 

Sincerely. 

~~y/0..~ 
Acting Chainvoman 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 

20 I 16th Congress Regulations for Use of Deposition Authority, Congressional Record, H 1216 (Jan. 25. 
2019) (on line at www.congress.gov/l l6icrec/2019/0l/251CREC-2019-0!-25-ptl-Pgl-l 1216-2.pdf). 
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cc: The Honorable Devin Nunes. Ranking Member 
House Pemrnnent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Refonn 

The Honorable Michael McCaul, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
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tlrnngre.as nf tt,e llniteb §tates 
11lll'a:.at,i11gton, il<!t 20515 

October 24, 20 I 9 

Senior Director for International Energy & Environment 
National Security Council 
Eisenhower Executive Office Building 
Washington, DC 20504 

Dear Mr. Griffith: 

Pursuant to the House of Representatives' impeachment inquiry, we write to request your 
appearance at a deposition on November 5, 2019, at 9:30 a.m. at The Capitol, HVC-304. 

This deposition will be conducted jointly by the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Committee on Oversight and Reform. 
The deposition transcript shall be part of the impeachment inquiry and shared among the 
Committees. Your failure or refusal to appear at the deposition, including at the direction or 

behest of the President or the White House, shall constitute evidence of obstruction of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse inference against the President. 

The Committees are investigating the extent to which President Trump jeopardized 

U.S. national security by pressing Ukraine to interfere with our 2020 election and by 
withholding a White House meeting with the President of Ukraine and military assistance 
provided by Congress to help Ukraine counter Russian aggression, as well as any efforts to 
cover up these matters. 

Based upon public reporting and evidence gathered as part of the impeachment inquiry, 
we believe you may have information relevant to these matters. 

If you have any questions, please contact staff for the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence at (202) 225-7690. 

PR!NTW ON RECYCLED PAPrn 
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Chairman 
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Sincerely, 

House Committee on Oversight and Reform 

Enclosure 

Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee 

on Intelligence 

cc: The Honorable Michael McCaul, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Member 
House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
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OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT 

WASHINGTON 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY 

The Honorable Elijah E. Cummings 
Chairman 

October 15, 2019 

House Committee on Oversight and Refom1 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable Adam B. Schiff 
Chairman 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairmen: 

The Honorable Eliot L. Engel 
Chairman 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Office of the Vice President has received the Committees' Letter to the Vice President, 
dated October 4, 2019, which requests a wide-ranging scope of documents, some of which are 
clearly not vice-presidential records, pursuant to a self-proclaimed "impeachment inquiry." As 
noted in the October 8, 2019 letter from the White House Counsel to each of you and to Speaker 
Nancy Pelosi, 1 the purported "impeachment inquiry" has been designed and implemented in a 
manner that calls into question your commitment to fundamental fairness and due process rights. 

The Office of the Vice President recognizes the oversight role of your respective 
committees in Congress. Please know that if the Committees wish to return to the regular order 
of legitimate legislative oversight requests, and the Committees have appropriate requests for 
information solely in the custody of the Office of the Vice President, we are prepared to work with 
you in a manner consistent with well-established bipartisan constitutional protections and a respect 
for the separation of powers. Until that time, the Office of the Vice President will continue to 
reserve all rights and privileges that may apply, including those protecting executive privileges, 
national security, attorney-client communications, deliberations, and communications among the 
President, the Vice President, and their advisors. 

As detailed in the White House Counsel Letter, the House of Representatives has not 
authorized any "impeachment inquiry." Specifically, the operative House rules do not delegate to 
any committee the authority to conduct an inquiry under the impeachment power of Article I, 
Section 2 of the Constitution. Instead of being accountable to the American people and casting a 
vote to authorize what all agree is a substantial constitutional step, you have instead attempted to 

1 Letter from Pat A. Cipollone, White House Counsel, to Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Chairmen Adam B. Schiff, Eliot 
L. Engel, and Elijah E. Cummings (Oct. 8, 2019). 
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avoid this fundamental requirement by invoking the Speaker's announcement of an "officia 
impeachment inquiry" at a press conference.2 Never before in history has the Speaker of the Hous( 
attempted to launch an "impeachment inquiry" against a President without a majority of the Houst 
of Representatives voting to authorize a constitutionally acceptable process. 

The Office of the Vice President encourages the Committees to forgo their request to tht 
Office of the Vice President, or hold it in abeyance, pending your discussion with the White Houst 
Counsel's Office concerning compliance with constitutionally mandated procedures. Similarly 
the Office of the Vice President encourages the Committees to first seek information from primarJ 
sources that may be responsive to your broad requests. 

WA. ft Motlhow E. MocgM 'f: ,,. .,.._ 
Counsel to the Vice President 

cc: Hon. Kevin McCaiihy, Minority Leader, House of Representatives 
Hon. Jim Jordan, Ranking Member, House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
Hon. Michael Mccaul, Ranking Member, House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
Hon. Devin Nunes, Ranking Member, House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

2 Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, Press Release: Pelosi Remarks Announcing Impeachment Inquiry (Sept. 24, 
2019), www .speaker.gov/newsroom/92419-0. 
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Assertion of Executive Privilege for Documents Concerning 
Conduct of Foreign Affairs with Respect to Haiti 

Executive privilege may properly be asserted with respect to certain documents subpoenaed by lhe 
Committee on International Relations of the House of Representatives that concern the Administra
tion's conduct of foreign affairs with respect to Haiti. 

September 20, 1996 

THE PRESIDENT 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

My Dear Mr. President: You have requested my legal advice as to whether 
executive privilege may properly be asserted with respect to documents that are 
the subject of a subpoena issued to the Executive Secretary of the National Secu
rity Council ("NSC") by the Committee on International Relations of the House 
of Representatives. The documents concern the Administration's conduct of for
eign affairs with respect to Haiti. 

The Counsel to the President and the National Security Adviser recommend 
that you assert executive privilege with respect to all but four of the subpoenaed 
documents. Several of the documents record diplomatic meetings or other commu
nications between the President, the Vice President, the National Security Adviser, 
or the Deputy National Security Adviser and the President or Prime Minister of 
Haiti. Other documents constitute confidential communications from NSC or State 
Department officials to the President or the Vice President. The remaining docu
ments reflect and constitute the deliberations of the NSC and its staff in connection 
with their advice and assistance to the President regarding his policy and activities 
in Haiti. I understand that efforts have been made to accommodate the Commit
tee's information needs with respect to these documents, but they have proven 
unavailing. The Counsel to the President and the National Security Adviser are 
appropriately concerned that the Committee's demand raises significant separation 
of powers concerns and that compliance with it would compromise your ability 
to conduct the foreign affairs of the United States, as well as the ability of the 
NSC to advise and assist you in discharging that constitutional responsibility. 

The Office of Legal Counsel of the Department of Justice has reviewed the 
documents for which assertion of executive privilege has been recommended and 
is satisfied that they fall within the scope of executive privilege. I concur in that 
assessment. The Supreme Court has confirmed that the Constitution gives the 
President the authority to assert executive privilege to protect the confidentiality 
of diplomatic communications, Presidential communications, and White House de
liberative communications. See generally United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, 
705-13 (1974); Nixon v. Administrator of General Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 446-
55 (1977). "The privilege is fundamental to the operation of Government and 

5 
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inextricably rooted in the separation of powers under the Constitution." United 
States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. at 708. 

More specifically, the Supreme Court has acknowledged the settled application 
of executive privilege with respect to "diplomatic secrets," such as the diplomatic 
communications with the leaders of Haiti that are subject to the Committee's sub
poena, stating that "[a]s to th[is] area[} of Art. II duties the courts have tradition
ally shown the utmost deference to Presidential responsibilities." Id. at 710; see 
also id. at 706. "[IJt is elementary that the successful conduct of international 
diplomacy ... require[s] both confidentiality and secrecy .... [I]t is the con
stitutional duty of the Executive . . . to protect the confidentiality necessary to 
carry out its responsibilities in the field[) of international relations .... " New 
York Times Co. v. United States, 403 U.S. 713, 728-30 (1971) {Stewart, J., concur
ring). 

As Assistant Attorney General William H. Rehnquist concluded almost thirty 
years ago, "the President has the power to withhold from [Congress] information 
in the field of foreign relations or national security if in his judgment disclosure 
would be incompatible with the public interest." Memorandum from John R. Ste
venson, Legal Adviser, Department of State, and William H. Rehnquist, Assistant 
Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: The President's Executive Privi
lege to Withhold Foreign Policy and National Security Information at 7 (Dec. 
8, 1969). History is replete with examples of the Executive's refusal to produce 
to Congress diplomatic communications and related documents because of the 
prejudicial impact such disclosure could have on the President's ability to conduct 
foreign relations. See Memorandum from Theodore B. Olson, Assistant Attorney 
General, Office of Legal Counsel, 6 Op. O.L.C. 751 (1982) (compiling historical 
examples). 

It is equally well established that executive privilege applies to confidential 
communications to and from the President or Vice President and to White House 
and NSC deliberative communications. The Supreme Court has recognized "the 
necessity for protection of the public interest in candid, objective, and even blunt 
or harsh opinions in Presidential decisionmaking. A President and those who assist 
him must be free to explore alternatives in the process of shaping policies and 
making decisions and to do so in a way many would be unwilling to express 
except privately." United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. at 708. 

Under controlling case law, in order to justify a demand for material protected 
by executive privilege, a congressional committee is required to demonstrate that 
the information sought is "demonstrably critical to the responsible fulfillment of 
the Committee's functions." Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign 
Activities v. Nixon, 498 F.2d 725, 731 (D.C. Cir. 1974} (en bane). And those 
functions must be in furtherance of legitimate legislative responsibilities of Con
gress. See McGrain v. Daugherty, 273 U.S. 135, 160 (1927) (Congress has over~ 

6 
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sight authority "to enable it efficiently to exercise a legislative function belonging 
to it under the Constitution"). 

"Since Congress may only investigate into those areas in which it may poten
tially legislate or appropriate, it cannot inquire into matters which are within the 
exclusive province of one of the other branches of the Government." Barenblatt 
v. United States, 360 U.S. 109, 111-12 (1959). The Committee has sought to 
justify its demand based on its need for information on "Administration policy 
toward human rights abuses in Haiti" and "the Administration's knowledge of 
death squad activities in Haiti over the last two years." Letter for Jack Quinn, 
Counsel to the President, from Benjamin A. Gilman, Chairman, Committee on 
International Relations at 2 (Sept. 19, 1996). However, the conduct of foreign 
affairs is an exclusive prerogative of the executive branch. See, e.g., United States 
v. Curtiss-Wright Export Corp., 299 U.S. 304, 320 (1936) (the President is "the 
sole organ of the federal government in the field of international relations"); Chi
cago and Southern Air Lines, Inc. v. Waterman S.S. Corp., 333 U.S. 103, 11 l 
(1948) (the President is "the Nation's organ for foreign affairs"}; 5 Paul L. Ford, 
The Writings of Thomas Jefferson 161 (New York, The Knickerbocker Press 1895) 
("[t)he transaction of business with foreign nations is executive altogether"). 
Thus, there is a substantial question of the executive branch's conduct of foreign 
affairs or its deliberations relating thereto. 

Although the question of Congress's oversight authority in this context must 
be viewed as unresolved as a matter of law, it is clear that congressional needs 
for information in this context will weigh substantially less in the constitutional 
balancing than a specific need in connection with the considerations of legislation. 
Based on the Office of Legal Counsel's review of the documents for which asser
tion of executive privilege has been requested, and conducting the balancing re
quired by the case law, see Senate Select Committee, 498 F.2d at 729-30; United 
States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. at 706-07, I do not believe that access to these docu
ments would be held by the courts to be "demonstrably critical to the responsible 
fulfillment of the Committee's functions." Senate Select Committee, 498 F.2d at 
731. 

In conclusion, it is my legal judgment that executive privilege may properly 
be asserted in response to the Committee's subpoena. 

7 

Sincerely, 

JANETRENO 
Attorney General 
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tinitcd ~rates ~cnatc 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

May 4. 2018 

Office of the Prosecutor General of Ckraine 
13/15 Riznytska St. 
Kyiv. 01011 
Ukraine 

Dear Mr. Prosecutor General: 

We are writing to express great concern about reports that your otlice has taken steps to impede 
cooperation with the investigation of United States Special Counsel Robert Mueller. As strong 
advocates for a robust and close relationship with Ukraine. we believe that our cooperation 
should extend to such legal matters, regardless of politics. Ours is a relationship built on a 
foundation of respect for the rule of law and accountable democratic institutions. In four short 
years, Ukraine has made significant progress in building these institutions despite ongoing 
military. economic and political pressure from Moscow. We have supported that capacity
building process and are disappointed that some in Kyiv appear to have cast aside these 
principles in order to avoid the ire of President Trump. If these reports arc true, we strongly 
encourage you to reverse course and halt any efforts to impede cooperation with this important 
investigation. 

On May 2, the New York Times reported that your office effectively froze investigations into 
four open cases in Ukraine in April, thereby eliminating scope for cooperation with the Mueller 
probe into related issues. The article notes that your ofiice considered these cases as too 
politically sensitive and potentially jeopardizing U.S. financial and military aid to Ukraine. The 
article indicates specifically that your office prohibited special prosecutor Serhiy Horbatyuk 
from issuing subpoenas for evidence or interviewing witnesses in four open cases in Ukraine 
related to consulting \vork performed by Paul Manafort frlr fom1er Ukrainian president Viktor 
Yanukovich and his political party. 

This investigation not only has implications for the Mueller probe. but also speaks to critically 
important investigations into the corrupt practices of the Yanukovich administration. which stole 
millions of dollars from the people of Ukraine. Blocking cooperation with the Mueller probe 
potentially cuts off a significant opportunity for Ukrainian lmv enforcement to conduct a more 
thorough inquiry into possible crimes committed during the Yanukovich era. This reported 
refusal to cooperate \Vith the Mueller probe also sends a won,ing signal-to the Ukrainian 
people as well as the international community-about your government's commitment more 
broadly to support justice and the rule of law. 

We respectfully request that you reply to this letter answering the following questions: 
I. I las your office taken any steps to restrict cooperation with the investigation by Special 

Counsel Robert Mueller'? If so, why? 
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" Did any individual from the Trump Administration. or anyone acting on its behalf: 
encourage Ukrainian government or law enforcement onicials not to cooperate with the 
investigation by Special Counsel Robert Mueller? 

3. Was the Mueller probe raised in any way during discussions between your government 
and U.S. officials. including around the meeting of Presidents Trump and Poroshcnko in 
New York in 2017? 

Sincerely. 

~\~~ Richard J. Dur m 
United States Senator 

~ .. ~ 
United States Senator 
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J. 4 .APR 1981 

MEMORANDUH FOR. FRED F. nELD~C 
Counsel to the President ., 

Re: •COJlMa&Sional Tost:lmon:y_ b)! Prf.\ddential·.I\IJBistants 

. ~a reaponda to an inq:µiry which il~ P. Goldfield of y~ur .. 
Office rqada .. to.· Geoffrey· Millel:' of this Office r~ard:ing the . · . 
legal impUcat:iOWJ of an Assistant to the· President tutifying 
voluntar:1,ly before a, Senate Coomittee.. Given the t:iJ!le COS1:9trainta, 
wo,have n~t.researchad the subject anew. HQWever.u ~equested · 
by Mr. · Goldfield. l ma. forvar~ng herewith cu-tai~ niateriab . · 
prepa:rt)d by thb Office:which bear oQ the.general .question of 
eongreasion~l: •testimony .. by close presidential "-saistanta. . 

. · Thaae materials .reflect t;he · cou.aiatent: view that 'fxm:aediate 
advisors to the '.l>residen:t '. -- that is. thl>se who o'"tomaril,y maet 
withthe·Preat<tent on a: re~ <>r.freqQent.basta _;.. ar~ absolutely 
inmlune from any oblig<11tion to testify.before· a congre1Jsional . 
committl!le. · The ~ty 1llily be waived. and clos~ nesident:ial 
a11:a!atanta · have from time to t.1,x!ie. appeftred before eongraaaional 
CQmrdtteos •. P.ovever. this Office ha& sur,,seated ·that there. ar_e 
several. atrong reasonn for eschewum such voluntary appearaneea •. 
Fii:'st. au.ch appear.ancea tend to cr.eate, regard:taas oJ;· dis.claimers, 
the hapresaion &oong so~ Represen~tivea pr Senators that ~h 
t~atUlOny is a matt.-u- 9£ legislzitive right ra~er than executive 
gr.ace.; As a result. Congress or individual Member& of Congr~aa 
might become $Ore vigorous. in JJHert:ing authority to ~l th.e •. 
appearllnee and t:"1Stimony of presidential assistants. S•cond~ .· 
bei:a:tisQ legal; issuea of-this nature are so·rarely submitted to 
the courts f.or adjudication. executive and legialaUve ~actices 
take on. a degree of preeedential .value. Thus. each appearance ·. · 
before a congressiOX)al committee by 4 close presidential assistant. 
even if explicitly made under waiver. has some pc>.tei;lt:ial to under
mine the lt:mal basis of the inlmunity. Finally,. a practice of . 
appearing before congreasional.cownitt:eesmight leave the President 
open to . the chugo. however unfotmded, .that •When he does a,3aert: 
the inanunity it io because he has something to hide • 

. · · ~ia Office is. of cours~. happy to resurch the matter in 
greater depth at. your request. I have attached the following 
witeriala for your information: · 
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1. Memoi:-andum. · of Assiapmt Attorney General Erickson 
ret. 0 Appearance o..£ Presidential Assis.tant Peter M. 

· Flanigan. h:e.~or• it Congreasional Comm.ttee0
; ·. .· . 

. .3. 

Memorand~ of Assistant: Attorney .Gen.eral R.mmquist 
re•z . "Power of Congre:asiomil C-Orimdtte.e to ~el 
Appearance or. Teat~y of ''h'hite llouse St~f "; 
. . . . . . . - . . .. 
Letter o:i: · tho · Assod.ate . Special. Counsel·· to · uhe 

. President . .c;lated ·S~p,::~~ 16. .19~8 (reprinted· in 
. Scmate Judiciary Heartng: ·on the Nomination, of 

· Abe. Fo:rtas to be· Chief .Justice (1968). 
. ·. . ' . . . . . 

··. The()(!ore .B. · Qbon: 
... ,1uud.a.tant Attorney. t,'.;en.eral 
• O;fico of Legal Counsel -

bee: • ll •. P. Goldfield ' . 
. White .House Counsel's Office 

-.2 -
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MAY! 31977 

MafOlWIDUN TO ~LL 11.iiADS Of OJ'l'IC...Z, DMSI(IIS, 
BUll.iAUS MID IO&BDS O'I '1'lla DB'PA&T!Gff OF JUfflCi 

Ile: ixecutive Privilege 

Th• P\)rpOSe of thi• 111«10ra11du• 1• to outline 1• a 
general •1 the doetrl.1l• of uecut.lve prtvil•g• •• it 
relates to reqv .. ts from Congr••aiout c~tt••• tor: 
~acutiv• breach 111forattoa a11d doc.um.eats. 

I. Lepl l!skar8994 
Simply etaeed. ix~utlve pd.vt.l•a• 1• tha t•tm applied 

to the tnvoca~S.011 by tlw isecutlve braracb of a leg•l rtght, 
dvived frca th• need for eOllfldeatiaU.ty of lt• tatemal 
cO!llmlfticatiou aad th• coutltutioual doctrill• of separation 
of povei:a. to tdtbhold offici•l doculileDt• o-r l.11fozutiOR 
from compulaory proc••• of dae Legt.elatlv• brasach. The 
prlvil•3• baa a loa& llietoey, bavi~ been fix-at &H•rted 
by Pr••ident V.aington egabaat • CC>Qgr•ssiou1 r ... a,t 
and thar•fter by almoet ever, Admlaistrad.011. It •rou•ed 
relatively Uttl• ccmtr0'9'er:sy 1n our early blat:ory • but 
sine• abcut 19S0 le baa beooa&e a attw of c0111iderabl• 
di,put• b••• tb• aecutlv• aacl lAgislativ• 'bram:bu. 
Despite l.te long hiacory • th• dc,ocrS.t:ut uatll reo•n:11 bad 
received ao euthortueiv• judicial acnowl.aa--t. 'lb• 
dgbt of the Executive to wlthbold S.o.for•Uea uoa tbll 
cow:ta in tb.e proceaa of U.ttgatioQ •• •-- r.eopf.1tlMI · 
by the Supr•• Court• but oialy •• a rul• of ffid911CJ• and 
aot u a eouttwttoaal pnrogatlve. •• ta tba~ o•tnt; 
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cbe clalm •• lleld to be aaental>l• oaly by "th• h•d of 
the department whlch Jiu cootNl OU'er eh• Mtter, after 
actual ,-... 1 coaatderat1oa by that offlcv." yPltfd 
§SIW v. l!Jll9ld9. 345 u.s. 1. 8 (1953). 

Tb.a f1-rst ad oaly su,r .. cove: decltlcm affU'fling 
a coaat1tutlou1 baaf.a of kecutS.v• pd.vll~• lllvolved 
th• i:aatrov•r•y ovc the Spacial hoaecutor • d.&hc to 
aeoesa to tbe tU.xoa ca,... 'Iha Court'• 1maotaov1 clec£1toa 
ill '9&f;ed Sytg v. lfhm!~ 418 U.S. 683 (1974)• lle1d that 
Pr•ldeat tu.xma could 110t lftYok• &racutive pd.dl•a• to 
tlav.art th• production of the tapq put"auaat to the lra'ter• 
gate gnad J•1•• 8\lbpoaa .. 'l'll• optm.oa atablf.abed, bow• 
__., iD the clunac t•ca•• tbat the pd.vi.leg• 1• ot 
con1ticutloul atatuff. '1'b4I Court r•ted lta nl.tag, f1rat, 
on cha ae4ld for th• protecttw of coaend~tf.ou betwem 
blah goverDQMlllt offt.cW• nd thoae who ••■t•t mad add•• 
din: 

8'.-la experl.911ee teach•• that those who -,act 
public diaa-.uttoa of their reurb •'f well 
temper ceodor with • concor:a for appurancea 
ud tor tbelr no lnt.uest• to th• d•tn.unt 
of tu decialouaklq procua. 'Wbat41Yer th• 
uture of ti. pd.\l'll.ea• of ccnftdaatlalley 
of PrG1ideatlal cOlllllD'd.catloaa ta the nerd.•• 
of Art. 11 power•• the pd.vilego can ba said 
to derive &m th• t'Qpl' ... oy of uch brncb 
wtthla it• on •••tped area of ecattltuttonal 
dut1••· Certain powera aad prlvil-S• now from 
the MtUl'e of eaumarat:ed powers; the p'l'Otfletloa 
of th• coaftd•tla11ty of PNal,-tial ,,..oammt• 

·catt.ou baa alllf.lar coaatltutlonal Vftdcptmaa•• 
418 tt.s. at 705-6. 
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'l'h• Cot.Ire a1ao aclmowled,aacl tbat the pri.vll .. • et...S ~ 
the priacf.ple of •eparatioa of.,__ • ., 

'1'he pdv:Uege 1a tuadaliuta1 to the operation 
of goveniata1: ad lnt&tdcably rooted la tu 
•e,aratioa of panr• 11Qder CM CGutf.tattoa. 
418 v.s. at 708. 

Tile baua befor• the Court la Ila coacanect oraly . 
the availoiUty of tba pd.vi.leg•• ad th• C01Wt1• role 1a 
evaluatiag the autrtton of suc!I pd.vtlea•• ill tll• cootnt 
of a cl'llld.ul proHcutloG. It b coacetv•bl•• t.f t'M •ttar 
could be litigated. tbat th.a Coutt would bold that ._,. 
dtmllld fr• the Coagreu la aufftd.eat, •• ,,... the clr
cuuuac .. 1a l!lUa• to ovucOlltl tu p,:ivilege. Ifolr4wu, 
the expUcf.t laaguaga of the opt.atoa, ••well•• tu Court•• 
nd.oaal• aupportiag lt• vt• of tb• pdvtlea• •• aae ot 
eontitutioaal dt-..J.on, would ia&at• that ill at l••t 
I00l8 circa•taacu ti. privilege b available agallllt the 
Coagress as well •• 1n th• courts. 

n. 'Pit Ppctice &,gar@,gg 
e55utive Priy11,a• 

Informatica or t .. tilDofty l• most oft• •U.eited frora 
dla islilCUtlve brncla by the Cc,agreH by vay of coaltc• 
requ .. ca. la moat cas .. tlUl Ex~utlve suppli•• dl• requ•ated 
lofcmutioa voluatadly and without _,. aort of tol'Ml legf.e• 
latlv• cOllplbtoa.. Siac• ao caapulaoi:y proc ... u •~ undv• 
taken 111 tld.a context, no occaaioll at.ate for tbe aHertioa 
of l&ecuttv• privilege. J'rca a legal etadpota.t, tbe ,nvll-.• 
need ODly be •••arted wher• th• ixecuttv• wwtd otbawt.• 
be Ulld.- a legal duty to ,nvld• iaforaattoa, and IUeh duty 
ca onl.J' attach UfOQ tba iaaunce of • • .,._ cu: odwr 
atrdlar c01111pUlaory order. · 

la kuptag vJ.th tble td111n1ati-att.ora•• .-cal ,oltcJ' 
of complytns to th• fullest •tent wf.tb CGegnHloaal ~.-•u 
for lnfomati.OD, bowavff, tuch requ••ts alloald b• coapUed 
VS.th 11111 ... tun lei-••- to bellev• di.at Allc:Utb'• prlrilat• 
vauld afford a valid bad• fol' not doi111 ao. ftut, lthtl• 
tlle pl'S.VS.legenMd GOt be ... fft~ la~..,. •• to• Ceogr-.•lou.1 
request, tM pr111etpl•• uad•lyiag th• ·!octd• Jhwld provide 
gvfdanc'I 111 coad.derf.QI requat• by ~ for laforatf.on. 
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ln •rlier years, the &tecutiv• 1>ra11eh practice with 
respect to aaaertioD of ~uttva p1'1vt1ege •• agaiast 
Congraaloaal deaands was not well defined. Durtag the 
Congr•Hioml inveatlgatlioa tavolvlag Senator McCarthy, 
Pt-ealdeac it.a ....... by letter t:o th• Secratuy of Defaa .. , 
in •ffect pl'Ob.lblted all -,1oy ... of tlae Defense Depart• 
!Hilt troaa testifying cOIICend.ag ccmvud.ona or cOISIIUDtca• 
tlon• tlllbodytag advice OD offtcul tatemal Mttera. Tbia 
eventually proc!uced such a atroag Congr•slaaal reactioa 
that GA }farch ?-, 1962, Praeident Kennedy wot• to 
Coqr••-11 Moss atatiag that it would be th.I policy of hi• 
Adml.nistr•tioa that "£ncutlve privilege en be tavokacl 
only by the Preddf.lllt arid vlll not be used vltbout. apaclfio 
Presid•tlal approval." Mr. Moss sought end received • 
81.ad.lar comltment from h'flidant Johnaoa. 

Pre1ldent Mxoo coatillued the ltemedy-Jobllson policy 
of bardlag the aaMttion of ueoutlve prtv:llege without 
specific Presidential •pproval, but tormalbed it pro
cedurally. by a memorandum dated Marcia 24, 1969. Th• ...,. 
t'endwa begins by statlag that the pd.v11ega will be l1Woked 
''only 1D the a.oat coaipelliag circwntancet and after • 
rtgorw• iaqt,Jlry Jato th• actual tlfild for its .:arcbe. '' 
It apeclft.•• the following proe..sm-al stepe: (1) If th• 
head of a daparmant or agency believe• t:bat a Con&r•••:lonal 
i-equ .. t for infonad.on r&11es • subataattat qu .. tloa •• 
to the need for 1nvoktag iaecutS.ve pd."11.leg•• he ehould 
consult tbe Attomey c.aral tbrough the Off:lc•, of Lagal 
Counsel; (2) if, as a reault of that CODeultation. the 
department bead ad the AttOftMJ G••:tal •ar•• tbat kecu• 
tive pri,vllq• should aot be invoked in the clrcwutaacu. 
the illfol"MtiOII shall be nlaaHd; (3) if •ltluh:' tbe depat"t
GHmt bud or the Auorney General. or both, be11ev• tut 
the dtuatloa Jat1fia tbe 11:lVOCattcra of ••1ltlv•: •,rlvtleg•, 
the •tter ahall be tnallld.tted to th• Counsel to tM Pr .. tdeat, 
who wl.11 advise~ dapartmeac bud of tu Prul4at:•• dec:tstoa; 
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(4) lf the Preal4nt decide• to illvoke ~ecutlve prtvllq•• 
tbe department head eball advise c~•• dlat tile claua 
of pdvtlege 1s betas made vltb the apect.fic approval of 
th• Pll'••14eati and (S) p•dlftg die procedure outlt.Md •""•• 
tbe depart.'Mllt h•d la to requut Congo•• to hold tb• r•• 
queat for lrlfomatf.O!l :l1l •h•,anc•• taldna car• to :tndlcat• 
tbat this requ•1t la aly to protect the pd.vile&•~ 
detemiaatloa alld that tbla requnt does not coutltute a 
claim of ,rlvllege. 

President carter baa illdlcabld that IN wS.11 .oOD tuu 
• memorandwa 111 wld.cll he "111 take th• pod.tloa of Preatdent1 
Kennedy• Johns• &tld m.xon that ont,, the Prutd•t can uaert 
ixecuttve privtlage. 

It abould ba ---•l•ed that tb• a'bove procedure ae&d 
oal.7 b• uadertaken if a satisfact-,. rasolutloa wlth respect 
to Ooasr•H' d .. ad caa:aot othcvit• be dmsed. lt le 
oft• tu caee that mtually qr ... bl• aolutlou to Cong• 
reaa1oaa1 deaallda ca k •rktld out:, and 1t la of cow:s• 
bettu to attapt sucb compromuu tbaa to plaa• tato a 
cmst1tuttou1 confJ:oatation. 

It ao auch coraprclllae eao be ruched, the declaioa 
whether Executive privihg• wlll be •••«rted 1• largely 
d.,_ddllt OD the pa,:tlcular circmutanc•a 1iwo1vd la t:h• 
CO!lgreaeional deaaad. 'l'hl• 491:end:natton may depend on 
auch varying fa<:tOJ.'8 •• th• UCWI'• ad coufideaattalit; of 
tha laformatioa ,ouaht ud· tha •treagth of the forces ta 
COD&r••• that are seetdog the illfo11111tion. To t• •t•t 
that any a•eralizatlou ay be*••• tb.,- ar• 11ec .. urll1 
t•c.t1v• ad sketchy. tt baa bea tu poaltioa of th• 
~ecuttve bra.ch that th• PN•ld•t and Me laediat• ad• vl•=• an ab,olutely l--• from te1t1iaord.al c-.alaloa br 
• Congrqetoaal cocaid.tt•a. t.own--lw•l Wld.t• Bou•• •fflctal• 
bav• b•• deeaed wbJct to a Coap-uaiGDa1 tuhpo.,.." 1Mat 
might refuse to teatlff 111th 'L"Upect to aa:, Mtter ad•laa 
1n the courae of ~tr oftteia1 poaltiOII of •dvl•lag u 
lomulatiog addc• for the Prmd•t• 
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Tb.a queatt• :ls aomawhat diffu•t with reepect to 
tile Departmeat of .Juattce. Tile Department ltas .,_ crute4 
by • Aot of Coaar•••• ad •dadaS.l:•• aad eafcm:q ..,,. . 
statute• aaacted by CoQgreat.· 'these factors ar• cauidffed 
to impoa• oa the !>epartcaeat an oblipd.on to £uml.ah lmow
ledgeable wita--•• or lllformatioo ,ureuat to COll3NS•t.ou1 
demande. ~v• hue. howevv, the Pr•sf.clent ls tlltcntpt to 
have th• au~ty to direct the offJ,ctal• cOACelQed to 
decltae to teatify concenwag particular matten for ttapeotftc 
reaaon.n 

1t·1a· not posaible, . tn wbat la latencled to •• a bd.ef 
qpoaltlon, to treat ae. leogtll . Che 1ts,ect.ftc reaeoaa« vblch 
would, un4er pnunt fi!'4ctice, ea11 for wtthholdtag from 
die Congress •tertal which does aot coaslat of t'Gt!llllllllO• 
tioaa to or from the Prealdent or oOJIIIUl:dc•tloaa of bf.• 
tmedlate advi.evs. The two mo•t obvious anas are fortS.p 
relatiou and mt.Utary affair•: the Court la 1U:DJl acllaov- . 
ladged tbat·the caarta have tradltlonally shoinitlie "utmost· 
de(erenc•" to the Proald•t• a exercise of bte reapoaslbllltl•• 
in tbu• matters. 418 u. s. at 110. 

I.author ara subject to Sxeeutive pd.vilege, more clo,et:, 
related t:o the Departaaaut's ncn:mal fuactlou, la iafcmud.oa 
which wou14 Jaopardk• peadiag or· cont-.tate.t lltlgatioa 
or which would tmptage oa daa eonfldatlaU.ty of SAvastl• 
gat:lve ftlea. §ee 40 Op • .A.G. 45 (1941). J>tacJ.c,sqn of 
such iQfomatioa wcuW aoc only baalpiar the Deparb1811t'• 
tnve.tf.gative or p•aecut:odal dfort•; lt may alao d1a• _ 
courage iaourc•. of- Worma:t!on .&oaa 40lW'tl fonen aad 
c-elUl.t 1a the rel••• of uavulfl«d lafomatloa vblcb •1 
be damaging co tadivt.duals. li• at 46-47. · 

:rtaally, uecuttve pd.vllege also p1:0teets latn• 
govGDlllelltal dlaeuasioas even below tlN PJ:eeldeatle11••1; 
the. purpose .. ts to protece auc'IJ discunloa• fra ••. -,oar• 
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vhlch would de,troy their caodor and heac• t:ladr worth. 
Gtveo tbla pur,o••• bowaver, tbla aepect of Jxec:v.tlv• 
,rlvll-• lla• ••• .. __,to protect Olll.7 .,. .. e1.oa1, 
advice, i:ecoiaaeadatloa1 aad opf.lllou, ratta.r tbla factual 
and lllveatlptory report•, data, or aurvey• 1.11 goversamt 
fll••· sr Upi.ted 1Jtatff v. t.agg•tli & P\ftt, Ipc,, 542 
F.2d 6.55 6th CU. 1976) • 

. These pl'lactplea of andlsclosur• my be r•laxN la 
•ltaad.oaa wh•• the public inter•t would ju1tlfy lt. ror 
example, •tutela properly •uhJect co claw ot uecut1v• 
privt.1•&• uy ba dt.acloaed. to COQr•• lo ca••• lmrolrillg 
Smatodal conft.naatlora of Pr..U•tial QO!SlloatlQQS or 11l 
lllpeacllMat; procMdtap. s .. 40 Op. A.G. 45, 51 (1941). 

J'olm M. Jfa"tllDD 
Actlag Aaai1taat Attotaq O•eral 

Ota .. of Legal Coua1el 

- 1 .. 
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Case Updates 

News Releases 

Speeches 

Statements 

For news, speeches or statements published before April 2012, please see our archived sites. 

Money laundering investigation opened 

28 April, 20141 News Releases 

Director of the SFO has opened a criminal investigation into possible money laundering arising from 

suspicions of corruption in Ukraine. The SFO has obtained a restraint order freezing approximately $23m of 

assets in the UK in connection with this case. For reasons of confidentiality we cannot say more at this time. 

Notes for editors: 

1. The $23 million of assets has been placed under restraint using the Proceeds of Crime Act. 

2. The UK is hosting the Ukrainian Forum on Asset Recovery at Lancaster House on 29-30 April in conjunction 

with the US and Ukraine. In addition and separate to the $23 million in assets that have been placed under 

restraint by the SFO, an EU-wide asset freeze against 22 individuals suspected of misappropriating Ukrainian 

state assets has been approved and has come into force across the EU. 

3. The strict liability rule in the Contempt of Court Act 1981 applies. 

Related Cases 

Ukraine monev. laundering investigation 
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Congressman Nadler Hesolut1on of lnqui'Y into Conflicts of Interest, Ethics ViolalionB, and Russia Ties Voted Down in Party~Une Vote j 

Press Releases 

Washington, DC, February 28, 2017 

Tags: 

Today, Congressman Jerrold Nadler (D·NY), senior Member of the House Judkinrv Committee, offered 

(H.Res. 111) in the House Judiciary Committee directing the Department of 

Justice to provide the House of Representatives with any and al! information relevant to an lnquiry into 

President Trump and his associates' conAicts of interest, ethical violations·--induding the Emoluments 

Clause-and connections and contacts with Russia. The Resolution of /nquirv, which was reported 

unfavorably out of the House Judiciary Committee in a party-line vote of 18-16, was the first time 

Members of Congress had a recorded vote on legislation concerning an investigation of Donald Trump's 

confiicts and Russia ties. 

https:/!nadler.house.gov/news/-documentsingle.aspx?DocumentlD=392725 116 
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Congressman Nadler Resolution of Inquiry into Conflicts of Interest, Ethics Violations, and Russia Ties Voted Down in Party-Line Vote I 

day, more questions arise concerning President Trump's foreign business 

,m!""-i;;.!!lll!!;;;;_.,.~";cnd his inexplicably cozy relationship with Russia. Each day, Democrats on this 

Committee, and on other committees, have requested hearings and investigations into these serious 

issues. And yet, each day, with a few exceptions, we have been met with a deafening silence from our 

Republican colleagues. 

"That is why I introduced this resolution. which directs the Department of Justice to provide the House of 

Representatives with any and all information it possesses related to any conflicts of interest, any ethical 

violations, and any improper ties to Russia by President Trump, or by his associates. 

"This resolution is particularly important because Attorney General Sessions, who was involved in the 

Trump campaign, has refused to recuse himself from any investigation, and it is not clear that he could be 

impartial, or that he will even conduct an investigation at all. Recognizing Mr. Sessions' obvious conflict, 

one ofour own colleagues, Mr. Issa. has called for a special prosecutor, but the White House has dismissed 

the idea, essentially saying, "Trust us, there's nothing there:· Well, that should not be good enough for this 

House. We must ensure that we get access to any information the Department of Justice has so that we 

can do our own investigation. 

•·we also recently learned about coordination between the White House and the Chairmen of the House 

and Senate Intelligence Committees, which calls into question the impartiality of those Committees' 

investigations. Our Committee must step up and ensure that there is a thorough and objective 

investigation of these serious issues. 

"With respect to President Trump's breathtaking web of business entanglements, which he has refused 

even to disclose, here are just a few of the many questions that demand further explanation: 

• Just blocks away from the White House sits the Trump International Hotel, on which the President 

is both the leaseholder, through the General Services Administration, and the lessee, through the 

Trump Organization. How does this not represent a clear conflict of interest? 

• There have been reports that foreign diplomats are booking rooms at this hotel as a means of 

currying favor with the President. To what extent do these, and other payments to his properties 

from foreign governments. constitute a violation of the Emoluments Clause of the Constitution7 

• The President owns properties, most of which bear his name. in dozens of countries. Is he trading 

policy favors for access to permits, or other government benefits, in these countries7 

• We already saw China award the President a long-sought trademark shortly after he reaffirmed 

the One-China policy, which he had appeared to question. Could United States policy towards 

China be subject to the financial needs of the Trump Organization? 

• How much of the hundreds of millions of dollars in debt on Mr. Trump's properties, at home and 

abroad, does he owe to foreign government entities, like the Bank of China, and what sort of 

leverage over the United States does that provide to those governments? 

https://nadler.house.qov/news/documentsingte,aspx?OocumentlD""392725 2/6 
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Congressman Nadler Resolution of Inquiry into Conflicts of Interest, Ethics V1olations, and Russia Ties Voted Down in Party-Line Vote \ 

1sparency, it is essential that we get more information on his financial picture, and 

"The other aspect of this resolution seeks information on the troubling ties between Russia and President 

Trump, as well as some of his close aides, Once again, the questions multiply by the day: 

• Despite the unanimous agreement among the intelligence services that Russia hacked the 

Democratic National Committee, and released documents intended to sway the election for 

Donald Trump, why was he so reluctant to accept this conclusion? 

• We know that top Trump aides were in communication with senior Russian intelligence officials 

over the course of the campaign. What did they discuss' 

• What did White House Chief of Staff, Reince Priebus, say to the FBI to get them to downplay the 

seriousness of these charges? Did he violate any laws by doing so7 

• More broadly, President Trump has shown no hesitation in challenging and insulting foreign 

leaders, even our allies like the leaders of Mexico, Australia, and, most recently, Sweden. Why. 

then, does he refuse to say a single unkind word about Vladimir Putin, who murders his opponents, 

has invaded Ukraine, and has interfered in our elections, just to name a few concerns7 

• Does President Trump simply admire Mr. Putin? Does he not understand the threat that Mr. Putin 

poses? Or is there something more sinister going on' 

"Between Mr. Trump's potential conflicts of interest, and the potential coordination with a foreign power 

to interfere with our elections, and with our government, the security and integrity of our nation are at 

stake. It is unfortunate that we must resort to a resolution of inquiry to learn the truth about these 

serious issues. However, the House has so far abdicated its constitutional responsibility to provide 

meaningful oversight into the Trump Administration, and it is time that we do our duty. 

"This resolution does not pre-judge the outcome of any investigation. All it does is provide us with some 

of the information we need to draw our own conclusions. The public deserves to know the truth about 

the President, and we must not stop until we get these answers. 

"More than 130 Members have cosponsored this resolution, including every Democratic Member of this 

Committee. We have gotten phone calls from tens of thousands of our constituents who support it, and I 

have received over 837,000 signed petitions calling on us to pass it. They expect their representatives in 

Congress to help them discover the truth. I hope this Committee will take the first step today, rather than 

bury our heads in the sand. 

"I urge the Commitiee to report this bill favorably, and I yield back the balance of my time:' 

httM-//n~rllP-r hrn1c;A nov/nP.w!./clor,11mentsino!A asox?Documentl0:::392725 3/6 
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'12/15/2019 Royce, Engel Press for Swift Action Following Disappearance of Jamal Khashoggi ~ Press Releases - House Foreign Affairs Cornmitiee 

(/) 

PRESS RELEASES (/PRESS-RELEASES) 

SIGN UP FOR PRESS RELEASE LIST (/PRESS-LIST-SUBSCRIBE) 

Royce, Engel Press for Swift Action 
Following Disappearance of Jamal 

Khashoggi (/ press-releases? 
ID=D5E30F72-857E-4219-BF8F-

971 AF415E288) 

October 12, 2018 

WASHINGTON-House Foreign Affairs Committee Chairman Ed Royce (R·CA) and 

Ranking Member Eliot Engel (0-NY) today wrote President Trump urging swift action 

following the disappearance and likely murder of journalist Jamal Khashoggi. 

hUps://forelqnaffairs.house.Qov/2018/10/royce,.enqe!-press-for-swlft-action-fo!tow!ng-disappearance-of-jama! .. khashoggi 114 
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12/1512019 Royce, Engel Press for Swift Action Following Disappearance of Jamal Khashoggi - Press Releases - House Foreign Affairs Committee 

"Mr. President, we value our relations with Saudi Arabia," Royce and Engel write. "Yet 

murder and other blatant violations of international norms and agreements cannot be 

done with impunity." 

Read the full letter here (https://hilltop.house.gov/gold/public/files/serve? 

File_id=B081B124-CC6C-44E2-BC58-

A27EA8FBA985&SK=57E38EOEEE690EAB9BEC95DE585EFF14) or below: 

October 12, 2018 

Dear Mr. President: 

We are deeply concerned about the whereabouts of Jamal Khashoggi, a journalist, a 

Washington Post columnist and Saudi citizen who has been living in the United States. 

Based on mounting reports, it appears highly likely Mr. Khashoggi was murdered in the 

Saudi consulate in Istanbul while attending to a routine consular matter. These are 

serious and troubling allegations that, if proven true, will impact U.S.-Saudi relations. 

As the world's beacon of freedom, America has an obligation and strong interest to 

uphold basic international standards and human rights. This includes freedom of 

expression and freedom of the press. We are encouraged you have pledged to "get to the 

bottom" of what happened to Mr. Khashoggi, and urge you to ensure this investigation is 

carried out thoroughly and expeditiously. All individuals responsible for this 

disappearance and likely murder must be identified and held accountable. 

Our Senate colleagues have already requested a determination pursuant to the Global 

Magnitsky Human Rights Accountability Act with respect to any foreign person 

responsible for human rights violations in this case. We support this request, and hope 

necessary determinations will be made promptly using findings of the administration's 

investigation. 

We also are concerned about the potential misuse of diplomatic conventions and 

privileges the allegations purport to show and suggest the maintenance of established 

norms in this regard is important to U.S. national security and the free exercise of 

international diplomacy. 

2/4 
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12115/2019 Royce. Engel Press for Swift Action Following Disappearance of Jamal Khashogg1 ~ Press Releases - House Foreign Affairs Committee 

At the same time, additional steps should be taken to prevent the targeting of dissidents 

and journalists at foreign diplomatic facilities in the United States. We urge your 

administration to review Saudi nationals credentialed to diplomatic and consular posts in 

the United States and Saudi diplomatic and consular activities within the United States. 

There should be no chance that what apparently happened in Ankara could happen here. 

Finally, we urge you to use all pressure necessary to encourage greater Saudi 

cooperation in the investigation into this incident. Unless the Saudi government fully 

discloses what it knows about this disappearance and likely murder, Treasury Secretary 

Steven Mnuchin should cancel plans to attend the upcoming "Davos in the Desert." 

Participation in this conference is not critical to our economic security and would 

potentially undermine efforts to show the Saudi government and others around the world 

that brazen attacks on civilians inside consular facilities are unacceptable. 

Mr. President, we value our relations with Saudi Arabia. Yet murder and other blatant 

violations of international norms and agreements cannot be done with impunity. We look 

forward to hearing from you about any investigation on this matter and potential 

consequences. 

Sincerely, 

EDWARD R. ROYCE 

Chairman 

ELIOT L. ENGEL 

Ranking Member 

### 

Permalink: https://foreignaffa irs. house. gov /2018/1 0/ royce-engel-press-for-swift

action-fo llowi ng-disappearance-of-j ama I-khas hogg i 

(https://foreig naff airs.house. gov /2018/1 0/royce-engel-press-for-swift-action

fol lowi ng-d isappearance-of-j amal-khashogg i) 

https://foreignaffairs.house.gov/2018/i0/royce-engel-press-for-swift-action-following-disappearance-of-jamal-khashoggi 3/4 
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03.20.17 

Intelligence Committee Ranking Member 
Schiff Opening Statement During Hearing on 
Russian Active Measures 
Washington, DC - Today, Rep. Adam Schiff (D-CA), the Ranking Member of 

the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, delivered the 

following statement during the Committee's open hearing on Russian active 

measures during the 2016 election. Below is his statement (as prepared): 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to thank Director Corney and Admiral Rogers for appearing before us 

today as the committee holds this first open hearing into the interference 

campaign waged against our 2016 Presidential election. 

Last summer. at the height of a bitterly contested and hugely consequential 

Presidential campaign, a foreign, adversarial power intervened in an effort to 

weaken our democracy, and to influence the outcome for one candidate and 

against the other. That foreign adversary was, of course, Russia, and it acted 

through its intelligence agencies and upon the direct instructions of its 

autocratic ruler, Vladimir Putin, in order to help Donald J. Trump become the 

45th President of the United States. 

The Russian "active measures" campaign may have begun as early as 2015, 

when Russian intelligence services launched a series of spearphishing attacks 

designed to penetrate the computers of a broad array of Washington-based 

Democratic and Republican party organizations, think tonks and other 

entities. This continued at least through winter of 2016. 

While at first, the hocking may have been intended solely for the collection of 

foreign intelligence, in mid-2016, the Russians "weoponized" the stolen data 

and used platforms established by their intel services, such as DC Leaks and 

existing third party channels like Wikileaks, to dump the documents. 

The stolen documents were almost uniformly damaging to the candidate Putin 

despised, Hillary Clinton and, by forcing her campaign to constantly respond to 

the daily drip of disclosures, the releases greatly benefited Donald Trump's 

campaign. 

None of these facts is seriously in question and they ore reflected in the 

consensus conclusions of all our intelligence agencies. 

httn-,· llo:rhiff hrn ,<:.<> r,r."ln"'1A1<:./nr,:,e.e.-rPlP::.c:,:,c:/intP!linPnr.P-r.nmmiftAA-r:::inkino-mAmher -schiff-oo.mina-statement-durino-hearino-on-russian-active-meas... 1 /8 
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We will never know whether the Russian intervention was determinative in 

such a close election. Indeed, it is unknowable in a campaign in which so many 

small changes could have dictated a different result. More importantly, and for 

the purposes of our investigation, it simply does not matter. What does matter 

is this: the Russians successfully meddled in our democracy, and our 

intelligence agencies have concluded that they will do so again. 

Ours is not the first democracy to be attacked by the Russians in this way. 

Russian intelligence has been similarly interfering in the internal and political 

affairs of our European and other allies for decades. What is striking here is 

the degree to which the Russians were willing to undertake such an audacious 

and risky action against the most powerful nation on earth. That ought to be a 

warning to us, that if we thought that the Russians would not dare to so 

blatantly interfere in our affairs, we were wrong. And if we do not do our very 

best to understand how the Russians accomplished this unprecedented attack 

on our democracy and what we need to do to protect ourselves in the future, 

we will have only ourselves to blame. 

We know a lot about the Russian operation, about the way they amplified the 

damage their hocking and dumping of stolen documents was causing through 

the use of slick propaganda like RT, the Kremlin's media arm. But there is also 

a lot we do not know. 

Most important, we do not yet know whether the Russians had the help of U.S. 

citizens, including people associated with the Trump campaign. Many of 

Trump's campaign personnel, including the President himself, have ties to 

Russia and Russian interests. This is. of course, no crime. On the other hand, if 

the Trump campaign, or anybody associated with it, aided or abetted the 

Russians, it would not only be a serious crime, it would also represent one of 

the most shocking betrayals of our democracy in history. 

In Europe. where the Russians have a much longer history of political 

interference, they have used a variety of techniques to undermine democracy. 

They have employed the hacking and dumping of documents and slick 

propaganda as they clearly did here, but they have also used bribery, 

blackmail, compromising material, and financial entanglement to secure 

needed cooperation from individual citizens of targeted countries. 

The issue of U.S. person involvement is only one of the important matters that 

the Chairman and I have agreed to investigate and which is memorialized in 

the detailed and bipartisan scope of investigation we have signed. We will also 

examine whether the intelligence community's public assessment of the 

https:/lschiff.house.qov/news/press-releases/intel!igence-committee-ranking-member-schiff-opening-statement-during-hearing-on-russian-active-meas., 2/8 
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Russian operation is supported by the raw intelligence, whether the U.S. 

Government responded properly or missed the opportunity to stop this 

Russian attack much earlier, and whether the leak of information about 

Michael Flynn or others is indicative of a systemic problem. We have also 

reviewed whether there was any evidence to support President Trump's claim 

that he was wiretapped by President Obama in Trump Tower - and found no 

evidence whatsoever to support that slanderous accusation and we hope 

that Director Corney can now put that matter permanently to rest. 

Today, most of my Democratic colleagues will be exploring with you the 

potential involvement of U.S. persons in the Russian attack on our democracy. 

It is not that we feel the other issues are not important they are very 

important - but rather because this issue is least understood by the public. 

We realize. of course, that you may not be able to answer many of our 

questions in open session. You may or may not be willing to disclose even 

whether there is any investigation. But we hope to present to you and the 

public why we believe this matter is of such gravity that it demands a 

thorough investigation, not only by us, as we intend to do, but by the FBI as 

well. 

Let me give you a little preview of what I expect you will be asked by our 

members. 

Whether the Russian active measures campaign began as nothing more than 

an attempt to gather intelligence, or was always intended to be more than 

that, we do not know, and is one of the questions we hope to answer. But we 

do know this: the months of July and August 2016 appear to have been 

pivotal. It was at this time that the Russians began using the information they 

had stolen to help Donald Trump and harm Hillary Clinton. And so the question 

is why? What was happening in July/August of last year? And were U.S. 

persons involved? 

Here are some of the matters, drawn from public sources alone, since that is 

all we can discuss in this setting, that concern us and should concern all 

Americans. 

In early July, Carter Page, someone candidate Trump identified as one of his 

national security advisors. travels to Moscow on a trip approved by the Trump 

campaign. While in Moscow. he gives a speech critical of the United States and 

other western countries for what he believes is a hypocritical focus on 

democratization and efforts to fight corruption. 
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According to Christopher Steele, a former British intelligence officer who is 

reportedly held in high regard by U.S. Intelligence, Russian sources tell him that 

Page has also had a secret meeting with Igor Sechin (SEH-CHIN), CEO of 

Russian gas giant Rosneft. Sechin is reported to be a former KGB agent and 

close friend of Putin's. According to Steele's Russian sources, Page is offered 

brokerage fees by Sechin on a deal involving a 19 percent share of the 

company. According to Reuters, the sale of a 19.5 percent share 

in Rosneft later takes place, with unknown purchasers and unknown 

brokerage fees. 

Also, according to Steele's Russian sources, the Trump campaign is 

offered documents damaging to Hillary Clinton, which the Russians would 

publish through an outlet that gives them deniability, like Wikileaks. The 

hacked documents would be in exchange for a Trump Administration policy 

that de-emphasizes Russia's invasion of Ukraine and instead focuses on 

criticizing NATO countries for not paying their fare share - policies which, even 

as recently as the President's meeting last week with Angela Merkel, have now 

presciently come to pass. 

In the middle of July, Paul Manafort, the Trump campaign manager and 

someone who was long on the payroll of Pro-Russian Ukrainian 

interests, attends the Republican Party convention. Carter Page, back from 

Moscow, also attends the convention. According to Steele, it was Manafort 

who chose Page to serve as a go-between for the Trump campaign and 

Russian interests. Ambassador Kislyak, who presides over a Russian embassy 

in which diplomatic personnel would later be expelled as likely spies, also 

attends the Republican Party convention and meets with Carter Page and 

additional Trump Advisors JD Gordon and Walid Phares. It was JD Gordon 

who approved Page's trip to Moscow. Ambassador Kislyak also meets with 

Trump campaign national security chair and now Attorney General Jeff 

Sessions. Sessions would later deny meeting with Russian officials during his 

Senate confirmation hearing. 

Just prior to the convention, the Republican Party platform is changed, 

removing a section that supports the provision of "lethal defensive 

weapons" to Ukraine, an action that would be contrary to Russian 

interests. Manafort categorically denies involvement by the Trump campaign 

in altering the platform. But the Republican Party delegate who offered 

the language in support of providing defensive weapons to Ukraine states that 
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it was removed at the insistence of the Trump campaign. Later . .JD Gordon 

admits opposing the inclusion of the provision at the time it was being debated 

and prior to its being removed. 

Later in .July. and after the convention. the first stolen emails detrimental to 

Hillary Clinton appear on Wikileaks. A hacker who goes by the 

moniker Guccifer 2.0 claims responsibility for hacking the DNC and giving the 

documents to Wikileaks. But leading private cyber security firms 

including CrowdStrike. Mandiant. and ThreatConnect review the evidence of 

the hack and conclude with high certainty that it was the work of APT28 and 

APT29. who were known to be Russian intelligence services. The U.S. 

Intelligence community also later confirms that the documents were in fact 

stolen by Russian intelligence and Guccifer 2.0 acted as a front. Also in late 

.July, candidate Trump praises Wikileaks. says he loves them. and openly 

appeals to the Russians to hack his opponents' emails. telling them that they 

will be richly rewarded by the press. 

On August 8th. Roger Stone. a longtime Trump political advisor and self

proclaimed political dirty trickster, boasts in a speech that he "has 

communicated with Assange," and that more documents would be coming. 

including an "October surprise." In the middle of August. he also communicates 

with the Russian cutout Guccifer 2.0. and authors a Breitbart piece 

denying Guccifer's links to Russian intelligence. Then. later in August. Stone 

does something truly remarkable. when he predicts that .John Podesta's 

personal emails will soon be published. 'Trust me, it will soon be Podesta's 

time in the barrel. #Crooked Hillary." 

In the weeks that follow. Stone shows a remarkable prescience: "I have total 

confidence that @wikileaks and my hero .Julian Assange will educate the 

American people soon. #Lockherup. "Payload coming," he predicts. and two 

days later. it does. Wikileaks releases its first batch of Podesta emails. The 

release of .John Podesta's emails would then continue on a daily basis up 

to election day. 

On Election Day in November. Donald Trump wins. Donald Trump appoints 

one of his high profile surrogates. Michael Flynn. to be his national security 

advisor. Michael Flynn has been paid by the Kremlin's propaganda outfit. RT. 

and other Russian entities in the past. In December. Michael Flynn has a secret 

conversation with Ambassador Kislyak about sanctions imposed by President 

Obama on Russia over its hacking designed to help the Trump campaign. 

Michael Flynn lies about this secret conversation. The Vice President. 

hltns.·fts.chiff house aov/news/oress~releases/intelliaence-committee-rankinq-member-schiff-openinq-statement-during-hearing-on-russian-active-meas... 5/8 
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unknowingly. then assures the country that no such conversation ever 

happened. The President is informed Flynn has lied, and Pence has misled the 

country. The President does nothing. Two weeks later, the press reveals that 
Flynn has lied and the President is forced to fire Mr. Flynn. The President then 

praises the man who lied, Flynn, and castigates the press for exposing the lie. 

Now, is it possible that the removal of the Ukraine provision from the GOP 

platform was a coincidence? Is it a coincidence that ,Jeff Sessions failed to tell 

the Senate about his meetings with the Russian Ambassador, not only at the 

convention, but a more private meeting in his office and at a time when the 
U.S. election was under attack by the Russians? Is it a coincidence that Michael 

Flynn would lie about a conversation he had with the same Russian 

Ambassador Kislyak about the most pressing issue facing both countries at 

the time they spoke the US imposition of sanctions over Russian hacking of 

our election designed to help Donald Trump? Is it a coincidence that the 

Russian gas company Rosneft sold a 19 percent share after former British 

Intelligence Officer Steele was told by Russian sources that Carter Page was 

offered fees on a deal of just that size? Is it a coincidence that Steele's Russian 
sources also affirmed that Russia had stolen documents hurtful to <..;,c,rn~tr1r\/ 

Clinton that it would utilize in exchange for pro-Russian that would 
later come to Is it a coincidence that Roger Stone predicted that ,John 

Podesta would be the victim of a Russian hack and have his private emails 

published. and did so even before Mr. Podesta himself was fully aware that his 

private emails would be exposed? 

Is it possible that all of these events and reports are completely unrelated, and 

nothing more than an entirely unhappy coincidence? Yes, it is possible. But it is 
also possible, maybe more than possible, that they are not coincidental, not 
disconnected and not unrelated, and that the Russians used the same 
techniques to corrupt U.S. persons that they have employed in Europe and 
elsewhere. We simply don't know, not yet, and we owe it to the country to find 
out. 

Director Corney, what you see on the dais in front of you, in the form of this 

small number of members and staff is all we have to commit to this 

investigation. This is it. We are not supported by hundreds or thousands of 

agents and investigators. with offices around the world. It is just us and our 

Senate counterparts. And in addition to this investigation, we still have our day 

job. which involves overseeing some of the largest and most important 
agencies in the country, agencies. which. by the way, are trained to keep 

secrets. 
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I point this out for two reasons: First, because we cannot do this work alone. 

Nor should we. We believe these issues are so important that the FBI must 

devote its resources to investigating each of them thoroughly; to do any less 

would be negligent in the protection of our country. We also need your full 

cooperation with our own investigation, so that we have the benefit of what 

you may know, and so that we may coordinate our efforts in the discharge of 

both our responsibilities. And second, I raise this because I believe that we 

would benefit from the work of an independent commission that can devote 

the staff and resources to this investigation that we do not have. and that can 

be completely removed from any political considerations. This should not be a 

substitute for the work that we, in the intelligence committees should and 

must do, but as an important complement to our efforts, just as was the 

case after 9/11. 

The stakes are nothing less than the future of liberal democracy. 

We are engaged in a new war of ideas, not communism versus capitalism, but 

authoritarianism versus democracy and representative government. And in 

this struggle, our adversary sees our political process as a legitimate field of 

battle. 

Only by understanding what the Russians did can we inoculate ourselves from 

the further Russian interference we know is coming. Only then can we help 

protect our European allies who are, as we speak, enduring similar Russian 

interference in their own elections. 

Finally, I want to say a word about our own committee investigation. You will 

undoubtedly observe in the questions and comments that our members make 

during today's hearing, that the members of both parties share a common 

concern over the Russian attack on our democracy, but bring a different 

perspective on the significance of certain issues, or the quantum of evidence 

we have seen in the earliest stages of this investigation. That is to be 

expected. The question most people have is whether we can really conduct 

this investigation in the kind of thorough and nonpartisan manner that the 

seriousness of the issues merit, or whether the enormous political 

consequences of our work will make that impossible. The truth is, I don't know 

the answer. But I do know this: If this committee can do its work properly, if we 

can pursue the facts wherever they lead, unafraid to compel witnesses to 

testify. to hear what they have to say, to learn what we will and, after 

exhaustive work, reach a common conclusion, it would be a tremendous public 

service and one that is very much in the national interest. 
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So let us try. Thank you Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

### 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

I -■111111111111 

Our study indicates modest increases in director compensation and relatively little change in program structure. These 

findings come amidst the backdrop of a slow but strengthening economic recovery from the depths of the 2009 financial 

recession. 

Compared to last year, total director compensation increased in the mid-single digits (Le., 4% to 7%} with compensation at 

small~cap companies continuing to exhibit higher volatility, From a design perspective, the trend is towards streamlining 

programs in part through (1) eliminating meeting fees and delivering the respective value through higher cash retainers 

implying that director attendance is a prerequisite of board service; (2) denominating equity grants as a dollar value rather 

than as a number of shares to mltigate year-over-year valuation changes, and (3) continuing the shift away from stock 

options to full-va!ue shares to strengthen the alignment of directors' and shareholders' interests. 

This report presents our findings on director compensation levels and program structure at 300 public companies across 

five industry sectors; financial services, industrial, retail, technology, and energy, and three size segments, based on market 

capitalization: smal!-, mid- and large-cap companies, as defined later in this report, 

The key findings of our 2014 Director Compensation Report are as follows: 

Total compensation levels are largely dependent on company size while variation across industry sectors shows narrow 

differences but greater year-over-year volatility; median total compensation for board service by size segments and 

industry sectors is summarized below: 

FREDERIC W, COOK & CO,, INC 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

c;; Median total compensation increased at the fastest rate among small-cap companies, followed closely by large-cap 

companies 

~ Year-over-year changes among industry sectors are primarily due to changes in the median size of the companies 

included in an industry sector 

Total Compensation Mix 
!!' All three company size segments provide at least 50% of total compensation in equity, on average 

Large-cap comp.anies exhibit more simplified compensation structures composed of retainers for board service -and 

committee leadership, and equity awards delivered in full-value shares 

'ii' Financial services companies pay the highest portion of total compensation in cash (51 % of total compensation), while 

technology companies pay the lowest (33% of total compensation) 

Board Cash Compensation 
Board retainers do not vary significandy across different industries; however, there is greater variation in board 

retainers based on company size 

,~ While prevalence of meeting fees continues to decline, board meeting fees increased modestly since last year and 

range from S 1,800 at small-cap companies to $2,000 at large-cap rnmpanies 

Board Equity Compensation 
,,., Full-value awards are the predominant form of equity compensation across all sizes and industries 

;:1 Stock option use remains modest across most sectors (utilized by less than 15% of financial services, industrial, retail, 

and energy companies, compared to 32% of technology companies) 

-~· FuH-value awards are typically denominated in terms of dollar value while stock option practice is mixed between 

fixed-value and fixed-share awards 

Committee/Leadership Compensation 
,,,. When provided, rnmpensation for committee member service is usually in the form of meeting fees, The median 

committee meeting fee for the survey sample is $1,500, with minimal variations based on industry or size 

'::t Audit committee chairs and members continue to receive the highest level of compensation for committee service, 

relative to the chairs/members of the other standing committees 

Non-executive chair retainers are strongly correlated with company size with large-cap companies paying a median 

retainer of $164,400, or more than three times the median retainer of $50,000 at small-cap companies, Energy 

companies pay the highest non-executive chair retainers and technology companies pay the lowest 

,,,, Median lead director retainers range from $20,000to $25,000 across all industry and size segments analyzed 

2 2014 DIRECTOR COMPENSATION REPORT 
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OVERVIEW AND METHODOLOGY 

This study is based on a sample of 300 U.S. public companies equally divided among small•, mid· and large•cap segments 

(100 companies in each) and further classified into five industries: financial services, industrial, retail, technology, and 

energy (60 companies in each) based on Standard & Poor's Global Industry Classification Standard (GICS) Industry Group 

codes. To en.sure statistical ref!abillty of year-over-ye-ar comparisons, .approximately 75% of this year's sample companies 

were constituents of last year's sample. For a complete list of the companies included in this study, refer to the Research 

Company List at the end of this report. 

Market capitalization and trailing 12-month revenue as of April 30, 2014 are shown below: 

Director compensation program details were sourced from companies' proxy statements and/or annual reports, generally 

filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission ("SEC) in the one-year period ending May 31, 2014. 

FREDERIC W. COOK & CO., INC. 3 
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urn 1111 

In addition to compensation for board service, the study analyzes compensation for service on each of the three most 

common standing committees of the board: audit, compensation,and nominating and governance. Thus, pay components 

presented in this study include: 

Annual cash retainers and meeting fees for board service 

Equity compensation, in the form of stock options or full-value stock awards (i.e., common shares, restricted shares/ 

units, and deferred stock units) 

Annual cash retainers and meeting fees for committee member and chair service 

Additional compensation for serving as a non~executive chair or lead director 

The report also presents our findings on the prevalence of elective cash deferrals, stock ownership guidelines, anti-pledging 

rules, and mandatory retirement age. 

Assumptions used to fac.iHtate comparisons include: 

Each director attends seven board meetings annually (representing a typical board meeting schedule) 

Each director !s a member of one committee and attends six committee meetings per year 

if denominated in number of shares (rather th.an as a fixed-dollar value), equity compensation is valued using closing 

stock prices as of April 30, 2014 

All equity compensation is annualized over a five-year period (e.g., if a company makes a "larger than normal" equity 

grant upon initial election to the board followed by smaller annual grants, our analysis includes the five-year average 

value of the initial grant and the four subsequent annual grants) 

Stock options are valued using each individual company's publicly disclosed Accounting Standards Codification 

("ASC') Topic 718 assumptions to align option values used in this study with their accounting costs 

II 2014 DIRECTOR COMPENSATION REPORT 
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TOTAL BOARD COMPENSATION 

Compensation - levels 
Total compensation assumes a director attends seven board meetings, holds one committee membership, and attends 

six committee meetings per year. When segmented by industry, median total compensation levels are highest for the 

technology industry, followed by energy and retail. The lowest paid industry is financial services. 

Industry 
($000) 

$300 ------------------.,------.---

$250 
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$50 

$0 

♦ 75th Percentile 

II Median 

◊ Percentile 

Financial Services Industrial 

$214 $232 

$149 $183 

$103 $133 

Retail Technology Energy 

$?26 $280 $271 

$196 $212 $202 

$152 $165 $170 

Company size is the primary determinant of total board compensation levels. The median total compensation received 

by directors of large-cap companies is 87% higher than that of small-cap companies. Of note, the range between 75th 

and 25th percentile large-cap companies is tighter than at small-cap companies (36% versus 88% spread, respectively). 
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II Median $134 $190 $250 

◊ 25th Percentile $92 $156 $214 
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TOTAL BOARD COMPENSATION 

Cash vs. 

Compensation for board service is typically composed of cash and equity. The charts below illustrate average pay mix 

across industry and company size, 

The financial services sector places the most emphasis on cash compensation (51 % of total compensation), while the 

technology sector places the greatest emphasis on equity compensation (68% of total compensation). Across industries, 

stock options are used to deliver a smaller portion of total compensation than full-value shares with stock options 

comprising 6% or less of average director total compensation among four of the five sectors, and 17% in technology 

companies. 

Finandal Services 

Industrial 

Retail 

Technology 

Energy 

Industry 

0% 10% 20% 30'¾-i 40% SO% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Average Cash/Equfty Composition 

11111 Ca,h Full•Value Awards Stock Options 

All three company site segments provide on average at least 50% of total compensation in equity, whkh demonstrates the 

desire to align directors' interests with those of shareholders. 

Small Cap 

Mid Cap 

Large Cap 

Size 
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Average Cash/Equity Composition 

1111 Cash full.Value Awards Iii Stock Options 
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BOARD CASH COMPENSATION 

Cash compensation for board service is typically provided through an annual board retainer, board meeting fees, or a 

combination of both, Many companies have eliminated board meeting foes and increased board retainers, as meeting 

attendance is expected and simplicity in design and administration is preferred. In addition, elimination of meeting fees 

avoids the challenge of determining what constitutes a meeting. The majority of the companies across all five industries 

do not pay board meeting fees and prevalence of meeting fees continues to decrease year-over·year. 

financial Services 

Industrial 

Retail 

Technology 

Energy 

Industry 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

• Retainers Only 

Retainers & Meeting Fees 

, Meeting Fees Only 

Equity Only 

The movement away from board meeting fees started at large·cap companies, but has slowly taken root at mid- and small· 

cap companies, Seventy~thn~e percent of !argewcap companies deliver cash compensation th-rnllgh the sole use of cash 

retainers, compared to 60% and 52% of the mid-- and small-cap companies, respectively. 

Size 
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Mid Cap 

Large Cap 
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II Retainers Only 
Retainers & Meeting Fees 
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BOARD CASH COMPENSATION 

Board Cash Retainers 
Board cash retainers appear more highly correlated to size than to industry. Median retainers across industries are clustered 

at approximately $60,000 with the exception of the industrial sector at $67,500. 

Industry 
$100,000 

$90,000 

$80,000 

$70,000 

$60,000 

$50.000 

$40,000 

$30,000 

$20,000 

$10,000 

so 

♦ 75th Percentile $75,000 $90,000 $75,000 $65.000 $86,500 

lllil Median $60.000 $67,500 $60,000 $58,000 $61,000 

<..,> 25th Percentile $40,000 $46,250 $40,000 $40,000 $50,000 

Median retainers provided by large-cap companies are 50% greater than the retainers provided at small-cap companies. 
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$100,000 

$90,000 

$80,000 

$70,000 

$60.000 

$50,000 

$40,000 

$30,000 

$20,000 

$10,000 
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<_,") 25th Percentile $30,000 $50,000 $60,000 
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BOARD CASH COMPENSATION 

ALI 

Board Meeting Fees 

Median board meeting fees range from $1,500 to $2,000 with little variation by size and industry. Of note, the prevalence 

of meeting fees decreases significantly as company size increases. 

9 2014 DIRECTOR COMPENSATION REPORT 
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EQUITY AWARD TYPE 

irrespective of industry or size, full-value stock awards are the most prevalent form of equity compensation due to their 

perceived low-risk profile which reinforces the alignment between directors' compensation and long-term shareholder 

interests. 

Of the five industry segments, technology companies are the heaviest users of stock options, with 17% providing stock 

options as the sole equity vehicle and 15% using a combination of both stock and options. 

Industry 

Finandal Services 

Industrial 

-Retail 

Technology 

Energy 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Ill! Stock Only Options Only Stock & Options No Equity 

Although infrequent in use, stock options are more prevalent at small<ap companies than at large-cap companies. 
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EQUITY AWARD DENOMINATION 

!!ll■UI I fill& 

Companies primarily define annual equity grants as a fixed-dollar value rather than as a fixed number of shares. Dollar

denominated equity grants provide for the delivery of the same level of compensation on an annual basis, regardless of 

fluctuations in stock price. 

Companies that grant stock options exhibit a split practice of denominating the equity award as a fixed-dollar value or 

fixed number of shares; however, most energy and technology cornpanies denominate stock option grants, when present, 

as a fixed number of shares. The vast majority of companies, irrespective of industry or size, denominate stock awards as a 

fixed-dollar value. The tables below provide additional detail on equity award denomination. 

11 2014 DIRECTOR COMPENSATION REPORT 
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EQUITY COMPENSATION VALUES 

I II II I II 111111111 I ]!1!111! II 

Median equity compensation ls highest among technology companies at $130,500 and lowest among financial services 

companies at $77,550, Technology companies pay the lowest board cash retainer, which reinforces the equity culture and 

cash preservation approach often found at technology companies, 

Industry 

s200,ooo 
$180,000 

$160,000 

$140,000 

$120,000 

$100,000 

$80,000 

$60,000 

$40,000 

$20,000 
$0 

75th Percentile $128,750 $130,000 $140,000 $180,622 $165,000 

1111 Median $77,550 $100,000 $105,000 $130,500 $121,044 

◊ 25th Percentile $50,606 $75,000 $85,000 $99,570 $90,000 

The median equity value at small-cap companies of $75,000 is half of the median value of S 150,000 at large-cap companies. 
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COMMITTEE MEMBER COMPENSATION 

11 i ii 

Directors may receive additional compensation for serving on a board committee. The audit committee is commonly 

perceived to have the most responsibility and risk exposure; however, heightened scrutiny over executive compensation 

has increased the time commitment and risk assumed by members of the compensation committee. 

The table below shows the prevalence and median values of incremental compensation paid to committee members. 

Prevalence of Retainers and Meeting Fees for Committee Service 

,, ~·-------
:1~c11t,try 

: >'', 
.ji,du!triaf 

.~ail 

' t!ichnology 

. '.Energy 

'Qi. 
. sinaltcap 

.. M.i!i'cap 

•. ~(geCap. 
,/s\'' i ', 

, t.i~dian Pay Levels 
:}AlfComp11niesJ $5,000 

53% 

32% 

48% 

29% 

27% 

$1,500 

Comrnittl:'t:' ml=::'mt)pr <prvio:> r;:m hi? r0mrt:n,;.tprl thmHQh mPPtina ff:>.::>' m r;.~h (,3nrl mnrt? r;in::.!y, Prp1ity) re-t:::iiner'- As 

shown above, 38% of companies provide meeting fees to members of an three committees. Prevalence of retainers ranges 

from 30°10 for nominating and governance committee members to 38°10 for audit comm!uee members. Simiiar to board 

meeting fees, committee meeting fees have decreased in prevalence, while the prevalence of committee retainers has not 

changed significantly since last year. 

Among industries, committee retainer prevalence varies widely, from 23% of energy companies to 70% of technology 

companies providing an audit committee member retainer. The prevalence is generally reversed for meeting fees, as most 

companies compensate for committee service through retainers or meeting fees, rather than through both. 

In general, compensation for committee service does not vary significantly by size or industry. Prevalence and values of 

incremental committee retainers are typically highest for the audit committee while meeting fees are typically identical for 

all three committees. 

13 2014 DIRECTOR COMPENSATION REPORT 
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COMMITTEE CHAIR COMPENSATION 

Most companies provide additional compensation to committee chairs to recognize the substantial time required to lead 

the committee. Historically, audit chairs received the highest incremental compensation but as scrutiny over executive 

compensation intensifies, the gap between pay for audit and compensation chairs diminishes. While over 90% of the 

companies in our research sample provide compensation to both audit and compensation committee chairs, 31 % of those 

companies pay their audit and committee chairs the same, compared to 26% and 23% in our 2013 and 2012 studies, 

respectively. 

The table below shows the prevalence and median levels of retainers and meeting fees paid to directors who chair the 

audit, compensation, or nominating and governance committees. 

Additional Compensation for Committee Chair (Median) 

··, FlRandal Services 

illidv~trlal 
..• ,A,,.taij 

'. l'll<linology 

•. ,r.-illrQY 

-sti• 
.'tSmailtCap 

"NidCap 

... ~~eC'.•p 

89% 

$10,000 

$10,000 

$10,000 

$10,000 

$10,000 

$9.500 

$10,000 

$12,500 

$1,100 

$1,500 

$1,500 

$1,500 

$1,500 

39% 

$1,225 

$1,500 

$1,500 

$1,750 

$1,500 

$1,750 

$1,500 

$1,500 

Overall, directors who serve as chair of the audit committee receive the highest retainer, followed by those serving as chairs 

of the compensation committee and the nominating and governance committee. 

Technology companies provide slightly higher chair retainers for the audit committee compared to the other industry 

segments. 

Compensatlon for committee chairs also varies by size. Large- and mid-cap companies provide median committee chair 

retainers ranging from $10,000 to $25,000, followed by small-cap companies at $9,500 to $15,000, 

Meeting fees paid to committee chairs and members range from $1,100 to $2,000 (up from $1,500 last year). 

FREDERIC W, COOK & CO., INC. 14 
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NON-EXECUTIVE CHAIR AND LEAD DIRECTOR COMPENSATION 

I 1111 L 

Non-Executive Chair Retainer 

There were 1 l 3 non-executive chairs identified in this year's study, Incremental compensation for non-executive chairs is 

provided in cash, equity, or a combination of both. Energy companies provide the highest additional retainer for board 

chair service, while technology companies provide the lowest. The wide range between the 25th and 75th percentiles 

indicative of the variation in the chair role across companies, which is likely related to leadership structure and time 

commitment, 

$250,000 

$200,000 

$150,000 

$100,000 

$50,000 

$0 
Financial 
Services 

ft of Occurrences 17 

♦ 75th Percentile $200,000 

1111 Median $96,000 

◊ 25th Percentile $50,000 

Industrial 

23 

$169,400 

$100,000 

$30,000 

Industry 

Retail Technology Energy 

29 21 

$162,500 $100,000 $200,000 

$105,000 $60,000 $160,000 

$60,000 $50,000 $82,840 

The median chair retainer of $164,400 at large-cap companies is more than three times the median chairretainer of $50,000 

at small-cap companies, 

$250,000 

$200,000 

$150,000 

$100,000 

$50,000 

$0 
Small Cap 

-# of Occurren(es 44 

♦ 75th Percentiie $82,125 

Ill Median $50,000 

0 25th Percentile $30,000 
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Size 

Mid Cap Large Cap 

35 34 

$200,000 $200,000 

$125,000 $164,400 

$76,500 $100,000 
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NON-EXECUTIVE CHAIR AND LEAD DIRECTOR COMPENSATION 

Director Retainer 
Of the 155 lead directors in this year's study, 128 (83%} received additional compensation for their service, The median 

retainer for the lead director position remains essentially unchanged from last year at $20,000 to $25,000 across all 

industries. 

$45,000 
$40,000 

$35,000 

$30,000 
$25,000 

$20,000 

$15,000 

$10,000 

$5,000 

$0 

-ft of Occurrences 

♦ 75th Percentile 

1!111 Median 

Z) 25th PercentHe 

31 

$25,000 

$25,000 

$15,000 

industry 

32 22 

$25,000 $40,000 

$20,000 $25,000 

$13,750 $20,000 

There is no .significant variance in lead director retainers based on size, either. 

$35,000 

$30,000 

$25,000 

$20,000 

$15,000 

$10,000 

$5,000 

$0 

# of Occurrences 

♦ 75th Percentile 

II Median 

◊ 25th Percentile 

Size 

Small Cap Mid Cap 

40 

$25,000 $25,000 

$20,000 S20,ooo 

$10,500 $11,500 

25 18 

$30,000 $35,000 

$20,000 $25,000 

$18,750 $15,000 

Large Cap 

54 

$30,000 

$25,000 

$20,000 
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STOCK OWNERSHIP GUIDELINES 

Stock ownership guideilnes are universal at large-cap companies and continue to grow in prevalence among smaller 

companies, Ninety-one percent of large-cap companies in this study have some type of stock ownership guidelines and/or 

retention ratio practice ln place, while half of the: small-cap companies maintain an ownership requirement. 

Guidelines typically take one of three forms: (1) a multiple of a director's cash board retainer, a dollar value, or a number 

of shares, (2) a retention ratio expressing ownership requirements as a percentage of "net shares" acquired (Le,, shares 

retained by the director through the exercise of options or vesting of full-value shares, net of shares used to fulfill tax 

obligations or {3] a combination of the first two approaches, 

In general, directors are given a timeframe within which to comply with the guideline, or are subject to holding periods 

requiring directors to retain shares for a specified time period (e,g,, one year) after vesting of shares or exercise of stock 

options. 

Companies typically require directors to own three to live times the annual cash board retainer within three to five years, 

However, as external governance pressure has increased, ownership guidelines are trending toward either.the higher end 

of this range and/or a 100% mandatory hold until retirement or termination of board service, 

Retention 
Ratio Only 1% 

Small Cap 

Retention Ratio 
Only 5% 

Combination• 
14% 

4'Vo 

Retention Ratio 
Only20% 

Combination* 
7% 

Large Cap 
Ownership 
Guidelines 
Only72% 

Mid Cap 

'Combination means the use of retention ratio in addition to ownership guidelines 
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VOLUNTARY COMPENSATION DEFERRALS 

Approximately 40% of companies in our study aHow directors to voluntarily defer cash compensation into alternative 

investments. The most commonly used investments are similar to those provided in a company's employee 401 (k) account 

or company stock unit accounts that pay out upon a director"s retirement or termination from the board. 

25% 

.~ 
ffi 20% 
"· g 
u 15% 
0 

Voluntary Cash Deferrals Defer to St0ck 
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OTHER GOVERNANCE PROVISIONS 

~-= 
!n response to the current corporate governance environment and shareholder pressure, companies continue to 

implement formal anti-pledging policies that apply not only to executives but also to directors. Pledging company stock 

may detrimentally impact shareholders in cases where stock price declines require directors to post additional shares as 

collateral or sell shares held in a margin account 155 considers "significant pledging" a "failure in risk oversight" and may 

recommend sh3reho!ders vote against the re-election of such directors to the board. Thlrty-nln-e percent of the companies 

in this year's study have implemented formal anti-pledging pollcies, an increase from 25% of participants ln last year's 

study. 

Retirement 
The presence of a mandatory retirement age ensures a healthy rotation of board members, infusing the board with fresh 

ideas. During the past few years1 mandatory -retirement ages have risen as companies have found it increasingly difficult to 

replace long-tenured directors due to a shrinking pool of qualified candidates. Fear of legal liability, investor scrutiny and 

increased ttrne commitments have ail contributed to this growing shortage of candidates. Sixty-five companies l-n this year's 

study disclosed a mandatory retirement age with the minimum disclosed retirement age of 65 years and the maximum of 80 

years. However, the average mandatory retirement age remains unchanged from last year at 73 years. 

FREDERIC W. COOK & CO., INC 19 
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RESEARCH COMPANY UST 

IIIIIIHII I II ! 

1 ·BOO-flowers.com 
3M 
Abercrombie & Fitch 
Adobe Systems 
Advance Auto Parts 
Aeropostale 
Alamo Group 
Allstate 
Alon USA Partners 
Alpha Natural Resources 
Amazon.com 
American Finanda! Group 

American Midstream Partners 
Amkor Technology 
Anadarko Petroleum 
Analog Devices 
ANN 
Apache 
Apartment Investment & Management 

Applied Micro Circuits 
Argo Group International Holdings 
Armstrong World Industries 
Assurant 
Atlas Air Worldwide Holdings 
AutoZone 
Axcelis Technologies 
Babcock & Wilcox 
Baker Hughes 
Bancorp 
Barnes Group 
Basic Energy Services 
BB&T 
Beacon Roofing Supply 
Bebe Stores 
Bed Bath & Beyond 
Belden 
Best Buy 
BGCPartners 
Big 5 Sporting Goods 
Big Lots 
Bloomin' Brands 
Bon-Ton Stores 
Bristow Group 
Broadcom 
Brown & Brown 
Brown Shoe 
Brunswick 
Build-A-Bear Workshop 
CA 
Cache 

Cadence Design Systems 
Carrizo Oil & Gas 
Cascade Bancorp 
Cathay General Bancorp 
CBIZ 
Cenovus Energy 
Cenveo 
Chesapeake Energy 
Chevron 
Children's Place Retail Stores 
Cincinnati Financial 

Citrix Systems 
Clayton Williams Energy 
CNO Financial Group 
Cognex 
Cognizant Technology Solutions 
Comerica 
Compressco Partners 
ComScore 

Comstock Resources 
ConocoPhillips 
Container Store 
Con-way 
Core-Mark Holding 
Cowen Group 
Cree 

CSG Systems International 
CTS 
Cummins 
Datalink 
DCP Midstream Partners 
Deere&Co 
Delek US Holdings 
DFCGlobal 
Dick's Sporting Goods 
Digital River 
Dillard's 
Donnelley (RR) & Sons 
Douglas Dynamics 
Dover 
Dresser-Rand Group 
DST Systems 
Duke Realty 
Eagle Rock Energy Partners 
EarthLink Holdings 
Ellington Financial 

Emcore 
Encana 
Engility Holdings 
Ennis 
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EnPro Industries 
Equal Energy 
Equinix 

Era Group 
EWScripps 
Expeditors International of Washington 
Express 
Exterran Holdings 
ExxonMobil 
F5 Networks 
Fairchild Semiconductor International 
FalconStor Software 
FBL Financial Group 
FBR&Co. 
Finish Line 
First Acceptance 
First Defiance Financial 
FirstMerit 
Fluor 
Foot Locker 
Forbes Energy Services 
Forest Oil 
FuelCell Energy 
Gamco Investors 
GameStop 
General Dynamics 
General Electric 
Genesis Energy 
Gentex 
Gibraltar Industries 
Global Partners 
Goldman Sachs Group 
GrafTech International 
Green Dot 

Green Plains Renewable Energy 
Griffon 
GT Advanced Technologies 
Guaranty Bancorp 
Guess? 
Halliburton 
Harris & Harris Group 
Hartford Financial Services 
Healthcare Realty Trust 
Heartland Financial USA 
Hercules Offshore 
HFF 
Home Depot 
Hub Group 
ICGGroup 
Imperial Oil 
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RESEARCH COMPANY UST 

L 

Ingram Micro Northern Oil & Gas Sypris Solutions 

Intel Northrop Grumman Take-Two Interactive Software 

lnvesco Office Depot Tanger Factory Outlet Centers 

Iron Mountain ONEOK Partners Tangoe 

Itron Oracle Targa Resources 

Jabil Circuit Overstock.com Target 

Jacobs Engineering Group Pacific Sunwear of California TCF Financial 

JAKKS Pacific Parker Drilling TD Ameritrade Holding 

JDS Uniphase PBF Energy Tele Tech Holdings 

Johnson Outdoors PC Connection Tennant 

Jos A Bank Clothiers Penn National Gaming Tesoro 
Joy Global Penney{J C) Tetra Tech 

Juniper Networks PHI Textron 

KCG Holdings Pier 1 Imports TJX Companies 

Kelly Services Piper Jaffray Companies Tompkins Financial 

Kirkland's Plug Power Transocean 

KLA-Tencor PLX Technology Travelers Companies 

Kohl's Popeyes Louisiana Kitchen Trimble Navigation 

Korn/Ferry International Precision Drilling Triumph Group 

Lam Research Price (T. Rowe) Group TTM Technologies 

LaSalle Hotel Properties Priceline Group Tuesday Morning 

Layne Christensen Principal Finanda! Group U.S. Bancorp 

Lexmark lnternationa! Quanta Services United Financial Bancorp 

Lincoln National Quantum United Fire Group 

Lockheed Martin RadioShack United Online 

Lowe's Companies RealPage United Parcel Service 

LRR Energy Red Hat United Rentals 

LSI Regal-Beloit Unwired Planet 

Mack-Cali Realty Rent-A-Center URS 

Resources Connection VAALCO Energy 

(Steven) Rockwell Collins Viad 

Marathon Oil Rollins Violin Memory 

Marathon Petroleum Ross Stores Vornado Realty Trust 

Matrix Service Ryder System Wabash National 

Mattel Sapient Washington Banking 

MAXIMUS SEACOR Holdings Waste Connections 

Mentor Graphics Sigma Designs Waste Management 

MetLife Silver Spring Networks Watsco 

MGIC Investment SkyWest WebMD Health 

Micron Technology Smith & Wesson Holding Webster Financial 

Morgan Stanley Solazyme Wells Fargo & Co. 

Multi-Color Sovran Self Storage Western Refining 

Murphy Oil SPX Willbros Group 

National Oilwell Varco Stamps.com Williams-Sonoma 

Natural Gas Services Group Staples Wilshire Bancorp 

NCR Sun Bancorp Woodward 

NetApp Superior Energy Services World Fuel Services 

Netfiix Susser Petroleum Partners WPX Energy 

Noble Energy Swift Energy Zale Corporation 

Nordstrom Sykes Enterprises Zions 8ancorporation 

FREDERIC W. COOK & CO., INC. 21 
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COMPANY PROFILE 

11111 JIii £ bi 

Frederic W. Cook & Co., inc. ls an independent consulting firm specializing in executive and director compensation 

and related corporate governance matters. Formed in 1973, our firm has served more than 2,900 corporations, in a wide 

variety of industries from our offices in New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Atlanta, Houston, Boston, and 

Tarrytown. Our primary focus is on performance-based compensation programs that help companies attract and retain 

business leaders, motivate and reward them for improved performance, and align their interests with shareholders. 

Our range of consulting services includes: 

~~ Annual !ncentlve Plans 

Change-in-Control and Severance 

);): Compensation Committee Advisor 

'.'1,' Competitive Assessment 

:~ Corporate Governance Matters 

,ti: Corporate Transactions 

Our office locations: 

New York Chicago 

l Directors' Compensation 

~ Incentive Grants and Guidelines 

:·~· Long-Term !ncentive Design 

~~" Ownership Programs 

I~ Performance Measurement 

Recruitment/Retention Incentives 

Los Angeles 

t~: 

!'.'! 

~ 

~ 

(\ 

fl 

90 Park Avenue 190 South LaSalle Street 2121 Avenue of the Stars 

35th Floor Suite 2120 Suite 2500 

New York, NY 10016 Chicago, IL 60603 Los Angeles, CA 90067 

212-986-6330 312-332-0910 310-277-5070 

Atlanta Houston Boston 

One Securities Centre Two Allen Center 34 Washington Street 

3490 Piedmont Road NE, 1200 Smith Street Suite 230 

Suite 550 Suite 1100 Wellesley Hills, MA 02481 

Atlanta, GA 30305 Houston, TX 77002 781-591-3400 

404-439-1001 713-427-8333 

Web Site: www,fwcooluom 

Regulatory Services 

Restructuring Incentives 

Shareholder Voting Matters 

Specific Plan Reviews 

Strategic Incentives 

Total Compensation Reviews 

San Francisco 

135 Main Street 
Suite 1750 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

415-659-0201 

Tarrytown 

303 South Broadway 

Suite 108 

Tarrytown, NY 10591 

914-460-1100 

Thi, ,-,ort was author•d by Ev• Gench41YII and H•ftry Paulin in ourNaw Yorlt<iflca, with reaEar<h •ssistance 
from other Fr11deric W. Cook'& Co, consultants. Questlonund comments should be clireded to tith&r M~. <iencheva 

at {2l2) 299-3716 ori'>gendll!v1~lwcook.corn and Mr. Paulin at(212} 21»-37'47 or hpaulinCMwcookom. 
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Transparency International is a global movement with one vision: a 
world in which government, business, civil society and the daily lives 
of people are free of corruption. Through more than 100 chapters 
worldwide and an international secretariat in Berlin, we are leading 
the fight against corruption to turn this vision into reality. 

www.transparency.org 

Author: Coralie Pring, Research Expert, Transparency International Secretariat 
© Cover photo: iStockphoto 
Design: Daniela Cristofori 
Every effort has been made to verify the accuracy of the information contained 
in this report. All information was believed to be correct as of November 2017. 
Nevertheless, Transparency International cannot accept responsibility for the 
consequences of its use for other purposes or in other contexts. 

ISBN:978-3-96076-067 · 2 
Printed on 100% recycled paper. 
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© 2017 Transparency International. All rights reserved. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Ordinary citizens often stand on the front line against corruption. It is citizens who face 

demands for bribes to access public services, such as school entry for their children or 

life-saving medical care. Transparency International believes that people's experience and 

perceptions of corruption are key for understanding corruption risks around the world. The 

public also plays a vital role in holding governments accountable for their actions - or lack of 

action - in addressing graft. 

This is a summary report of the key findings from the ninth edition of Transparency 

lnternational's Global Corruption Barometer series - the world's largest survey asking 

citizens about their direct personal experience of bribery in their daily lives, their perceptions 

of corruption challenges in their own countries, and their willingness to act against 

corruption. 

The results of this latest edition of the survey have been published via a series of regional 

reports. This summary brings together those reports and covers 119 countries, territories 

and regions around the globe. It is based on interviews with 162, 136 adults from March 

2014 until January 2017 and it identifies the key differences between the regions and key 

results by place. 

This report clearly demonstrates that bribery is a far too common occurance around the 

world, with nearly one in every four public service users having to pay a bribe each year. 

With the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals requiring governments to reduce 

corruption and bribery in all its forms by 2030, the results from the survey can be used to 

show governments just how far they must go before these goals will be realised. 
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ON 

We asked people how weli or badly they thought their government was doing at fighting 

corruption in their count1y. Around the world, we found that neady six in ten people thought 

that government was doing poorly, while only three in ten thought that their government 

doingwe!L 

SAY THEIR GOVERNMENT IS DOING BADLY SAY THEIR GOVERNMENT IS DOING WELL 

Middle East and North Africa region had the highest percentage of citizens rating their 

government as doing a bad job at fighting corruption (68 per cent), followed by Sub Saharan 

Africa (63 per cent), In the remaining three reports covering Asia Pacific region, Europe and 

Central Asia and the Americas, half or just over half citizens gave their government bad 

(50 per cent, 53 per cent and 53 per cent respectively), 

In 76 of the surveyed places, a majority of citizens rated their government as doing poorly at 

addressing corruption risks, while in only eight places did a majority said that their 

government had done v,elL The table below shows places which were most cdtical and 

most positive when rating their government's efforts, In Yemen, citizens were particularly 

critical with 91 per cent saying ti,ey had done badly, contrasting strongly with Thailand 

where 72 per cent rated their government welL 

PLACES WHERE GOVERNMENTS ARE 
PERCEIVED TO BE DOING THE WORST % 
SAYING EIAOLY 

PLACES WHERE GOVERNMENTS ARE 
PERCEIVED TO BE DOING THE 
SAYING WELL 

Q. How well or badly would you say the current government is handling the following matters, or haven't you heard enough llJ sa>y'? 
"Fighting corruption in government". Base: all respondenlS, excluding missing responses, Response categories "\ief'} badly" and 
"Fairly badly" are combined into "Badly": and response categories "Ver'} well" and "Fairly well" are combined into "Well", 
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IN CORRU 
The survey asked citizens 110w cormpt they thought various key influential groups and 
institutions in their country were, Across the globe, the police and elected representatives 
(such as members of parliament, congressmen, senators etc,) were seen to be most corrupt 

followed closely by government officials, business executives and local government officials, 

Police 

Elected representatives 

Government officials 

Business executives 

local government 

Prime Minister/ President 

Tax officials 

Judges and magistrates 

Religious Leaders 

0 40 

% saying "most' or'all" are corrupt 

Q. How many ol the following people do you think are involved in corruption, or heven'l you heard enough about !hem to say? 
Base: all respondents, excluding missing responses. Chart shows percentage of respondents who answered that ei!her "most" 
or "all" of tllem are corrupt 

the 2013 Global Corruption Barometer survey, when we asked a similar question, !he 
police, political parties, public officials and parliament also came top as being perceived as 
the most corrupt 

When comparing the results betvveen regions, in both Asia Pacific Sub Saharan Africa 
police were seen as the most corrupt, with 39 per cent and 47 per cent of people 
respectively said most or all police officers were corrupt In Europe and Central Asia elected 
representatives were seen the most corrupt (31 per cent). In the Americas both the police 
and elected representatives faired worst (46 per cent both), while in the Middle East and 
North elected representatives, tax officials and government officials were thought to 
be highly corrupt by 45 per cent of the population, higher percentage than for any other 
institution. 
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When we looked at the results by country and took a simple average of the results for the 

seven public sector categories (the president's office, members of parliament, government 

officials, tax officials, the police, judges/magistrates and local government councillors), we 

were able to show in which place people generally perceive their public sector to be highly 

corrupt and in which places people generally perceive their public sector to be much cleaner. 

The table below shows the top scoring places in both the corrupt and clean categories. For 

example, in Moldova almost seven in ten people say that people working in these public 

sector institutions are highly corrupt compared with just 6 per cent in Germany who said the 

same. 

PLACES WHERE THE PUBLIC SECTOR IS 
PERCEIVED TO BE MOST CORRUPT 

• Moidova - 69% 

- Yemen-68% 

- Lebanon · 67% 

- Libena-65% 

- Verezue'a - 64% 

PLACES WHERE THE PUBLIC SECTOR IS 
PERCEIVED TO BE LEAST CORRUPT 

• Germany - 6% 

- Swtzerland ···· 8% 

- Sweden 8% 

- Australia - 10% 

- Nothe1lands - 11 % 

Q. How many of the following people do you think are involved in corruption, or haven't you heard enough about them to say? -
Percentages refer to the average of the seven public sector intuitions, proportion who answered that "most" or "all" are corrupt. 
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The survey asked people about their direct experiences of bribery in the 12 mon1hs prior to 
when the survey took place. In Asia Pacific, Latin America and the Caribbean, Africa and the 
Middle East, citizens were asked whether they had paid a bribe for any of six services which 
they may have had contact with. In Europe and Central Asia they were asked whether their 
household had paid a bribe for any of eight public services. 

Around the world nearly 1 in 4 people said that 
they paid a bribe tor public services in the 12 
months prior to when the survey took place. 

• ••• 
VJhen w,e looked across tr,e various regions SU1veyed we found that on average the bribery 
rate in the European Union was lowest (9 per cent), while the Commonwealth of 
Independent States in Eurasia, and the Middle East and North Africa region had an average 
bribery rate of 30 per cent, which was the highest of all the regions surveyed. The Latin 
America and Caribbean region and Asia Pacific region followed closely with an average 
bribery rate of 29 and 23 per cent respectively. 

Countries seeking to join the EU and the Sub-Saharan African region have similar average 
bribery rates to each other (20 and 23 per cent respectively). Yet in Sub-Saharan Africa 
there is a far greater range in bribery rates by country as shown in the graph below, with 
some countries doing much worse, and some much better, than Accession countries. 

Places with very low bribery rates were found in the Asia Pacific region, Sub-Saharan Africa, 
the Middle East and the EU. 

VARIATIONS IN 
BRIBERY 
BETWEEN 
REGIONS 

Suh-Saharan Africa 

Asia Pacific 

Lalin America and Caribbean ( 

Middle East and North Africa : 

Accession Countries j 

Common Wealth of Independent States \ 

25 75 mo 

Brirnry Rr.te in % 
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Despite many people having been affected by bribery around the world, the results still 
showed that large numtlers of people are ready and willing to help in the fight against 
corruption. More than half the people around the world agreed that ordinary people could 
make a difference, 

Young people aged 24 and under are the most likely to feel empowered to make a 
difference. Fifty-eight per cent of this age group, compared with 50 per cent of those aged 
55 and over, agreed that they could make a difference. Men and women both expressed 
that they \',/ere willing to get involved in anti-corruption (56 per cent men, 53 per cent 
women). 

CAN ORDINARY 
PEOPLE MAKE A 
DIFFERENCE? 

Agree5A% 
Neifl1cr agree Don't know 
/disagree 11 % Dlsapreo 29% 5% 

0. Please tell me whe1!lar you agreft or disagree with the following slalement: "Ordinary people can make a difference in the 
light a,:,ainst corruption". Base: all respcndenls, excluding missing responses, 

There was a high level of engagement among citizens in many places around the world. In 
78 of the 117 countries, territories and regions where this question was asked, a majority of 
citizens said that they felt empowered to fight against corruption. In only 11 places a 
majority of citizens said that they did not feel empowered. The table below shows where 
people felt most engaged and where people felt least engaged. 

PLACES WHERE PEOPLE FEEL LEAST 
ENGAGED % AGREEING 

PLACES INHERE THE PEOPLE FEEL MOST 
ENGAGED % AGREEING 

Q, Plasse tell me whether you agree or disagree With the following statement: "Ordinary people can make a difference In the fight 
against corruption". Base: al! respondents, excluding missing responses. 
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CONCLUSION 
The findings presented in this report reflect global public opinion on corruption and the 

experience of bribery. Negative ratings of governments' efforts to curb corruption suggest 

that more must be done to reduce public sector graft and clean up political institutions so 

that they act in the interests of citizens rather than in their own interests. There is a clear 

need to hold the corrupt accountable. Governments and other actors will have to win 

more trust before ordinary people change their views about the anti-corruption efforts of 

those in power. 

Particularly in countries such as Moldova, Yemen and Lebanon, where people perceived 

high levels of public sector corruption, and in Mexico, India, Liberia and Vietnam, which have 

very high rates of bribery for public services, the results suggest real and urgent issues that 

must be addressed. 

The good news is that there are many citizens around the world are ready and willing to help 

fight against corruption. However, governments must work harder and show progress in 

their efforts to fight corruption if they are to convince citizens of real progress. 
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METHODOLOGY NOTE 
Data for the 9th Edition of the Global Corruption Barometer was collected by either face to 

face or telephone interviews with adults living in 119 countries around the world. The 

fieldwork was conducted between March 2014 and January 2017. 

The face to face interviews were conducted with Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing 

{CAPI) or Paper and Pencil Interviewing (PAPI). A random probability stratified clustered 

sample was designed in each project country. The sample was stratified by regions and by 

level of urbanisation. Households were selected at random, either using random walk, or 

using existing registers. The respondent was selected at random from all adults in the 

household. 

The telephone surveys were conducted with Computer Assisted Telephone Interviews 

(CATI). Random digital dialling was using to randomly select households and respondents 

were selected at random from all adults in the household. Both landline telephones and 

mobile phones were selected for interviewing. Samples were stratified across all regions in 

the country according to population size. 

The GCB questionnaire was translated into al! major local languages in each country, and 

the interviews were conducted in the language of the respondent's choice. 

MODE EFFECTS 
The report presents the results obtained using two different modes of data collection and 

may be prone to mode effects, in terms of sampling, the selection of respondents and the 

propensity to respond using different modes of data collection. 

The questions highlighted in the report were asked as pa1i of a longer interview on related 

topics. This report presents a selection of the results. 

WEIGHTING 
The survey samples were selected and weighted to be nationally representative of all adults 

living in each country/territory. The results have margins of sampling error of a maximum 

+/-2.6 percentage points (for a sample of 1,500) and +/-3.1 percentage points (tor a 

sample of 1,000) for dichotomous questions (for example, yes or no) at a 95 per cent 

confidence level. 

In addition, an extra weight is applied so that the sample sizes for each country/territory are 

equal. The overall global results and the results for each region are equivalent to an average 

of the countries surveyed. 

For full details on the survey approach including survey companies, sample sizes, fieldwork 

dates and survey mode, please see www.transparency.org/research/gcb/gcb_2015_ 16 



21037

769 

NOTES 
I. A full methodology note is available online at VIIWW.transparency.org/research/gcb/ 

gcb_2015_16 

IL The regions referenced in this report correspond to the regional reports based on the 
9th edition of the Global Corruption Barometer, published by Transparency International 
since 2015, namely Asia Pacific, Europe and Central Asia, Sub Saharan Africa and the 
Middle East and North Africa. When we refer to the Americas region, this includes the 
results from Latin America and the Caribbean and the USA. 

IIL The regional results presented in this report for Sub Saharan Africa include Mozam
bique, Gabon and Sao Tome and Principe. These countries were not included in the 
"People and Corruption: Africa Survey 2015" report as the results were not finalised 
then. Therefore, the overall regional figures may vary to those reported in that report. 

IV. This question was not asked in China. The results exclude Tajikistan due to an ongoing 
assessment of the results. 

V. Due to the high level of "don't know" responses, of more than 40 per cent, the results 
for Azerbaijan, Germany and Poland are not shown. 

VI. This question was not asked in Uzbekistan. The results from Tajikistan are not included 
in the global average due to an on-going assessment of the data. 

VII. Due to the high level of "don't know" responses, of more than 40 per cent, the results 
for Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Estonia, FYR Macedonia, Georgia, Lithuania, Montenegro and 
Poland are not shown. 

VIII. This question was not asked in Uzbekistan. The results from Tajikistan are not included 
in the global average due to an on-going assessment of the data. 

IX. The bribery module was implemented with amended wording in Europe and Central 
Asia including Mongolia as the questions were implemented as part of a longer existing 
survey. In this region the questions asked about household rather than individual level 
bribery and are based on contact with eight public services, rather than the six public 
services asked in the other regions. Care should therefore be taken with direct compari
sons of bribery rates between countries from this region and those from other regions. 
The bribery questions were not asked in Belgium, France, Greenland, the Netherlands, 
Sweden, Switzerland, the UK and the USA due to funding constraints. The report uses 
results taken from the 2014 Eurobarometer survey for Belgium, France, the Nether
lands, Sweden, and the UK. The full questionnaires are available online at www.transpa• 
rency.org/research/gcb/gcb_2015_ 16 

X. This question was not asked in China nor Uzbekistan. 
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-=-oreword 

In the aftermath of recent major terrorist attacks and the revelations regarding widespread possible misuse 
of offshore Jurisdictions, and in an environment where geopolitical tensions have reached levels not seen since 
the Cold War, governments around the world are under increased pressure to face up to the immense global 
challenges of terrorist financing, migration and corruption. At the same time, certain positive events, such 
as the agreement by the PS+ 1 group (China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, the United States, plus 
Germany) with Iran to limit Iran's sensitive nuclear activities are grounds for cautious optimism. 

These issues contribute to volatility In financial 
markets. The banking sector remains under 
significant regulatory focus, with serious 
stress points remaining. Governments, 
meanwhile, are Increasingly coordinated in 
their approact1es to investigating misconduct, 
Including recovering the proceeds of 
corruption. The reason for this is clear. Bribery 
and corruption continue to represent a 
substantial threat to sluggish global growth 

fragile financial markets. 

Law enforcement agencies, including the 
United States Department of Justice and 
the United States Securities and Exchange 
Commission, are increasingly focusing on 
individual misconduct when investigating 
impropriety. In this context, boards and 
executives need to be confident that their 
businesses comply with rapidly changing laws 
and regulations wherever they operate. 

For this, our 14th Global Fraud Survey, 

EY interviewed senior executives with 
responsibility for tackling fraud, bribery and 
corruption. These individuals included chief 
financial officers, chief compliance officers, 
heads of internal audit and heads of legal 
departments. They are ideally placed to 
provide insight into the impact that fraud and 
corruption is having on business globally. 

Despite increased regulatory activity, 
our research finds that boards could do 
significantly more to protect both themselves 
and their companies. 

y businesses have failed to execute 
am1-corruptron programs to proactively 
mitigate their risk of corruption. Similarly, 
many businesses are not yet taking 
advantage of rich seams of information that 
would help them identify and mitigate fraud, 

Between October2015 and January 2016, 
we interviewed 2,825 individuals from 62 
countries and territories. The interviews 
Identified trends, apparent contradictions 
and issues about which boards of directors 
should be aware. 

Partners from our Fraud Investigation & 

Dispute Services practice subsequently 
supplemented the Ip sos MORI research with 
in-depth discussions with senior executives of 
multinational companies. In these interviews, 
we explored the executives' experiences 
of operating in certain key business 
environments that are perceived to expose 
companies to higher fraud and corruption 
risks. Our conversations provided us with 
additional insights into the impact that 
changing legislation, levels of enforcement 
and cultural behaviors are having on their 
businesses. Our discussions also gave us 
the opportunity to explore pragmatic steps 
that leading companies have been taking to 
address these risks. 

The executives to whom we spoke highlighted 
many matters that businesses must confront 
when operating across borders: how to adapt 
market-entry strategies in countries where 
cultural expectations of acceptable behaviors 
can differ; how to get behind a corporate 
structure to understand a third party's true 
ownership; the potential negative impact that 
highly variable pay can have on incentives 
to commit f rauct and how to encourage 
whistleblowers to speak up despite local social 
norms to the contrary, to highlight a few. 

Our survey finds that many respondents 
still maintain the view that fraud. bribery 
and corruption are other people's problems 
despite- recognizing the prevalence of 
the issue in thek own countrles. There 
remains a worryingly high tolerance or 

considered inappropriate- particularly 
among respondents from finance functions. 
While companies are typically aware of the 
historic risks. they are generally lagging 
behind on the emerging ones, for instance 
the potential impact of cybercrlme on 
corporate reputation and value, while now 
well publicized, remains a matter of varying 
priority for our respondents. In this context, 
companies need to bolster their defenses. 
They should apply anti-corruption compliance 
programs, undertake appropriate due 
diligence on third parties with which they 
do business and encourage and support 
whistleblowers to come forward with 
.confidence. Above ail, with an increasing 
focus on the accountability of the individual, 
company leadership needs to set the right 
tone from the top. It is only by taking such 
steps that boards will be able to mitigate the 
impact should the worst happen. 

This survey is Intended to raise challenging 
questions for boards. It will, we hope, drive 
better conversations and ongoing dialogue 

with stakeholders on what are truly global 
issues of major Importance. 

We acknowledge and thank all those 
executives and business leaders who 
participated 1n our survey, either as 
respondents to lpsos MORI or through 
meeting us in person, for their contributions 
and insights. 

Sincerely, 

David L, Stulb 
Global Leader 
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Executive 
summary 

Global commitments to combating corruption 
and enhanced cooperation by international law 
enforcement agencies have increased the pressure 
on companies to mitigate fraud, bribery and corruption 
risks. While many businesses have made significant 
progress in tackling these issues, there remains 
a persistent level of unethical conduct. 

Boards need to be aware that regulators are 
enforcing anti-corruption legislation with vigor, and 
are increasingly focused on individual misconduct. 
Boards must respond and confirm that they are doing 
enough to protect their business from these risks -
or both board members and their employees may 
be held personally responsible for misconduct 
•er their watch. 

Combating corruption as a global priority 

There is an unprecedented level of support for combating 
bribery and corruption, from both governments and 
multilateral lnstltut!ons. 

Such cooperation has led to enhanced collaboration among 
law enforcement agencies in 2016, with numerous high-profile 
prosecutions in the past year. There have also been concerted 
efforts to apply international standards on transparency of 
company ownership, including by the World Bank and by 
the Group of 20 (G20) member countrles, as part its wider 
focus on corruption under the Chinese presidency in 2016. 

Our survey results show that such initiatives 
enjoy popular support: 

of respondents believe it is important 
to understand the ultimate beneficial 
ownership of the entitles with which 
they do business 

Bribery and corruption as an ongoing challenge 

Our survey identified a perception in emerging markets that 
individuais responsible for corruption are not held accountable: 

Respondents who believe that governments are willing 
to prosecute, but are not effective in securing convictions 

Globally, bribery and corruption are still perceived to occur 
widely • with a perception that corruption has worsened 
in developed markets since our last survey 
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Spotlight on CFOs 

survey of 2,825 executives identified that a slqnlflcant 
, .. 1ber are willing to Justify unethical behavior when under 

financial pressure. 

Almost half of all respondents could justify unethical behavior 
to meet financial targets, a greater proportion than the 36% 
that could justify such behavior to he!p a company survive in 
an economic downturn. 

could justify unethical behavior 
to meet financial targets 

While not consistent with the people with whom we work - our 
survey found that an alarming number of CFOs and finance 
team members would be wllllng to engage in unethical behaviors: 

The apparent willingness of some CFOs ,ind finance team 
members to justify such behaviors is concerning, given the 
reliance that boards and investors place on CFOs and finance 
team members to provide accurate financial information. 

Some CFOs also seem to lack appropriate risk awareness, 
with only 41% of CFOs viewing cybercrime as a concern. 

What does this mean for boards? 

The prevalence of such behaviors places businesses at continued 
risk of illegal conduct, which could lead to subsequent enforcement 
action. Regulators are focusing particularly on financial fraud, 

Regulators are also increasingly focusing their investigations on 
individual culpability when looking at corporate misconduct In 
September 2015, the United states Department of Justice (DoJ) 
issued prosecutorial guidelines which outlined that in the context 
of a DoJ investigation, companies are required to provide the DoJ 
with any evidence implicating employees in wrongdoing, 

Boards should stay alert to fraud, bribery and corruption risks 
and reinforce expectations of acceptable behavior throughout their 
organizations. Almost hall of our respondents did not believe that 
boards had an adequate understanding of what the specific risks 
were to their business. 

The majority of our respondents 
support the prosecution of individual 
executives • with 83% of respondents 
viewinq enforcement against 
management as an effective deterrent 

What does good look like? 
With a global focus on combating fraud, bribery and corruption, and 
regulators scrutinizing executive behavior, companies need to do 
more, Businesses should take steps to minimize the risk of corruption 
in their operations, so that it is quickly identified and mitigated in the 
event that it occurs: 

Companies and their boards need to deliver on these priorities. 
The risks faced by companies as they continue to expand their global 
reach are evolving, and the scrutiny under which businesses and 
individuals now come is greater than ever. Boards must respond 
proactively and be able to demonstrate that they are stepping up 
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r:ombating corruption 
as a global priority 

Never before have governments and multinational 
institutions cooperated so extensively in combating 
bribery and corruption. The transnational nature of 
the issue led the G20 major economies to recognize 
bribery and corruption as an important impediment to 
economic growth and the group's focus on corruption 
has continued under its Chinese presidency in 2016. 

The G20 outlined its priorities in the "2015·2016 G20 
Anti-Corruption Action Plan" identifying key areas 
where economies and multinational organizations must 
strengthen their cooperation. 

of respondents believe It is important to know the ultimate 
beneficial ownership of the entitles with which they do business 

Among the issues identified, the G20 highlighted the abuse of legal 
and corporate structures to hide or conceal criminal activity as a 
"critical issue in the global fight against corruption." it committed to 
Increasing transparency over the beneficial ownership of companies 
and assets through the application of international standards on the 
beneficial ownership of legal persons and arrangements set by the 
intergovernmental body, the Financial Action Task Force. 

The respondents to our survey suggest this move has popular support 
• 91 % of respondents believe it is important to know the ultimate 
beneficial ownership of the entities with which they do business. 

The World Bank too is aligned with the G20 approach, issuing 
guidance in 2015-requiring greater beneficial ownership 

transparency ln its contracting processes. Again, the respondents 
to our survey indicate that they believe this level of transparency 
would help mitigate the risk of fraud, bribery and corruption, with 
83% supportive of the World Bank's guidance. 

Figure 1: Supl)Ort for transpartncy owr company owners.hip 

o. How Important, If at an, do you believe It Is: to know Who ultimately -owns and 
controls the entities that you do business with? Proportion of re$pondents 
answering fairly or very 1mportant. 
Base: Global (2,825); W. Eur-ope-(850); Eastern Europe (650); Mlddle East (175): 
Africa {l 50); lndia (50); N. America {100); S. America (250); far East (500); 
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SEC cross-border enforcement 

The G20 has committed to increased international cooperation 
in areas of parUcu!ar exposure such as public procurement and 
customs controls. Major companies from the G20 members, coming 
together through the Business 20 (B20) platform, have shown 
their support for these priorities too. 

The work of the G20, B20 and others is having an effect. National 
governments have listened, and cross~border cooperation in 

enforcement has risen to an unprecedented level. In one recent 
example. the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) 
disclosed that it had been working alongside 13 other jurisdictions 
in pursuing a case involving over US$100m of alleged bribes in 

multiple tax havens. 

"Requiring that all legal entity bidders disclose 
information on the real people who own or control 
them would foreclose one of the most common 
corruption schemes that enable both bidders to hide 

1eir conflicts of interest and government officials to 
111egally enrich themselves." 
820 Anti-Corruption Task Force, September 2015 

The work of the G20 and others 
is having an effect. There has 
been an unprecedented level 
of cross-border cooperation 
in enforcement. 
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Ongoing challenges of bribery 
d corruption 

Despite the sharp focus of governments on bribery and corruption, 
and the increasingly coordinated efforts to manage It, the scale of 
the problem remains significant. Clearly, not all jurisdictions are 
equally successful in tackling corruption. 

Our survey reveals a perceived lack of effective enforcement in 
key emerging markets - with 70% of respondents in Brazil, 56% in 
Eastern Europe and 56% in Africa believing governments are willing 
to prosecute, but are not effective in securing convictions. 

of respondents 
in Brazil 

of respondents 
in Eastern Europe 

of respondents 
in Africa 

believe that governments are willing to prosecute, but are not 
effective in securing convictions 

The responses in Brazil are surprising given recent high·profiie 
enforcement actions such as the Lava Jato investigation. 
Brazi!lan anti·corrupNon institutions, such as the Council for 
Economic Defense, the Brazilian antitrust agency, have also 
received global recognition. This may indicate that such negative 
perceptions take time to catch up with events. 

Globally, bribery and corruption 
are still perceived to occur 
widely, and our respondents do 
not believe that the situation has 
improved since our last survey. 
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Globally, bribery and corruption are still perceived to occur widely, 
and our respondents do not believe that the situation has Improved 
since our last survey in 2014. Thirty-nine percent of those surveyed 

considered bribery and corrupt practices to happen widely in their 
countries, consistent with 38% in our last survey. 

The situation appears to have deteriorated in developed markets 
where 21% of respondents reported that such behaviors were 
widespread, increasing from 17% in our last survey. This contrasts 
with the trend seen in emerging markets, where our results indicate 
a small improvement, with the perceived prevalence of bribery and 

corruption down from 53% to 51%. 

Figure 2: Bribery and corruption: an ongolnq challenge 

of respondents in 
emerging markets 

3 

of all respondents 
globally 

of respondents in 
developed markets 

believe that bribery and corruption are still perceived to occur 
widely in their countries 

The worsening view in developed markets may reflect an lncreased 

awareness of bribery and corruption in those markets. This may be 
a result of numerous high-profile corruption cases affecting major 
U.S. and European corporations. 

Q, For each of the followinq, can you Indicate whether you think It applies, or does not apply, to your country or industry? 

Bribery/corrupt practices happen widely ln business in this country. - ,_ --· 
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Someone else's problem? 

Consistent with previous years, our respondents continue to 
believe that bribery and corruption are less likely in their business 
sector. Only 11% of respondents stated that bribery and corruption 

happened in their sector, far lower than the 39% of respondents 
who believed that it happened in their country. 

Flqure 3: Bribery: not ln mv sector 

Global-
2016 

Global-
2014 

Developed 
markets-

2016 

Developed 
markets-

2014 

Emerging 
markets-

2016 

Emerging 
markets-

2014 

Q. For each of the: foilowinqt can you indicate whither yco thlrtk it applies, or does not apptv, to your ¢00ntry or induStrv? In our sector; it Is common ptl.«:tk:e ttt use 
bribery to win contracts. 
Base: 14th global (2,825); 13th global (2,719); 14th dev-e!oped(l,100); 13th developed (1,103); 14th emerging {1,725); 13th emerging (1,616) 

This sector·level perception also appears at odds with our respon(knts' 
observations regarding their personal experience of such risks, with 
32%-of individuals recognizing that they have had concerns over 
bribery and corruption 3t work. Could it be that certain respondents 
remain unclear as to what constitutes impropriety or that they do not 
recognlze certain corrupt actions as such? 

Our survey indicates that a persistent minority of executives continues 
to justify certain behaviors, including making corrupt payments, when 
tadng an economic downturn or in an effort to improve the perceived 
financial performance of their company, We highlight significant areas 
of concern regarding executive behaviors tnat should raise alarm bells 
for boards and other stakeholders. 
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Understanding and managing rising risks 
associated with terrorist finance 
Financial institutions and global corporations should confirm that 

their risk management functions and remediation efforts consider 
the potential risks associated with terrorist financing, which 

remains a financial crime enforcement priority, 

Reports surrounding the operatlona1 resiliency of foreign terrorist 
organ!zations have considerably heightened internatlona! efforts 
and expectations of business relating to disrupting the efforts of 
terrorist organizations to finance their operations. 

Terrorist fundraising - which previously largely relied on lndlvlduals 
and organizations - has given way to informal economies that allow 
groups to, at !east partially, se!Hund operations and support other 

ps and individuals via opaque networks. 

v,v,;;n this evolving landscape, the touch points between the 
formal and lnforrna! economies have become more important. 
Financial institutions and global corporations should take proactive 
steps not only to understand their terrorist financlng·re!ated risk 
(internally and from a c!lent perspectlvei but to take action to 

781 

Some specific areas that companies shoutd consider in light of 
the rise of terrorist financing threats in 2016 include, but are 
not limited to: 

Undertake an assessment of your organization's terrorist 
financing risk; consider an internal working group or task force 
focused on combating terrorist financing 

Review your third·party relationships - many different types of 
third-parties can serve as a conduit for terrorist financing; the 
problem is more complex than banks merely monitoring their 
correspondent networks 

Adopt social media monitoring capabilities and leverage in"house 
and thirct~party data to proactively - and forensically - identify 
terrorist finance-specific red flags 

The risk that terrorist financing poses to organizations has 
increased significantly in recent years. To address this trend, 
the international community 1s mobilizing - Including the United 
Nations, the Financial Action Task Force and a number of other 
multilateral and bllateral working groups. The private sector must 
also mobilize, and the first step is to look internally and ask: "Are we 
really on top of terrorist financing·specific risks?" 
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-,ustifying unethical behavior 
and misconduct 

Our survey found that a significant minority of 
executives continue to justify unethical acts to 
Improve a company's performance. When presented 
with a series of options, more than one·third would 
be willing to justify inappropriate conduct In an 
economic downturn, while almost half would justify 
such conduct to meet financial targets. 

While the behaviors that these respondents can 
rationalize differ between regions, they should be 
deeply concerning to all companies. 

More than one-third would be 
willing to justify inappropriate 
conduct, while almost half 
would justify such conduct 
to meet financial targets. 

1 
One in 10 respondents would make a cash 
payment to win or retain business in an 
economic downturn, !n some jurisdictions, 
such as the Far East, a significantly higher 
proportion of respondents would do 
so, with 1 in 4 executives able to justify 
such payments 

Four percent, a significant minority of 
respondents, could justify misstating 
financial performance ln an economic 
downturn, peaking at 1 in 10 in Africa 

Sixteen percent of respondents would 
change the assumptions determining 
valuations and reserves, rising to 1 in 4 
in .Japan 

Eleven percent of respondents would 
extend the monthly reporting period, 
peaking at 26% in India 

Seven percent of global respondents 
were willing to backdate contracts, 
with 10% of respondents in Eastern Europe 
able to justify such behavior 
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Figijre 4: Wlllinqness to act unethically 

Offi;>dng enrortatninent 

At ieast one of these 

"Tl1e financial reporting area will continue to be 
a high priority for our enforcement program. 
Investors depend on comprehensive and accurate 
financial reporting, and so our fundamental 
objective is to raise the bar of compliance by 
issuers and their auditors and we will use all 
of our tools to do so." 
Mary Jo White, U.S. Seeurttlu and Exchange" Commtnlon 

a. Whlch, if any, of the follofflng do you fffl can be justified If they help a busiMu survive .an economic: -downturn? 
Base: AH respondents (2,825) 

Financial fraud under the spotlight 
The continued prevalence of such unethical behavior places 
businesses at risk of Illegal conduct, which could lead to subsequent 
enforcement action. Board members and companies' audit 
committees should be aware that regulators are focusing 
on these behaviors and are keen to hold individuals accountable. 

Respondents believing that the board Is giving the 
correct level of attention to fraud, bribery and corruption 
risks, but often need to understand their business better 

of attention 
is applied I more detailed 

understanding 
is required 

Building on the creation of the Financial Reporting and Audit 
Group in 2013, the SEC is investigating fraudulent or improper 
financial reporting with renewed vigor. Between 2013 and 2015, 
the SEC more than doubled the number of financial reporting 
and disclosure actions, greatly increasing the number of parties 
charged with offenses. 

In her February 2016 address to the Practising Law Institute, SEC 
Chair Mary Jo White confirmed that the SEC would continue to 
focus on Inadequate controls and failures ln financial reporting, 
The SEC has made it clear that the gatekeepers of financial 
reporting, lnc1uding audit committee members and external 
auditors. will be under increased scrutiny. Those whom the SEC 

finds to have failed to reasonably carry out their responsibilities 
are likely to face enforcement action. 

Despite 84% of respondents believing that the board is giving the 
correct level of attention to fraud, bribery and corruption·related 
issues, almost half believe that boards need a more detailed 
understanding of the business if it Is to be an effective safeguard 
against these risks, In this context, awareness of risks is not 
suflicient • companies need to adapt and strengthen their 
existing controls to mitigate them. 

Worryingly, deeper analysis of our survey results identifies that 
many respondents who are CFOs and finance team members, 
individuals with key roles in protecting companies from risks, 
appear ready to justify unethical conduct. 

The apparent willingness of these respondents to act unethically when 
under financial pressure ls concerning. Could certain compensation 
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CFOs in the spotlight 

A significant percentage of members of finance teams 
can rationalize potentially unethical conduct when 
under pressure. 

Almost half of a!! finance team members Interviewed stated that 
they would be prepared to engage in at least one form of unethical 
behavior to meet financial targets or safeguard a company's 
economic survival. This reinforces the imperative for boards to adopt 
controls and mechanisms to confirm that the work of finance team 
members is challenged and subject to an appropriate level of review. 
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Figure 5: Spotlight on finance-

Q. Whk:h, lf 1ny, of the fQlk>wlng do you fffl c,n be just-lfktd tf they help, a business survivf an etonomle ®Wntum? 
Base: Global (2,825): CFO/FD (655): Other Finance {769) 

Given the subjective nature of the accounting judgments 
often required when preparing financial reports, it is perhaps 

Jrprlsing that members of finance teams can rationalize some 
ons that might help their companies to meet financial targets 

as falling within a "grey" area. However, given the potential impact 
that such behaviors could have on a -company, -and the reliance 
that boards place on CFOs and finance teams to provide them 
with accurate financial information, thes,e results are worrying. 
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Mitigating fraud risks 

CFCs are influential figures in any company and have a crucial role 
in executing effective fraud risk management. 

Under Principle 8 of the 2013 COSO Framework, companies are 
advised to assess an entity's fraud risks, related fraud control 
activities and responses to mitigate residual fraud risks. Senior 
management is expected to provide robust oversight of these risks 
and challenge lower levels of management on the effectiveness 
of fraud mitigation programs, ensuring that the right risks have 
been identified. 

Our survey also suggests that 
finance teams do not appreciate 
the extent of the threat posed 
by evolving external risks, such 
as cybercrlme, with only 41% of 
CFOs viewing It as a concern. 
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To do this effectively, CfQs and senior members of finance 
teams must lead by example and demonstrate their commitment 
to fraud prevention and detection. 

Our survey also suggests that finance teams do not appreciate 
the extent of the threat posed by evolving external risks, such 
as cybercrime, with only 41% of CfQs viewing it as a concern. 

Businesses must adapt to new cybercrime risks as technologicar 
developments accelerate. As businesses begin to address the risks 
associated with the cyoor theft of information such as intellectual 
property or customer data, finance teams must increasingly 
understand the risks associated with their sensltive information. 

As detailed in EY's 2015 Global Information Security Survey. 
"rr&:>ating Trust in a Olglta! Worl-d," as custodians of critical data, 

nee teams need to be aware of cyber business risks, be alert 
,v, ,:hreats and be ready to escalate and respond in the event of 
a cyber breach. Without a full appreciation of the wide range of 
cyber risks that could affect their business, finance teams cannot 
appropriately manage them. 

Fiqure 6: Respondents from finance teams tKoqnl:i:loq eybmrlme at a risk 

Global CFO/FD 
fairly hl9h rb,k,tvtry hiQtl ri&k 

■ f&ir(y low ri~~f.,ery low fisi-:A:ion't-ltnow 

o. ~ m:ueh of a risk wouk! vou say cybererime poses to orqanb:at!ons 
JINy•wra? 

•: Global (2,825); CFO/FD (655) 
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Executive misconduct under 
the spotlight 

Board members and senior management should be aware that 
they and their employees are under increased personal scrutiny in 
matters in which, in the past, only the company might have been 
held accountable, A 2015 memorandum issued by the Deputy 
Attorney General of the United States, Sally Yates, ("the Yates 
Memo") detailed steps that prosecutors will take to strengthen 
their pursuit of individuals. 

Regarded by some as a response to criticism about the lack of 
executives held accountable for the financial crisis, the Yates 
Memo prioritizes individual prosecutions~ The memo states that 
individual prosecutions are one of the most effective ways to 
combat corporate misconduct. 

"One of the most effective ways to combat corporate 
misconduct is by seeking accountability from the 
individuals who perpetrated the wrongdoing. Such 
accountability is important for several reasons: it 
deters future illegal activity, it incentivizes changes in 
corporate behavior, it ensures that the proper parties 
are held responsible for their actions, and it promotes 
the public's confidence in our justice system." 
Yates Mern<>, September 2015 

Furthermore, in April 2016, the DoJ announced the introduction 
of a on.e~year pilot program which wm make companies which come 
forward and cooperate with it fully - including identifying culpable 
individuals - eligible for a 50% reduction in fines and potentially 
avoid being subject to a court-appointed monitor. 

These policy fnltlatives are consistent with recent enforcement 
trends, with 175 individuals charged by the SEC for financial 
reporting violations in the past two years. In light of the increased 
focus on the prosectJtion of individuals, especially in combination 
with the SEC's continuing effort to incentivize whistleblowing, 
companies can increasingly expect their executives to have a clear 
incentive to cooperate with regulators. 

The trend is global. In January 2015 the Serious Fraud Office 
(SFO) announced its first successful prosecution for an individual 
under the UK Bribery Act, and it continues to investigate individual 
executives .among !ts active cases. Many other jurisdictions in 
Europe, Asia and South America are taking similar actions. 

Our survey found that the majority of our respondents support 
this:; hmP of nrtkm with R1% of rP"-tmnrlPnt,;; v!Pwinn ;::,nfnn-i:imPnt 
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Key principles of the Yates Memo 
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r:solstering defenses 

With a significant minority of global executives 
willing to Justify unethical activity, and given 
Increased enforcement efforts of regulators, boards 
need to continuously assess their ability to identify 
and mitigate fraud, bribery and corruption risk, 

Such actions lake particular importance as companies enter 
emerging markets such as Africa, Brazil, China, India and Eastern 
Europe, where they may be exposed to heightened risks. Companies 
need to continually update their risk management policies and 
procedures so that they are able to identify new risks and respond 
to new challenges. 

Whistleblowing 
To identify and mitigate risks, companies should utilize both 
traditional and innovative fraud detection tools. fraud, bribery 
and corruption are frequently exposed by whlstleblowing. 
Recognizing this fact, regulators are adoptlng new tools 
to support and encourage individuals to come forward. In the 
U.S., for example, the Dodd Frank Act provides financial incentives 
for whistleblowers to provide information. The SfO, for example. 
actively encourages company insiders to provide it with information 

at the start of any investigation. 

Such efforts appear to have paid off· last year the SfO received 
more tips from whistleblowers than from self·reports. 

While our survey finds that 55% 
of companies have a whistleblowlng 
hotline In place, companies should 
not assume that such mechanisms 
are always effective. 
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In the U.S. between 2012 and 2015 whlstleblowers' tips to the 
SEC increased by 30%, Including 61 tips from countries outside 
of the U.S. 

Despite this progress, there remain obstacles to the use of internal 
reporting channels. Beyond fear for personal safety, respondents 
highlighted their loyalty to the company as one of the main 
deterrents to reporting an incident of fraud, bribery or corruption. 

Globally, 19% of our respondents cited loyalty to their company and 
18% cited loyalty to their colleagues as impacting them in this way. 
These issues were more prevalent in emerging markets, with 24% 
of respondents citing loyalty to their company and 22% citing 
loyalty to their colleagues as a factor. 

Boards need to recognize the role that misplaced loyalty can 
play in stopping people from coming forward with their concerns 
and hide unethical behavior. They must also lead by example 
and demonstrate the same behaviors that they expect of their 
employees and their business partners, Executives need to be 
;tw;.ire that they can raise uncomfortable issues without being 

1 as disloyal; the absence of such openness can cause tar 
, harm than good. 
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Data is becoming an increasingly 
····portant monitoring tool 

In an environment where employees are reluctant to raise concerns, 
the data that a company holds can be the key to Identifying 
instances of potential impropriety. 

Regulators are using increasingly sophisticated tools to analyze 
data and identify trends to highlight potential fraud. 

In contrast, our survey found half of respondents did not believe 
that their companles are utmzlng specialist software to identify 
fraud risks. Our recent Global forensk Data Anafytks Survey, 
"Shifting into high gear: mitigating risks and demonstrating 
returns" found the reluctance to fund forensic data analytics 
was a key hurdle to introducing new software, with only 55% of 
respondents confident that their company had invested enough. 
It further identified a lack of awareness of the benefits of FDA for 

·fraud programs. with 68% o! respondents identifying a growing 
j for management -awareness (an increase from 62% the 

previous year) Do companies not yet recognize investing 
in such technologies as a priority? 

of respondents are confident that their company has invested 
enouqh in specialized software 

68% 
of n,spondents identifying a growing need for 
management awareness 
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"We have attempted in recent years to be more 
proactive in our enforcement efforts. One of the 
things we are doing is leveraging the data available 
to us. CIRA's (Corporate Issuer Risk Assessment) 
multiple dashboards enable the staff to compare 
a specific company to its peers in order to detect 
abnormal, relative results, focus on particular 
financial reporting anomalies, and generate lists of 
companies that meet the criteria for further analysis." 
AndrewCeres.ney, O!rectorofEnforeeml!'nt, 
U.S. Stcurftles and Exchange Commission 
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21062

794 



21063

795 

Know with whom you are doing business 

Despite record levels of M&A activity in recent years, our survey 
also finds that respondents are not yet taking potential steps to 
identify and mitigate key corruption risks before entering into joint 
ventures or local partnerships. 

Businesses should be aware that entering into such partnerships 
can bring additional risks and that there is appetite from regulators 
to hold companies responsible for the conduct of any third party 
acting on its behalf. Regardless of whether the inappropriate 
conduct is by a company itself or a third party acting on its behalf, 
there is potential liability for the company. 

"Agents and intermediaries are of real interests to us. 
Our natural curiosity is piqued further if those agents 
r intermediaries take the form of companies based 
1 a jurisdiction that permits beneficial ownership to 

be concealed." 
Alun Milford, General Counsel, UK Serious Fraud Office 

Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA) enforcement activity has 
continued to focus on relationships with third parties, particularly 
the use of agents to win business in emerging markets. In 2015, 
the SEC and DoJ revised their guidance on the enforcement and 
application of the FCPA, providing greater clarity on issuers' 
obligations to joint ventures and minority-owned affiliates. The 
revised guidance made it clear that issuers should use "good 
faith efforts" to influence these entities to devise and maintain 
a system of internal accounting controls consistent with the 
issuer's obligations. 

Despite the DoJ's focus on relationships with third parties, almost 
1 in 5 respondents are not identifying third parties as part of their 
anti-corruption due diligence. A greater proportion, more than 

1 in 3, are not assessing country or industry-specific risks before 

an investment. 

The overall proportion of respondents undertaking any common 
anti-corruption due dHigence measures has decreased since our last 
survey. Could this be a product of cost constraints or are companies 
simply becoming complacent? 

Figure 7: Companies are doing less due diligence than before 

Global 2014 

o. Which, if any, of the following are not Included in your forensic 
or antH:orruptlon due diligence? 
Base: All respondents 14th Fraud (2,825); 13th Fraud (1,067) 
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respondents are not identifying third parties 
as part of their anti-corruption due diligence 

Protecting your investment 
over the long term 

Identifying and mitigating fraud, bribery and corruption risks at 
the pre-transaction stage helps businesses to make an informed 
decision before an acqulsition or investment. This initial assessment 
can also assist the smooth integration of a new business into 
a company's structure post-acquisition. 

vur survey finds that companies that are able to effectively 
operate in challenging jurisdictions put In place additional 
safeguards to protect their Investments. 

respondents are not assessing country or industry-specific 

risks before investment 

Almost two-thirds of respondents who remained in high-risk 
jurisdictions undertook enhanced due diligence or more frequent 
internal audits. Half of our respondents utilized new technologies 
such as forensic data analytics or transaction monitoring to identify 
and mitigate such risks. 

Our survey found that just over half of all companies that exited 
investments in Africa, Brazil, China, Eastern Europe or India cited 
fraud, bribery and corruption risks as a contributory factor. This is 
ln line with our experience; companies that do not identify and 
mitigate risks at the early stages are more likely to be exposed 
to bribery and corruption challenges further down the line. In 
addition to the costly withdrawal from an investment, this can 
lead to time-consuming and reputation-damaging investigations, 
remediation action and regulatory fines. 

Our survey has shown that local market knowledge is an imperative, 
and the potential ramifications of ignoring corruption and fraud 
risks can be significant. In the remainder of this report. we look 
at companies' experiences of doing business in five key emerging 
markets, the issues they have faced and how they have responded 
to them. 
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Cyber breach response management 

A successful cyber attack can represent an existential threat 
to a business. Destructive attacks can significantly disrupt 
company operations if data is lost or equipment disabled, 
stolen information can be devastating. 

Given the potential impacts of a cyber 
breach, businesses must understand their 
cyber risks. A well·positioned business 
will tailor its cyber security environment 
to its unique risk profile, as well as the 

motivatlons, tactics, techniques and 
procedures of its most likely attackers. 

While strong. risk-informed cyber security 
is necessary, Jt ls not sufficient by itself: 
businesses must be prepared to respond 
when a breach occurs. Issues that might 
first appear minor or localized could, ln 
fad, be indicative of a significant and 
systemic problem. 

As cyber crime ls a business risk, managing 
a serious breach must invoive all parts of 
the enterprise in a centralized response 
structure - a cybe-r breach response 
program (CBRP). Even as information 
technology and security personnel may 
be working to contaln, investigate, and 
remediate a breach, business leadership 

must remain involved to direct interaction 
with employees and legal counsel, as 
well as, if necessary, regulators and law 
enforcement. The CBRP brings these 
stakeholders under a single umbrella that 
coordinates and oversees the totality of the 
breach response issues. In short, it provides 
guidance to all llnes of business lnvo!ved in 
the response, sets a level of understanding 
about what information is critical for senior 
leaders to know - as well as when and 
how to express it and allows continuous 
reaction with precision and speed as a 
breach continues to unfold over days, 
weeks or even months. 

Finally, a CBRP can only be effective if all 
stakeholders are aware of their roles and 
responsibilities in the event of a breach. 
A real breach cannot be the firs! time a 
business assesses whether its response 
procedures are adequate. All key plans 
should be tested periodically to allow for 
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During February and March 2016, members of our 
Fraud Investigation & Dispute Services practice held 
discussions with general counsel, chief compliance 
nfflcers, heads of internal audit and senior finance 

cutives from leading companies about the survey's 
findings, their own experiences of fraud and corruption 
across their markets and how they were addressing 
the risks they faced. 

Our leading practice interviews were conducted with executives 
at the headquarters level. They focused on issues in Africa, Brazil, 
China, E,astern Europe and lndia: markets where businesses 
continue to look for growth and that are perceived to present 
higher fraud, bribery and corruption risks. 

j Hafliburton , 

j Th• Wer5hfy Comp.any 
! 1\dr1ar1 M-c'b0he' 

Our global survey shows that 39% of respondents perceive that 
brl!Jery and corruption are widespread in thelr countries, and our 
leading practice interviewees· views regarding the prevalence of 
corruption were broadly consistent with those of the respondents 
to our survey. They highlighted, for example, some positive trends 
occurring more recently in Brazil. Some interviewees challenged 
the level of risk recognized by the survey respondents in Russia 
and China, considering it potentially higher. 

Interviewees also noted significant legislative developments 
around the world. They observed, however, an apparent 
lack of enforcement in many countries. 

In the following sections, we have highlighted a number of key 
issues that were seen as being particularly challenging or significant 
and actions that companies can take to mitigate the risks. 
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From a political perspective, the completion of peaceful 
elections in Nigeria, Ivory Coast and Tanzania during 
2015 was significant. From an economic perspective, 
recent studies continue to report Africa's growing share 
of global capital investment and job creation. 

One striking theme that has emerged in recent elections across the 
continent is the focus of the electorate on public sector corruption, 
with voters putting politicians under pressure to do more to stop 
the misuse of public funds. 

However, progress across the continent remains patchy, with South 

•

ca and Kenya facing continued scrutiny over corruption and 
r economic growth. In South Africa, the OECD reported that 

no foreign bribery cases have been prosecuted since South Africa 
joined the AnfrBribery Convention in 2007 and capital markets 
responded negatively to the appointment of two replacement 
finance ministers in the same week in December 2015. ln Kenya, 
a journalist was arrested in November 2015, days after writing an 
article questioning government spending. The Minister for Planning 
and Devolution, Anne Waiguru, resigned later that month. More 
recent attention has focused on allegations of corruption at the 
Kenya Athletics Federation. 

Consistent with these high-profile events, public perception of 
government action on corruption is mixed, with one·thlrd of 
respondents in Nigeria describing the government as effective in 
prosecuting cases of bribery and corruption, compared with only 
one in ten in Kenya and South Afrtca. One-quarter of respondents 
in Kenya and 42% in South Africa thought that the government was 
not wi!!lng to prosecute. 
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Understanding your business partners 
Investment ln Africa has seen significant recent growth, reaching 
US$128b in 2014, up 136% on the prior year. However, while 
investment decisions vary based on location and individual 
Circumstances, we consistently find that corruption risk ls named 
by investors as one of the most significant barriers to investing in 
Africa. As investors consider opportunities in Africa, it is essential 
that they assess corruption risk by performing proper anfr 
corruption due diligence on potential partners and intermediaries. 

In this context, companies should consider not only acquisition 
targets and direct business partners but a!so their third-party 
relationships, including agents. distributors and recipients of 
charitable support In an environment where operations are less 
established, it is more likely that interactions taking place on behalf 
of the business will be managed by thlrd parties. 

Leading companies we interviewed highlighted what they saw 
as the increasing risk posed by local content rules in certain 
jurisdictions. Such rules progressed from being requirements to 
use local personnel and make purchases from local businesses, 
to being required to enter into joint ventures with local companies. 
Identifying the good from the bad ls not straightforward. Virtually 
all respondents to our survey reported that their companies have 
policies, procedures and controls in place (for example, 95% of 
respondents in Africa said they had an anti-bribery and 
anti-corruption code of conduct and were subject to regular 
internal audits). However, with one in five Kenyan respondents 
to our survey saying that they would be willing to make cash 
payments to win business and 24% of Nigerians saying that they 
would be willing to offer personal gifts, simply having policies and 
procedures is clearly not enough to win hearts and minds. 
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Whistleblowing 
The early identification of issues is critical to a company's ability to 
manage risk. All evidence suggests that the people best placed to 
know about the issues facing a business are the employees within the 
business. So when almost one in four Kenyan respondents and more 
than 15% of Nigerian respondents said they would be prepared to 
ignore unethical conduct if it would help their own career progression 
or remuneration package, this is a serious cause for concern. Equally 
worrying is that almost one in ten respondents in Nigeria and Kenya 
said that they felt under pressure not to report concerns they had 
about business conduct. Similarly, almost half of respondents in 

•ya and Nigeria said they would fear for their personal safety 
iey reported concerns lnterna!!y. 

of respondents in Kenya believe that 
bribery and corruption are widespread 
in their country 

of respondents in South Africa have had 
concerns about ethical conduct at work 

"Yet we also note that most nations that have 
achieved rapid economic growth in recent decades 
have one thing in common: they first addressed 
their breakdown in governance, cracked down on 
corruption and demonstrated to their own people 
and the world that to invest in that country is safe. 
That is where we also must begin." 
Muhammadu Buharl, President, Federal Republlc of Nigeria 

of respondents in Nigeria stated 
that loyalty to their company would 
prevent them from reporting an incident 
of fraud, bribery or corruption 

of respondents In Kenya would misstate 
their company's financial performance 
in an economic downturn 

Monitoring and detection 
With many African economies experiencing an lncreaslng!y 
challenging environment, the fact that one in ten in South Africa 
and one in five in Kenya were wi!!ing to misstate their company's 
performance should be a serious cause for concern. 

ln Africa, companies should understand the incredible diversity of 
the data landscape, with huge variation in the quality and nature 
of data held by both the business and other parties. In Africa, 
technology (in areas such as mobile banking) exists next to large 
quantities of handwritten records and electronic data maintained 
across multiple systems. This data variety has implications for 
companies considering how best to monitor transactions. 
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Moreover the economy has been impacted by the 
ongoing operation "Lava Jato" investigation into 
allegations of corruption and money laundering 
at the state controlled oil company, Petrobras, 

Brazil is under increasing pub!k: pressure to address the country's 
high !eveLs of bribery and corruption. In this context, the level 
of investigation, prosecution and enforcement has increased 
slgnif'i.cantly over the past year. 

Although increased regulation with respect to bribery and 
corruption is a recent deve!opme-nt in Brazil, there has already been 

· Jnificant increase in enforcement focused Oli both local and 
rnationaJ companies which has !ed to the arrests of high¥le-ve! 

executives and politicians who had previously bee-n considered 
untouchable, ln the context of the Lava Jato alone, there have been 
a total of 133 arrest warrants successfully granted as of .spring 
2016 and a total of 84 convictions. 

Brazilian authorities have conducted investiqatlons \n paraf!e! to 
those in the U.S. and worked clo.se!y with authorities In a number cf 
countries to successfully repatriate- m~gotten funds, In this context, 
there is an urgent need for companies to understand the new 
compliance landscape, identifying where risks He and mftigating 
these as effectively as possible. 

Brazilian authorities haw 
<:onducted investigations in 
parallel t<> those In the U.S. 
and worked closely with 
authorities In a number of 
countries to successfully 
repatriate IH .. gotten funds4 
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Local legislation and the need for 
Independent risk assessments 
Brazil has continued a growing trend in the region focused on 
setting tougher compliance standards, most notably with the 
passage of the Clean Company Act in 2014. This was subsequently 
reinforced by a 2015 decree that established clear guidelines for 
companies seeking to comply with the Act. Among other things, 
this decree established standards tor anfrcorruption comp!!ance 
programs and how to mitigate potential violations. 

For the first time, this legislation holds companies operating ln 
Bratll liab!e in Civil courts for the criminal acts of their executives, 
employees and agents, making it a key consideration for any 
business in BrazH. 

Know your business partners 
Given the size of Brazil and geogr.aptiic variations between regions 
and states, a number of sectors typically rely on third parties across 
the country to .assist with the -distribution and sale of products or 
the execution of projects. Although this can pose -a daunting task tor 
companies, fallure to eff-edlvely .and regularly apply due diligence 
procedures can create significant liabHity. 



21071

Technology monitoring 
With the increased focus on companies to have effective compliance 
structures in place, regulatory authorities are also placing emphasis 
on the need for these structures to allow for companies to respond 
quickly to any claims of internal fraud or corruption. Under the new 
legislation, a lack of knowledge of intention to benefit from fraud 
does not serve as a limitation to liability. 

The introduction of the Cfean Company Act has reinforced the 
need for whistleblower hot!lnes as a critical requirement for 
a robust compliance program. Afthough 86% of our Brazilian 
respondents confirmed they have a whistleb!ower hotline, on!y 
32% felt that it has become easier 1n the past three years for 
employees to report their concerns. If channels are not supported 
by clear guidance or support from top level management, 
employees may be deterred from reporting. 

of respondents in Brazil believe that 
prosecuting individual executives will 
help deter future fraud, bribery and 
corruption by executives 

of respondents have had concerns 
about misconduct at work 
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"Confronting systematic corruption will bring 
significant gains for all of us, for companies and 
for the economy in general. The cost of systematic 
corruption is extraordinary." 
Sergio Moro, Federal Judge, Brazil 

of respondents believe that bribery and 
corruption is widespread in their country 

of respondents stated that fear for 
personal safety would prevent them 
from reporting an incident of fraud, 
bribery and corruption 
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Foreign and Chinese domestic corporations alike 
have become keenly aware of President Xi Jinping's 
proactive anti-graft campaign against "Tigers and 
Flies," which targets all participants in the corruption 
food chain. The Chinese Government's commitment to 
tackle corruption has already resulted in several high 
profile prosecutions, including senior public officials, 
and there is no indication that the campaign is losing 
momentum. Our survey found that 7 4% of respondents 
in China believe that enforcement is effective, showing 

•
t this campaign is achieving the desired credibility in 
business community. 

Mainland China's anti-bribery and anfrcorruption regulatory 

framework continues to be refined to strengthen the country's 
enforcement tools and eliminate potential loopholes. These 
changes include the Ninth Amendment to China's Criminal Law 
that took effect in November 2015, which introduced monetary 
fines for bribe givers and replaced previous monetary thresholds in 
the sentencing standards with a subjective assessment of the case 
severity. Most recently, in February 2016, a draft amendment to 
China's core anti-corruption !aw, the Anti-Unfair Competition Law, 
heralding the law's first update since its enactment in 1993, looks 
to introduce a books and records requirement and makes clear that 
companies would be held responsible for the business practices of 
their employees and third parties . 

• of respondents In China believe that 
enforcement is effective, showing 
that the anti-corruption campaign 
is achieving the desired credibility 
in the business community 
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A broad range of sectors will be affected by these changes, but 
those involving direct interactions with officials and with Chinese 
consumers, such as life sciences and automotive companies, will 

be under particular scrutiny. 

At the same time, expanding Chinese mu!tinatlona! companies, 
looking to 'go abroad,' are dealing with the challenge in reverse as 
they venture from the domestic Chinese market to foreign markets 
with different anti-corruption regimes. The first DPA under the UK 
Bribery Act in !ate 2015, which related to conduct in Tanzania by 
a former affiliate of a Chinese company, underscores this dynamic. 

With China's economy experiencing decelerating growth rates, 
another layer of complexity has been added to companies already 
dealing with the evolving enforcement cllmate. The pressure to cut 
corners to win business is stronger than ever in this environment, 
even with the risk of heightened local enforcement. 

Responding to the challenge 
In this complex environment, it is more important than ever to 
approach the challenge of monitoring for fraud and corruption 
risks in an intelligent and cost-effective way. 
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Dealing with the slowdown 
Global instability and slower growth In China mean companies need 
to proceed more carefully in their operations and acquisitions, or 
risk reputational loss, low morale, regulatory penalties, or short
seller attacks. 

Under growth pressure, companies are looking beyond organic 
growth and searching for opportunities via acquisitions, with 
China leading the way in M&A activity across Asia Pacific in 2015. 
In this context lt is imperative that companies conduct robust 
pre-acquisition due dlligence to confirm the integrity of the target's 
management and books and records. 

Internally, companies must also recognize that soft markets 
encourage fraud and corruption risk-taking. Taken in tandem with the 
reality of increased anti~corruptlon enforcement, fraud schemes are 
becoming more and more sophisticated in efforts to avoid detection. 
Chinese enforcement agencies have not shown leniency towards 
companies for we!Hntentioned compliance programs if violations 
have nevertheless occurred, so active monitoring is more important 
than ever. 

only do companies have to conslder known schemes for financial 
rrn~statement and/or misdirection of funds, management and boards 
have to consider new methods such as indirect collusion with third 
parties to launder corrupt payments or inflate sales, 

"Transparency is the best precaution against 
corruption. As we go further in the anti-corruption 
ampaign, we will focus more on institutional 

ouilding so that officials will not dare and cannot 
afford to be corrupt and, more importantly, have 
no desire to take that course." 
Xi Jinping, President, The People's Republic of China 
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of respondents in China believe that 
prosecuting individual executives will 
help deter future fraud, bribery and 
corruption by executives 

of respondents in China believe that cash 
payments can be justified to win or retain 
business in an economic downturn 

of respondents in China believe that law 
enforcement agencies are effective in 
securing convictions 

of respondents in China believe that 
bribery and corruption happen widely 
In their country 
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Allegations that enforcement actions could be politically 
motivated damages confidence in their fairness. At 
the same time, the effectiveness of regulators is being 
questioned. Over half of the respondents to our survey 
from this region believed that. although regulators 
appeared willing to prosecute cases of corruption, they 
did not consider them effective in securing convictions • 
the highest of the regions we interviewed. 

Russia has continued to develop and extend the scope of lts anti· 
corruption !egisl-atlon with an increased number of government 
officials now required to disclose their personal Income and 
potential conflicts of interest. Russia has .also maintained a focus on 
fighting corruption b(?th at a regional levei, wltt1 several governors 
and officlals under criminaf investigation, and also at a multinational 
level, repatriating several well-known businessmen whose fortunes 
are al!eged to have been accumulated tl1rough fraudulent schemes, 

While generally lagging behind more developed markets, some of 
the countries in the region have now started to apply whistleblower The robustness with which countries ln Eastern Europe are 

responding to corruption varies widely, w\th Poland and Romania \ protection legislation, Whether such legls1ation wm be enough 

• 

ding out for the strength of their enforcement Poland has 
eased the power of its police and enforcement agencies -and 

enhanced their surve!l!ance capabilities. Over this same period, 
Romania's national anfrcorruption directorate has been highly 
active 1n prosecuting corruption, and has secured the convictions 
of high~ranking politidans and business people. 

Cultural factors such as foyatty to coueagues and companies 
may also deter whistleblowers; 20% of the Eastern European 
respondents to our survey cited such foyaltles as reasons why 
they would not report an incident of fraud or corruption 

Corruption ls widely considered 
to be a deep-rooted problem in 
the reqlon 

to give individuals the confidence to speak up ls yet to be seen . 
There remains persona! security concerns in the region, with more 
than ha!f of those interviewed in Slovakia citing persona! safety as 
a reason they would not report an incident of fraud. In addition, 
cu!tur-al factors such as loyalty to colleagues and companies 
may also restrict its effectiveness; 20% of the Eastern European 
respondents to our survey cited such loyalties as reasons why they 
would not repmt an incident of fraud or corruption. 

Managing corruption risks 
Con-uption ls widely perc-eived to be a ct-ee~rooted problem in 
the region. As a consequence, it is vital that businesses establish 
the right tone at the top and practice values~based compllance. 
A representative of one of the !e-ading companies we interviewed 
obs-ervE>d that in their experience most people want to do the right 
thing; the key Is In making them proud to act ethically. 
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of respondents In Slovakia 
would make cash payments 
to win or retain business 

of respondents in Hungary 
had concerns about ethical 
conduct at work 

Mergers and acquisitions 
•ith any region perceived to have a high corruption risk, 

am,·corruption due diligence si\ould be undertaken on the target 
before entering any business transaction, It was surprising, 
therefore, that significant proportions of respondents in Eastern 
Europe reported that their companies did not undertake key 
elements of effective anti-corruption due diligence before entering 
into transactions. 

Oniy 36% reported that their companies considered country-specific 
corruption risks. More than half of respondents reported that their 
companies sought to identify a target's third-party relationships as 
part of their due diligence. Only 10% of respondents from Russia 
stated their companies undertook either of these procedures. 
This provides context for the many cases of corruption, financial 

statement and tax fraud that are discovered during the post
acquisition stage in this region, 

"The fight against bribery is crucial to help our 
countries overcome the world's mediocre economic 
outlook. It is also key to improve public services and 
address our social challenges." 
Jose Angel Gurria, SecretarrGener.al, OECD 

of respondents In Russia Identify third 
parties as part of their antl·corruptlon 
duedlllqence 

of our respondents in the Ukraine 
believe that the authorities are willing 
to prosecute and effective in securing 
convictions 

Cyber attacks on Western corporates 
Low levels of enforcement and inadequate preventative controls 
have resulted in an escalation in numbers of organized crime groups 
turning to cybercrime. 

A variety of industries have been targets of cyber attacks in Eastern 
Europe, including multinational companies in financial services, life 
sciences and public institutions, among others. Governments and 
corporations have attempted to respond to these threats but their 
efforts to date have been neither suffident!y robust nor coordlnated 
to make a significant impact. Despite this environment, only 40% of 
our respondents from this region indicated that they consider cyber 
risk as part of their due diligence considerations - a figure which fell 
to a surprising 4% in Russla. 
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Government-led initiatives, including tax reforms, 
regulatory improvements and the 'Make in India' 
initiative, have made India a global leader for Foreign 
Direct Investment (FD!) between October 2014 and 
April 2015, with a 48% upsurge in FD!. 

The regulatory landscape is evolving quickly in India. The 'Make in 
India' initiative Includes a plan for the simplification of regulatory 
requirements to increase transparency over obtaining licences 
and approvals, !n 2016, as part of its commitment against 
corruption, the Indian Supreme Court expanded the definition of a 

bf'c servant to lnc!ude private bankers. This move, white clearly 
cting the financial sector, is expected to have a broader impact 
ther high!y~regulated sectors. Additional legislation focusing 

on corruption and whistleb!ower protection is currently going 
through amendments in the lnctian par!iament. ln addition, a serles 
of bilateral agreements, targeted at uncovering hidden wealth, is 
underway. At the same time, there has been a notable increase in 
enforcement activity by Indian authorities. 

Such proactive steps could be the reason for India's improved ranking 
in Transparency !ntemational's Corruption Perceptions tndex, in 
which the country stood at 76th place in 2015, up from 85th place 
in 2014. Our survey findings provide a similarly positive message, 

with 58% or respondents bel!evlng that bribery and corruption 
happens widely in India, compared to 67%in 2014. 

However, it is important to recognize the challenges that 
businesses operating in India stH! face. Despite the initiatives 
and the progress, respondents who exited or considered exiting 
India still frequently cited fraud, bribery and corruption, as well 
as inconsistent or arbitrary enforcement of laws and regulations, 
as key reasons for their exit. 

Our survey found that 80% of our respondents in India believe that 
prosecution of individuals would help deter future fraud, bribery 
and corruption by executives. 

808 

Compliance framework 
Corruption continues to be a significant risk for companies working 
with government bodies. Companies engaging with state-owned 
businesses and government departments need to have strong 
compliance programs in place to mitigate these risks. Although 76% 
of companies have anti-bribery and anfrcorruptlon po!kles in place, 
they· must realize that "paper*based compliance" wm not suffice. 

Le-ading companies in lndia not only have strong po!ldes but are 
embedding ethical behavior into their daHy business practices, with 
teams empowered to do the right thing by a strong tone from the top. 
From an operational perspective, companles can t!nd it a challenge to 
define key performance indicators for their comp!iance functions and 
to demonstrate the value that they deliver to the business. 

Leading companies highlighted to us the imperative of the 
compliance function capturing and reporting data on sanctioned 
conduct within the company to the board. 

In addition, the risk of cybercrime is also rising in India. Our survey 
found that 42% of the respondents in the region believed that 
cybercrlme has been discussed by the board in the past year. 

of the respondents In the reqlon 
believed that cybercrlme has 

been discussed by the board 
In the past year 
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Focus on anti-money 
laundering controls 
Indian banks are still under scrutiny for money laundering issues, 
in particular in relation to international trade and remittances. 
This re-emphasizes the continual existence of black money and !he 
existence of a parallel economy. 

The Government and financial regulators are taking measures to 
combat black money, such as the 2015 amendment to !he Benami 
Transaction (Prohibition) Bill. Despite this, there remains much to 
be accomplished. 

of respondents believe that at least one 
form of unethical conduct can be justified 
to meet financial targets 

of respondents believe that bribery 
and corruption was widespread in 
their country 

"While transparency reduces corruption, 
good governance goes beyond transparency 
in achieving openness. Openness means involving 
the stakeholder in the decision-making process. 
Transparency is the right to information while 
openness is the right to participation." 
Narendra Modi, Prime Minister, India 

Financial misstatement 
and whistleblowing 
Our survey found that a significant minority of respondents in India 
would be willing to manipulate financial information to Improve 
financial performance, while 30% of respondents are prepared to 
book revenues earlier than !hey should be recognized, the highest 
proportion globally. 

Almost a third of our respondents in India cited loyalty to their 
company or to colleagues as a reason to not report any incidents 
of fraud, bribery or corruption. 

of respondents had concerns regarding 
unethical conduct at work 

of respondents stated that loyalty 
to their company would prevent them 
from reporting an Incident of fraud, 
bribery or corruption 
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Conclusion 

There will always be global 
hotspots for corruption and 
impropriety which increase the 
fraud and corruption risks that 

:ompany might face. 

811 

The regulatory focus on the conduct of individuals requires boards 
to act collectively for the good of their firms. We have set out 
elements of leading practice and the actions.that boards should 
take throughout this survey. However our experience tells us that 
there are three broad categories of question on which boards must 
maintain a focus: 

The risks their businesses are exposed to emanating from 
their global operations. Are boards confident that those 
leading on the ground in high-risk markets understand the 
business culture and how work is won? Are boards confident that 
management has enough awareness of the key third-parties with 
which their companies partner and who is really behind them? 
Is the business focusing the right resources on the right risks 
in the right locations or is it failing to keep up with the evolving 
environment? 

The 'big picture• indicators that could indicate Impropriety. 
With regulators looking harder aJ the data companies report, are 
boards comfortable that management's accounting is reasonable 
and balanced and that their profits and balance sheets reflect 
reality? Where there is evidence of systemattC minor breaches 
of financial controls, could this be indicative of a wider tendency 
towards non~compliance? 

The drivers of individual behavior in their businesses. Does the 
way in which individuals are rewarded incentivize impropriety? 
What could encourage individuals to act properly in the interests 
of the business? Which areas of the business are likely to feel 
under the greatest pressure to perform? How do staff know what 
is expected of them? 

Companies can expect to be exposed to new risks in the years 
ahead. The implications for business from these key trends are 
likely to require more focus from management and boards alike: 

Data privacy and its impact on national security, counter· 
terrorism and anti-fraud/anti-corruption efforts 

The transition of terrorist financing from the black to the 
mainstream economy 

Increasingly organized and sophisticated cyber attacks 
targeting corporate and customer data 

Iran and its place in the international system - compliant 
nation"state or continued target for sanctions? 

Commodity price volatility and its potential to increase the 
risk of rogue trading and financial statement fraud 

The need to strengthen beneficial ownership transparency, 
especially in the non·financial sector, and to identify illicit 
transactions tied to the proceeds of corruption 
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"urvey approach 

Between October 2015 and January 2016, our researchers· the global market research 
agency lpsos MORI - conducted 2,825 interviews in the local language with senior decision· 
makers in a sample of the largest companies in 62 countries and territories. The polling 
sample was designed to elicit the views of executives with responsibility for tackling fraud, 
mainly CFOs, CCOs, general counsel and heads of internal audit. 

Participant profile - region and territory 

China (rnai~.lan~)~ __ 50 
Hono Kono SAR 50 
lndonesill 50 
South Kore.a 50 
Malaysia 50 

50 
Singapore so 
Taiwan 50 

tiland 50 
,,_tnam 50 Canada_ 

50 u.s, 
Oj:il:.,i~. 

75 Au.str1Ji.,: 
Buloaria so New Zealand 
Croatia 50 ~~~oi,,• 

50 ~\~~t~!.~ ... 
HU~Qlry 50 Be!Qium 

Poland so Denmark 
Romania 50 Finl1nd 

Russia so. France-
Serbla 50 G!r'!l~~y_ 
Slo\lakia 50 GNe-ce 
Slovenia 50 Ireland 

Turkey 50 Italy .. 
25 

Ne:th•rlainds 

50 Norway 
Brazil 50 Portugal 
Chil• 50 Spain 

Colombia 50 Sweden 
Mtxico so .. . ,~,'~ltzerlan~ 

UK 

~ Estoni<i, Latvia, Lithuania 
• • ' · · 1an, Oman aM the UAE 

so., 
50. 
50_ 
so. 
so,, 
50" 
so. 
50 

50 

so. 
50 
so, 
so. 
50 
so. 
so,. 
so, 

, ,.,, .. ,. purpo,es of this r•port, "danloptd" c:ountriu lnduOe Austr11ia, Austria, Bt!Q!um, Cll'llda, Otnmark. Finland, Fr1nc•. Gtrm1T1y, 
Gruce. lrel•nd, ll&ly, J,1pan, Luxtl'Tlboun;J, Nttl'\tfllndS, New Znland. Norw,1y, Portuqill. Sinqaport, Sp.&in, Swtdtn, Switztrllnd, Ult U.S., 
"EmerQin(f' countr1H and t,rrritoriu include Arotntina, Brazil, 8ul9~ari1., Chile. Chin• (fQiilnltJm:l), Colombia, Croatia, Cuch R,public, Eqypt, 
Eitonia, Honi;i l(on9 SAR. Huft-;11ry, !ndlt, lndonesi.'I, l1r1e!, Jordan, Ktnya, Latvia, Uthu1ni1, M1laysi1. Muico, NiQtria, Oman, Philippines. 
Poland, Romani1, Russia, Si,ad! A.rabi1, Strbia, s10...-akia, Stovtr1la, South Africa, Sooth Koru, Taiwan, Thailand, Turkey, UAE, Uk.ratnll, Vi~h~ail1. 
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Participant profile - job title, sector and revenue 

Haad ?f Compli~n.~~ 
He!d of Li<;i•I 

Company Sacret~rv. 
othQ,r .stakeholder ,ro, 
, .... :omotlve 

Financial Se-r<JICl!'S 

Government and public 5Mi(!r 

Life sciences 
Manufe:cturinglchemice:ls 

Oil, 9as and mininq. 
Othtir transportation 

Pow~r and utillties 

P~otes,slonal fi.rrris.,an~ ~t_rvi~'7.~ 
Real estate: 
~t.chOo.tOov. ~~mn:iunit~t\~n~ a;.;d ~:~·~ta·i_n~~nt 
Other stctor:s 
Jl•~riue~"/• 
More thon US$5b 
US$lb-USS5b 

US99m or Jess._ 
Above US$lb 
Below USS lb 

"40 respondents elther refus-ed to pn::ivld~ or did ool know the annual turnover 

of their company 

25% 
9% 

2% 

4% 

13% 

7% 

511_ 
5% 
6% 

8% 

7% 

31 

6!1_ 
19%_ 
13!1 
31% 
29% 
25% 
73%. 
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, etailed results 

Bribery/corrupt practices happen widely 
in business in this country 

27 
28 

Thailand 86 29 

4 Nigeria 86 30 
5 Kenya 84 31 

6 Mexico 82 32 

7 Colombia 80 33 

8 Indonesia 78 34 

South Africa 74 35 
Egypt 72 36 

11 Slovakia 70 37 

12 Phi!ipplnes 68 38 

13 Hungary 66 39 

14 Argentina 66 40 

15 62 41 

16 60 42 

17 India 58 43 

18 Italy 44 

19 Chile 45 

20 Czech Repub!lc 54 46 

21 Portugal 50 47 

22 Spain 50 48 

23 Serbia 48 49 

24 Vietnam 42 50 

25 Malaysia 40 51 

26 Sfovenia 40 52 

Al! resll(lll<!ents M• 53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

Romania 
Turkey 

Middle East 

Poland 

Russia 

U.S. 

Bulgaria 

Hong Kong SAR 

Canada 
Baltic states 
Unlted Kingdom 

Australia 

of respondents agree that bribery/ 
corrupt practices happen widely in 
business in their country 

36 

36 

35 

34 
34 

34 

32 
30 

30 

29 

28 

28 
China (mainland) 24 
Israel 20 

Japan 18 

France 18 
Norway 16 
South Korea 14 

Taiwan 10 

Austria 10 

Luxembourg 10 

Ireland 8 
Singapore 8 

Belgium 8 

Switzerland 8 

Germany 6 

Netherlands 6 

Denmark 4 

Sweden 4 

Saudi Arabia 4 

flri!and 0 
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Actions which can be justified to meet financial targets 

Proportion responding that one or more of the following can be Justified 
i) More flexible product return policies 
ii) Change assumptions determining valuations/reserves 
iii) Extend monthly reporting period 
iv) Backdate a contract 
v) Book revenues earlier than they should be 

24 Germany 

25 Austria 

3 Nigeria 76 26 Serbia 

4 Kenya 74 27 South Africa 

5 Slovakia 74 28 Sweden 

6 India 70 29 Czech Republic 

7 Mexico 70 30 Greece 
8 Singapore 70 31 Netherlands 

Hong Kong SAR 64 32 Romania 
Philippines 64 33 Switzerland 

11 Bulgaria 62 34 Baltic states 

12 South Korea 58 35 France 
13 Saudi Arabia 56 36 Slovenia 

14 Thailand 54 37 United Kingdom 

15 Turkey 54 38 Ukralrle 

16 Egypt 52 39 Croatia 

17 Finland 52 40 Japan 

18 Vietnam 52 41 Luxembourg 

19 China (maln!and) 50 42 U.S. 

20 Ireland 46 43 Belgium 

21 Spain 46 Poland 

22 Hungary 44 Taiwan 
23 Middle East 44 46 Portugal 

Av.-raqe of au miJtkets 42 47 Russia 
48 Australia 

49 Canada 

50 Norway 

51 Chile 

52 Colombia 

53 Denmark 
54 Italy 

55 Argentina 

56 Israel 
57 Brazil 

42 

40 

40 
40 

40 
38 
38 

38 

38 
38 

36 

36 
36 
36 

36 
34 

34 
34 

32 

30 
30 

30 
28 

26 

25 
24 
20 

16 
16 

16 

16 

8 
8 
4 
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r:ontact information 

The EV Fraud Investigation & Dispute Services practice 
has a global reach. See below for a list of our country and 
territory leaders. For more information see w-.ey.com/fids • 

Afghanistan/Pak Is tan 

Argentina 

Australia/New Zealand 

Austria 

. o.,,idll¥1• 

ll'1oa~v,iiu•R 
Jll!llil¢.,.'I. 

c:11,,.,. ... ~ .... 

Shariq Zaidi 

Andrea Rey 

Roblocke 

Andreas Frohner 

Jos.e Compagno 

Frederick Ve-rhass.e-!t 

Mike Savage 

+4-t l!O 7?511456. 

. +1Z1277HJ4, · 

4.44%0'7,S11396 

~•er i,-4a llClot · · 

+92 21 3568 6866 

+541145152 668 

+6! 28 295 6335 

+43 1211 70 1500 

+5511 2573 3215 

+32 27 74 91 11 

+l 416 943 2076 Canada 

Ch!!e, 
······•·•···· 

China (mainland) 

Colombia 

Czech Republic/Slovakia/Croatia 

De-nmark 

France 

Germany 

Hong Kong (SAR) 

Hungary 

Iceland 

India/Bangladesh 

Indonesia 

lsrael 

Ricardo Gameroff 

Emmanuet Vignal 

UudmHa Rlaflo 

Danie! Blcan 

Torten Lange 

Philippe Hontarrede 

Stefan Hei!3ner 

ferenc Biro 

Gudjon Nordfjord 

Arplnder Singh 

Alex Siantur! 

Julie Fenton 

itshak E!harar 

fabr!zio Santalola 

Gltahi Gachahl 

+56 2 676 1414 

+86 212228 5938 

+57 1484 7351 

+420 225 335 849 

+45 7323 3184 

+3314693 6210 

+49 211 9352 11397 

+852 2846 9008 

+3614518684 

+354 595 2565 

+9122 6192 01150 

+62 21 S289 5000 

+35312212321 

+972 3 6270918 

+ 39 02 8066 9733 

+254 20 2715300 
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Luxembourg Gerard Zolt +352 42124 8508 

Malaysia Joyce Um +60 374 958 847 

Mexico Ignacio Cortes +52 55 1101 7282 

Middle East Michael Ad!em +971 4701 0524 

Netherlands Angelique Keijsers +3188 40 71812 

Nigeria Linus Okeke +2341 463 6479 80 

Norway Frode Skarmo Krabbesund +47 24 00 22 18 

Peru Rafael Huaman +51 1 411 4443 

Pht!lppines Roderick Vega +632 894 8342 

and/Baltic states Marlusz Wita!ls +48 225 577 950 

Portugal Pedro Cunha +351217 912 043 

Romania/Bulgaria Burcin Atakan +40 21 402 4056 

Russia/Commonwealth of Independent States Dima Zhigulin +74 95 228 3673 

Singapore Reuben Khoo +65 6309 8099 

South Afrlca/Namlbia Charles de Chermont +27 11 502 0426 

South Korea Chris Fordham +852 2846 9008 

Spaln Rlcardo Norena +34 915725097 

Sri Lanka Averil Ludowke +9411246 3500 

Sweden Erik Skoqlund +46 8 52059000 

Switzerland Michael Faske +41 58 286 3292 

Taiwan Chester Chu +886 2 2757 8888 

Thailand Wllaiporn tttiwiroon +662 264 9090 

Turkey/Greece Di!ek <;Hingir +90 212 368 5172 

Venezuela Jhon Ruiz +58 21 2905 6691 

Vietnam Saman Wijaya Bandara +849 04226606 

UK Jim Mccurry +44 20 7951 5386 

Brian Loughman +1212 773 5343 
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Anti-corruption reforms in Ukraine 
4th round of monitoring of the Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan 
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About the OECD 

The OECD is a t,xum in which governments compare and exchange policy experiences, identify good 

practices in light of emerging challenges, and promote decisions and recommendations to produce better 
policies for better lives. The OECD's mission is to promote policies that improve economic and social 
well-being of people around the world. Find out more at ~:l\'.W.oecd.oxg. 

About the Anti-Corruption Network for Eastern Europe and Central Asia 

Established in 1998, the Anti-Cormption Network for Eastern Europe and Central Asia (ACN) supports its 
member countries in their efforts to prevent and fight corruption. It provides a regional forum for the 
promotion of anti-corruption activities, the exchange of information, elaboration of best practices and 

donor coordination via regional meetings and seminars, peer-learning programmes, and thematic projects. 
ACN also serYes as the home for the Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan (LAP). Find out more at 

www.occd.org/corruptioniacni. 

About the Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan 

The Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan is a sub-regional peer-review programme launched in 2003 in 
the framework of the ACN. It supports anti-corruption reforms in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 

Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, Mongolia, Tajikistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan through country reviews and 
continuous monitoring of participating countries' implementation of recommendations to assist in the 

implementation of the UN Convention against Corruption and other international standards and best 
practice. Find out more at www.gccd.org/con-uptioniacn/istanbulactionplan/. 

I This report was adopted at the ACN meeting on 13 September 2017 at the OECD in Paris. 

This report is published on the responsibility of the Secretary-General of the OECD. The opinions 
expressed and arguments employed herein do not necessarily reflect the official views of OECD member 
countries. 

This document and any map included herein arc without prejudice to the status of or sovereignty over any 
territory, to the delimitation of international frontiers and boundaries and lo the name of any tenitory, city 

or area. 

DOECD 2017 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report analyses progress made by Ukraine in carrying out anti-corruption reforms and implementing 

recommendations of the !AP since the adoption of the Third Monitoring Round report in March 2015. The 

report focuses on three areas: anti-co1Tuption policy, prevention of conuption, enforcement of criminal 

responsibility for corruption. The in-depth review of the sector will be conducted separately through a bis

procedure and is not part of the adopted report. 

This report comes in a very volatile time for Ukraine, which still has a long way to go in terms of 

establishing functioning democratic anti-corruption institutions and actions and there arc serious signs that 

it is in danger of backsliding into the kleptocracy that it was despite many substantial positive steps since 

the Revolution of Dignity. The report attempts to do both: point out the achievements and areas of 

potential risk of regress. 

ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY 

Anti-corruption reforms 

After the Revolution of Dignity largely instigated by endemic corruption, Ukraine adopted a 

comprehensive anti-cormption package of laws and established new specialised institutions: NABU, 

SAPO, NACP and ARMA. Ukraine also achieved unprecedented level of transparency, inrer alia. by 

introducing the electronic asset disclosure. e-procuremcnt, opening up the public registries and making a 

number of datasets publicly available in open data format. Civil society continues to play a significant role 

in pushing the reforms forward and the international community supports Ukraine's anti-cormption fight. 

The formation of the legislative, policy and institutional foundations for fighting and preventing corruption 

and putting in place various transparency initiatives are the main accomplishments in Ukraine since the last 

monitoring round. 

Despite the achievements, the level of corruption remains very high. Ami-corruption enforcement, 

particularly against the high-level officials, is stalling and meets enormous resistance and the public trust to 

the Government has further decreased in recent years. Yet. the most pressing challenge for Ukraine now is 

ensuring the sustainability of the institutional framework and boosting anti-corruption efforts, that arc 

being constantly undermined by the governing elite. The recent measures aimed at discouraging the anti

corruption activism are alarming and must be stopped urgently. Enabling environment for open and full 

participation of civil society in anti-corruption policy development and monitoring must be ensured. 

Ukraine has not yet iinnly established itself on its path of steady anti-corruption reforms, but is certainly 

on a right trail. However, the political will of the Government to genuinely fighl corruption is seriously 

questioned. Resilience, persistcncy and full determination of the anti-corruption fight of the Ukrainian 

society at large will be critical in the coming years. Time has long come for Ukraine to take decisive steps 

to root-out pervasive con-uption. 

Anti-corruption policy 

The State Programme for implementation of the anti-cmrnption strategy adopted with CSO participation is 

a sound policy document. It does not have a separate budget, but the anti-corruption institutions have 

substantial budgetary allocations and the donor assistance supports the implementation as well. The reports 

on implementation of the Stale Programme and the Strategy have been adopted recently, however the 

progress of implementation is not systematically monitored by the Government or the Parliament in 

accordance with the law. The two thirds of the measures of the State Programme have been implemented, 
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with the unimplemented measures mainly related to anti-con-uption awareness raising. The implementation 
has been most challenging when it came to the interests of the President and the governing elite. The 

Public Council of the NACP was recently set up, however. its operation and efficiency has yet to be tested. 
NGOs carried out alternative monitoring and published shadow reports. Ukraine is encouraged to finalize 
the implementation of the measures that are still pending and develop a new anti-corruption strategy with a 
broad and meaningfol panicipation of stakeholders based on the analysis of implementation of the previous 
policy documents, available surveys and assessments of the corruption situation in the country. The 

standardized corruption survey methodology and the first survey conducted on its basis are welcome 
development. Ukraine is encouraged to regularly conduct the survey, use and publish its results. The 

con-uption risk assessments and sectoral anti-corruption programmes in the state agencies arc a good 

practice that should be deYeloped and strengthened forthcr. 

Anti-corrnption awareness-raising and education are part of the anti-corruption policy docnrnems however 
the implementation is lacking. The NACI' recently adopted its communication strategy. Ukraine mnst 

proceed swiftly with the implementation, target awareness raising activities to the sectors most vulnerable 
to corruption, allocate sufficient resources, measure the results and plan the next cycle of activities 

accordingly. 

Cormption prevention and coordination institutions 

With some delays, Ukraine has lannched its anti-corruption policy coordination and preyention body the 
National Agency on Corruption Prevention (NACP). Having a broad mandate, substantial budget and staff 
capacity, the N/\CP is an important institution that can play an instrumental role in the anti-corruption 

infrastructure of Ukraine. However, at present it is facing serious challenges ranging from the attempts to 

manipulate selection of its members, to rejecting the seconda1y legislation necessa1y for its operation, to 

political inteii'erence in its enforcement mandate. The establishment and resourcing the NACP in a short 
period of time and making it operational in most of its functions is a significant achievement. Ukraine is 

urged to secure independent functioning of the NACP as a matter of priority, including by taking 

legislative measures if necessary, to free it from outside interference, allow it to build the capacity, 

experience and authority and establish itself as a strong corruption prevention agency of Ukraine. The 
vacant positions of the NACP should be filled in by experienced and highly professional candidates with 

good reputation recruited through an open, transparent, objective and credible competition. The N ACP 

should be provided with the access to all databases held by public agencies and resources necessaiy to 
perfonn its functions, including at the regional level. The coordination role and visibility of the NAC'P 

should be substantially enhanced as well. Further measures arc needed to strengthen the anti-connption 
units 1officers, their role and ensure their effective coordination, assistance and methodological guidance by 
theNACP. 

A high-level supervisory body, the National Council for Anti-Corruption Policy was launched and held 

several meetings. However, it lacks secretariat snpport and remains passive. The mandate of the Council 
vis-a-vis the NACP should be clarified and coordination and closer interaction established in practice. The 
Parliament of Ukraine has an important role in anti-corruption policy and its Anti-corruption Committee 

has reportedly been active. To acquire necessmy experience, capacity and confidence the new institutional 
framework must be strengthened and nurtured, and not confronted and undermined, but this is more often 
than not against the interests of powerful oligarchs and the well-rooted cmrnpt high-officials in the 
government of Ukraine. 

PREVENTION OF CORRUPTION 

lmegrity in the civil sen,ice 

Ukraine has taken major steps to advance the civil service reform in line with the European standards: the 

new Civil Service Law (CSL), the secondary legislation, the comprehensive public administration reform 

strategy and its implementation plan were adopted. Ukraine introduced the position of state secretaries and 
in contrast with the past bad practices recruited a substantial number of civil servants, including at the 
senior level, through open and transparent merit-based competitions. Ukraine is encouraged tn address the 
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existing challenges, such as low qualification of selection commission members, political interference in 
their work and difficulties in assessing various competencies of candidates and ensure that the recruitment 

in the civil service is open, transparent, free from political interference and based on merit allowing to 
recruit the best candidates in the civil service positions. 

The new regulations on salaries represent a step forward to a transparent und fair rem1111eratio11 system in 

Ukraine, Gradual increase of salaries in civil service is also a positive development that should be 
continued. However, the importunt part of the new pro\'isions on bonuses will only enter into force in 

20 l 9, the allocation of a large part of bonuses (monthly/quarterly bonuses constituting up to 30% of an 
annual salary) is not linked to the performance appraisal process and is left at the discretion of heads of 
state bodies, Furthcnnore, there is no established cap for annual bonuses. Ukraine is cncournged to link the 

priority in promotion, increase in salary and bonuses to the results of evaluation and implement the newly 
adopted pe1:fim11a11ce appraisal regulation in practice. Report further recommends to clarify the grounds 

for disciplinary proceedings and ensure that they are objective, the dismissals are based on the legal 
grounds and are not politically motivated. 

The progress achieved by Ukraine in the area of co11jlict of interest management is apparent. The NACP 
has issued various methodological guidance, carried out information campaign and training of staff and 

started enforcement. This is commendable and must be continued, Nevertheless, the questions as to the 

independent functioning of the >1ACP free from political interference and bias must be addressed in order 

the implementation of the conflict of interest rules, as well as other paiis of its mandate to be assessed as 

efficient and seen as politically neutral. 

Electronic declaration system is one of the most important anti-corruption measures Ukraine has 

implemented in recent years. Over l 271,000 declarations including of top level officials are now publicly 

accessible. The law enforcement has started criminal proceedings bused on its data. The tmmoil around the 
system and various setbacks demonstrates the magnitude of opposition any initiative aimed ut uncovering 

and fighting corruption faces in Ukraine. Civil society, intemutional community and public at large have 
been mobilised to defend the system from multiple interferences. Now, as the system is showing its first 

results in practice, it is critical to ensure its full and unintenupted functioning: adopt necessary bylaws, 
launch automated verification software, connect the system with the relevunt dutubases to perform this 
fi.mction, allow the NACP to exercise its verification mandate fully and independently und ensure full 

access by the NABU to its database as envisaged by the law. lt is recommended to focus the verification 
efforts on the high-level officials. The latest amendments to the CPL extending the scope of the dcclarants 
to anti-conuption activists depart from the purpose of the usset declaration system and can serve as a tool 

to discourage and intimidate anti-com1ption activism in Ukraine. These umendmcnts should be abolished. 

The CPL provides regulations tc,r protecting wliistle-blowers disclosing corruption. Introducing clear 

reporting channels and online anonymous reporting by the NACP is a welcome development. The number 
of reports received so far represents a good start showing the willingness of the citizens to report and 
cooperate. However, challenges can be noted in ensuring whistle-blower protection in practice. The report 
recommends Ukraine to set fourth clear procedures, further train the responsible staft; raise public 

awareness to incentivizc reporting and consider adoption of a stand-alone law with all necessary 
guurantees. the whistlcblowing practices to increase, the NACP should be seen as an objective and reliable 
ully to provide information to and receive protection from. 

I1ttegri(I' ofpolitical public officials 

huegri(I' of MPs and other political officials is a concern in Ukraine, There is a strong public perception 
or high level of conuption among the politicians. The CPL applies to political officials including at the 

high level. The supervision and control is entrusted to the NACP, but there is a distrust to this body as to 
the impartiulity and unbiased implementation of its mundatc. A separate ethics code for parliamentarians is 

needed with the necessary training and guidance for its application. It is also important to clarify the 

oversight mandate of the NACP vis-a-vis the Parliamentary Committee of Rules and Procedure and how 
the awareness, training consultations and guidance are provided to the MPs. Moreover, it is crucial that the 
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NACP exercises its enforcement powers related to the conflict of interest and asset declarations fully and 
objectively in relation to the political officials at the highest lcvcL 

l111egrizv i11 thejudicim:JJ and public prosecution service 

lntegriry of judiciary has remained one of the main challenges in the development of democratic 
governance and the rnle of law in Ukraine. Finding a right balance between independence and 
accountability of judges is a difficult task and Ukraine is still struggling with it The entire legislative 
l1·amcwork of the judiciary was revised through constitutional amendments and a package of laws 
regulating the judicial system. New legislation simplified the court system and helped address most 
recommendations given to Ukraine under !AP monitoring, including appointment and dismissal of judges 
on recommendation of the High Council of .Justice instead of the Parliameut, abolishment of the five-year 
probation period for junior judges, changes into the composition of the High Council of Justice to include 
the majority of judges. It introduced changes into the system ofjudicial selt~governance and disciplining of 
judges. This being said, the implementation of these laws will be the actual test of the introduced changes, 
and this is the most challenging task ahead of Ukraine in ensuring integrity of the judiciary. 

[n addition to legislative changes some other improvements took place. Namely, funding of the judiciary 
has significantly increased and renumeration of judges has been adequately adjusted to commensurate to 
their role and reduces com1ption risks. All court decisions, including interim ones are now being published 
and can easily be accessed via Internet. Such steps are welcomed and will I ikely help ensnre transparency 
of the court proceedings and ultimately will have effect on building up of the positive image of the 
judiciary in Ukraine. 

Despite these positive changes the judiciary continues to be perceived as a weak branch, often lacking 
independence and suffering from com1ption. Multiple factors including the situation with pending 're
appointment' ofjudes whose 5 years' probation term lapsed alter the judicial reform, absence of safety 
measures for judges and protection in com1s, continued pressure through the use of Criminal Code Article 
375 "on delivery of the knowingly unfair sentence, judgement, ruling or <)rder by a judge'' - undermine 
judicial independence, making judges vulnerable to various types of outside improper pressure. This report 
also raises concerns over the number of judicial resignations and the situation with Ukrainian courts simply 
lacking the judges necessary for panels to hear the cases. 

The Ukrainian prosecution sen,ice has been undergoing major reforms, and just like the judiciary, was also 
affocted by the constitutional amendments. Reforms included abolishment of the general supervision 
!unction of the prosecution service, for which Ukraine has been criticised for years. New legislation also 
provides for guarantees of the independence of the prosecutors, identifies more specific criteria and 
procedures for appointment and disciplining of prosecutors, and establishes the system of self-governance 
of the prosecution sen·icc. All of these are positive developments and should be continned, and any 
attempts at rollback should be circumvented. 

Nevertheless. the prosecution service, along with cou11s, continues to be one of the least-trusted public 
administration institutions and remains to be a powerful body with direct links to the President of Ukraine. 
While lhc rcfonn of the prosecution service was intended to reduce the General Prosecutor's Office control 
on many issues involving hiring, advancement and discipline, there is abundant evidence that the highest 
levels of the General Prosecutor's Office, if not the Prosector General himself still exercise inordinate 
power over such decisions. 

The position of Lhc Prosecutor General has been highly volatile and surrounded by much controversy and 
public discontent. Al the moment the General Prosecutor's Office is headed by political appointee, who is 
a close political ally of the President. This report therefore reco1mnends that process for appointment and 
dismissal of the Prosecutor General is made more insulated from undue political influence and more 
oriented towards objective criteria on the merit of the candidate. The reform of the system of prosccutorial 
selt~govemance has heen launched with some set-backs, it is important now for Ukraine to ensure that the 
self~governance bodies function independently and proactively represent the interests of all prosecutors. 
Disciplining proceedings should be further impwved with grounds for liability clearly defined but also 
ensuring that the complaints are diligently investigated, and that statute of limitations, as well as the bodies 
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responsible for this are adequate. And finally constant underfunding of tbc prosecution services. as well as 
the low salaries of prosecutors, with the exception of those in SAPO, require urgent action. 

lntegri(y in public procurement 

Ukraine has taken many steps towards ensuring integrity of the public procurement. The introduction of 
the e-procurement system "Prozono" enhanced the level of transparency in ptiblic procurement and made 

it less susceptible to comrption. This is a notable and important step in the fight against coJTuption in 
Ukraine, which can also serve as an example for other countries in the region and beyond. It is of utmost 

importance that this achievement will not be reversed and the progress made is maintained. The large 
amount of relevant information related to procurement that is published in Ukraine is also impressive. This 
creates the possibility for pnblic scrutiny of the Government's spending through procurement. Anti

corruption measures introduced under the anti-corruption legislation of 2014 have also helped build 

mechanisms to prevent cormption, including internal anti-corruption programmes and debarment system. 
Now they should be put in practice aud made folly functional. 

The report also points out to some actions, tools, policies and practices U1issing or unsatisfact01y. It 

recommends in particular continuing reform of the public procurement system in minimising the 

application of non-competitive procedures, to ensure that state owned enterprises use competitive and 
transparent procurement rules, to extend c-procuremcnt system to cover all public procurement at all levels 

and stages, to provide sufficient resources to procuring entities, including training for members of tender 
evaluation committees. And finally it calls for regular training for private sector pmticipants and procuring 

entities on integrity in public procurement at central and local level and training for law enfbrccment and 

state controlled organisations on public procurement procedures and prevention of corrnption. 

Accountabiliry and transparency in the public sector 

Ukraine introduced the obligation of state agencies to publishing data in open format and launched the 

open data portal now containing around 20 000 datasets. Fwihermore, the information on beneficial 

ownership and various public registries became public. These are significant achievements. Some progress 
could be observed in relation to the anti-corruption screening of legislation: the NACP approved the related 
procedure and methodology and the Anti-Corruption Committee made some attempts towards streamlining 
this function. No tangible progress could be noted in relation to the rccornmcmlations on the Law on 

Administrative Procedure and access to information (oversight body). Parts of the recommendations 3.3 

and 3.6 could not be evaluated due to the insufficient information received from the Government. 

B11si11e,·s illfegrity 

Ukraine implemented several important measures to simplify business regulations and improve business 

climate. Moreover. creation of the Business Ombudsman Council (BOC) provided the business with a 

powerfhl tool to report con-uption cases without fear of prosecution or other unfavourable consequences, to 
receive protection of legitimate rights, as well as possibility to tackle most common problems in a 
systematic manner. However, most actions foreseen by the Section 6 of the Anti-cormption Strategy were 
delayed and remain unimplemented. Therefore for Ukraine it is crucial to includee business integrity 
section to the new National Anticorruption Strategy and ensures active participation of business in the 
monitoring of the Strategy. ln addition, Ukraine should focus on business integiity of SOEs and further 
promote and implement drafted model compliance programme for SOEs. 

Further improvements of the Prozono e-procurcment system to addresses all procurement process and 

insure transparency of the bidding process remain important. Additional efforts are needed to improve 
disclosure requirements for companies and adoption of the law on lobbying. 

Ukraine should insure further strengthening and development of the BOC, as well as support initiated by 

local husincss collective action for compliance and integrity, the UNJC. Greater involvement of other stare 

bodies, such as the Ministry of Economy and Trade and National Agency for Corruption Prevention, in the 
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business integrity would be impommt for the sustainability of this work. Moreover, the ftmdamental 

challenge of freeing the Ukrainian economy from the control of oligarchs is still to be tackled. 

ENFORCEMENT OF CRIMINAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR CORRUPTION 

Most of the international requirements on criminalization of corruptio11 have been introduced in Ukraine 

shortly before the adoption of the previous report and the new recommendations pointed out to the 

shortcomings in the stalllle of limitations and in the legislation on corporate liability, which unfortunately 

remained unaddressed since then. The new recommendations heavily focused on increasing the 

enforcement of the newly introduced offences through adequate training and allocation of resources to the 

investigators and prosecutors. This has been done through the establishment and appropriate staffing of the 

NABU and SAPO and their continuous training. Both agencies are very well resourced and fare well 

compared to other state bodies in the criminal justice system of Ukraine. They subsequently have shown 

good resnlts in tem1s of actual enforcement of the new offences. Only investigations in cases on offer and 

promise of unlawfi.tl benefit, or those involving the definition of unlawful benefit which would include 

intangible and non-pecuniary benefits remain to be a challenge. 

Quasi-criminal corporate liability for corruption offences was introduced in Ukraine at the time of the 3rd 

round of !AP monitoring and regrettably since then no changes have been made to ensure its antonomous 

nature. as was recommended. Corporate liability also remains to be almost entirely unenforced in Ukraine. 

The novelty of this legal concept is understandable, however, in order for the practice to form the repoti 

calls for a concerted push for pursuing of such liability and proposes that it be done both in tenns of policy 

messages and in practical terms of providing training specifically focused on liability of legal persons for 

corruption offences. 

In regards to COI(fiscati,m Ukraine has made considerable progress since the 3rd round of monitoring in 
enacting legislation and establishing necessary institutions to implement an ctTcctivc confiscation program 

to deprive criminals of access to the profits of crime and to recover assets of Ukraine that have been 

misappropriated. The Asset Recovery and Management Agency of Ukraine (ARMA), which is entrusted 

with the fonctions of identification, investigation, evaluation, management and confiscation of criminal 

assets, was established. It will be important now that ARMA has adequate resources to meet its legislative 

objectives and that its role and available resources are communicated to the law enforcement and 

prosecutorial bodies. The report also encourages Ukraine to now step up its efforts to confiscate corruption 

proceeds from family members, friends or nominees and to continue making progress in the effective use 

of the newly enacted confiscation authorities. The authorities are also urged to reinforce their action so that 

concrete and measurable results in terms of asset recovery could be shown. 

Immunities of _judges have been limited from absolute to functional with constitutional reform, this is 

undeniably a positive development. However practice will become the ultimate test of these changes. It is 

also recon1mended to analyse practical application of the judicial rcfOnn in order to ensure that it is. not 

subject to misuse and that the functional immunity contributes to effective law enforcement. Regrettably 

constitutional reform did not address the same concern in regards to the immunities of the MPs. Ukraine 

is urged to review its legislation and ensure that the procedures for lifting immunities of MPs are 

transparent efficient. based on ol:(jccti vc criteria and not subject to misuse and to revoke additional 

restrictions on the investigative measures with regard to MPs, which arc not provided for in the 

Constitution of Ukraine. 

Tile issue of detection was for the first time addressed by the IAP monitoring and results of the newly 

created institutions have been highlighted throLtghont the cnfi)l'cement sections of the report. NABU 

became the first law enforcement agency in the modern history of Ukraine that, to such a wide extend, 

began taking proactive measures in detecting com1ption cases. Because many of the investigative 

techniques require court approval obtained by the SAPO, SAPO also is credited for these achievements. 

The number of detected cases by NABU is impressive, especially if compared to limited enforcement 

efforts on high-profile ccmuption cases before their establishment. The scale of these cases is also a 
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novelty in Ukraine's enforcement efforts: the cases involve top level officials, many of whom were or 

remain in the office; use elaborate schemes and structures; and deal with big amounts of funds. NABU and 

SAPO work. as well as work of other law enforcement bodies has been actively supported by the FIU, and 

there is hope that newly created ARMA staff will be also effectively contributing to these efforts. 

Cooperation between law enforcement and other non-law enforcement bodies, such as FIU. ARMA, tax, 
customs, etc. to ensure detection and swift investigation of corruption should be maintained and fu1ther 

increased through joint trainings. More should be done to ensure swift access to bank, financial and 

commercial records. To this end Ukraine is recommended to establish a centralised register of bank 
accounts of legal and natural persons, including infonnation about beneficial owners of accounts, making it 
accessible for authorised bodies. including NABU, NACP and AR:VIA. without court order to swiftly 

identity bank accounts in the course of financial investigations and verification. 

This repmt notes significant work performed by some of the responsible law enforcement and 

prosecutorial bodies to address high level corruptio11. The publicly filed cases by SAPO working with 

NAHU appear to rcllcct aggressive and effective investigations and prosecution decisions. But such 

progress does not seem to be true across all of the responsible bodies. Although there appears to be more 

commitment by the current Prosecutor General in some areas. the report notes stalling of very serious cases 

brought by the former office of the general inspectorate against senior and experienced prosecutors. And 

finally of paramount concern is the absence of fair and eflective courts. This threatens to undermine all of 

the progress made. The absence of a fair and effective judiciary remains a prime impediment to effective 

enforcement. 

Fundamental changes took place in the institutional landscape of criminal Justice bodies i11 the area of 
1111ti-corruptio11 in Ukraine. Establishment of the NABU was finalized and it became fully operational and 

managed tu meet the expectations of delivering real high-profile investigation;;. The SAPO has also since 

then was established and became fully operational. Again, just like the NABU is has delivered procedural 

guidance on NABU cases and submitted high-profile cases to courts. Unfortunately, further progress on 

these cases stopped there. Nevertheless, these two new institutions (the NABU and the SAPO) 

demonstrated that high level officials and grand corruption are no longer beyond the remit of the law 

enforcement in the country. They also sent some unsettling messages tO the powerful oligarchs and the 

well-rooted corrupt high-officials in the public administration of Ukraine. To some extent their rigor in 

curbing high-profile corruption and their attempts at keeping independence caused a backlash. They arc 

being attacked in various forms: through media and legislative initiatives, investigations and prosecutions 

launched against their leadership and staff. as well as through various other methods applied to prevent 

them from doing their job. Measures need to be taken to ensure that their independence is preserved and 

that the cases that they have accumulated are finally resolved. 

The debate on the establishment of the anti-corrnption cou1ts was initiated and found its reflection in the 

judicial reform. which now provides for establishment of the anti-corruption courK However, the plans 

seem vague. are viewed as ineffective by many in civil society, and are not being implemented swifrly 

enough to address this critical failure in the justice system. It is extremely important to ensure that the 

cases which were investigated and brought to court by the NABU and SAPO are properly adjudicated by 

the judges with high integrity and independence. The failure to take this on immediately and in a way that 
the society believes will be fair and just may well spell the end of the anti-corruption rcfonns Ukraine has 

undertaken. Ukraine's freedom and economic prosperity depend on it getting this right. 
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SUMMARY OF COMPLIANCE RATINGS 

Table l. Summary table of compliance ratings for the Third Monitoring round recommendations. 

Compliance Rating 
Third Monitoring Round Recommendation 

Fully Largely Partially Not 

I. Anti-corruption policy and political will X 

2. Corruption surveys X 

3. Public l}articipation X 

4. Anti-corruption prevention and coordination institutions X 

5. Offence and Legal persons X 

6. Confiscation X 

7. Immunities X 

8. International cooperation, asset recovery X 

9. Investigation X 

I 0. Specialised anti-corruption law enforcement bodies X 

13. Integrity of civil service X 

14. Transparency in public administration X 

15. Public financial control and andit'' N/A 

16. Public procurement X 

17. Access to information X 

18. Political corruption* N/A 

19. Integrity in the judiciary X 

20. Business integrity X 
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* "'Public financial control and audit'' and "Political conuption" arc not covered by the Fourth Round of 
Monitoring. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Istanbul Anti-Com1ption Action Plan (Istanbul Action Plan or !AP) was endorsed in 2003. It is the 
main sub-regional initiative in the framework of the OECD Anti-Com1ption Network for Eastern Europe 
and Central Asia (ACN). The Istanbul Action Plan covers Armenia. Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, 
Kyrgyzstan. Mongolia, Tajikistan. Ukraine and Uzbekistan; other ACN countries participate in its 
implementation. The implementation of the Istanbul Action Plan includes a systematic and regular peer 
review of the legal and institutional framework for fighting corruption in the covered countries. 

Ukraine joined the Istanbul Action Plan in 2003. The initial review of legal and instih1tional framework 

for the fight against corruption and recommendations for Georgia were endorsed in 2004. The first 
monitoring round repmi, which assessed the implementation of initial recommendations and 
established compliance ratings of Ukraine, was adopted in 2006. The second monitoring round report 
was adopted in 2010 and the third monitoring round report - in March 2015. The monitoring reports 
updated compliance ratings of Ukraine with regard to prcvions recommendations and included new 
recommendations. In-between of the monitoring rounds Ukraine had provided updates about actions 

taken to implement the recommendations at all the IAP monitoring meetings. Ukraine has also 
actively participated and supported other activities of the ACN. All reports and updates arc available 
at the ACN weh-sitc at ,vww.oecd.orn:/corruption/acn/istanbulactionplancountrvreports.htm. 

The fourth monitoring round under the Istanbul Action Plan was launched in 2016 according to the 
methodology adopted by the ACN countries. Ukrainian anthorities submitted replies to the countiy-specific 
questionnaire in February 2017 along with other rcqw:sted materials. The on-site visit to Kyiv took place 
on 27-31 March 20 I 7. After the on-site visit, Ukrainian authorities provided limited additional 
information. 

Mr Daniel Thelesklaf, Director of Financial Intelligence Unit. Principality of Liechtenstein. led the 
monitoring team. The team included: 

Mrs lnese Kus~c, Department of Public Administration Policy. State Chancellery. Latvia; 

Mrs Airi Alakivi, Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Estonia; 

Mrs Mary Butler, Prosecutor, Chief of International Unit of the Money Laundering and Asset 
Recovery Section, Criminal Division. Department of Justice. USA; 

Mr Dirk Plutz. Associate Director, Policy Advisor at the Procurement Policy Department, EBRD: 

Mr Arnir Ginatulin. Associate Director, Project Integrity. EBRO; 

Mr Davor Dubravica, Judge. Croatia. Chairperson of Regional Anti-Corruption Initiative (RA!): 

Mr Arto Honkaniemi, OECD expert. former Senior Financial Counsellor at Ownership Steering 
Department of the Prime Minister's Office, Finland; 

Mrs Rusudan Mikhelidzc, Project Manager. Anti-Corruption Division. OECD; 

Mrs Antonina Prudko. Resident Advisor. Anti-Corruption Project for Ukraine, OECD; 

Ms Tanya Khavanska, Project Manager. Anti-Corruption Division. OECD. 

National Agency on Corruption Prevention (NACP) was Ukraine's national co-ordinator for the 
monitoring. Mr Rouslan Riaboshapka, Commissioner, NACP. Mr Bogdan Shapka, Director of the Anti
Corruption Policy Department, Mr Igor Tkatchcnko, Chief of Slaff, NACP. and Mr Nazar Grom, Head of 
the International Department, NACP were in charge of the monitoring on behalf of Gkraine. 
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During the on-site visit, the monitoring team held IO thematic panels and 3 special sessions on sector
related issues with representatives of various public authorities of Ukraine organised by the national co
ordinator. The OECD Secretariat arranged for separate meetings with representatives of civil society, 
business and international organisations. RPR Anti-Corrnption Group hosted and co-organised meeting 
with representatives of NGOs: the Business Ombudsman Council of Ukraine hosted and co-organised 
meeting with business community; meeting with international community was organised by the OECD. 

This report was prepared on the basis of the government of Ukraine's answers to the questionnaire, the 
monitoring team's findings from the on-site visit, additional information provided by the civil society, 
international commnnity, the government of Ukraine, and research by the monitoring team, as well as 
relevant information received during the plenary meeting. 

According to the methodology of the fourth monitoring round, the prevention and prosecution of 
com1ption in state-owned enterprises (SOEs) was selected as the sector for in-depth review, with the case
study of one SOE, Naftogaz of Ukraine. However, the ACN decided that information provided during the 
monitoring process was not sufficient for the in-depth review of the sector and it will be conducted 
separately through a bis-procedure. Subsequently, the report was adopted without the in-depth sector 
Chapter at the ACN/lstanbul Action Plan plenary meeting in Paris on 14 September 2017. 

The report contains the following compliance ratings with regard to recommendations of the Third Round 
of Monitoring of Ukraine: out of 18 previous recommendations Ukraine was found to be partially 
compliant with 12 recommendations and largely compliant with 4 recommendations. Two 
recommendations of the previous round were not evaluated, as the fourth monitoring round docs not 
cover relevant topics (Pubic financial control and audit, Party financing). The fourth monitoring 
round report includes 26 recommendations. 

The report is made public after the meeting, including at WW\\',Q\::<;clorgl<:.9rrupii.Q11/a.s:11. Authorities of 
Ukraine are invited to disseminate the report as widely as possible and, in particular, to translate it into 
national language. To present and promote implementation of the results of the fourth round of monitoring 
the ACN Secretariat will organize a return mission to Ukraine, which will include a meeting with 
representatives of the public authorities, civil society, business and international communities. The 
Government of Ukraine will be invited to provide regular updates on measures taken to implement 
recommendations at the Istanbul Action Plan plenary meetings. 

The fourth round of monitoring under the OECDI ACN Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan is carried out 
within the ACN Work Programme for 2016-2019 that is financially supported by Latvia, Liechtenstein, 
Lithuania, the Slovak Republic, Sweden, Switzerland and the United States. 
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CHAPTER I: ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY 

1. I. Key anti-corruption reforms and corruption tn·nds 

Re.forms 

The Government of Ukraine took bold anti-corruption measures after the Revolution of Dignity, which was 
largely instigated by the endemic corruption in the country. The first step was the adoption of a 
comprehensive anti-corruption package of laws, followed by the complete reform of the anti-corruption 
infrastructure.' The fundamental laws were enacted and the new specialised institutions -- NABU. SAPO, 
NACP, ARMA -- were set up.3 Finalizing fonnation of institutional, legal and policy foundations for 
fighting and preventing corruption is an important accomplishment since the previous monitoring round. 
Unprecedented transparency achieved in several areas using modern tools is another key aspect of 
Ukraine's ongoing anti-corruption refom1s, which includes electronic asset disclosure, e-procurernent and 
opening up the public registries. 

These important changes however are not yet reflected on actual and perceived level of corruption in 
Ukraine, which remain very high. Anti-corruption enforcement in general and particularly against high
level officials is stalling and meets enormous resistance, and the public trust to the Government has fu11her 
decreased in recent years. According to civil society, "the new anti-corruption tools face growing 
resistance from the country's political and business elite."4 This raises serious doubts regarding the 
sincerity of commitments and the political will of the Government to genuinely fight corruption. 

Yet, the most pressing challenge now is how to preserve and strengthen the new institutional framework 
and boost anti-corruption efforts, that arc constantly undermined by the governing elite. In the context of 
turbulence and unrest, even a small achievement does not come easy and is under the constant threat of 
fall-back and revcrsaL A small group of dedicated anti-corruption reformers in Ukraine are courageous 
enough to stay in the public administration, fight back and help reform their country. However, as the 
pressure is mounting some of them are forced to leave their offices. 

Civil society of Ukraine continues to play a significant role in pushing anti-corruption reforms forward. 5 It 
is vibrant, competent and proactive, putting pressure on the Government at critical moments when the 
threat of reversal, blockage or sabotage of the reforms is imminent, and conrribuling to the implementation 
of the measures that take right direction. lnternational community has played an important role in 
promoting anii-conuption rcfonns through fonding conditions and technical assistance, and continue 
supporting Ukraine in its anti-conuption fight. 

' Principles of Anti-Corruption Policv of Ukraine (Anti-Corruption Strategy) for 2014-2017, general provisions. 
'Package ofanti-c0rruption laws was adopted in October 2014. See details in the QECD/ACN (2015LThi,:g Ro11.!:!Q 
Monitoring Report on Ukraine. Also, An1i-C{J1-ruption ~v1casurcs in Ukraine after the Revolution of Diunitv: Kev 
_L.,gisJ..IJ.Lv~eL\S!)CftS (2016) Centre for Army, Conversion and Disarmament Srndics, Kyiv, 2016. 
3 Most of them are adequately resourced, have their own budget and started operation as shown fiirther in the report. 
4 NGO Coali1ion Reanimation Package of Ref/Jrms (2016) Anti-Corruption Policv of Ukraine: first Success and the 

European Commission (2016) Association Implementation Rep0rt on Ukraine. 
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The third round monitoring report 
(2015) on Ukraine noted thill --so far 
policy. legislative and institutional · 
measures were nm supported by · · ·· .·,• · <, 

strong and practical measures and . · · ·. • 
cnforccmenf".1

' Since the previous :: · . . . 
round, overall Ukraine has made · • · 

837 

important steps in preventing and · ,·.:• · .• · ·.·. · 
. . . . (!t,el11,r~tibns wit.Ji ~. QPt!:\ i ~;h~l~~; ~~;::~ti~~ a;u~:°'~~: 1 ;~rt~~: ,, < .. · . . . . . .. , 

European Commission, concluding .· : .·;. • .· ~1ciling ii}?p~il:'r.egtstries;!l)ld\ltf@r,tjlaiioi{aalpw,R,i 1 

that all visa libcralisafa,n related ' . . < ~~!l;: ~il:kittlJ,'. a~i,essiMe .\111ndiei.1l ;o~hip 
bcn..:hmarks, including anti-corruption •. ., infu.tihiitioil ' · · · 

ff S:~~~~; .. , ";:!, r~':,"'.t~ '. : '.J'[.J;::Z::::;!:. i~...,\ .;, 

· .. • \-<1n4}:$tlt'Vlt'.e. l~w 'ahli. :imblii:: i:liPiifui~ttllii¢*· 'r<;!\II;n 1 

· ,~uil.i~lr{ililu:iaWittrEul!tin~' 

· ··. i • .C '~1ttiori~~Je¢rdtbrll'.\ · · 

Ukraine has not yet firmly established itself on its path of steady and consistent anli-cmTuption reforms, 
but is certainly <'n a right trail. Rcsilicm:c, persistency and full determination of the anti-corruption fight of 
the Ukrainian society at large will be critical in the coming years. Time has long come for l'.kraine to take 
decisive steps to root-nut pervasive corruption. 

Corruption tremfs 

This section highlights corrnption trends in Ukraine based on selected intt'mational rankings and national 
surveys. lt shows that corruption is still endemic in Ukraine and extends to all levels of public 
administration. According to the !Mf, corruption remains the most frequcnlly mentioned obstacle in doing 
business in Ukraine. 7 

The result, of the Global Corruption 
Barometer, Europe' and Celllral Asia (!0!6) 
put Ckraine among the \vorst performing 
countrie, in the region. The citizens of 
Ukraine are among the countries particularly 
critical of the Government's efforts to fight 
corruption four out of liv~ giving negative 
assessment to the Govermnenl. 56% of 
Ukrainians think that com1ption is the main 
problem in the country. 86% consider that 
allli-corruption activities have no results. Only 
58% of the respondents are ready to report 
corrnption, which is a positive increase as 
compared to 26°·0 in 20U. 16% are ce1iain 
that a notification on bribery will chang<: 
nothing, and l 4''.'i, arc afraid of the 

Flg,ure l. Haw you t>aid II bribe to any one of 8 
scn·ice~ in the past 12 months'?,';,;, '·'Yes" of 

those \\'ho hi1d ,:ontact with the s~rvke 

3R,s~; ot Ukr<.1iniaM p .. 1ld ii hrlb~ wh~n acce:o;-;.!ng b_.;s!t 

µubiic )crvi,:es 

Source: Glooal Corruption Barometer, Transparency 

0 OEC()/ACN (f0l5\ Third Row1d :'yfonit"1i.ll&Rclli!J:!JlltJfkntin<,~. 
7 International Monitory Fund (IMF) C<>.\!t]LD'R~r!J.tf5UJ.!8JJr!.l.'1kfl!ipg{J!]J71, 
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consequences of reporting. 38% of Ukrainians International, 2015/16, https:/lgoo.gl!Eqd0c9. 

paid a bribe when accessing the basic public 
services.8 

Ukraine shows marginal improvement (by 2 points) in 2016 Transparency lnternational's Corruption 
Perception Index. Overall improvement compared to 2013 is only 6 points. Ukraine is ranked 13! out of 
l 76 countries with Kazakhstan. Russia. Nepal, and Iran having the same score. The comparative score and 
ranking of Ukraine among the countries of Eastern Europe and Central Asia is provided belov,1. 

Tahk .2. Corruption Pen-cplinn lndc,, Transparrney l11ternatiom1l. Eastl'rn and Central Europe 
and Crntral .\,ia 

Global Country CPf CPI CPI CPI CPI CPI CPI 
Country 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2008 2003 
Rank Score Score Score Score Score Score** Score 
2016 ** 
22 Estonia 70 70 69 68 64 66 55 

29 Poland 62 62 6l 60 58 46 36 

31 Slovenia 6111 60 58 57 61 67 59 

38 Lithuania 591J 61 58 57 54 46 47 

44 Georgia 571f 52 52 49 52 39 18 
44 Latvia 57ft 55 55 53 49 50 38 

47 Czech Republic 551J 56fr St 48 49 52 3q 

54 Slovakia 51 51 50 47 46 50 37 

55 Croatia 491J 51 48 48 46 44 37 
57 llungary 481J 51 54 54 55 51 48 

57 Romania 48ft 46 43 43 44 38 28 
64 Montenegro 45ft 44 42 44 41 34 "' .c.) 

72 Serbia 4211 40 41 42 39 34 23 
75 Bulgaria 41 41 43 41 41 36 39 

75 Turkey 411J 42 45 50 49 46 31 

79 Belarus 4011 32 31 29 31 20 42 

83 Albania 3911 36 33 31 33 34 25 

83 Bosnia and 39ft 38 39 42 42 32 33 
Herzegovina 

87 Mongolia 381J 39 39 38 36 30 -
90 FYR Macedonia 3 71J 42 45 44 43 36 23 

95 Kosovo 3611 33 33 33 34 - -
113 Armenia 331J 35 37 36 34 29 30 

123 Azerbaijan 30ft 29 29 28 27 19 18 

123 Moldova 3oll 33 35 35 36 29 24 

131 Kazakhstan 291f 28 29 26 28 22 24 

131 Russia 29 29 27 28 28 21 27 

131 Ukraine 2911' 27 26 25 26 25 23 

136 Kyrgyzstan 28 28 27 24 24 18 21 

151 Tajikistan 251J 26 23 22 22 20 18 

154 Turkmenistan 22ft 18 17 17 17 ]8 -

·' Global Corruption Barometer, Europe and Central Asia (2016) f'ieldworks carried out in february-May 2016. 
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156 Uzbekistan 211r 19 18 17 17 18 24 

Notes: A higher score means 'less corrupt'. Until 2013, the CPI score was calculated differently (on 0-10 scale): to 
enable comparison, the CPI 2003 and 2008 scores were converted to 0-100 scale. 

Source: Transparency International, CPI, http://goo.gl/1Ag4HZ 

A national survey (2015) data show 
decrease in public trust across all levels 
of the Go\·ernmcnt compared lo 2011 
and increase of the perception of 
corruption. Only 14% believe that the 
authorities are willing to fight 
co1Tuption. 94% of Ukrainians consider 
conuption a serious problem, after the 
military action in Ukraine and the high 
cost of living.' 

According to another national survey 
(2016), respondents considered 
conuption as the number one internal 
threat for the national security. 111 

Figure 2 Public Trust in Gowrnmcnt 

PUBLIC TRUST IN GOVERNMENT OF UKRAINE 

f{ada of Ukraine 

Secur,ty Senice of Ukra'ne 

Lu5trc1t1or: tor11vittee 

Pubi,c. flrosecuto(s Office 

----
■ 2011 

111201 S 

Source: national corruption survey conducted by the Kiev International 

Institute of Sociology (2015). 

Figure 3 Percrpliun uf Corrnption in Public I 11'titutiom of l'kn1ine. Comparath·e Data 2011-2017 

PERCEPTION OF CORRUPTION IN UKRAINE 

,-1 54.20% ,ll,,,,,,,,,, 54 '°1 
! I '90% 

60.60% 

1 '!4\'liB-~~--.,,1 ,, ,o, 
57.10% 

0 

3140% 

3170% 
343D% 

54.80% 

58.80% 

46 50% 

3870¼ 

65% 

•2107 ■ ~Q09 

Source: national corruption survey conducted by the Kiev International Institute of Sociology (2015) 

9 National c<HT\!Pli.9n sut"\"cy conducted by the Kiev International Institute of Sociology (2015) with the support of the 
USATD provides comparative data (2007, 2009, 20 l l, 2015). 
!Ii !\ational sun ev hy RazumkoY C~_!Hrc. 
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1.2. Impact of anti-corruption policy implementation 

F 
7 

1 

Recommendation 1.1-1.2 from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

, • Develop and adopt without delay an acuon plan for the 2014 Anti-Corruption Strategy with 

effective measures and measureable performance indicators. 

• Allocate proper budget for the Anti-Corruption Strategy and its action plan implementation. 

Recommendation 1.3 from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

• Conduct regular corruption surveys to provide analytical basis for the monitoring of 

implementation of the Anti-Corruption Strategy and its future updates. 

• Such surveys should be commissioned by the government. through an open and competitive 

tender. 

• Use surveys conducted by non-governmental organisations for the monitoring of the Anti

Cmrnption Strategy implementation and adjustment of the anti-corruption policy. 

Recommendation 1.4-1.5 from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

• Ensure that there is a functioning institutional mechanism for civil society participation in the 

designing and monitoring of the Anti-Corruption Strategy and Action Plan implementation. 

A11ti-corruptio11 policy documents 

The previous monitoring report positively assessed the quality of the Anti-Corruption Strategy of Ukraine 

for 2014-2017 (the Strategy) and its adoption by the Parliament as a law. 11 Its scope was considered 

sufficient for anti-com1ption reforms in Ukraine at that time. even though the Strategy lacked the analytical 

basis, research and evaluation of the co1TUption situation in the country. The report recommended to a) 

develop and adopt the corresponding action plan with effective measures and measurable performance 

indicators and b) allocate proper budget for its implementation. 

ln April 2015. the Govemment approved the State Programme (2015-2017) 12 for the implementation of the 
Anti-Corruption Strategy (the State Programme). 13 According to the NGOs: .. for the first time in the 

history of independent Ukraine, the Anti-Corruption Strategy for 2014-2017 and the State Program for Its 

Implementation arc distinguished by outstanding textual quality and the capacity to create conditions for 

implementation of real anti-corruption policy.''' 1 Several weaknesses are also pointed out: the lack of a 

"The Strategy was adopted in in the form of the law in 2014 and enacted 2015. Principles ofAnti-Cormption Policy 

of Ukraine (Anti-Corruption Strategy) for 2014-2017. 
12 ~IBlel'rngi:.amrne on ln]JJJcmcntation of Ami-Corruption StratcQy, approved by the Cabinet of Ministers Resolution 

No. 265 of29 April 2015. 
13 The development of a comprehensive impkmcntatlon plan \vas a part of the EU-Ukraine association agenda as 

well. See Association Implementation Report on Ukraine Joint Staff Working Document. 

'" Shadow Reporl (2017) .. E\'aluating the EffcctiYcncss of State Anti-Corruption Policy lmplcme11tatio11". 
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baseline assessment as well as the need to link these policy documents with the broader reform processes. 

for example, in healthcare, decentralization, and administrative services.'' 

The State Programme is built around four components: the development and implementation of state anti

corruption policy; prevention of corruption; punishment for corruption and awareness raising. The 

prevention block includes measures for legislature and representative authorities, public service, executive 

branches and state .. owncd enterprises and the following issue are covered: public procurement, judiciary 

and criminal justice bodies, private sector and access to infonnation. 

The depth of these components varies, however. For example, the anti-corruption policy and prevention of 

corruption that are under the NACP competence (sec below) are spelled out in detail, whereas the section 

on enforcement is more general and superficial. In many instances, the development of new, sectoral 

strategies/action plans is foreseen (for judiciary, prosecution etc.) instead of concrete measures for these 

institutions. Also, not all the areas covered by the Strategy are included in the Programme.'" The NACP 

explained at the on-site that for the current State Programme, the priority was launching the NACP and its 

proper fonctioning. As regards the law enforcement and the judiciary, separate anti-corruption programmes 

were envisaged for 1hem not to interfere in their functioning. The monitoring team agrees on the 

importance of prioritizing measures for the inclusion in State Programme but also secs the need to fully 

implernem the Strategy and include in new policy documents the measures that were leti. out or not 

fullfnlled. 

The State Programme has a list of expected resulls under each section, projecting where the government 

wants to be in two years-time. This can serve as a good basis for assessment of implementation. The 

Programme also has an annexed log-frame with the objectives, expected results and indicators under each 

goal that can be a good tool for monitoring. There is an attempt to introduce quantitative impact indicators 

in some parts, but there is no baseline value providcd. 17 For example, indicators for the y<:ar 2017 in the 

awareness raising section are: increase of the percentage of people a) who trust anti-corruption bodies, b) 

are aware of corruption consequences, c) do not resort to corruption as a way of settling their businesses 

and d) have never had cmrnption experience. While these are good impact indicators, it is not clear what is 

the baseline to compare to or what are the targets to aim for (% of increase) and how the government is 

planning to use the indicator to assess the implementation (what would be the source of data). 

As regards the hudgct for implementation of the State Programme. the Government reported that the 

activities are carried out within the budgetary allocations of the responsible agencies and with the donor 

support. The NACP, one of the main implementers of the programme, indeed has a separate substantial 

budget ( see below section l.6)." However, NGOs note that one of the obstacles t0 better implementation 

was the lack of proper funding.
19 

The monitoring team was not provided with the budget execution reports 

or other information that would enable assessing the spending and snfficiency of budgetary resources for 

the anti-conuption programme. In addition. in the absence of the national annual report by the NACP (see 

bdow).'0 it is difficult to speculate, which part of the programme was not implemented and why. 

Nevertheless, the previous round recommendation regarding a separate budget remains unaddressed. 

15 Reanimation Package of Reforms (20!6) Anti-Corruption Poli<:v ofj}l<J:Jinc: First Success an<l the Growing 

Anti-Corruption Research and Education Centre of the Kyiv-Mobyla Academy University and the NGO Anti

Corruption Headquarters (2017) .. Ibc As,cssn_1~.11t_of the Anti-Cm:nmtion Stratcgv hnpkmenration: Successes and 
Challenrres" at 16. 
1

·" s~e i\nncx to the programme at pg. 49-57. 
"In 2017, UAH 773 million was allocated for the National Anti-Comtption Bureau; UAH 119 million for the 

Specialised Anti-Corruption Prosecution Office; lJAH 64() million for the State Bureau oflnvestigations and lJ/\l I 40 

million for the National Agency on detection, tracing and management of assets received from c01Tuption or other 

Anti-Corruption Research and Education Centre of the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy University and the NGO Anti

Corruption Headquarters (2017) "'The Assessment of the Anti-Corruption ~ratcgy lmplemcntation: Successes and 

Challeng<;,:i'. at pg. 23. 
'
0 This report was due on I April 2017. The monitoring team has not heen informed about its finali7ation. 
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Despite these deficiencies, overall. the State Programme is a sound document with clear measures and 

timclincs that can guide the responsible agencies in implementation. The policy chapter of the State 

Progranunc foresees measures that will further improve the strategic planning quality (developing tools for 

collecting reliable quantitative and qualitative data and methodologies for assessing the level of corruption) 

and the Public Administration Refr,rm Strategy of Ukraine provides for a substuntial enhancement of 

strategic planning capacities in the public administration. The implementation of these measures is indeed 

encouraged. 

The Strategy and the State Progranune expire in 2017. New strategic documents should be dew loped 

based on the evaluation of the implementation of the cun·ent policy documents, meaningful CSO 

pal1icipation, and broad public consultations. The development of a new state programme is listed as one 

of the priority tasks by the NACP for 2017. At the time of the on-site visit, the NACP representatives 

shared preliminary ideas about the future programme, pointing out that it should focus on eliminating 

factors hampering economic development, should be less complex, more concrete and set priority 

measures in the areas, where the best results can be achieved. After the on-site visit, the NACP reported 

that an intenicpai1men1al working group was created, the analysis of conuption situation together with the 
report on implementation of the policy documents was ready and the first draft strategy would be sent to 

the Cabinet of Ministers by I October 2017 for comments. According to the Government, the public 

consultations will continue after this date before the draft is finalized and submitted to the Parliament in 
December. 

The monitoring team was concerned to learn about three other governmental anti-corruption action plans, 

all adopted in 2016, not linked to the Strategy and the State Programme. 22 One of them the Government 

Resolution 803, was mentioned by several interlocutors at the on-site as an example of a good coordination 

involving CSOs, providing for anti-corruption measures for individual state bodies and requiring them to 

rep011 on progress to the Cabinet of Ministers. However, this process docs not involve the NACP and is not 

coordinated with the State Programme and its monitoring requirements. The monitoring team did not have 

a possibility to review these documents to assess the purpose and the added value of these action plai1s. 

Nevertheless, the monitoring team believes that a clear anti-corruption reform agenda and coordination 

should be achieved for a joint and successful action against corruption in Ukraine. Several distinct anti

corruption policy documents developed without clear coordination may create uncertainties and complicate 

implementation, undermining the NACP's coordination efforts. In addition, this arrangement raises issues 

as to the efficiency of spending the state resources. ln the future, Ukraine is encouraged to take a whole-of

govcrnmcnt approach, consolidate its anti-corruption measures and coordination effons under a single 

national anti-corruption policy framework. complemented by sectoral plans or plans for individual public 

agencies. In the short term, it would be useful to include all these anti-corruption policy documents and 

analysis of their implementation in the national am1ual anti-corruption report. 

After the entry into force of the CPL in 20 I 5, ail public agencies of Ukraine are obliged to develop risk
based al/ti-corruption programmes 10 be endorsed by the NACP (Alt. !9 of the CPL). To support this 

work, the NACP approved the methodology for corruption risk assessment and recommendations for 

developing these programmes. 2
-' 1n addition, a sample anti-cotTuption programme was approved for legal 

pcrsons.24 Several public bodies have good anti-corruption programmes, among them the Ministry of 

Justice; National Police of Ukraine; Customs, and Judiciary, as highlighted at the on-site visit. These 

efforts are commendable. Howe\'er, it seems that risk assessment is not yet consistently used throughout 

21 Annual activity report of the NACP (2016). 
"' These three docmncnts arc: (I) the Government Action Progrnm adopted on April 14, 2016 and (2) the Plan of 

Government's Priority Actions for 2016 adopted 011 May 27, 2016 cir.ed in the Shadow Report ::..faa.luating the 

Effoctivcness of Stak Anti-Corruption Policv lmplcmc'ntation" at pt. 8. Para 4 and 5 of the executive ,unm1m·y, as 

\\\:11 as {3) .. Sqmc issues of prevention of corruption in minlstri.:~_.and other ~~n.t@J bodies··. adopted on 5 October, 

2016 by Cabinet of Ministers Resolution_g(J3. 
23 Mgtl1Qdo!ogy foi.:_aisessing corruption ri,ks in st,u_c authoritii,,:;, approved by NACP decision No. 126 of 22 
December, 2016. 
'
4 Adopted by NACP Decision #75. 2 March, 2017, 

23 



21111

843 

the public agencies and the guidance and follow up by the NACP are limited. The representative of the 
authorized unit of the MOJ explained that the interaction is basically confined with sending quarterly 
reports on implementation to the NACP. 

The special session with businesses showed that the mandatory anti-comrption programmes by SOEs and 
companies who take part in public tenders (Art 61 of the CPL)'5 is a formal box-ticking exercise since the 
NACP only checks that such programmes are in place and docs not assess their quality or implementation. 
However, some companies are using this tool and developing good anti-corruption programmes based on 
this requirement. 

After the on-site visit, the monitoring team vvas informed that as of the beginning of 20 l 7, 98 anti
cormption programmes were in place, among them in l 7 ministries, 40 other central executive bodies, 24 
regional and city administrations and 17 other bodies. Out of these 98, the NACP provided its 
recommendations for 58 before approval. The NACP is planning to strengthen the coordination and the 
methodological assistance for cormption risk identification, support the development and oversee the 
implementation of anti-conuption programs at the agency level in line with its mandate. The NACP is 
currently working on the procedure for monitoring preparation and implementation of these programmes. 
These measures are encouraged. Ovcrali, it is important to deve!op the practice funhcr, increase the risk 
assessment capacities in the agencies, overcome coordination challenges discussed below and establish an 
active interaction with the agencies to support their work at the individual agency level. 

lnvolveme11t of civil society 

·The previous monitoring report stresses the key role NGOs played in developing anti-cmrnption policy and 
advocating for critical reforms in today's Ukraine. However, since CSO involvement in anti-cmTuption 
policymaking did not have a structnred form, it recommended to ensuring a fi.mctioning institutional 
mechanism for civil society participation in designing and monitoring anli-com1ption policy 
implementation. 

Atler the previous round, the vibrant civil society of Ukraine continued to significantly contribute to the 
implementation of the anti-corruption reforms. lt stays informed, competent and proactive to exert targeted 
pressure on the decision-makers to push forward important anti-corruption measures and expose 
cormption, as shown throughout this report. The coalition of leading anti-cormption NGOs Reanimation 
Package of" Reforms (RPR)°6 continued its wide-ranging work, providing the roadmap for rcfrxms and 
following up on the implementation on a daily basis, developing draft laws and proposals, advocating 
legislation and making alarming statements when needed. The individual work of the NGOs such as TI 
Ukraine, Anti-Corruption Action Centre (AntAC), NGO Lustration Committee, has also been instrnmental 
in digging deep and understanding the problems behind the Government's dubious initiatives. Investigative 
journalists and media continued to actively expose corruption. It should be noted, that in the absence of the 
full and updated information from the Government these open sources have been useful to the monitoring 
team to fill in information gaps. 

According to the Government, civil society plays an important role in developing anti-corruption policy in 
Ukraine. CSOs met during the on-site, confirmed that they have influenced elaboration of the cunent 

According to An. 6 l of the CPL, anti-corruption program is obligatory for approval by the heads of: 1) state. 
municipal enterprises. business partnerships, the state or municipal share .of \vhich exceeds 50 percent, average 
number of employees for the accounting (fiscal) year exceeds fifty, and gross revenue from sale of goods (works, 
services) dnring this period is more than seventy million hryvnias; 2) legal entities that are participants of pre
qualification, participants of the procurement procedure in accordance with the Law of Ukraine ··on Public 
Procurement", ifihc cost of procurement of goods and services is equal to or exceeds 20 million UAH. 
~

6 The RPR functions as: a coordination center for 7 3 non-governmental organizations and 23 expert groups which 
develop, promote, and control implementation of the reforms. It was established in March 20 l 4 after the Maidan 
events, and since then experts of the Rl'R organizations-members have been taking pan in development, advocacy 
and implementation of more than 120 reformist laws. 
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policy documents, with some of their rcconrn1endations taken on board by the Government (on e
procurcmcnt, transfer of medicine procurement to international organisations, opening up the registry of 
beneficiary owners of companies) and some rejected (the right to wiretapping of the NABU, special fund 
for recovered assets, independent selection of judges of anti-corruption courts). However, they expressed 
concerns on rhe lack of opportunities w systematically work with the NACP. A.ccording to the recent 
shadow report the lack of cooperation between civil society and the NACP, particularly in monitoring of 
the state anti-corruption policy implementation is one of the critical wcakncsses. 21 CSOs also feared that 
they would not be meaningfully included in developing the new policy documents, since the Public 
Council of the NACP was not yet set up, and no other format of cooperation was proposed to them. 

By the time of the on-site visit the NACP had already initiated the process of creation of its civil society 
oversight body the Public Council to include the NGOs working in the anti-conuption area selected 
based on the competition." Soon after the visit the Public Council composition was approved. '" 
Reportedly, it is already operational and held several meetings, however, several key NGOs declined 
participation (see section l .4 below). 

Nevctthclcss, sincerity of the Government's intention to work with CSOs is seriously questioned 
considering the recent practices aimed at restricting NGO activities. The monitoring team is troubled to 

learn that the CSOs have been subject to an increasing pressure, inter alia, with the new amendments to the 
asset declarations regime (sec below section 2.1 l, attempting to discredit them, initiating criminal 
prosecution and even requesting to shut down some of the most active oncs. 30 A criminal investigation was 
initiated by the tax police against one of the leading anti-corruption NGOs Anti-Corruption Action Centre 
(AntAC). The NGO believes, that the criminal proceedings constitutes a continued pressure and an attempt 
to hlock its fonctioning:11 Another criminal case is ongoing against a well-known anti-cormption activist 
Mr. Vitaliy Shabunin.52 Tl Ukraine recently made a statement demanding the government to stop pressure 
on the anti-corruption NGOs. According to the Tl Ukraine executive director: "Taking into account the 
negative trends in public prosecution against anti-corrnption activists, Tl Ukraine considers actions of the 
law enforcement agencies against AntAC as a tool of political pressure. We urge the authorities to stop 
using controlling functions and harassment against civil activists."31 Some recent news headlines, however, 
infonn that the war against anti-co1TUption activists intensified and that it acquired systematic nature 
extending to the local and regional level and even mounting to the physical pressnre." According to the 
NGOs, they are viewed as "dangerous opponents'' rnther than partnet, now. -' 5 

These w01Tying signals leave the monitoring team ·with the impression of a targeted action by the 
Government to suppress the anti-corruption activism that not long ago instigated the Revolution of Dignity 
in Ukraine. The monitoring team urges the Government to stop the practices that ha\'e chilling effect on 
anti-corruption activism in Ukraine and create enabling environment for civil society participation in 
developing and implementing anti-corruption policy. 

Anti-Corruption Research and Education Centre of the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy University and the NGO Anti
Com1ption Headqu,,rters (2017) "'The Assessment of the Anti-Corrupt inn Strategy Impkn1entation: Successes and 
Chai lc112cs'' 
"Pre-requisite for taking part in the co1111pct1t1on is two years"''"""•""'•""'" in anti-corruption (sec below). 
,,, Decision of the Cabinet of Ministers No.231-p of 5 2017. 
3
" AntAC (2017) Who and whv discredits Shabunin and his a"ociat~ and Mr. Pv11lcnvk requested to shut down 

A1l.1J:\{2_~s a non-pro fa or0 aniztl!illD.-
_,i Tax Police Started a Criirdnal Proccc_~li.ngs a0:ainst the Anti-Cor1J..n2tion A,ction Centre. 
12 Tl Ukraine: The .lli]blic crackdown on anti-CQJJJllition is_Qaining,_1110111emu111. Tl Ukrain~ cal.ls _t'or,information on 
such ca:,;c~. 
I, ILV~nc Demands to Stop Pressure on Anti-CorruptionNGOs. 
1
' How the NGOs are perseq;tcd in Ukraine; Rirne Securitv Service of Ukraine deman<l.§.i1m,e.tig11tj_~j_ournalis(U! 

report on grants (updated). The latest example of pressure arc plwsical injuries of Dmytro Bulakh, the Head of Board 
of NGO "Kharkiv Anti-corruption Centre", prominent regional anti-corruption CSO. 
35 Shadow Report (10 l 7) J=\aluating the Effeeti1·cncss of State Anti-Corruption Policv r mplementation" pg. I ! . 
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i14011itorillg of implementatio11 

The monitoring of implementation of the anti-corruption poli<.:y is the function of the NACP, which in turn 
is rcpmiing to the Cabinet of fv!inisters quarterlv. on the progress of implemenration of the State 
Programme based on the information received from the agencies, and annual~v. by submitting the national 
report on implementation of the anti-corruption strategy {national annual report). which is subsequently 
presented to the Parliament of Ukraine. discussed. adopted and published. 

The CPL (Art. 20) explicitly details the infonnation that should form the part of the national annual report. 
It includes statistical indicators ranging from criminal enforcement to anti-corruption expertise of legal 
acts, and to the information about cooperation with CSOs and media and performance of anti-corruption 
units/officials in the state bodies. The CPL also prescribes that the assessment should be based on surveys 
and should also include infom1ation on the implementation of Ukraine's international anti-corruption 
obligations. This comprehensive report is submitted to the Cabinet of Ministers annually by l April with 
the proposals and recommendations for updating the national anti-conuption policy. 

However, from these statutory requirements of monitoring, the NACP has implemented only a few: it bas 
been receiving the implementation reports from the puhlic agencies and recently developed the national 
anti-corruption report (finalized in May) and the report on implementation of the State Programme 
(finalized in August). At the on-site, the agencies confirmed that they submit quarterly implementation 
reports to the NACP (on 15 February, 15 April, 15 July and 15 October). However, no follow up has taken 
place so far i.e. discussion at the quarterly meetings by the NACP or submitting them to the Cabinet of 
Ministers. The NGOs also noted that the monitoring of the State Programme has not taken place since its 
adoption. 

During the on-site visit, the NACP was in the process of finalizing the national annual report based on the 
submissions from the state bodies, sociological data and risk assessment. After the visit the monitoring 
team was informed that the report. was approved by the Cabinet of Ministers and presented to the 
Parliament in May 2017. However. its foll text was never published according to civil society and thus its 
quality cannot be assessed. The conclusions of the report were provided to the monitoring team: the 
assessment and recommendations covering 14 main areas., including ratification of several international 
agreements, finalization of the reforms in prosecution service, intensifying the cooperation with the public, 
enhanced legislative framework t,x whistle-blower protection. unimpeded exercise of the foll verification 
of asset declarations by the NACP, shill of the focus from punitive to preventive measures in fiscal and 
custom authorities. 

Whereas the Government has not yet set up a monitoring mechanism to involve civil society. the NGOs 
have closely followed the Government efforts of implementing iis anti-corruption commitments, within the 
framework and beyond the State Programme. An independent monitoring report with recommendations 
was prepared jointly by the Anti-Corruption Research and Education Centre of the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy 
University and the NGO Anti-Corruption Headquarters in May 2017 ''The Asscssmc11L_gf the ;:\nti: 
Corruption Strategy lmplcn1entation: Successes and Challenges", using infonnation collected from the 
responsible agencies and the expert polls. Another shadow report :·Evaluating the Effect.ivcncss of State 
Anti-Conuption Policy lmplcr1_1~1m.ioJ,1" was prepared by the Centre of Policy and Legal Reform in 
collaboration with the TI Ukraine, RPR and independent experts. The independent evaluation assesses the 
effectiveness of the state programme and proposes the recommendations. The public discussion of the draft 
shadow report "The state anti-com1ption policy: is it effective?" was held in a form ofa roundtablc and the 
results were reflected in the report. AntAC launched the web-site map of anti-conuption conditionalities 
to monitoring implementation ofCiovernment's international anti-corruption obligations."' 

Corruption surveys 

The third round monitoring report recommended to commission regular corruption surveys and use the 
surveys conducted by non-governmental organisations as analytical basis for the monitoiing of 

36 https://map.antac.orn:.ua/ the v,.:chsitc only includes the anti-corruption conditionalities by international partners. 
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implcm,·nta1ion of the anti-corruption strategy and its revisic)ns. ln addition, the CPL provides tha, 

sociological data should be used in developing the natinnal annual anti-corruption rcpoti and gives the 

mandate to the NACP to conduct n:search and analysis of the corrnption situ,ition in the country. 

To comply with tbcse requirements, the NACP, in cooperation with the national and international experts 

and wi1h the support of the OSCL using the relevant UN sta!ldards, dabonited the standard cDrruption 

survey methodology, As indicated during the on-site visit, the survey captures dynamics and prevalence of 

corrnption, experience and perception of corruption, as well as public assessment of eftectivcncss of anti

corruption activities. This survey of households and businesses will be annually commissioned hy the 

NJ\CP and conducted by a non-governmental polling/research institution. The resnlts will be pnblished on 
the ~ACP's wcbsik and disseminated through other available infom1ation channels. 

By the time of the on-site visit, the pilot survey was canicd out. A ftcr the on-site visit, the monitoring team 

learned that the survey was completed and the report with the recmnmendations was to be finalized soon. 

The results would be used for elaborating a new anti-corruption strategy. Furthermore, the Government 

informed that thc: NAC1' performance monitoring toolkit was developed with the support of the Council or 
Europe and another survey for assessing the cffoctivcness of the NACP and the impact of its work on the 

level of crnrnrtion would be carried out annually as wdL 

There are various national surwys conducted in Ukraine on a regular basis, Among them local surveys 

cited in section l. I of the report providing for comparative data for several years, ·17 The Government noted 

however, that they cannot be use<l for evaluating impact as they do not follow uniform methodology and 

do not provide consistent data. After the on-site visit the Government reported that various latest surveys 

ha1·c been used in developing the national report on implementation of anti-corruption strarcgy that will 

form the basis fr,r the new strategic documents, These include: 

• Corruption as the Hlgecst Threat to National Sccnrity by the Razumkov Centre; 

• Nationwide_Mutii;;,imiLSury~ in Ukraine by the Center for Insights in Survey Research; 

• The State of Corrumion in .Ukraine: A Comparative Analvsis of Nationwide Research Conducted 
in 1007, 2009, 201 l, and 2015 hy Kiev lntcnmtional Institute ofSrn;iology; 

• L~_;$JgmJ,)_e£!!i;,<:,;.S,,~JiQD_:t.Cormptkm, Lmtrntinn and Refrmn of Police by TNS Ukraine; 

* Ukrainian .. Mass Media Corrugtion PcrceQtion. lndcx by Democrntic Initiative FumL 

The monitoring team welcomes the new survey methodology, initiatives to conduct the regular surveys and 

using other available surveys in lhc strategic planning. lt encourages Ukraine 10 folly realize its plans in 

connection with the com1ption surveys: conduct them regularly and use the results in developing the future 

policy documents. 

Accordingly, Ukraine is largely compliant with the recommendation ! J. 

Implementation ami impact 

During the on-site visit, the NACP shared its prclimina1y findings on the implemcntatkm and impact of 

anti corruption policy, as no written reports were ready at that time. Regarding the level of implementation, 

the NACP informed that the two thirds of the State Programme lur<,e been implemented. The lack of 

implementation was primarily due to the late launch of 1he NACP (sec below, section 1.6) and mainly 

concerned the awareness-raising block of the Stale Progrnnnne. However, no significant measures have 

hcen lcfl unimplememed. 

::
7 Sec section I l. on corruption trends above. 
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The report on implementation of tho State Prngrammo was finalized on 1 August 20\7." The NACP 
pnwidcd numbers from this report, showing that 6J.6% of the measures baYc heen implemented, 
conlinning the above estimate. 

figur<' 4. Lewi of lmpkment,uion of the Anti-C'onu1uio11 Programme as of 1 Augost 2017 

Implementation of the State 

Programme 

• !mp!cmented 

ii Ir. th!:! process 

!!, Partly implemented 

w Require revisions. 

Source: The data from the report on implementation of the Slate Programme, 1 August 20"!7 provided as an 
additional information provided by Ukraine after the on-site. 

Overall, tht shadow reports positively cvaiuate the implementation noting Lhal whcre;is the measures 
rdatcd to the legislation were almost fully achieved, lhosc aimed at practical implementation arc lagging 
behind. W cak political will is underscored as one of ihc biggest challenges. !t is noted that numerous 
attempts arc being made to block the implementation of t!Jc reform, and to exert political pressure on new 
institutions to rcdnce their efficiency. The report farther notes, iliat the EC vim !iberalisation and IMF 
rcqnircmcnls h:m.; evidently pushed the perfom1ancc forward.39 

Ukraini: is encouraged to implemem thL'. outstanding mcasun::s in the remaining period and transfer the rest 
of the measures into the new policy documents respectively. 

As regard~ the main outcomes and impact of implementation, although the monitoring team could not 
study th<! national anti-corrnption report or the report on implementation of tile State Programme, the main 
mileslones in implementation can still be identified. These arc finalizing formation of tbe anti-corruption 
institutional and legislative framework, launching various i1movativc preventive initiatives ( discussed in 
the section 1. L above). and some increase in enforcement statistics. Nevertheless, rhcsc results are st.ill not 
retJected on the actual level of corruption, perception of corruption or the public trust in institutions. 
Cmrnption in Ukraine i,; still widespread as shown in section I.I of this rcp0rt Thus, continuous, 
persistent and vigorous implementation of ihc reforms is needed in order to achieve the desired results 
rdlectcd in the StrnWgy and the State Anti-Corruption Programme. The Government most take decisive 
steps and communicate the results to tht> public. 

Condusio11 

Since the last monitoring. Ukraine adopted the State Programme fi:1r implementation of the anti-corruption 
strategy with CSO participation. !t contains important ami-corruption measures 011 policy, prevention, law 
enforcement iiud awareness raising. The State Programme overall is a quality policy document with clear 
measures, timelines and indicators and reprc,ents a good tool for implementation of the most parts of the 

'' Available in Ukrainian on the NACP wd1'itc ht>re. 
_1q Ami-Cmmption Research and Fducatiou C~ntrc of the Kyiv-Mohyia Academy University and the NGO Anti
Com1ptio11 Headquarters (2017) ''The Assessment of the Anti-Cornmtion Stfff.tei,v In:w.!.•;mrntation:_Successes and 
~]J~li~~.fi.~~ at pg. i 6. 
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Stra1cgy. Ukraine did not address the recommendation on a separate hudgd for the State Programme, 
however, the anti-c(muption institmions have been granted substantial budgetary allocations that should 
ha1·e allowed a good level of implementation. In addition, donor assistanc<> has heen used to implement 
some· 1neasures~ 

While the implementation of the State Programme has evolved during the last years, the progress has not 
been systematically tracked, and consequently, the Government and the Parliament have not heen involved 
in overseeing the implementation. Neither lrns ihe State Programme been modified to take into account 
new developments and needs. The Public Council of the NACP was recently set up, however, the its 
operation and efficieocy as a functional institutional mechanism for civil society participation in designing 
and monitoring the anti-comrption policy implementation in practice has yet to be tested. Nevertheless, 
several NGOs have monitored implementation of anti-com1ptio11 policy documents. The Government is 
encouraged to use the Nt,0 cxperti,;c and systematically involve them in the monitoring procedure in the 
future. 

The rcpott on implcmentntio11 oftl1c State Programme was finalized atlcr the on--site visit together with the 
national report for the implementation of the Strategy. The NACP infonned that the two thirds of the 
measures of the State Progrnmmc have been implemented and that not implemented one third concern the 
awareness raising !'unction of the NACP. This assessment was largely confinncd by the NGO shadow 
rcp,wts. When assessing lhe remaining implementation challenges, the NACP leadership noted that they 
are now in a survival mode and the main priority and the pressing challenge is retaining 1hc newly created 
anti-conuption infrastructure. Ukraine is encouraged lo finalize the implementation of ihc anti-corruption 
measures that arc still pending in the current State Programme or transfer them later in the new policy 
document 

The Strategy and the State Programme expire in 20!7. Ukraine is rc'commcndcd to develop a new anti
comtption strakgy using the wealth of the available evidence -- the anaiysis of implementation of the 
previous policy docnments, availahle surveys and assessments of the conuption situation in the country 
and with the broad and meaningful participation of stakeholders. The NACP developed a corruption 
research methodology fcir evaluating impact of anti-corruption rel<:wms on a regular basis. The firRt survey 
was carried out, the results should bo available soon ~nd forrn the basis for the policy docnments. 

Parallel document, and coon1inalion mechanisms 1<.1r anti-corruption policy arc bad practice and should be 
avoided in the future, Whereas the corruption risk assessments and sectoral ami-corruplion programmes in 
the state agencies arc good practice that shonld be further developed and stimulated by the NACP. 

In sum, the monitoring team believes that the implcmentaiion or the measures that did not have political 
connotation has been mostly suflkicnt. llowcwr, the implementation has been <.:hallenging each time when 
it came to the interests of the President and the governing elite. This is evident on the example of the asset 
declaration system starting from its launch. continued to the ~nforcement of the NACP mandate over the 
influential part of the modern Ukrninian government (see sections 2.1. and 2.2 of lhe report). Civil society 
and international pattners had to get involved each time to the rescue of progressive anti-corrnption 
initiatives. The implementation was also stimulated hy the international obligations of Ukraine, particularly 
EU visa liberalisation and lMf conditions. 

ln conclusion, major output of the anti-corruption reform, in Ukraine since the last mo11ito1ing has been 
finalizing complete rcstrncturing of the anti-corruption infrastrncrnre and laying down the legislative, 
policy and ins1itutional foundations for fig!ning and preventing cmTuption. The challenge however now is 
how to ensure that these results and processes arc irreversible and that the newly established institutions 
form into independent and rcsili,mt actors. Genuine political support and resistance to undue influence is 
key to rnake change. 

The recent developments aimed at discouraging the ami-corruption activism in 1Jkraine arc alarming and 
must be stopped urgently. The monitoring team calls on Ukraine to provide enabling environment for open 
and !\ill participation of ci\·il socidy in anti-corruption policy development and monitoring. 
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Ukraine is partially compliant v;ith the recommendations J. L-1.2; partially compliant with the 
recommendation 1.3 and not compliant with the bullet point one of rhc recommendation 1.4.-1.5 of the 
previous monitoring round. 

1. Ensure fnll implementation ofthc Anti-Corruption Strategy and the State Programme 
regardless of the political sensitivity of the measures involved. 

2. Ensure that tile anti-corruption policy documents are evidence-based, developed with the 
meaningful participation of stakeholders and in coordination with the relevant state bodies. 
Ensure that tile anti-corrnption policy covers the regions. Provide resources necessary for 

policy implementation. 

3. Conduct corruption surveys regulllrly. Evaluate results and impact and update policy 

documents accordingly. Publish the survey results in open data format. 

4. Increase capacity and promote corruption risk assessment by public agencies. Support 
development and implementation of quality anti-corrnption action plans across all public 
agencies. 

5. Regularly monitor !lie progress and evall!ate impact of anti-corruption policy implementation, 
including at the sector, individual agencies and regional levl'l, involving civil sockty. Ensure 
operational mechanism of monitoring of anti-corruplfon programmes. Regularly publish the 
results of the monitoring. 

6. Ensure that civil society conducts its anti-corruption activities free from i11tcrforc11cc. 

t.J. Public awareness and education in anti-corruption 

I Recommendation 1.4-1.5 from the Third Monitoring Rnund report on Ukraine: 

I 
" Include systemic awareness-raising and anti-corruption public education in the Government anti-

corruption measures. 

" Engage civil society in the development and delivery of education and awareness raising activities. 

Public awareness 

The previous monitoring report pointed out the fo1111alistic approach to the anti-corrnption awareness 
before the Euromaidan and recommended Ukraine a) to include awareness raising and anti-corrnption 
educarion in the policy and b) engage civil society in development and implementation of these measures. 

The first part of the recommendation has been addressed hy Ukraine, the State Programme extensiYely 
clwers the anti-coiTuption awareness raising. diverse measures are included in the State Programme.4°A 

40 Various awareness raising activities arc fl)resetn in relation to the concrete reforms to gain public support fbr the~e 
reforms, such as: election and political party financing (responsible agency: Ministry of Justice); conflict of interest 
(specific target groups: MPs and City Councils. Respon~ible agencies: NACP, Parliament and the \1inistry of 
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dedicated section !V focnse;, 0n fom1ing negative attitudes towards corruption and includes various results 
and indicators. 

j !'l}letteil ~~•· · .·. · · .· .· • / 1ndkit6n9fffleiis1~11t (bawdh1e~1·l&l~ / 
f--~ ...... ~----~------=-~----~-·_;., .. -;.:.~;:..,:..,, '-..,•"·" · .. · ' -. ,.,, . ,, ',j, __ ,.,:..,:.'4 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The citizens· attitudes to corruption and actions in ! $ Share of those who recognize I 
i situations of corruption risks h,rve changed; cormption as a way to settle a problem; 

The level of trust to anti--eorrnption state bodies • 
has increased; 

The share of citizens who voluntarily report 
about corruption has increased: 

Trust to anti-corruption state bodies 

Share of those aware or cormption 
and its consequences: 

Voluntarily report about corruption 
The ,;hare of persons who have 
experience has decreased. 

~ Have never had cormption 
expenence. 

corruption J ~ offi:nc.c; 

~----------------------- - ---·---- --
Under the current setup. the NACP is responsibie for anti-l'.orruption awareness and education. However, 
this is the area in which the NACP has underperformed lhc most according m the leadership of the agency 
and the stakeholders. The one third of the measures of the State Programme that haw not been 
implemented yet are related to this component. At the same time. the NACP worked on awareness raising 
on specific reform areas, such as conflict of interests, Jssct declarations and po!ilkal party funding as 
shown below. lt also organized trainings on certain aspects of anti-corruption legislation for public sector 
employees cm·cring 1700 persons overall. The NACP also developed its draft communication strategy and 
presented it for public discussion. The communication strategy was adopted on 23 August, 2017. ln 
addition, the Ministry of Education developed a 17-hour long training course for !0-l l grades "'Prev~niion 
of Corruption through the Eyes of Pupils". 1-lowevcr, according to civil society, this course is not 
obligatory for schools and exists only on paper. in this conn0ctio11, important to highlight is that in 2016, 
the 1.JNDP and the educational projecl "EdEra" developed "Anti-cormp1ion Lesson", which according to 
the CSOs covereJ some schools and was successfoL 

According to the NGO shadow report, the ol:ljcctivcs of the State Programme with regard to the awareness 
raising have not been reached. The NACY should switUy start implementation of the communication 
strategy. allocate budget for awareness and use inuovativc tools and modem technologies to achieve the 

results. ' 1 

As regards the second part of the recommendation on involving the NGOs. Ukraine has not !aken measures 
in this regard. However, NGOs have been active. Tl Ukraine highlighted the following anti-corruption 

campaigns: Corrup!i!,m.m!IBJJl.f spotted; "~!atf_qr.n1; ~omiption kills; Ih<e.Y 
~uld n.Qt keep silent, According to the Tl Ukraine's Annual Report for 2016, 800 billboards have been put 
in 15 regions to misc awareness of corrnption, 700 people received lectures on how to contribute to the 
fight against conuptlon.42 

Conclusion 

Ukraine included systemic awareness-raising and anti-corruption public education in the anti-com1ption 
policy documents. HowcYcr, the implementation has been lacking mainly due to the delays in starting up 

Justice); incrc,ising trnnsparency ,)fthc Parliament and City Councils (Responsible agency: Ministry of Justice); asset 
declarations (NACP And Slate Committ~c on TekYision and Radio Broadcasting); whistlcblowing (NACP, NABU, 
State Comrnitt-cc on Television and Radio Broadcasting): new hnv on prevention of cormption (target group 
Business,;,s. Rcsponsibk ag,,ncy: NACP and Business ombudsman). 
" Shadow Report (2017) ~n~s,of Stat., .Anti-Corrwion Policylm11lementation'.', pµ9. 
42 TI Ukraine (2016) ~l!I!ll.tl.R£P2.rt., 
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the N ACP. Ukrninl.' has not engaged ,vith civil society in the dcvc!opmcm ,md delivery of the education 
and awareness raising activitie8 either. The NACP comrnunicatio11 strategy was adopted recently. Ukrninc 
must proceed swiftly with the implementation of the measures included in the State Programme and the 
comnnm1cat1on strategy, t:1.rgct av,n1reness raising activities to the sectors 1uost vulnerable to coffuption~ 
allocate sufficient resourccs 1-c, awareness raising, measure the results and plan the next cycle of activities 
accordingly. 

Ukraine is partially compliant with 1hc recommendations I A.-1.5 of the previous monitoring mund. 

l L Implement awareness raising activities envisaged by the anti-corruption policy documents and 
j tile NACP conmrnnication strniegy. 

Allocate sufficient resources for implementation of tile awareness raising measures. 

Measure the results of aw,nen1:ss raising activitk•s to plan tile next cycle accon:lingly. l :: 4. Target awareness raising activities to !he sectors mos.t p1.·.one to con11ptim1, nse diverse 

methods and carry out activities adapted to each target gronp. 
-~ -~ ~ - ---
I .4, Corroptlon pre~t!ntiou irnd rnordination institutions 

Recommendation l.6 from the Third Monitoring Round rcpor! ,m Lkraine: 

" Ensure eflective opera1ion of the new :National Council on Anti.Cormption Policy; consider 
assigning the function of its secretariat lo the ~ational Agency for Corruption Prevention, 

• Estabfoh withollt delay nnd ensure effective and independent functioning of the National Agency 
for Corruption Prevention. 

" Ensure that the budget of the National Agency for Cnrmption Prevention provides for the 
necessary resources and operational autonomy. 

" Subordinate anti•corruption unitsioJlicers in executive bodies to the National Agency for 
Corruption Prevention. 

" Provide necessary training and other capacity building support to the staff of the National Agency 
for Corruption Prevention. 

.. Develop eJfoctive mechanism of coordination between the National Agency for Con,iption 
Prevention, 'fational Anti-Com1ption Bureau, and other executive, legislative and judiciary 
authorities. 

" Ensure in practice functioning of an cffc,ctivc mcdianism for NGO participation in the work of 
the National Agency for Corruption Prevention. 

The main accomplishment under the conuption prevention and po!icy coordinalion institution~ pillar after 
the third tn,)nitoring round is the establishment and resourcing of the National Agency on Prevention cf 
Corruption (VACP) -- the key institution with the potential of playing an instrumental role in the onti-
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corruption infrastructure of Ukrainc,43 however, facing serious challenges now as described further in this 
rcpmt A high-level supervisory body, the iVatimwl Counci/j,,r Anli-Corruption Pofil:t' /the Council) was 
als,, launched and held seYeral meetings. However, it lacks secretariat support and remains passive. \Vith 
the adoption of the Law on Prevention of Corruption (CPL). the Parliament (11' Ukraine has acquired the 
cemral role in anti-corruption poiicy4\md its Commiltee on Cormption Pre1·emio11 and Counteraction o( 
the Verklwvna Rada afUkraine (Anti-com1ption Commillcc) has reportedly been active.45 

This section focuses on the operation of the institutions responsible for the an1i-corruption policy 
coordination and prevention of corruption. The specialized anti-corruption law enforcemc:11t bodies 
(NABU, SAPO and others) arc discussed in Chapter 3. It must be noted, that the monitoring team did not 
have a possibility to interview the Council or the Anti-Corruption Commillc'C representatives. Information 
on their activi1ies in the answers ro the qncs(ionnaire was also limited, thus the sections are mostly based 
on the complementary sources. 

National Agencr Ml Corruption Preve11thm 

J,,fmrdate, composition, independence, participation of 11011-governmenta/ stakeholders 

The third monitoring round report assessed the !av,;s establishing the National Agency on Prevention of 
Corruption (NACY) and the National Anti-Corruption Bureau (NABU) a, "the major break-through in the 
anti-corruption institutional reform in Ukraine." However. concerns were expressed regarding the apparent 
delay of launching the NACP and the recommendations were put fr,rward on its swift creation and 
independent fonctioniog. 

The NACP is an independent central executive body with thll special status established under the CPL Its 
mandate is broad, ranging from the anti-corrnption policy dcvclopmcnl and implementation, tn the 
prevention of corrnption, including the issues of conflict of interests and ethical standitrds, management 
and verification of asset declarations, protection of whistle-blowers and political party financing.'16 The 
NACP also manages two dcclronic registers: the e!cclrnnk dcclarnlions arid the register of persons having 
committed corruption or related offences. lts anti-corruption policy tunction extends to the research and 
analysis, developing. coordinating and monitoring of implementation and endorsement of anti-corruption 
programme, in all public agencies, coordinating the anti-corruption units in state bodies, providing 
methodological guidance and consultations, public awareness raising and international cooperation. 4

' (Art 
Ii of the CPL), 

The NACP is composed of five members (Commissioners) selected with the open competition conducted 
by a special selection commission. The work of this collegial body is suppmtcd by a structured 
administration. The Commissioners arc appointed by the Cabinet of Ministers for 4 years with the 

4
' ln its /];}11.rtlL.?Xfil!!.8-timum;mUgm.n on Ukraine (20 l 7) published recently GRECO noted: '·GET wishes to 

underscore the significance of the establishment of the NACP and rhc potential this in,;titutkm ha, to further 
contribute to anticorruption efforts ln the country. The creatlon of the NACP has not been an easy path: legislatinn 
setting up the NA.Cl' date:; back to 2014, but the body began nperati,,ns only in 2016. Thus, the NACP is a vcr,· new 
body, which needs to acquire t:dpacity. experience and confidcnc(: JS it op.:)rates. Tht G.ET w<.1s rnadc av.rare of certain 
shortcomings in the so far limited rccDrd of the NACP: these points, which wiH be described bc1mx in detail, rather 
than questioning the plvotn1 role that the N /\CP is to p1ay in the anticorrnption field, caH for forther rcadjustmt=:nts and 
fine runing of the sysu:m." The NACP took over the anti-corruption policy fonctinn from the '.-.linistry of Justice. 
44 h adopts the a11ti-c0rmption strategy and approves the ammai report on its implementation through lts hearing 
toge1hcr 1,:vith the revisions of1hc $tratcgy as needed (An. 18 of1h1~ CPL), 
·IJ Andrii Marusov, i"kad of the Board, Transparency lntcrnationJ! likrninc (2016) A!l!i:rJ1IL\!ll,liQJ1.f_Q]j~vofUkraine:, 
Fir::t Success and the_OrowitJ&_Resistance. 
"
1

" Conflict of intercst::1 management~ ns:,ct declarations and 1,vhbtlc,0 blo\\\.~r protection are discussed in Chapter 2 of 
this report. 
" The NACP took ewer the anti-corruption policy function from the Ministry of Jmticc of Ukraine. Accon:ling to the 
State Programme~ NJ\(]) i~ the key institution to oversee state anti-conuption policy: nJ.onitoring and coordination of 
the programme are among its tasks. As a n::suh, the amt-corruption policy department of the iilnistry of Justice was 
abolished. 
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possibility of renewal for anot!Jor l<:nll. The law provid<:s for independence guarantees to the NACP 
members as reflected, inter alia, in the procedures for selection, appointment and dismissal, funding and 
remuneration levels. Nevertheless, these statutory guarantees have been recently questioned considering 
the challenges surrounding the operation of the NACP as discussed below. The NACP is accountable to the 
Parliament but it also reports to lbc Cabinet of Ministers on implementation of anti-corruption policy 
quarterly and annually. The body is competent to take decisions when at least half of its composition, i.e. 3 
commissioners, is appointed. 

The NACP was formally established on 18 March 2015,"8 but it did not start operation until 15 August 
2016. Substantial time was devoted to selection of members, drafling secondary legislation and recmiting 
the staff of the agency. When commenting on the reasons for delay, Tl Ukraine stated that the Government 
wa, deliberately and unjustifiably postponi11g competitions to select the NACP members and that there 
were numerous attempts to influence the selection process to appoint politically fo,,ourable candidates. 
According to the Tl Ukraine, cyen after the selection was finalized, th¢ Government did nol provide the 
NACP with the necessary premises, equipment and funding on time to hinder its operation. Then '"civil 
socidy an<l international partners became involved, using all instruments at their di~posal • from official 
statements to street protests. n-H 

Speaking ahout the deficiencies of the selection and launching process, the NGO coalition RPR, 
furthermore. stated that the Government failed to secure independent and effective composition of the 
NACP despite the statutory guarantees. ' 0 The selection panel was manipulated alld the decisiolls were 
made with the violation of the procedure. As a result, at least two appointed members are loyal to the 
Government selected in the situation of the conflict or interest and nepotism that marked the selection 
process.51 lt was also maintained, that while civil society managed to secure open, objective and fair 
compditions for NABC and SAPO leadership, as an example, it foiled to keep an eye on and do so for the 
NACP. 

At the time of the on-site visit, four om of live members ( commissiom:rs) of the NACP had heen appointed 
and one position remained vacant. Following the on-site visit, the monitoring team learned about the 
resignation of another cormnissioucr leaving the NACP with 3 members that is just enough for it to be 
operational (sec bclmv), The reason behind the resignation has not been annnunccd, however. the 
Commissioner noted that the NACP urgently needs the reset. In August 2017, another NACP 
commissioner resigned. On 15 August 20 i 7, a new commissioner was appointed and currc>ntly the NACP 
fonctions with the ihre,, commissioners. Soon after the appointment of a new commissioner. it was 
reported that he voted in violation of the conflict of interest rules, which is a ground for a disciplinary or an 
administratiYe action. However, the NACP declined !hi.: existence of conflict of imerests and no action 
fi.1!lowed. 52 

The NACP found itself in a major crisis due to the electronic asset declaration system overload just before 
the deadline of submission or declarations by the second wave declarants. During the on-site visit, the 
monitoring team could witness the protests by dcclarants gathered at the entrance of the premises of the 
NACP. fearing the consequences of non-submission of declarations and demanding the answers to their 
questions ( see details bdow in section 2.1 ). As a result. the Prime Minister called on the commissioners to 

resign, however, no resignations followed. Vcrkhovna Rada called the NACP Chair to report in the 
Porliamcnt. The tv1inistcr of Ju,;ticc made a statement that the NACP represent, an institutional error that 
must he corrected. ·The collegial body is a collegial irresponsibility, we are doing all the work for the 

"Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers ofl;kraine No 118 of rg 'v!arch 2015, 
4
' Audrii Marusov, Head of1hc Board. Transparency International Ukraine (20 I 6) ,'l,!l!!:<'om~i9.n.J.'Q.li.0'..QfUl;raj_1!£.;. 

First Success and the Growi.ng_ Rcsi,itancc. 
,o For mMe details on the mandate and independence guarantees of the '41\CP, sec the r.EL .. :l.tl!i .. !11\, .. Qi:£1)i,__'\(~. 
/2015) Third Ro1.111d_Monitoring Report on.Ukraine. 
" RPR: Ih,_Q.9wmment of Ukraine fail,d to sc~rj~ofthc NACP 
·'' The memlx,r of the NACP is accu5''d ofconl1ict of interest alr~agy,_ 
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NACP now, as soon as the second wave declarations will be submitted, we will propose the bill to reform 
the agency'', stated the Mini3ter.' 1 

During the on-site visit, hdd at the premises of the Ni\Cl' in March 2017, the monitoring team had an 
opportunity to meet the leadership of the NACP and interview several of its Commissioners and the staff 
members. Based on what it has ohs"rvcd, in terms of the resourcc\S, staff capacity and competences of the 
NACP. the monitoring team believes that substantial work has been carried out in a very short period of 
time to find premise's, to staff and to resource the NACP, put in place voluminous secondary legislation 
necessary for realisation of its broad mandate and make it operational in most of its functions. This is a 
significant achievement that should nm he underestimated, especially considering the turbulent context of 
Ukraine. 

Having said that, it is also evident, that the operation of the NACP is seriously hampered at least with the 
following factors: a) outside interference; h) decision-making procedure and the need for some of its 
decisions to be approved by the iv1OJ c) coordination weaknesses, challeuge.s related to its image and 
authority in the cuffcm administration of Ukraine and d) the capacity needs of its new staff 

The higlJ .. lcvel representatives of the NACP and the Parliament repeatedly stressed outside pressure on the 
NACP and unla\vfol interference in its fonctioning as a pressing challenge the NACP is facing now. This 
has been a major point of criticism in rehuion to the performance of the NACP by civil society as well 
corroborated with the specific examples (see the section 2. l below), 

As to the decision-making procedure, the critici~m mainly rdatcd to the collegial decisions of the NACP 
which often resulted in tics in view of its actual composition of 4 commissioners. Ironically though, with 3 
commissioners now this se,;,mingly does not represent a challenge, as more decisions have been approved 
by the NACP lmely (see section 2.1 on verification of asset declarations), Another weakness is that some 
of the important decisions (such as s'°condary legislation) of the NACP do not have a binding force unless 
approved by the MOJ. This has created problems in practice, for example. in relation to the verification of 
asset declarations, when the MOJ refused to register the NACP's decree several times and reportedly, 
developed its own version of the procedure, which was eventually adopted. " This arrangement limits the 
independence of the NACP. 

The chalk11ges in coordination and authority of the NACP wac evident ro the monitoring team during !be 
on-site which was not attended by several important agencies (sec below). Thus, whereas the staff and 
rnmpcrcnces of the NACP are growing mid do not represent that big of a challenge for its efficient 
functioning, the outside interference certainly does. Accordingly, the independent and effective functioning 
of the 'NACP, recommended by previous monitoring round, has yet to be secured. 

The debate a.round the rcfom1 of the NACP continues in Ukraine. There are several bills in !he Parli?.ment 
providing for dismissal and selection of the NACP members anew. One of these drafts, reportedly, 
envisages changes in the selection of NACP commissioners and the decision-making procedure of the 
NACP and is aimed at strengthening it, whereas other two aim at tnking away the in<lcpemtence of the 
NACP and placing it under the control of the Government. 

Th~ monitoring team calls on Ukraine to end ihe upheaval and chaos around the NACP Jnd ensure its 
independent functioning, including by taking legislative measur,;,s if necessary, to free it from outside: 
interforcncc and allow it to build the capacity. experience and authority and establish itself as a strong 
C-OlTLtption prevention agency of Ukraine. The monit01ing team concurs ,vith GRECO that: "the actual 
independence of the NJ\CP. both on paper aud in practice and its means and resources are to he folly 
secured as a matter of priority". 56 

;,1 The statement of.the Minister of Ju,tice P, .Pctrenko Rcgardimi: the NACP. 
51 <:::.lli!!UlsQfjl)e full verification order, i§.!Jffienlly need~.fl,_qtl15rwise N ACP ll•ill le"alize th~ of(ki!!1i 
inskad ofholdirnnhem accountable. 
'' GRECO (2017) fourth eygluation rout1dJn1.ort 011 Ukr;mJ.;,, para 29. 
'
6 GRECO (2017) fourth e,·a!uation round report on Ukraine, para. 2, 
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As regards CSO participation. at rhc time of the on-site visit the NACP was in the process ofsctting up a 
Public Council which is a public oversight body composed of 15 representatives of NGOs selected on the 
basis of a competition. The procedure for conducting the competition m form the Public Council was 
approvedi 7 at that time and the main NGOs working on anti-con-uption have agreed to participate in the 
selection process CH Ukraine, Reanimation Package of Reforms. Anti-Cormption Headquarters) and 
another resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers approved the action plan for conducting the competitions. As 
noted above, lbc selection of the NACP Public Cow1cil members took place after the on-site visit, the 
composition was approved in April and the Public Council started operation. Reportedly. only several 
experts of RPR participated as candidates for the Public Council. The NGO Anti-Corruption Headquarters 
helped to organile transparent scicction process. Many prominent ~xperts and NGOs however, ( e.g. Tl 
Ukraine, AmAC) refused lo participate in the selection process because of the low hust w the NACP 
leadership and ineffectiveness of the Agency. As discussed above the Public Council was recently set up 
but its operation and efficiency is yet to be tested. 

Rl!som·ces and.f1.mdi11g 

The previous nionitoring report recommended Ukraine to ensure that the NACP is provided with the 
necessary resources that support its operational autonomy and building its staff capacity. The NACP is 
fonded from the state budget. Its operational fhnds of the NACP in 20 l 6, excluding funding that goes to 
the political parties, were about 3. l million EUR (95.4 million UAII). i, Reportedly, the NACP spent only 
69.5% of the allocated amount, apparently due to i,s late launch. ln 20 l 7, the fonding of the NACP 
increased by about 71 % reaching dbout 5.3 million EUR (!63 million UAI!). According to the NACP. its 
budget is still insufficient for the developrncnt of the NACP capacity and full implementation of its 
fonctions. As an example, no funding is prO\·ided for establishmem of territorial 11nits/regionat offices of 
thcNACP. 

The total staff capacity of the NACP is:, l l .59 By th<.: time of the on-site visit in March 2017, the chief of 
staff and its deputy were already appointed and 21 l p0rsons recruited, among them 92 hascd on the merit
based competitions and the rest by transferring them from the equivalent positions of the civil service (Art 
41.2 of the CSL). The NACP was already registered as a legal person and had its premises. The agency had 
also approved numerous r.:gulations necessary for its fonctioning, this bas been critical, since, firstly the 
number of regulations is very high, C\-ery small proccdnrc is approved by a separate act and secondly, the 
Minister of Justice has to register a normative act before it enters into force and, as mentioned above. it has 
rdbse.d to do so sevttral times. 

57 Resolution of the Cnbinet of Ministers ofl ikrainc No. 140 dated 25 March 2015. 
'
8 Please note that the total budget ofNACP was 486.4 million ('AH. (abnu( l8 million EFR) ofwhkh 391. miliion 

UAH. {about 14.5 million FUR) goes to the po!iticul parties. 
51 As determined by the Cabinet of Ministers (Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine remlution H2 244 fr0m .\0 March 
20!6}. 
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The NACP 1s divided into thirteen 
departments, fiw of them arc substantive, 
related to its mandate ( anti-corruption policy; 
prevention and detection of corruption; 
conflict of interests; financial control and 
lifestyle monitoring and department of 
prevention of political corruption) and eight 
arc performing support functious. Supervision 
of the substantive depmtments are split among 
the C\,mmissioners. Thc staff arc civil servants 
with the dominant age category between 30"40 
years. 

During the on-site visit it was mentioned that 
the salaried al the NACP are higher than 
similar salaries in other state bodies and that 
many people upply for the NACP's vacancic~ 
(average 9 candidates per vacancy). According 
to the NGOs, however, the high salaries are 
not accompanied with the high performancc.60 

The reeent decision of the head of the NACP 
to prescribe the bonus for hersdf"for work" in 
the midst of the asscst declaration svstcm crisis 
faced major criticism.61 

' 
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figure 5 the NACP Staff Profl!t 

THE NACP STAFF PROFILE 

■ Et0"1omic 

• Hum~nltarlr1n 

• Pubti-c- ad;r;i1"!istration 

Source: additional information provided by the Government 
of Ukraine 

The monitoring team had a good imprc,sion of the NACP staff it mer, their competencies, dctemiination 
and dedication to work. The NACP staff arc undergoing continuous training ,md have participated in 
several study visits (Georgia, Romania, Poland, Latvia, Estonia), Only in 2016, 22 trainings have been 
organised with the support of 1hc international and national partners. The NACP has approved the training 
plan for its staff Capacity building is also provided in the priorities approved by the NACP in December 
2016 and the NACP Development Strategy 2017-2020 and its implementation plan prepared by lhc NACP 
staff with the assistance of the EU Anti-CrnTuption Initiative and adopted by the NACP in June 20 l 7, 

Resourcing the NACP and recruiting its staff has been one of the major achievements atter the pervious 
monitoring rnund, as mentioned above. Although current level of staffing and budget arc fairly adequate 
and commendable, Ukraine is encnurnged to fo!ly resource the agency, provide necessary budget for its 
telTitorial units and 5taff capacity building. 

Coortlinatitm at the crntral ami municipal len!:l 

The N ACP is responsible for coordinating the anti-corrnptinn policy implementation and is interacting 
with the slate bodies at the local and municipal level in exercise of its mandate. !t also works with the 
designated anti-com1ption officers in SOEs and private companies (sec section 2.6). The previous report 
rt•commended developing elfoc1ive mechanism of coordination b-::twcen the NACP, NABlJ and other 
executive. legislative and judicial authorities and subordinating the anti-corruption units/officers in the 
state bodies to the NACP. 

rn About high salurks and undcq1cribnnanc~ of the NAC!' commissioners Clmngc_oJ~_full vcri!ication..Qr;lcr 15. 
m~.!y_necdQd~othcrn-·isc NA('P will lc,talin~ the ass,,ts ofco1TIJllt otticials instead.of holding them accountable. 
" 5 April 2017. the h¢ad of Ni\Cf'. gr,mt<:d herself a oonu,;::fo.LV,'.~'!:K~ 
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The Gowmmt'nt reported that the NACP signed MoUs with and the Ministry of Justice, ihc State Service 
for Financial t...fonitoring, the State Fiscal Service, the Stmc Audi1 Office, lh,: Council nf business 
Ombudsman and the NA BU to ensure better coordinatio11 and excha1tge of information. Yet, the N ACP has 
access to only l l out of 23 relevant databases now. The NAC!' started reforring cases to the law 
enforcement ugcncies. However, the coordination weaknesses and difficulties are stiH evident. Firstly. it is 
telling that the NABU was not i,'Tantcd the acccs, to the electronic asset declarations until May 2017 and 
reportedly the lack of direct access 10 the database is still an issue (see the section on asset declarations in 
chapter 2). Secondly, during the on-site visit, the kvel of participation in the scssi()nS as well as poor 
preparation for the monitoring <;Xercise were clear indicators of the coordination chalkngcs the NACP is 
facing within the administration of Ukraine. As a national coordinator of the OFCD/ACN, the NACP was 
responsible for coordingating the monitoring exerdse. However, the rcpresentari\'es of the most of the 
institutions met during the on-site stated that they have not heen consulted when preparing the answers to 
the monitoring questionnaire and !he key institutions responsible for anti-corruption did not show up at the 
session, at all (Presidential Administration, Cabinet of 'V!inistcrs. Ministry of Justice. E-Govcmment 
agency and others.) 

One of the statutory JiJnctions of the NACP is to coordinate, provide methodological support and analyse 
the efficiency oflhc performance oft he units/officers authorized for prevention and detection of corruption 
(anti-corruption units/officers) tlrnt should ht appointed by each public agency (Art. 11. 11 of the CPL). 
The function, of lhese units an, farther defined by the Cabinet of Ministers Resolution and include support 
and monitoring of implementation of measures to prevent corruption, mcthodolog:icai and advisory 
assistance, research, international cooperation. detecting aod reporting Yiolations and training. ''2 Notably, 
cYen after the establishment of the NACP ami-corruption units1ofiicers are still subordinated and 
coordinated by the Secretariat of the Cabinet of Ministers, which retains the fonciions related to lhc 
coordination and methodological assistan.:c of the authorized units.1officcrs.63 The NA.CP is only co11sulted 
before their dismissal.64 Notably, the draft CPL included the requirement for the network of the authorized 
units and forihcr functions of the NACP in this re.gard, however, the relevant pro\'isions were removed by 
the Parliament before the adoption of1he law. 

To guide the work of the authorized units/persons, the NACP approved the methodological 
recommendations and gave 96 consultations to the authorized units in 2016. It also carried out the 
assessment ofrheir work in 84 state bodies,65 64 of which had authorized units/ot1iccr$, one did not have it 
at all mid in 19 bodies, thcs0 functions were combined with legal, human resources or internal audit 
functions. Several anti-corruption officers confirmed at the on-site that they submit the implementation 
reports to the NACP regularly. Other than this, it was evident that little has been done by the NACP in 
practice in ()fder to coordinate and ·work with these units;officers. Thu,. farther measures arc needed firstly 
to comply with the recommendation of the previou8 monitoring round and secondly to strengthen these 
units, their role and ensure effective coordination, assistance and methodological guidam~e by the NACP. 

The NACP has the authority to request to Government to create regional commissions if necessary to 
enhance the coordination at the regional level, according to the CSO shadow report the process was 
launched in 2016,"" however no regional commissions have been established as of now. as noted by 1he 
Govemmtnt the fonding was not sufficient to establish them in 2017. 

The Parliament amt its Anti-Corruption Committee 

"·' Cabinet of Ministers Resoluiio11 No '/06, 4 Sept~mher '.'.()i Jon tile.issues <'lfpwwntio11.a11Jdetcction of coni,yife:m. 
63 tbid, sections 3 -'..'! and 12. 
6-\ The Procedure for Granting Consent by the :-lational Agency for Dismissal of a Person Responsible for 
Implementation of the Anti-Corruption Program \\"as adopted (decision N,,. 74 dated 7 October 2016 register~d with 
the Ministry of Justice nf Ukraine on 28 Nowmbcr 2016 under tbc number l 542/29672). 
"' Reportedly there arc more than 500 such units:·pcrsons. 
"'' Shadow Report (201 ~) ::f.••·.~Jua1i11_g,thc Eili!ctiven<:ss ofSratc Anti..Co 11 
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The Parliament acquired an important role in developing and moni1oring impkmentation of anti-cormption 
policy with the adoption of the CPL Tt is responsible for adoption of the anti-corruption strategy and 
monitoring implementation through the hearing and approval of the annual national anti-corruption reports. 
(has no! taken place so for). Limited information was provided regarding the anti-corruption activities of 
the Parliament. At the on-site, the monitoring team met the representatives of the administration of the 
Committee that informed only about the anti-corruption expertise of legal acts by the Committee. which is 
discussed in the section 2.4. 

The NGO shadow report noted that "in 2014-2016. the Parliament has distingnished itself as a highly 
productive body in the anti-comtption policy area, since all the basic anti-corruption laws and the absolute 
majority of those anti-cmTuption laws that were submitted fbr its considcra1ion have been adopted[ ... ] At 
present, ibis "policy·· is chaotic (especially when it comes to the Parliament members' initiatives), 
situational (for example, as happened with implementation of the Visa Liheraiization Action Plan). and 
occasionaily even intuitive." ft recommended "creating conditions for adequate expert support to tbc 
Committee's Secretariat in view ofto its excessive overload with the dra!l laws subject to anti-corruption 
expctt evaluation"6

-

Natio11a/ Cmmcilfor Anti-Corruption Policy 

The National Council for Anti-Corruption Policy was established in 2014 as a high-level coordination 
advisory hndy under the President of Ukraine, but its composition was not approved by the time of tht 
previous monitoring."~ The third rmmd report assessed its creation as a step to the right direction and 
recommended Ukraine to ensure its cffectil'e opcratiou. 

The Council is tasked with supponing the dcvdopmcnt of anti-corruption policy, its implementation and 
coordination and ihe implcmcrttation of the recommendations of international organisations (OECD/ACN; 
GRECO and others). lt is composed of the executive, legislative and judicial branches, representatives of 
NGOs, experts and acadrn1ia, local self-government, businesses, and the Rusiness Ombudsman of 
Ukraine.(;Q The decisions of the Council are binding only if adopted as normatiYc acts by the Government 
or the Parliament 

According to the Government. the organizational and analytical support to the Council is provided by the 
Presidential Administration of L'kraine in cooperation \Vith the Ministry ofJusticc. Howcn:r, at the time of 
the on-site visit, the relevant staffwus not appointed. Th" monitoring team was infonncd that the functions 
of the Secretariat are now carried out by one person - the head of the Department on Law Enforcement 
Bodies and Combating Corruption, who performs a number of other duties. In addition, the monitoring 
team did not have an nppor1unity to meet the relevant representatives of the Council to discuss the current 
work or the foturc plans. 

The previous rceommcndalion required Ukraine to consider that the NACP pcrfo1111s the functions of the 
Secretariat for the CouJJdL The N ACP informed that they intended to include this issue in the agenda of 
the Council fix December. 2016 session. However. the session was cancelled and the Council has not been 
convened since then, Thus, a9signing tbc functions of the secretariat for the Council has not been 
considered. 

During the past two years, the Counci I held only four meetings and discussed the issues ranging from the 
general corruption situation, to challenges relaied to establishing the institutions such as the SAPO and the 
NABU, EU visa liberalisation conditions and the judicial reform. According to the Government responses, 
the activities of the Council positively influenced lhc fomiation and organization of 1he new ami
<:orrupt'iou bodies. Two instanct~s were mentioned at the on-site visit by the NACP representatives, when 

61 Tbid. 
" Decree of 1h,~_Pr~sident of Ukraine. from October 14. 2014 J,fo .808 .. am:,rowd the _Re.1tulations on the N3tionnl 
Council. 
''

9 Appi:;;vcd by the Decree of the President of Ukraine from Septemb~r 26, 2015 No. 56.l and rcvis~d in "l"ovcinber 
2016 (Presidential Decree N,, 482). 
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the Council was ins,rumcntal to carry the anti-corruption agenda forward: the first was the competition of 
hct NACP 111c!mhers and the scconcL c-dcclarations, The N/\CP explained that this platform is important, 
since it unites all key anti-cormption instiiutions and state agencies as well as civil society and academia 
and it is attended by the President personally, According to the NACP, them is no other comparable 
platform, thus, maintaining and activating the Council is an importam priority. The shadow report 
underscores the importance of using the full potential of this body as wcll.'0 However, according lo some 
NGOs, the rnlc of this body is nominal as it is no! operational due lo the rare meetings. lt is not involved in 
active ,kcision making process on anti-con-uption rcfi:irms, "its voice is not present in public domain 
during the discussions of anti-corruption policies" and although the NGOs participate in its work, they arc 
selected by the President and the process is nm tnmsparcnt. 

The monitoring team shares the opinion regarding the need of such an overarching political body in the 
context of Uhaine. It believes that the Council can be a usefi.ll platform to attract political attention to the 
implemenrntion of the auti-cmTuption agenda and pushing the stalled initiatives forward. The Council's 
meetings would help develop a wbolc-of~govemmcm approach lo anti-corruption work in Ukraine and 
facilitate its coordination, ,uppmting the work of the NACP. Thus, the monitoring team encourages 
Ukraine to emure actiYe and e!1icient operation of the Council. Furthermore, the mandate of the Council 
vis-a-vis the NACP should be clarified and the capacily of the secretariat of the Council str1.;11gthened. 

Condusion 

Since the last monitoring round, Ukraine has made substantial efforts for launching its anti-corruption 
policy coordination ,md prevention body, the National Agency on Corruption Prevention (NACP), The 
establishment and independent operation of the NACP faced numerous hurdles, from the attempts to 
manipulate selection of its Commissioners, to delaying its launch by rejecting the secondary l<:gislation it 
needed for operation. to political interference in its enforcement mandate. Nevertheless, alter less than 
eight months since its launch, during the time of the on-site visit in l\farch 2017, the NACP was already 
su!lkicntly resourced and equipped to c:1:crcisc its mandate almost in full, Substantial work had been 
carried out in a Ycry short period of time to staff and resource the agency, put in place voluminous 
:;econdary legislation necessary for realisation of its broad mandate and make it operational in most of its 
functions. This is a significant achievement in the turbulent context of anti-corruption reforms in Ukraine. 

The NACP has started the opera1ion and while it is struggling to establish ilsclf as a strong and t\mctional 
body, its efforts arc undermined by outside political interierencc and even the attempts to take away its 
independence altogether. As ,me the interiocutors noted at the on-site visit, establishing the NACP is a big 
step fotward, it is a good institution and the lav,s are good, but it is facing many challenges and 
unfortmiately, the oligarchs' influence is still very high. The NACP Icadcr:;hip fi.mhcr noted that they arc 
now in a surYival mode and the key priority is maintaining tl1e existing infrastructure, 

Currently, there are several bills in the Parliament providing for dismissal and selection of the NACP 
members anew. One of these draft, reportedly, envisages changes in the selection procedure of the NACP 
commissioners and ihc decision-making of the NACP and is aimed ar strengthening it. Whereas other 1:\110 
aim at taking away indcpcndcnct of the NACP and placing it under the control of the Govc~rnment !'or the 
credibility of the anti-corruption reforms, it is critkaJ that the recently established NACP is preserved, and 
that the continuity of its work and its independence are ensured in practice. Thus, Ukraine is urged to 
secure indcpcnd<::nt fimctioning of the NACP as a matter of p1iority, including by taking legislative 
measures if necessary, 10 rrcc it from outside interference, allow it lo build the capacity, c:1:pericnce and 
mithority and estabiish itself as a strong corruption prevention agency of Ukrnine. 

lt is now important to ensure that the vacant positions of the NACP arc filled in through an open, 
transparent, credible and objective competition and arc merit-based, the work on the remaining secondary 
legislation is finalized swiftly and the NACP is provided with the necessary resources to pcrfo1111 its 

Shadow Report (2017) "Eva!1Laiing the EffcctiYcness of State Anti-CorruptinnJ:,1!~c_yJllllli.~J!lentatiQ!L pg. 18. 
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functions, including at the regional kvcL Furthennore, the NACP must be provided with the access to all 
databases held by public agencies that arc necessary frir its functioning. 

The coordination role of the NACP nctx!s to be substantially enhanced as wc!L The NACP must increase 
its visibility and estahiish itself as a trusted authority to be able to folly discharge its coordination 
fonctions. Fmihcr measures ure needed to strengthen the mlli-co1Tuption nnits/ot1kcrs, their role and 
ensure their dfoctivc coordination. assistance and methodological guidance by the NACP. 

In order to final iLC the institutional reform, the role of the Sccrcrnriat of the Cabinet or Ministers should be 
clarified vis-a-l'is anti-corruption units1officers. The N/1CP should be granted the authority m fully 
exercise its fonctions related to the guidance suppott aud coordination of the anti-cornrption units/officers. 

The National Anti-Corruption Council as a high !eve! body overseeing and supporting anti-corruption 
policy development and implementation must also be enhanced, inter 11/ia, to support the NACP 
functioning. The mandate of the Council Pis-a-vis the N1\CP should be clarified and coordination ~nd 
closer interaction established in practice. 

The new institutional framework for eomiption prevention and nnti-cnn-uption policy in Uknrine is still 
very young to be able to folly deliver the results, To acquire necessaiy experience, capacity and confidence 
to rnrry the reforms, it must be strcngth,med and nurtured,, and not undermined and confronted, but this is 
more often than not again,! the interests ofpowerfol oligarchs and the well-rooted cormpl high-officials in 
the public administration of Ukraine, 

Ukrnim'. is partially eompliimt with the recommendations l .6 of the previous monitoring round. 

0

liili!~ ffll<1ont1Jte~~lil~t1 ~: Com'.-11;l~~111~l'l.l;l,t111 aifa ~1,~~f;1atl'lf; ~nst,lltilln& 
" R" \ '::: s 1> K 0, 8 , , ' , ~" " oi ; i\ " 

L Ensure without dcl!!y that the vacaut positions of the NACP commissioners are filled by 

!\Xperienced and higbly professional candidates with good reputation recruited through ,m 

open, transparent and ob,icctive competition. 

2. E11s1m, unimpeded and full exercise ofits m:mdate by tile NACP imfopemlently, free from 
011tside interference. 

3, Finalize adoption of the secondary lcgisiaifan and provi<fo necessary resources lo the NACP to 
perform its functions, including at the regional level. Establish and make operational the 

regional lmrnches of the NACP. Ensim,.conifouous training of !he NACP staff to build their 
skills and capacity. 

4. Ensure systematic and efficient functioning of tile Public Cmmdl of the NACP to provide 

effective mechanism for civil society pa1·tldpath:m. 

5. Substa11tiaHy enll,mce the co,:mllnation role of tile NACP, its authority and leadership among 
the public agencies. Clarify and enhance the powers of the NACP in relation to anti

corrnption units/officers in public agencies and ensure that tile NACP provides guidance to 
support realization of their functions. 

6. Ensure tl!at tile NACP has the direct access to all databases and information held by public 

agencies necessary for its foll-fledged operntion. 

7. Ensure systematic and efficient functioning of the Natiollal Connell on Anti-Corrnption Policy. 
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CHAPTER U: PREVENTION OF CORRUPTION 

2.1. lntcgrity in the civil scrvicc 

• Legal framework for integrity in civil service 

Reform the legislation on Civil Service in order to introduce clc,U' delineation of political 
and professional civil servants, principles of legality ,md impartiality, of merit based 
competitive appointmrnt and promotion and other framework requirements applicable to all 
civil servants. in line with good European and international practice. 

Review and reform rnlcs for recruitment, promotion, discipline and dismissal of civil 
servants and develop cle1u- guidelines and criteria for lllcsc processes. in order to limit 
discretion and arbitrary decisions of managers, to ensure professionalism of civil service 
and protect it from politisation. 

Review and reform remuneration schemes in order to ensure that flexible share of the salary 
does not represent a dominant part mid is provided in transparent and objective manner 
based on clearly established criteria. 

Ensure decent salaries. 

Fstablish a clear and well b.1lanccd set of rights and duties for civil servants. 

• Once the new law is adopted and enacted: Implement the regulations on recruitment and 
selection of civil servants, including the senior civil servants, bas~d on merit, equal opportunity 
and open competition to ensure professionalism and a,:oid direct or indirect political influence 
on civil service as foreseen in the Law on Civil Servke. 

Impkment and ensure effective functioning of the regulations on conflict of interest, asset 
dcch1ratio11s, code of ethics and whistk•blowcr protection as foreseen in the Law on :Prevention I 
of Corruption. : 

I 
Consider adopting a stand.alone whistle.blower protection law to cover both public and privat0 I 
~~ I 

····•-··············· .. ···---·-------- .. ,._J 
Since the third monitoring round, Ukraine has made a major step forward towards the civil service rcfonn 
in line with the European standards: the new Civil Service Law (CSL) was adopted in December, 20 l 5 and 
enti:rcd into force on 1 May, 2016. 71 The law is aimed a.t ensuring professional, dcpolitici,·cd and efficient 
civil service in Ukraine, inter alia, through the merit-based recruitment and promotion. reformed 
remuneration system and increased oversight by rile Nati1°nal Agency of Ukraine on Civil Service (NACS}. 
According to the NACS the secondary legislation has been adopted (41 bylaws) within a short period of 
time and all the bylaws necessary for the implementation of the CSL arc now in place (revisions arc 
however needed with regard to the bonuses and so-called "priority promotion" as discussed below). 72 The 
Government also adopted the comprehensive public administration reform (PAR) strategy 20l6•2020 and 

'' Law of Ukraine on Civil Service, 10 December. 20 l 5. No 889., available\ in English ]!fl1• 
,: Sec the brief information about the fiN . .rr;rnlts of the ciyjL~!!J:V.tc.i;. lcgislatiou impkmenratfr•t) presented a! the 
conforcncc in 1.Jkrainc. Sec also, the Resolution 2 M2_20I 7) of.the Padiamcntarv A,semhlv of the Council of EJLTQ!Ji, 
(PACE) on the Functkming of Democratic t11stitutt011§.Jrr.lJ.~rf!:irr.~~ 
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i!s implementation plan structured around the Principles of Public Administrntion by the OECD/S!G\1A. 
The EU is supporting Ukraine's public administration reform with a comprehensive programme. n 

Main aspects of the CSL related to the !AP monitoring have already been assessed during the third 
monitoring round. However, since the CSL was still a draft at that time, the recommendation on civii 
service integrity still f,xuscd on its adoption and subsequent implementation of !he relevant rn1cs. This 
chapter wdcornes the adoption of the legal basis for the civil service reform in Ukraine and looks into the 
practical implementation of the clements of civil sen·ice integrity and integrity of public political officials 
to assess the compliance with the previous recommendations and provide new findings within the scope of 
tile fou1th monitoring round. 

Civil service integrity policy and lts im11acr 

The Stare Anti-Corruption Programme 20l4-2017 contains a section on reforming civil service, however it 
only includes the adoption of necessary laws and action plans. ln addition, Ukraine has a dedicated strategy 
and action plan on reforming the civil service and the service in local government 7"' l'hc documents are 
short and concise and aim at addn~ssing the most acute challenges in civil service to achieve merit-based, 
wd1-paid, politically neutral and transparent civil ,ervicc, using modern technologies in HRt'vt increasing 
prestige of civil serviec and public trust towards civil servants. The measures fricus, inter a/ia, on adoptinn 
of the new CSL and the necessary bylaws and methodological guidelines. uniform standards of HRM, 
increasing qualification of civil servants through trainings and increasing awareness and knowledge of the 
uew pro\i;ions of the law. However, the NACS representatives met during the on-site informed that this 
a,;tion plan is not used in practice and the capacity and resources nee<kd for it, implementation were 
underestimated when it was draJ\ed. !nslcad, they rcfcned to ihc PAR Strategy (20 ! 6-2020) and the action 
phm that follow the structure of the OECD/SfG\IA Public Administration Principles and serve as 
instruments for PAR refr1rm at large in Ukraine. They focus on: public policy development aml 
coordination (strategic planning of government policies, quality of regulations and public policies, 
evidence-based policy making and public participation): modernization of public servic'e and human 
resources management; ensuring accountability of public administration (transparency of work, free access 
to public information, transparent organization of public administration with clear lines of accountability, 
possibility of judicial review): service delivery (standards and safeguards of administrative prn,,edures, 
quality of administrative services, e-govcmmcnt); and public financial management (administration of 
taxes, preparation of state budget, execution of state lmdgd, public procurement system, internal audit, 
accounting and repotting, and external audit). '6 

The adoption of stnncgic docum1;nts is commendable, nevcrthckss it remains probknmtic that they are not 
evidence-based, their implementation is not ensured (in case or civil service policy documents) and the 
impact is nor evaluated. Accordiog to the Governmc11t, no regular studies arc conducted to analyse 
integrity risks in civil service and design responses. Moreover, even basic statistical data is not available on 
civil service as the infomiation management system is lacking. No statistics has been provided by the 
Government in the answers to the monitoring questionnaire referring lo the lack of a unified registry. The 
monitoring ream was informed that the annual report on the results of the first year of implementation of 
the reform was being prepared for rhc submission to the Parliament that would contain some statistics", 
howc:vcr, it was not provided to the monitoring team either. Accordingly, the data in the subsequent 
chapters are largely based on open sources. 

Currently, the civil service statistics management is in the process ofrefom1. The fimction was previously 
held by tile national statislics services and later transforred to Llie NACS. The monitoring team was 
informed that the human resources management information system (HRM!S) is currently in the 

/\ OECD.'SIGMA P,incfrk~ of Public Admini,tratioo. 
74 hllp:;:/1e£;y3uropa.eu/sites/~eas/filc~!l!l\n,.inLYLQ,mlf 
75 Approvt•d lw the ~he {Jlhinet.ofMinisters d;:ite-d I 8 Mardt)Jl!i,_No"l2I:p. 
76 Order of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine dated 24 June, 2016, No.474. 
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de\ elopmcnt with tbc support of international partners (the concept was approved and the TOR for the 
system is currently being de\'clopcd, a tender should be conducted to procun: services) and is expected to 
he functional as of second quarter of 20l8 according to the NA('S. The EU and the World Bank joint 
programme. supporting its design am! implementation was signed on 30 June 2017 in Kie\1.

77 
The l!RMJS 

would be a unified system integrating st!! the central and tetTitorial units of the civil service mamigement 
system, including HR fonctions of each institution and creating a nationwide database for the civil service. 
The NACS rqircscntativcs inforn1ed that subject to available fonding. they would like to fully ;miomatizc 
the system, including the salaries, planning the budget for remuneration a.nd merit-based recruitment to 
exclude a human factor from these automated processes as much as possibl~. The plans for Linking the 
system to the portal on vacancies have not been di,closed, howcvc'r, would be encouraged. The monitoriug 
team welcomes this timely initiative. As {focussed farther in this report, such a system would be a tool for 
mafotaining up-ro-datc statistics on civi! service. Publication of these dak would be further encouraged. 

The human resource management infonnmion system would be one of the important tools to facilitate the 
implcmrntation of the ongoing civil service rcfonn. The monitoring t(;am thus encourages Ukraine to 
introduce the HR MTS as a matter of priority. However, since the development of this grand project is only 
at an early stage, the monitoring team stresses that, before the system is in place .. the interim solution 
should be found for maintaining and using up-to-date ci\lil service statistics, ;ince at present the lack of 
even basic civil service data makes it bnpossible not only to assess impact, but also to plan for launch and 
managern~nt of any new initiatives \JOI example, the number of ibc subjects of the asset declarations was 
not kmrnm and estimated at the time ofits launch). 

Conclusion 

Quality strategic documents and implementation plans for civil service and public administration refonn 
arc in place. Nevertheless. they are not evidence-based, No regular studies arc carried out to plan risk• 
based integrity policic:s or assess the impact of implementation frrr foturc planning. Civil service statistics 
system is in the process of reform and ~\'en basic dam on ciYi! service is lacking at this point. The HRMlS 
is being developed wilh the support of international pattners. 

The adequate infonnation system is key for carrying out any comprehensive reform. Therefore, l:krainc is 
rccmnmcmkd to ensure evidence-based policy development and implementation. A human resource 
management information system to support policy making, management and monitoring of civil service 
reform by 1hc NACS and other responsible authorities, including accurate and complete data at the level of 
the entire civil service, administrntive bodies and individual civil senams, as a matter of priority. Before 
its i!ltroduction an interim solution must he found to maima in relevant ,tatistics. Ukraine is also 
encouraged to c.onduct studies for C\'idcncc and risk based civil service rulicy. 

l'!ie\\l tet!fflll:i:it:enitati~n ll: E'l!i:ilentte~lla~tl' ;t:v:il set•;vi® llll'<!!J' " " 
"' "' ;\ ; 

l. Ensure that the civil service reform policy fa evidence-based and implementation strategfos are 
supported by relevant data, risk and impact asscssmenL 

2, Proceed with the introduction of the HRMIS as ll nrnner of priority, 

3. Ensure that die disaggregated statistical data on cM! service is produced and made public. 

', Ukraine to Tncr.,asc TrunS,llllJ'ency, .Et'ticicni:y in Public Resource M~mcnt, with ~ l'nJm:Land. World 
Bunk S1!QJ2ort. 
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Institutional framework 

The adoption of the CSL rcshuftlcd the institutional framework for civil service management in Ukrain~ 
that now includes: the Cabinet of l'v!inisters; the National Agency of Ukraine on Civil Service (NACS); 
Commission on Seniilr Civil Service and corresponding competition commissions; heads or civil service; 
and IIR fnnctions (Article 12 of the CSL). 

The :\'ACS is a central executive body responsible for development and implementaiion or civil service 
policy and ensuring functional management of civil service in the state bodies. Its oversight fonctions 
include conducting inspections and internal investigations on comp!innce with the requirement ofthc CSL 
providing methodological guidance to the HRM unit; in govcrnmcnl agencies, identifying training needs 
and managing education for civil servants (Article J 3 of the CSL). The head or the NACS is appointed and 
dismissed by the Cabinet of Ministers upon the proposal of the Prime Minister for 5 years or tcnn of 
service with the right for reappointment for another tcrrn. The procedure is the same as for category A civil 
service positions.'; With the adoption of the new CSL the oversight fanctions of the NACP and its 
workload have been expanded. 

The Commission mi Senior Civil Service is a permanent collegial body operating on a voluntary basis. 
wir.h rhe recruitment, dismissal and other related powers in relation to the category A. civil servants: it 
approves standard requirements for recruitment, carries out competitions, gives consent for early 
dismissals and conducts disciplinac:,1 proceedings. 79 The Commission is composed or !he representatives of 
al! three branches of power, NACP, professional association and CSOs, research and rrcademic institutions 
ac1ing pro bono.80 The composition is approved by the Cabind of \1inistcrs for the period of 4 years. The 
administrative ,md organisational support to its work is provided by the: NACS. The CSL and the Statute of 
the Commission provide detailed regulations on organisation, administration and trnnsparency of its 
work.' 1 The Commission composed of l(J members is currently up and mnning. It has already carried out 
recruitment of State Secretaries and other category A civil ,crvants \Sec below). 

Head of Civil Service in a government agency, among other fanctions, is mandated lo organize 
competitions for categories Band C of civil service and reporting to citizens. The role of the heads of civil 
service in en,uring discipline, leading by example and creating the spirit of high integrity are defined hy 
the CSL as well (Art. 61). Each government agency shall have Human Resources Management (HRM) 
function, directly subordinated 10 the head of civil service. The standard n2gulation or !!RM Junction is 
appr'<ivcd by the NACS. In addilion, NACS is providing methodological guidance to these units. According 
to tbc NACS, tbe HR func!ions have been introduced in the stale bodies already. 32 

Cun-ently, the capacity of the NACS, based on the information provided during Lhc on-site visit, is 13.l in 
the central agency and 85 in l 0 territorial bodies ( each covering 2-4 regions). ln 20 l 6. the NACS had a 
slight incrcas~ in the staff capacity in both central agency and ihe regions. The monitoring team did not 
have an opportunity to m~cl wit11 tht' head of NACS or other high lcvci management of the agency to 
dis..:nss the its capacity to lead, support, monitor the implementation and measure the impact of !he civil 
service reform. Representatives from tlm middlc-managcrncnt of the NACS interviewed during the on-site, 
however, saw a clear need for enhanced capacity to provide awareness-raising, consultations, guidance and 

'' lindcr artidc of the Civil Service Law of lJkruiM the civils service is divided inh1 three cattgories: Category "A"; 
118'1 and 11 C11 for the definition sec Artick 6. 
79 Requirements arc prepared by the N ACS and alter the adoption by the Commission submitlvd to the Cabinet of 
Ministers frff endorsement: See Standard Rcquir~mcnts for professional competen~y fbr category A fbr a r1:spectivc 
1;.osition approved by the Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers of l:krninc of 22 July 2016, No.448. 

0 Anick 14 ofthv, CSL 
"R~g.\llation of the Con1mi,sion1m Senior Civil_Scrvic~, approved by th~ Resolmion ot'thc Cabinet of Ministers of 
UkTaine dated 25 1vfarch 2016 No. 243; and the Comoosition of the Comrnission approved by the Ordinance of the 
Cabinet oCMinistcrs of Ukraine dated Julv 13, 2016, No. 490. 
,c Sec the brief infonnation about the first_rcsults, of the civil scr\'icc kgis!ation i!Jlclem,~ntat-ion nre.sentcd at the 
conference ln lJkraine. 
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training on how to implement the new civil service primary and secondary legislation. It was also stressed 
that the expanded oversight functions of the NACS was cum:ntly undcrpcrfom,cd as the caseload was 
much bigger now. The NACS rcprcsentati\·cs noted dming the on-site visit that considerable resources 
were put into d<:vdoping the significant volume of the secondary legislation in a short period of time, after 
the adoption of the CSL They also focused on awareness raising to convey ideas and principles of the new 
CSL across !he board in civil service and train lheir staff. Jnstilutional strengthening of the NACS is 
foreseen as one of the objectives is provided for in the civil service reform and the public administration 
reform strategies memioned above. 

One important instrument to s11pport the NACS in fol filling its mandate of overseeing the human resource 
managcmrnt practices across the civil service in Ukraine is a human resources management infommtion 
system (HRMTS) which is missing. The functioning HRMIS would also cnabk the central management 
unit to provide the government and the parliament as well as the citizens of l 'kraine the accurate 
information on the civil service on a regular basis. The work has been started on designing it with the 
support of international pattners as mentioned above. 

Conclusion 

The CSL introduced a new enhanced institutional set-up for civii service management in Ukraine. The role 
and oversight Junctions of the NACS have expanded considerably and significant resnurces are needed to 
oYersec and manage the implementation of the ongoing large-scale civil service reform throughout the 
whole country, provide g11idance, incrc•ase awareness and carry out trainings for civil servants. The 
Commission on Senior Civil Service comprising all branches of power and non-governmental sector was 
set up with the broad mandate in relation to the category A civil servants. Its primary function, merit-based 
recruitment is already carried out, albeit with some deficiencies: perceived political interference and lack 
of skills for condncting evaluation of candidates. According to the NACS, the HRM Junctions have been 
set up in civil service as required by the CSL lt is important to intrnduce these units in all public agencies 
and ensure their proper functioning and coordination by the N ACS. 

1. Assess the capacity of the NACS, its central and regional units, and increase it, if necessary, in 

view of the ougoing comprehensiv,) civil service reform implementation and oversight needs. 

2. Ensure that the competition commissions include persons with necessary skills to assess tile 

candidates for civil service, Take measures for unimpeded and professional functiouing of the 

Commission on Scninr Civil Service and competition commissions, free from political 

interference. 

Ensure introduction and proper operation of HRM functions in state agenc.ies across the 
board of the entire civil service, provide coordination and adequate mctbodologkal guidance 

by the NACS. 

l'mfessionalism in civil ser,,ice 

The new CSL established clear deli11eatio11 het1Feen political and professional positions in the civil service 
of Ukraine. The position of a civil sc:rvant of the highest rank the head of civil service was introduced. 
These arc the state secretaries in the Cabinet of Ministcrsdinc minisiries and heads of institutions in other 
govcrnmem agencies (Art. 17), ln more detail, the CSL determines the horizontal and wrtical scope of 
civil service, providing for definitions of civil service. a civil servant and head of civil service (Atticles I 
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and 2,3), the !ist of positions within and outside 1hc scopt: of the law, including lhose belonging to the 
"political advisory office" falling under the labour legislation"(Art. J and 92.). 

The principles of civil ~en-ice: the n1le of law, legality, political nt:utrality, integrity, professionalism, 
patriotism. efficiency, equal access, trnnsparcncy and stability arc prescribed by the CSL (Art. 4). A 
separate article is devoted to political impartiality of a civil servant (ArL l 0). Civil servants are nol obliged 
to 0xccutc instructions of a political advisory office (Ati. 9). Stability of the civii service is guaranteed by 
prescribing that the appointment to a civil service position is indcfini1c, e:m::pt the cases detem1incd by 
legislation (Art. .34) "and that the change of managers in civil service may not be ground for termination 
of civil service (Art. 83.2). Clear and detailed rights and obligations of a civil servant is provided for in 
Articles 7 and 8. In case or violation of his/her rights, a civil servant may file a complaint with the head of 
ci\·il service .. Procedure of consideration of complaints is provide as well (A11. ! ! ). 

Thus, by introducing above-described regulations, Ukraine complied with the pans of the previous 
recommendation t>H delineation of political and civil service positions and establishing dear and well
balanced rights and duties of a civil servant. 

One of the main clcmcms of the civil service reform and the major achievements for politically neutral 
civil service in t:kraint: is the introduction of !he position of state secretaries and their recruitment. State 
secretaries belong to category A civil scrnnts~5 and as other civil servants, are ,mbjcct to merit-based 
recruitment by the Commission on Senior Civi! SerYice. They are appointed for :5 yenrs with the possibility 
ofn:ncwal of the office. They, as other heads of civil service agencies, arc in charge of managing the ci\·il 
service functions in their agency, mnong them publication of vacancies, competitive selection, 
appointment, career planning, promotion and training. discipline and the complaints of civil seITants (Art. 
17 of the CSL).'6 ln ord~r to attract the best candidates, salary of a state secretary was set to 30 000 UAH 
( !000 EUR), which is significantly higher than the average rare in the civil service sector. ' 7 The 
competitions for state secretary positions were launched in November, 2D 16. State secretaries ha\·e been 
recruited in all line ministries except for the fvlinistry of Energy and Coal Industry and lhe fV!inistry of 
Health of Ukraine. RPR's public administrntion experts monitored selection of state secretaries within the 
framework of lhc project "DobroChcsno·' infonncd the public about the applicants' profiles, and ensure 
greater transparency "to avoid the appointment of dubious individuals to high-level positions within the 
ministries."" 

CiYil service experts in Ukrnine positively assess the recruitment process overall, however point. to several 
shortcomings. RPR, which has been monitoring the process of recruitment issued a statement citing the 
introduction and appointment of state secretaries is a major step but urging the Government 10 address the 
cxisling shortcomings ofihc competition procedure (sec the subsection on merit-based rccmitmem), ' 0 

The civil service positions in Ukraine are split among three categories: category A the senior civil 
service - comprising of state secretaries, heads and deputy heads of central s:xecutivc bodies and local state 
administrations is a newly defined gronp of professional civil servants in Ukraine. Category B indudes 
middle kvd managers and category C -· the rest of ci\'il servants. (Art. 6 of the CSL). While all these 

·" Thes,, include: advisor, assistant. press-sccrdary of the President; First Deputy Chair and Deputy Chair of 
Vcrkhovna Rada etc, these positions foll under the Lahour regulations. On the issues of integrity of political officials 
see the section 2.2, bck)\i.', 
'" Exceptions wh,sn the fixed knn nppoirwncnts are made: the appointment to the position of civil ;,crvicc or die 
c.ategnry '"A" frir five years unk~ss o!hcnvisc is prescribed by the lmv1 with the right to be reappointed or he 
transferred to equivalent or lower position in another stat<!' body on the proposal of the Commission or :::.cnior civil 
service; subotirute the position of civil sen-ice for the period of the absence of a civil servant. which under tllc Law 
keep the position ofcivil service, 
85 l,ndcr :irtick of the Civil Service Lnw ofllkrain<' the civils service is divided into thrc,, categories: Catc;wry "A": 
"Ir' and nc11 fr1r the definition see Article 6. 
~
6 For the fimctlons of the state secretaries of line ministries see Art. 10 of ihe Lcn:v on CentTJl ExecutiYc Authoritfo$_ 

"Reanimation Package of Reforms (RPR) tl,.3'.~kili'J: September .:011, -January 2017. -
" RPR New,sletter &ptcmber ?0!6--.January_'.1017. 
" RPR C'alb ~~Y)e Procedure <If C onmetition_ to Fill the Ci\il Service Offices. 
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categories are within th<: sccope of merit-hased civil scrvicce and al! main principles extend to them, diflcrcn1 
regulations of recruitment, renmneration and discipline apply to different categories as describ0d hclow. 
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Table 2 '1/uml)('r of Civil Senants according to the Categories A, Hand C, :.s {)f JO June 2017 
[ ___ ,_ 

Category 

I Number -------'---""-~=~-"'~--'-'-'---'-'-~--""-""'--;....,-'--=~-'-'-"--'-'-,-""-~-~--,~---"' 

Source: additional informa!ion provided by Ukraine after the on-site visit 

Another issue to b,: highlighrcd is the efficiency of the civil service in view of its size. The size of the civil 
service of Ukraine is considered high. however, its elliciency is assessed as low. Ukraine ranks I ! 9 on the 
indicator of public sector perfom1ance according to the WEF Global Competiti-;eness Report. 00 One of the 
objectives of the civil service reform has been its optimization. By the time of the on-site visit the annual 
report on civil service rcfom1 impkmcntaiion for the year 2016 was not available. However, the NACS 
confirmed that the number of civil servants, in comparison to the previous years before starting the reform, 
has decreased by I 2~•o to 238 0 l 9 civil servants in totaL 

Merit-based l'il'il vervice 

The new CSL introduced ihe merit-based civil service in Ukniinc for al! categories of civil servants, The 
civil service offices can only be filled by open, transparent and competitive selection procedure now. 91 

General and special requirements for the candidates are prescribed by the CSL (Articles i 9, 20) and the 
secondary lcgislation.''2 Among them is rhc knowledge of ,tnti-corruption legislation, The requirements of 
transpar,~ncy, possibility of audio-video recording, random selection of test questions and automatic 
scoring arc among the novelties of the- detailed recrnitrncnt procedure developed with the support of the 
OECDiSJGMA and adopwd in 2016.91 The vacancies arc advertised on the website of the NACS together 
with the eligibility ,riteria and procedure for recruitment.';; Th~ stages or competition inc!udc the scre~ning 
of documents. tests, case-based tasks and interviews. Each Commission Member evaluates candidate's 
case-based tasks and interviews individually. Final score is ealcuiatc,d by the NACS supporting 
administration of the procedure. The information about the winners and 1bc second-best candidates arc 
made public. The recrnitment for category A is under the mandate of the Commission of Senior Civil 
Service described above and is folly automated, With these regulations, Ukraine complied with the 
relevant part of the rceommcmfation of the third monitoring round calling for introduction of a merit-based 
recruitment in dvil ,;ervice. 

As regards the implementation of merit-based recruitment provisions in practice, according to the data 
provided by the NACS representatives during the on-site visit, there were no exceptions to filling tho 
positions by open competitions, Among all open competiti,ms, more than l 82 competitions to category A 
positions took place with rNal of above 1374 candidates. For categories 13 and C, 26 375 comp-:titions 
were held with the aYcrage of 3,5 candidates for each position. This practice is commcncbbk and must be 
continued. At the same time. challenges such as insufficieut kvcl nf competences of the members of the 
commissions, political influence, inconsistem and subjective assess1m~nts of candidate's competences, 

,,o World,E<:,,mimic !'cirum, The Global C'omp,;,tilivencss Re®tt+Dl5-201<<1'ublic Sector Performance. 
91 A fow exceptiom arc provided in the CSL itscl C See the Art22A, Special modality for dosed competition to ciyil 
service positions relat◊<l to issu~s of state s~cret, nwbili;,ation readiness, defence and national security are provided in 
the recruitment regulation. 
"' Standard Requirements for professional competency for category A frir a respective position approved by the 
Resolution of 111c Cabinet of '.'vlinisters of Ukraine nf 22 July 2016. No.448. Requirements for categories B and C 
prcscribedpvtl1~QJ:<kUulKB~- 2016, ;--lo, 72, 
"' Cabinet ofMini,tcrs Resolution ofl,fan;b._25, 2016 No,246 
ia h~/nads .. go.v.~a:_pa_gc/\·akans!}'l 
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remain, as described by the NACS Chairman in his presentation of tbc results of implementation of new 
recruitmcnt.'15 

Civil society expressed similar concerns albeit more acutely during the special session of lhe on-site visit 
They showed the appreciation of the introduction of the merit-ba8ed recruitment in practice, and more so 
for the senior civil service positions, but also pointed ou! main shortcomings that need to be addressed in 
relation to the composition of the competition commissions and the prnfossiona! skills of the mcmhcrs to 
ensure thal the selection process is based on merit and equal opportunities. furthermore, the alleged 
manipulations of the existing procedure have been 11<,tcd with tbe instances when the qualified candidates 
could not get civil service positions, among them due to the shortcomings in regulations. Another 
challenge has been insufficient advertising of vacancies for category A positions which may haw 
precluded atlracting highly qualified candidates. It appears that Ukrainian administration has already 
started to address these challenges with the renewed commissions that \Vould be set up with the help of an 
international company."''• 

According to RPR, the recruitment regulation should be amended to ensure greater transparency, 
objectivity of assessment, specifically of the case-based tasks and the observance of anonymity in the 
process of assessment by commission members.'" Likewise, the alternative report on implementation of the 
anti-corrnption progrnmm,:\ recommends drafting a new proc,0 dure for competitions raking into account th~ 
experience of the competitions conducted so far.

0
~ 

The examination of Llw recruitment regulation and its annexes indeed suggests that there may be a need for 
more guidance on how tbc competences and requirements should be assessed and what arc the criteria for 
asses~mcnt within the range of available scores (0-:1) by commission members. particularly in the process 
of assessing the case-based tasks or interviews. The monitoring team believe.s that farther measures are 
rcquin,d to address the cnnccm raised since, the mere fa,t that the process is seen as biased, subjective and 
lacking transparency, undermines the whole spirit of a merit-based civil service, 

Conclusion 

Ukraine has set forth the legal framework for merit-based recruitment in line with European standards and 
stmicd its applicalion in practice. All appointments to civil service positions arc now made through open 
competitions. A substantial number of civil scrv.111ts have already bc.:n recruited, lntroduction of the 
highest position in civil service, head of civil service, and their merit-based recruitment is commendabk. 
Senior appointments to the civil service are now based on open competitions as ,vcll in contrast with the 
past deficient practice, Examples nfscnior appointment through open cnmpetition include the appointment 
of the heads and senior officials of various anti-corruption bodies, such as N/,B11, SAPO, NACP and 
otbcrs. 

Nevertheless, the challenges such as low qualification of connnission members, political interference and 
difficulties in assessing variou:; competencies/tests have been identified by the NACS and civil society. 
The questkm also remains, as to whether this process has allowed to recruit and maintain the best 
candidates in the civil service of Ukraine. 

l! is now critical that Lhe mccrit-bascd recruitment of civil servants to ail vacant positions arc consistently 
implemented. Of particn!ar importance is that recmitmcnts to the category A/senior civil service positions 
are clearly based on merit, equal opportunities and open conljldition. Ukraine must ensure that tho 
competition commissions include persons with necessary skills to assess the candidates, and they function 
free from political interference. Ukraine fo cncomagcd to take all necessary measures, including legislative 

95 Sc,~ the brief infbrmatiou about the tlrst_re;;ults of.the dvil .,crvice leg\;;latio11.jrnQh!mcntation prcsc111<~d at the 
conference in L;k-raine, 
""Statc"senetaries)n line ministries what will the Euro12.ean.rcform of the civil service will change in the count,y. 
"' RPR Calls on Authorities to ln:Ulli/Y, the Procedure" of Competition to fill the Civil Service Offices. 
,B Shadow R,:pon (2.0l 7) ''h~luatii\& the.Effrctivencss of State Anti-Corrnption Policv)t)JJllemcntatlon''..pg. 25. 
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steps, if necessary, in cooperation with civil society, 10 address the challenges and valid co!lc,,rns of CSOs 
and ensure that the recruinnent in civil service is and is pcrccivd to be open, transparent, free from 
political interference, based on merit and allmvs employing best candidates in the civil service. positions, 

l!:e;, ie.i;mm1nt1ation !,: ~\ll'it"'t>ai'iihli11,ib11:1~itlfli ' , , , 
« X \ X l :,; ¼ ~ ~ "' \;\ 

l. Take all necessary meas11res in cooperation with eivil society, to address the existing 
challenges of the recruitment both in legisl:iti<m and in practice, indmling the lack of 
relevant competences of the competition commission members am! the lack of transparency. 

2. Continue co11sis!ent implemen!atio!l of open, tra11sparcnt merit-based rccrnhmcnt to ensure 
that the civil service is in fact bast'<l. 011 merit, is per.-eived as such and allows selecting the 

best candidates, free from political inlerfercll,'.C guarantying equal opportunities and 
professionalism. 

3. l:nsure that the civil service vacancies are adequatdy am! broadly advertised to provide for 

equal access and attract highly qualified ca11didates. 

Per{lmnance appraisal 

Under 1he new CSL, c.ivil servant's performance is subject to an annual appraisal. The bonuses can be 
allocated, career plan defined and training needs identified based on the outcomes of the evalualion. 
Evaluation involves the manager of a civil servant, HRM unit and NACS. Performance is assessed against 
the pre-determined indicators, the compliance with the anti-corruption legislation aud ethical behaviour are 
one of them. Evaluation grades rnng<0 between: "negative", "positive" and "txcellent". Incas,~ of "negative" 
grade, the evaluation is repeated after three months, Civil servant may appeal the results of an evaluation. 
Two conseqJtivc negative assessments result in disrnissal of a civil ,crrnni. The "excellent" grade is the 
grouud for bonuses and a priority prom(\tton. Promotion is one of tbc rights of a civil servant and is based 
on competition (Art. 40). No farther guidance is provided in the legislation how the priority promotion is 
granted in view of th,, 1-..x1uircmcllt of a competitive promotion. 

A ~tandard performance appraisal procedure mentioned above (Atiiclc 44. l of the CSL) was only approved 
on 23 J\ngust, 20 l 7 by the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukrainc."9 Thus, the performance evaluations have not 
;,tarted in practice yet. Th,; representatives of the NACS explained during the on-site visit that the first 
version of the regulation was too complex, cumbersome and would be difficult to implement in pradice if 
adopted. The second version was developed with the broad participation of stakeholders. It describes the 
process of setting the targets and assessing the compliance, rights and responsibilities of the evaluators and 
the civil servants to bt: evaluated, details and the consequences of the assessment \VhHe the document 
seems to offer appropriate guidance for annual perfonnance evaluation. it is not clear how !he evaluation is 
linked with bonuses and incentives or priority promotion ag provided by the CSL and the secondary 
legislation. Specifically, according to the standard regulation on bonuses, monthiy/quarterly bonuses an~ 
allocated at th,: discretion of the head of an instimtion outside the scope of the performance appraisal 
system. Similarly. the incentives are paid based on the criteria established by tlw Cabinet of Minister's 
Resolution on Lhe issues of remuneration. 100 As to the promotion. the CSL (Art. 40) provides that the 
promotion is based on competition, whereas Art. 44.9 mentions priority promotion in case of _;xecllent 
grade with nn farther details provided, 

9
'' Model rrO£cdure tor assessill.g_!h~per&rrnance ofa civil ;(et\'ant 
'"' Please u,1tc, that the incentives as a part of th~ remuneration is not provided under the CSL. However. tl1csc will 
continue to be paid ro the civil servants before the regulations on bonuses wiU enter into force on l January~ 2019 (thr 
details see subsection on rernuneration belo\V}, 
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The NACS representative; explained during the on-site visit that these regulations on bonuses and 
incenti\es would be applicable temporarily until the CSL regulations on bonuses would enter into force 
(however this is not specified in the regulations themselves). Yet. in this case additional rules would be 
needed to prescribe the procedure for allocation of monthly/quarterly bonuses and granting priority 
prnmoliou ,md linking those to the pcrfrmnancc evaluation. Ukraine is encouraged to adopted ,md start 
implementing in practice the standard regulalion for perfonnancc evaluation and link the promotion, 
increase in saiary and bonuses to the results of the evaluation. in order to dose the regulatory gap for 
merit-ha~cd civil service. 

Couclusion 

The legal foundation for pcrfo1111ancc appraisal of a civil servant that supports cnrecr development, awards 
and incentivises better pcrfom1ancc has been laid down by the CSL Performance appraisal, according to 
the recently adopted Model Procedure for Assessing the Perfonnance of a Civil Scrrnnt involves setting 
the targets and evaluation of their accomplishment on an annual basis wi!l1 the participation of a civil 
servant in question. Outcomes of the evaluation can be used to define a professional development plan, 
allocate bonuses and grant priority promotion. However. the regulutory gap remains. Specifically. the 
rcgnlations arc needed to a) link the performance appraisal with the monthly/quarterly bonuses that 
represent the principle part of total bonuses (up to 30% oftbe annual salary Art. 50.3.2 of the CSL) and b) 
provide guidance on how the annual nssessment results in priority promotion. 

Thus, Ukraine is encouraged start implementing in practice the newly adopted performance appraisal 
regulation and link the promotion, increase in salary and bonuses to the resuits of evaluation, in order to 
close the regufa,ory gap for merit-based ci'<ii! service_ 

i!\!~\U&.~~ttlffi~~lllti'i"ldt ltXifOl"llitll~;,11;l!l111111iS!tf , ~ , , 
~"" 5_ " "'< Ye;::, ,,.,'°' ~N -

L Ensure implementation of performance appraisal in practke. 

2. Adopt and put in practice the regulation to link the mm1th!yl,mnual bonuses and priodty 
promotion to the performance appraisal. 

Disdpliue 11111:l dismissals 

The grounds and procedure for disciplinary action with due process guarantees are provided in the CSL 
(Chapter 2, Section V!Tl). The CSI, regulates dismissals of civil servants in detail as well (Chapter lX). A 
disciplinary actkm can be initialed and tile sanctions imposed by the appointing agency in consultation 
with the Commission on Senior Civil Servants (for category A civil servants) or a disciplinaty committe~ 
of an appointing agc,ncy (for categories B and C civil servants). Reprimand can be imprn;cd as a sandion 
by the appointing agency itself without farther consultations with the Commission or the committees. 

Notably, the di,ciplinary proceedings and dismissals of A ,:ategory civil servants fall under th~ remit of the 
Commission on Senior Civil Servants. Disciplinary Committee comprising 5 members is created by the 
Commission for this purpose. ini According to the Rules of Procedure of the Commission on Senior Civil 
Scrvants. 10

-'· the Disciplinary Committee previews the information received from the appointing agency 
regarding the alleged disciplinary violation by A category civil $ervant and presents the infonnat.ion to the 
Commission on Senior Civil Service for the decision on opening the cease. lf the decision is positive, 
Disciplinary Cmrnnittcc proceeds with the case and prepares the proposals to the appointing agency 
regarding the existence or the lack of grounds for disciplinary responsibility, imposing responsibility or 
closing the case. The same Committee prepares proposals for dismissals of the A category civil servants on 

im Section 29 of the Regulation of the Commissitm on Senior Ci\·il Sen·i~,;_. apprnYed by the Resolution of th" 
Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine dated 25 March 2016 No. 243; 
an Rules of Proc~durc of the Comml~~ion on Senior ClVitScrvants adopted by the Commission on Senior Civil 
Servants on July 2R, 2016. 
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the initiative of the !!ppointing agency and presents them to the C:01111nis,ion for the decision. The right to 

appeal of the decision is provided by CSL (Art 7.10) 

The head of ch•i! service has the power of the disciplinary action in relallon to the categories B and C in 
cooperation with the disciplinary committee set up in the agency. Furthermore. the head bares the 
re,ponsibility in case of a failure to take disciplimry action or bring th;;, case of the alleged commission of 
the corrnption oftenccs or administrative violations to the attention of the relevant bodies (Art. 63.4). 

Most of the grounds for disciplinary action are specific and cfoar (such as absence or appearance in the 
omcc under the ini1uencc of alcohol or other intoxication; failure to notif}· about the conflict of interest), 
on the other hand some grounds arc vague ,llld subject to intcqirctation (such as the breach of the Oath of a 
civil servant or actions affecting the authority of the civil service). More wonying is the fact that breach of 
the Oath, is among the category of grounds that. can result in dismissal of a civil servant. The Government 
informed about 7 cases initial~"<.! in the first ha.If of 20 ! 7 on this ground. 

The government ha,; not provided statistics of disciplinary actions and their consequences. The following 
data is based on lhe presentation of the result~ of the implcmentatitm of the CSL by the Chairman of the 
NACS. 

Table J Disciplinary proceedings in state bodie~ in 2016 

Disciplinary violation 
confirmed 

Possibility of 
disciplilrnry 
enforcement 

excluded 

Disciplinary 
vinlation not 
confirmed 

Proeeedi!lgs ar!' 
ongning 

Source: The Presentation of Results of the Civil Service Reform by the Chairman of NACP obtained by the ACN 
Secretariat. 

Another issue that needs lo he mentioned in c,mnccliou with the dismissals in civil service is the Law on 
Cleansing the Government (Lustration Law) adopted in 2014.' 0 ' The law stipulates that those involved in 
com1ption, treason or the violation of human rights, especially against the Maidan protesters, as well as 
persons holding high-level posts in the fom1cr President Yaoukovych administration will be cli;,rnisscd or 
disqualified from competing for public service posts for l O years. This Law was a response to the acute 
political situation, and forced many notoriously conupt officials out of office. 104 Though, the previous 
monitoring round report noted that the negative by-effect of elimination from public life of most politicians 
and civil servants of the older generation and accelcraiing the process of gencralional change, is a 
disruption of the administration os a result of a large-scale dismi,sals and resignations of experienced 
personnel, who cannot be replaced in a short time. 

According to 1he Venice Commission opinion, ihc purposes of 1hc law arc legitimate. Lnstration 
strengthens public trnst in the new governmcm and enables the society lo have a nt'W, fresh start. However, 
"Lustrntion must never replace stmcturnl reforms aimed at strengthening the rnk of law and combating 
corruption, but may complement them as an c,trnordinmy rlicasurc ,,fa democracy de fonding ii.sclt~ to the 
extent that it respects European human rights and European rule of law standards.""15 

"" Entered into force on I 6 Octoher 20 I 4 amended in 2015. 
''l• OECD (20 l 6) A nti-Cc1rn1Q!.ion Rdonns in Eastei n Europe and Central· A3ia._l'rogrcss and Challcng.;s, :w I 3-20 I 6, 
pg. 166. 
"" V cnkc C ommissinn /20 l 5) Opinion on the. Law of Government Clcan~ine I Lustration Law) of Ukraine. 
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The administration of Ukraine estimated that the law would affect up to one million persons holding civil 
service posts.""' In 20 I 5, the news aitide informed that 700 officials have been lustrated in Ukraine. in·, The 
Gowrnmcut informed that according to the Ministry of Justice, which is maintaining the relevant registry. 
929 persons were dismissed from the onice based on this law. The NACS docs not hold this information 
due to the fact that the law defines the lustmtion as a process falling under the remit of the Ministry of 
Justice .. However, the NACS did provide overall number of civil servants dismissed - it was l l 349 in total 
or almost 5%, of the whole civil service. 

I. Clarify the grounds for disciplinary proceedings and ensure that they arc objective. 

2. Ensure that tile dismissals arc based on the legal grmmds and arc not politically motivated. 

Fair and trm,sparent remwieratio11 

At the time of the previous monitoring round the fixed salary constituted only 20-30% of a total pay: 
managerial discretion in allocating bonuses. additional payments/supplements or other benefits and thus 
the risk of nepotism, loyally to tbc manager and arbitrariness was high: there was no upper limit on 
bonuses or detailed guidelines for their payment Some of these issues have been partially resolved with 
the new remuneration frame\vork as analysed below. 

One of the key aspects of civil service reform in Ukraine is streamlining the renumeration system: 
decreasing arbitrnrincss in allocating bonuses, additional payments and benefits and increasing 
competitiveness of the civil service wi!h higher and fair remuneration, perlc,rmancc appraisals and 
corresponding rcwards. 10

' The system of remuneration was rcfonncd with the new CSL (Articles 50, 51, 
52, 53) and subsequent secondary legislation.'"" Under the CSL the state is obliged to provide an adequate 
remuneration to a civil servant and the reduction of budget cannot serve as basis for reduction of salary or 
its supplements. CSL provides for balanced and prnp;11ionatc payment frir 9 different wage group~. 11" 
Salary rates arc determined each year by the Cabinet of Ministers as part of the draJ1 law on Staie Budget 
fr)r the next year. The civil servants may also be provided with social benefits. the rent of the honse or 
additional financial aid lo resol\'c social and household issues. 

According to the CSL. salary of a ciYil servant consists of tixi:d ofiicial salary; long-service 
premium/supplement; rank-reimcd prcmiurn1supplcmcnt: bonuses. Bonuses arc given based on the results 
of an annual perfomiance evaluation'" or on a monthly/quarterly basis fbr personal contribution to the 
performance of a state body. The latter, however. is not a part of the performance appraisal system and is 
allocated at the discretion or the head of each state body within the budget for salaries of that agency on the 

11
i
6 Yatscnvuk: Ukraine lusrraJiQ!L~~:i.H_fi~.!-~LLrnillion official~ Kyivp()st, 17 September. 2014. 

JD"7 h!!n~£,v\v:~·.unian.info:'~ocictv/l I 579 l l -wcck-in-nurr!b.crs.h1Ell 
WR On performance appraisal sec above. 
iiJ() A set of bylaws have been adopted on tik issue of remuner;1tion systLm 1n 2016 (including: L·,\~ues (f 
Remuneration qfCivil SerFanfs, l:{e'.)o)ution ofth\.:' Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine No, 2921 dated 6 April 2016 and 
Rules (fth.e Appliration (f!ncentive Payments to C'iril scrwmls. Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers of Gkrainc 
No. 28'l, dated April 9, 2016.), later abolished by the Cabinet ofMinister·s Res0lution Nn. 15 of 18 January, 2017. 
Standard bonus_Q,Aicv i!J)proved bv the Order of .the Minisuv of Social_ Polin' of Ukraine, 13 Juue, 20 J 6, No.646 
remains in f!xcc. 
l!o \!linima! salary rate within group 1 in government agencies with jurisdiction extending onto the entire territory of 
Ukraine may not exceed 7 minimal salary rates \Yithin group 9 of government agencies with jurisdiction extending 
onto the territory of one or several districts, citi~s of regional .significance. 
111 ! f the evaluation grade is '"excelknt." 
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basis of the critetia provided in lhc secondary legisla1ion on bonuses (initiative at work, urgency of tasks, 
additional tasks and quality of the work performed). m 

Maximum share ofbonn,,cs paid on a monthly/quarterly basi8 can r·cprcsenl up 10 30% oCthc fixed annual 
salary (Art. 5tU.4 of the CSL). Close reading of Art. 5G of the CSL suggests that there is no upper limit for 
th~ annual honuscs. The bonus fund of each governmcutal body cannot cxcec~d 20% of total salaty budget 
each year, plus the amount of savings of unpaid salaries due w the vacanciesiu The new regulations on 
bonuses will only enter into force starting l January, 20 l 9. Till that time, the heads of civil service have a 
discretion to grunt additional incrntivcs parmm11s',. to civil servants within the limit of the agency's salary 
funds. The issue is regulated by yet another piece of the secondary legislation -- the Cabinet of Minister's 
Resolution No. l5 on the issues of remuneration of the state body employees (Resolution No. 15),ns 
establd1ing criteria related to intensive and highly important work for providing incentives. that arc largely 
similar but slightly elaborated as the criteria provided by the regulation on bonuses mentioned above. The 
Lipper limit of incentives is not specified. For category A civil servants minimum of the bonus is established 
at 50'% of an annual salary. A separate part of the Resolution is devoted to the bonuses to the A category 
of civil servants. According to the ::,,JACP rcprcsentativ~, met during !he on-site this regulation is of a 
temporary nature for the- transition period and is effectiye only 1ill the entry into force of the provisions on 
bonuses in 2019. The logic of this approach may be to buy some time until the administration of Ukraine 
will be able to increase the salary !o the competitive: minimum ki r~taio qualified civil servants. At the 
same iirne, compensating !ow salaries with the discretionary, arbitrary and sometimes discriminatmy 
bonuses is not in line ·with the European standards. Therefore, Ukraine is encouraged to fully enact the 
reform of the remuneration ,y~tcm, set upper limits fi.w annual bonuses and start the application of new 
provisions in practice. Despite regulatrny loopholes, practice seems to be improving and the share of the 
basic salary in the total remuneration is increasing. Sec the chart below. 

Figun! ti B,tsk Salary re,,centagc in Total Pay ha~ed on the W:ige Groups (2015-2017) 

Group L 2, 3 -Ill I 
Croup 4 

Group S 

Group 6 

Group 7 

0% 10% 20% 

11 =--

30% 4()% SO% 

•2017 ■ 2016 ■ 2015 

Source: Data provided by the Government as a part of the additional comments. 

70'% 80% 

Another imponant aspect 0f rennmeration in civil service is its competitiveness. Adequate n~munemtion 
should be offen:d to civil servants lo attract and rcrnin highly qualified professionals in civil service. The 

110 Regulations ,111 the payment of honuscs have to be approved by the heads of each institution in accordance with the 
Standard boiJlJ;i. ooJicy a_Qpro:ycll,.:ulK Order of thehlini;ltry of Social PoJky_ of! .1kraitie. 13 Jl!lJh20 I (i, No 646, 
113 in OECD co1mtrics the bormscs are usually limited to 20%1 of the base. salary and total budget of bonuses 
constitutes )%; of total ammai :salary budget 
111 The CSL doc:i nt)L envisage such a concept 
'" Provisions on. thLappli£ation of incentive J:1,1yments to ciyilservants is a part of the Cabinet of Ministc.r's 
Rcsolutkm No.l:i 0fl8 hmiary. 2017. 
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previous monitoring rcpon criticised low and non-competitive salaries in the civil service of Ukraine and 

issued a recommendation to provide decent salaries. 

The Resolution No.15 brought about several imponanl changes: il established lhe minimum salary in civil 

service at l;AH 2000 (67 EUR) and increased the salaries of civil servants by 5-27%. The civil service 

posiiions have been split between various wage groups and salary schemes defined for each of them. Rank

related supplement and social and housing benefits to civil servants have also been regulated. 

One new initiative within the framework of the comprehensive public administration refonn programme 

that raises questions with regard to the objective and equal pay is the gradual introduction of so-called 

'"refonn staff' positions that are outside the general salary system, with much higher salaries. The initiative 

is aimed at introducing the policy analysis and strategic planning functions in the line ministries to carry 

out efficient reforms in the priority areas. The reform staff arc special category of civil servants recruited 

through a merit-based competition, with additional requirements and special procedure for recruitment and 

substantially higher remuneration compared to other civil servants ( from 30 thousand for an expert, up to 

60 thousand UAH for the director of the dircctorate). 11
r, 

The first practical steps towards introduction of this concept were made just recently when the Cabinet of 

Ministers approved a series of changes in the secondary legislation to pilot the initiative in l O line 

ministries, Government Secretariat, State Agency on E-Governance and the NACS (around 1000 positions 

for the pilot stage up to 3000 positions by the end of 2020). According to the NACS management, this 

initiative is aimed at breaking the soviet style public administration in Ukraine, by attracting highly 

qualified professionals and introducing the strong strategic policy analysis to cany out real reforms. 300 
million UAH was allocated in the 2017 state budget for the implementation of this concept. The new 

positions such as director general of the directorate, head of expert group, national expert were added to the 

salary scheme and the bonuses were specified. The competitions will be launched soon and the first staff 

members arc expected to be appointed late October. Since the relevant amendments were adopted in 

August, 117 just bel<.)re the adoption of this report, the monitoring team did not hal'e an opportunity to study 

them and provide its assessment of the changes. 

According to the NACS representatives met during the on-site visit, the salaries arc gradually increasing 

and ci-vil service is becoming more competitive and attractive. as shown by the increased number of 

applicants for the vacancies in the civil service positions. However, according to the NACS. the challenges 

in transforming the remuneration system of civil servants to enable reasonable conditions for recruiting, 

motivming and retaining civil servants witb required education level and professional skills, remain to be 
solved. 

Jh with the Head of Civil Service Agency of Ukraine. 
1 Decree of the Cabinet of Ministers :s-lo. 64 7. Some issues of the lmplcmenlation of a Comprdtensivc 

Reform of Public Administration. 
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Tahk -I Salary Trend in Civil Sen ice of Lkraine (2015-2017) L\ll 

Name of position of government service 

Head of a state body, first deputy, deputy 

Head of an independent structural division 

Deputy head of independent structural unit 

Chief of unit in independent unit 

Chief specialist 

Leading specialist 

Specialist 

C. 
::, 

E 
Cl 

i::' 
"' iii 
(/) 

1,2, 3 

4 

iS 

,6 

7 

8 

9 

Ministries and Central Executive Authorities 

(without territorial bodies) 

I Average payment amount for 1 person per month in 
! UAH 

2015 2016 2017 

11 600 ' 21 600 35 500 

10 700 15 900 18 400 

10 000 15 300 17000 

12 100 14 500 

7 700 11100 

5 200 8 600 

2 000 2 500 4 700 

Source: additional information provided by Ukraine after the on-site visit 

Conc!thion 

The new CSL clearly represents a step forward to a transparent and fair remuneration system in Ukraine. 

Gradual increase of salaries in civil service is also a positive development that should be continued. 
However, the monitoring team is concerned that the important part of the new provisions on bonuses will 
only enter into force in 2019. Furthermore, it is worrying that the allocation of a large part of bonuses 
(monthly/quarterly bonuses constituting up to 30°/;, of an annual salary) is not linked to the performance 
appraisal process and is left at the discretion of heads of state bodies based on some vague and somewhat 
discriminatory criteria. since most of the civil servants may not typically perform high intensity or 
particularly important work. Such criteria would not represent a problem if applied as an exception to the 
existing practice, as a measure to award the extraordinary performance of a civil sen·ant and a large part of 
the bonuses would still be allocated according to the performance evaluation results. The issue of 
performance-based monthly/quarterly bonuses would remain after the full entry into force of the provisions 
of the CSL as well, since it is not yet resolved by the CSL or any secondary legislation. 

Accordingly, the concerns regarding the remuneration policy in the civil service of Ukraine remain. To 
achieve the goal of streamlining the remuneration system, decreasing arbitrariness in allocating bonnses 
and increasing competitiveness of civil service, the civil service salary system providing fair and 
reasonable conditions for recrniting, motivating and retaining professional civil servants needs still to be 
enforced and implemenkd. 
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New Recommendation 9: Remuneration 

I. Finalize the adoption of the necessary regulatory framework and ensure in practice fair, 
transparent and competitive remuneration in civil service. 

2. Ensure that there is an upper limit to the bonuses granted based on an annual performance 
evaluation not exceeding 30% limit provided by CSL 

Conflict of interests 

The conflict ofinteresL legislation was adopted ill October, 2014 and entered into force in April, 2015. The 
rules are part of the CPL The previous monitoring report concluded that the newly adopted legislation was 
largely in line with international standards. 1 

i; Ukraine was found to be fully compliant with the 
recommendations on ensuring an effective institutional mechanism for management and control of 
implementation of conflict of interest regulations. The ACN Summary Report considered the creation of 
the enforcement mechanism is a major achievement for Ukraine.' 1q 

Enforcement of the conflict of interest regnlations is one of the statutory functions of the NACP. It 
monitors impkmcntation across the entire public service. including local self-government. NACP provides 
guidance, consultations, trainings to state bodies and is also responsible for awareness raising. ff the 
conflict of interest is identified. NACP requires the agency in question to eliminate the violation. conduct 
internal investigation and take disciplinary action against the perpetrator. These instructions arc binding. 
The state institution in question has to report back on the measures carried out in accordance with the 
instructions. In addition, the NACP has the power to initiate administrative action and refer the case to the 
court for administrative sanctions. 

Since the last monitoring, the NACP approved the methodological recommendations on prevention and 
settlement of conflicts of interest in the activities of persons authorized to perform the functions of the state 
or local sclt~govcrnmcnt. The recommendations are based on the existing legislation. local and 
international best practices and propose basic practical tools to enhance the effectiveness of detection, 
prc\"cntion and settlement of conflicts of interest. In particular. notions of potential and real con0icts of 
interests are explained with practical examples; the test for identifying conflict of interest situation and 
suggested subsequent actions of an employee and the manager arc spelled out. In addition, the 
methodological recommendations on transferring ente111rise and/or corporate rights control were 
approved. 121 With these measures the methodological guidance needed for efficient enforcement has been 
set forth. 

To raise awareness and facilitate the practical application, the NACP carried out an awareness-raising 
campaign in cooperation with the lJl\'DP under the.name "Conflict of interests: need to know 1" 13 trainings 

1 ix Only the element of 11 apparent conflict of interest" is missing which exists 1\vhere it appears that a public official's 
inserts could improperly influence the performance of the duties but this is not in fact the case. 

OECD (2016) Anti-Corruption Reforms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia. Progress and Challenges. 2013-2016, 
pg. 177.: These regulations have not been changed since the last monitoring. Detailed description of the legislation 
including definiti0n of conflict of interests, managing and sanctioning conflict of interests as well as enforcement 

are described in detail in the prc\!ious monitoring round report and lhe ACN summary report. 
Decision No. 2, dated July 14, 2016. 
Decision No. I 0, dated August 11, 2016. 
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for the central executive bodies, regional and district administrations, deputies and employees of local self

governments have been conducted covering more than 1200 people_ ,n 

As to the enforcement statistics, the government reported that the NACP received 860 reports on 

corrnption related offences in 2016, 264 inspections were completed aud 249 are ongoing_ The NACP 

provided 922 clarifications about the presence/absence of a real conflict of interests and the plan of actions 

for settlement of conflict of interest. 27 requests to eliminate violations were sent to public agencies, 23 of 

these requests arc fnlfi!lcd_ 61 protocols on administrative offences related to corruption were drawn up 

and submitted to courts. The court imposed administrative liability in 2 cases in 20 I 7_ As regards the 

National Police stmistics for 20 I 7, 1760 administrative protocols were drawn up on conflict of interest

based cormption-relatcd offences. The court imposed administrative liability on 858 persons, among them 

20 civil servants, 607 deputies of local councils, and 235 oflicials of local self-governments. 

Nevertheless. proactive approach has been expected from the NACP in exercise of its enforcement powers, 

especially in relation to the high-level oilicials whose disputable wealth have been recently unco\'ered_ As 

shown in the below section, NACP has started verifying ihc asset declarations. albeit with the actions that 
leave the impression of ··going after small fish", followed by frustration and deeper scepticism from the 

public as to the ability to enforce the rules in practice (sec more details on asset declarations)_ 

Condu,ion 

The progress achieved in the area of conflict of interest management by Ukraine is undisputable, 

particularly in view of the short track-record of the NACP and should not be underestimated. Since the 
previous monitoring round and after its establishment in 20 I 6, the NACP issued various 111cthodological 

guidance on conflict of interest carried out infom1ation campaign and training of staft~ started inspections 

and implementation of the rules in practice. This is commendable and must be continued_ 

Nevertheless_ the implementation of the conllict of interest rules cannot be seen in isolation and must be 

looked at in the light of the overall picture of NACP's operation and performance as described elscv,1hcre 

in the report. More specifically. the questions as to the independent functioning of the NACP free from 

political interference and bias, persist and must be addressed in order the implementation of Col rnles, as 
well as other parts of its mandate, to be assessed as eflicicnt and seen as politically neutral. 

Ensure full and unbiased enforcement of conflict of interest rules in practice by the :'.',ACP 

free from political influence. 

2. Further raise awareness and continue training to fully introduce the new regulations and 

ease their practical implementation. 

Ethical rules 

The CPL regulates the rules of ethical conduct (articles 3 7-44) in general terms. lt provides regulations on 

priority of interests. political neutrality, impartiality competences and efficiency, refraining from execution 

of illegal orders and others. Monitoring and control over implementation, clarification and guidance over 

the rules of ethical conduct arc intrusted to the NACP under Art 12 of the CPL, whereas the NACS 

approves the ethical rules for civil servants under CSL (Art 37). The CPL further provides that the st.ate 

bodies may adopt specific ethics codes, if necessary. The training of civil servants in general is under the 

mandate of the NACS, however. it is not emircly clear who is responsible for ethics training of civil 

servants in view of the NACP's function of enforcement and guidance on ethical standards, also extending 

to the civil servants_ 

'" The foHowing cities were covered: Vinnytsia, lvano-Frankivsk, Lutsk, Kyiv, Odcsa, Mykolaiv, Kramatorsk, Lviv. 

Kharkiv_ Poltava_ Cherkasy. Dnipro and Zaporizhia. 
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The NACS approved the ethical rules tor civil servants and local self-government in 2016. 123 However, 
these rules arc somewhat different from those provided in the CPL and are split into four blocks: general 
duties of a civil serrnnt; use of state resources; use of official position; exchange of infr,rmation and 
obligation to provide access to public information, Civil servants are made aware of these rules once 
appointed. Assessment of compliance with these rules is part of the annual performance evaluation. 
Furthermore, CSL provides that the general rules of ethical conduct should be pan of the internal 
regulations of each agency (Art.47.6). The heads of state bodies arc obligated to monitor enforcement of 
these rules in their individual agencies and take disciplinary action or if there are signs of criminal or 
administrative offenses, refer the case to the relevant authorities. Taking into account some discrepancies 
between the CPL regulations and the NACS order on ethical rules, it is advisable to align them and provide 
methodological guidance on application of ethical rules in practice. lnformmion about approval by specific 
ethics codes by state agencies, trainings or enforcement has not been provided. However, the monitoring 
team is aware that as an example the NABU has its own code of conduct. 

New Recommendation 11: Ethics 

L Clarify the mandate of agencies responsible for awareness raising and training on ethical 

standards 

2. Carry ont systematic awareness raising and training throughout the public service. 

3, Analyse the nct\ds and consider adoption of the specific ethics codes for individual 

agencies/categories. 

Asset declarations 

At the time of the previous monitoring round, the reformed primary legislation for e-declarations was 
already adopted and the preparations were ongoing to design and launch lhe electronic system upon the 
entry into force of the CPL in April 2015. Ukraine was hence found folly compliant with the 
recommendation on legal framework, including in relation to focusing on the high-level officials and high 
risk areas, the list of information included in the asset declarations, the requirements for publication, 
verification and sanctions. Only one element of the recommendation on exchange of information with law 
enforcement was found panially implemented. The new legal and institutional framework introduced by 
the CPL have been extensively analysed by the previous monitoring report as well as the ACN key 
publication.'-'' The following sections, therefore, only provides a hrief oYerYiew of the system and focuses 
on the developments since the previous round with the emphasis on impact of implementation. 

La1111chillg the system 

One of the crucial accomplishments of Ukraine in the area of prevention of conuption since the last 
monitoring round is the launch of the electronic asset declarations system with the unprecedented coverage 
of declarants and granting online access to these declaration (excluding ,omc personal data), Over l 210 
000 declarations are already accessible online in an open format. Also, some steps have been made for 
preparing grounds for verification of declarations and u,ing the system not only as a tool of public 
scrutiny, but as an instrument for the law enforcement to hold those liable for corruption offences 
accountable. 

Introduction of the electronic system was widely welcomed by the international comnmnity, At the local 
level. it was named as a "truly revolutionary step towards eradicating cotrnption" and a joint achievement 

121 The Order or the National agency on Civil Service N l 58 /5September2016) on Apprornl of the Q,n£rnlF-_\l!£:i.9J 
Ethical Behavi,,r of Civil Servant, and Local Sdt~Gowrnmcnt Otlil'ial,; 
124 OECD (2016) Anti-Corruption Reforms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia, Pro,:,rcss and Challc~ 20 l 3-2Jlli!, 

COE and 1)thcrs made \vckorning statements encouraging Ukraine's fight against cormption. 

60 



21148

880 

of civil society. international partners and reformists in all branches of power.'"' President Poroshcnko 
called it: .. A truly historic event of openness and transparency [.,.] Corruption must be eradicated, but it is 
even better to prevent it. Prevention is the best cure. For this. we need an cffecli\'c control over income and 
expenditures of all officials. judges. prosecutors, and law enforcement officers. People have long hcen 
waiting for the estate, cars and money owned by public servants to come to I ight. The tool for such control 
exists'' - stated the President. 

Y ct, the launch of the new system faced fierce resistance and confrontation in Ukraine. Rcpo1tcdly, several 
attempts were made by the old regime proponents to block and sabotage its introduction al various stages 
and to obstmct its implementation after it was put in place. First, the development of the system and the 
necessary bylaws was delayed and il was argued that the system was not technically ready for the launch. 
then the secondary legislation for verification could not be adopted, later granting access to the foll 
database to NABU became problematic. farther the constitutionality of the new regulations have been 
challenged in the Constitutional Court by the Members of Parliament (the court decision has not been 
adopted yet). The war against the system continued with the publication of a false declaration of one of the 
NACP members to imply that the system is fragile and can easily be manipulated. Shortly thereafter 
several MPs announced the breakdown of the system, but the statement was confronted by NACP 
defonding the system: that the system was under control and the publication of this declaration was a 

''test", carried out by "Ukrainian Special Systems" the state-owned enterprise, that is administering thee
dcclarations_l'' 

Moreover, as the administration could not precisely define the number of public servants subject to the 
asset declaration in the absence of HRM!S, the capacity of the system was underestimated, it cnconntercd 
technical obstacles several times and temporarily crashed just before the deadline for the submission of 
declarations by the second wave declarants. This crisis witnessed by the monitoring team at the time of the 
on-site visit, probably caused by the system overload as the deadline of the submission of the asset 
declarations for the second wave of the declarants approached on J April 2017. As a result, for several 
days the system did not allow entering the data causing civil servants' anxiety and protests as they feared 
potential sanctions for late submission of declarations. Some NGOs that the security service forces 
unlawfully interfered in the operation of the system to cause its crash. The situation escalated to the 
extent that the Cabinet of Ministers meeting was quickly convened to decide on the next steps in view of 
the system overload. Eventually, the deadline of submitting the declarations was postponed for one month. 
However, the Prime Minister called for taking the responsibility by NACP and resignation of the NACP 
leadership which has not followed. l)o 

To respond to this upheaval concerning the functioning of the system. NACP initiated the discussion about 
conducting an external evaluation (audit) to check if it was fully functional and protected from outside 
manipulations, and identify the causes of experienced technical issues. CSOs widely bd ieved that such an 
audit was necessary to assess the integrity of the system and its ability to integrate upgraded modules for 

interoperability with the databases needed for verification of declarations. However, this initiative was 
followed with the confrontation within the NACP leadership in particular, between the Head and one 
member of the NACP.'-" According to the latter, the audit as proposed by NACP was doomed for 
subjecti\"e and superficial assessment. As a result. the NACP could not come up with the joint decision and 
the audit of the system was postponed. After the on-site visit, the monitoring team was informed that an 
independent external reviev,; of the system was launched with the support of the EU ACL In addition, the 
NACP adopted the action plan to modernize the electronic declarations system. 

12
" RPR statement (2016) 

''" hll p: //www. pr;,:sickm. gov. ua/ ncws/komcmar-prezi dc1lJ.'l:11\?.YJl.QClllJl!'•-el<;.\;Ironnc-de klaruvamwa ,akt i-3 78-17 
htm:f/\\~\\' .eurointegration.cQp1. ua:ncws; 20 I 6,"08L19..i.7t1>J.590/ 

129 Will the (in! dependent NACP's leadership rnte for an independent,;,,p.~rtJeview of the e,declaration svsteiJJ.2 
13

'' One of the Commi»ioncrs resigned later, but for the reasons reportedly not connected with the asset declaration 
( sec above chapter i ). 

Deputy I lead of the NSCC Ruslan Radctsky: I low a pnsitiYe idea can he turned into cYil 
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lmplcmcntatiun of the external audit stalled after the "Ukrainian Special Systems" enterprise refused to 
provide the NACP with the copy of the assets declaration soCtware for the testing purposes referring to 
possible security risks. The lack of proper fi.illow-up may cause repetition of the technical problems with 
the system for the next wave of declarations. 

While 'IACP provided some reasoning behind all the above-mentioned hurdles. perception of civil society 
met during the on-site was radically diftcrent They harshly criticized the NACP for the failure to act, 
believing that it was deliberately hindering the process for most of the time. According to the CSOs. "It 
was evident that the NACP \Vas under the political pressure to postpone the launch of asset e
declaralions." 1)2 Even after the web-portal was ultimately launched, NACP was delaying the adoption of 
secondary legislation to verity declarations, according to them (see below). 

After the on-site visit, the monitoring team was informed that the public access to electronic declarations of 
specific categories of public employees: the staff of the Security Service of Ukraine and the military 
prosecutors has been recently closed. Reportedly, the Security Service of Ukraine, citing the threat to the 
national security. created its own parallel system of asset declarations for its staft~ including the top 
management, which is not public. The Chief militaiy prosecutor of Ukraine in tum issued a Decree in April 
2017 obliging the NACP to close public access to more than I 00 declarations of militmy prosecutors. 

to the CSOs both actions contradict the CSL AntAC has filed lawsuits to challenge both 
decisions. 

The monitoring team urges Ukraine to ensure unimpeded fonctioning of the asset declarations system in 
line with the CSL and take all necessary measure to prevent its obstruction any further, including unduly 
limiting the public access to declarations. 

Brief overview 1~fregulatio11s 

Under the CPL, all declarations arc submitted in an electronic form via the NACP's web-site and published 
automatically, except for certain confidential data, such as tax numbers. dates of binh, places of residence, 
or the specific locations of real estate (the city/village and region where the property is located, is 
published). The scope of disclosure was extended to include: cash not kept in financial institutions; 
valuable movable property (e.g. jewellery, antiques, art) worth more than the equivalent of about EUR 
4.500 per object: intangible assets (e.g. intellectual property rights); beneficial ownership of legal persons 
or any assets; unfinished construction of real estate: membership in civic m1ions, etc. 

The asset declarations arc submitted by the candidates to civil service and civil servants during the office 
and after termination of the officc. 1

J.J ln addition, the NACP should be informed about the opening of a 
foreign account or the significant change in tbe material status of the declarant (i.e. within IO days aHcr 
they receiYed an income or made a purchase in the amount exceeding about EUR 2,300) (Alt. 52 of the 
CPL). These notifications are also submitted electronically and available on-line on the ;\JACP web-site for 
public scrutiny. According to the legislation (Art 17.3 of the NABU Law). the NABU has direct access to 
the databases held by public authorities. According to the NACP, the data protection requirements also 
apply in this regard. Art. 17.3 of the NABU Law provides that the NABU is bound of the data protection 
requirements of the legislation. 

Sanctions 

RPR report (December, 2016) at pg. 4. 
AntAC went to court to verify leual grounds for hiding_e::declarations of militarv prosecutors,: Al}tAC S;1es 

Sccuritv Service of Ukraine for E-dcdarmions. 
'" The killowing special subjects arc included pending a special procedure approved by NI\CP: the persons refon-ed 
to in article 52-l of the Law - the person mentioned in paragraph I. subparagraph a of paragraph 2 of article 3 or the 
Law. the personnel of intelligence bodies of Ukraine and/or hold positions involving state secret. in particular, at 
military units and opcrational-dctcctlvc, countcrintdhgcncc and lntdligcncc authorities1 as well as pcr~ons nominated 
for the above listed positions. 
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Sanct.ions for either failing to submit or late submission of declarations and deliberate submission of false 
information, can case criminal, administrative or disciplinary liability. The criminal liability arises for false 
statement in the declaration with regard to assets with value in excess of about EUR 12,000. while false 
information of value between about EUR 4,750 and EUR 12.000 will be sanctioned a, an administrative 
offence. Violations below the EUR 4,750 threshold may be punished as a disciplinary offence. In addition 
to the original criminal sanction of imprisonment of up to two years. additional sanctions of a fine and 
correctional work were introduced. The asset declaration will also be an obvious source of evidence for the 
public prosecution in proceedings related to illicit enriclm1ent, which is established as an offence in the 
Criminal Code oflJkraine in accordance with the UNCAC. u., 

Verification 

The NACP is responsible for monitoring and verifying declarations as well as monitoring the lifestyle of 
persons covered by the law. The declarations of high-level officials and persons holding positions 
associated with a high-risk of cormption arc subject to mandatory full verification. Control and verification 
of asset declarations is entrusted to the NACP, which checks timely submission, completrness and 
accuracy of declarations as well as conducts full verification and monitoring of the lifestyle of dcclarants 
(Articles -18-5 l of the CPL)_ 1.,,, The persons with high status and responsibility and high level of cmrnption 
risks are subject to mandatoiy full examination. The list of positions 1vith high comiption risk was 
approved by the NACP in 2016. '" ·rhc NACP has also gained access to the database of National 
Commission on Securities and other databases (MO.I databases, taxes etc) which is essential for verifying 
asset dcclarations.m The monitoring team however learned that the NACP does not have access to a 
number of other databases and "secret information" which is also necessary for folfi!ling its verification 
mandate. lt abo learned that the existing access to external databases does not allow automatic interaction 
with the electronic declarations system. 

Despite these regulations the NACP could not start implementing its monitoring fi.mctions until recently 
since the procedure for full verification was only approved on l O February, 2017_u' The procedure for 
lifestyle monitoring is still a draft. The NACP informed the monitoring team that the Ministry of Justice, 
twice rcfosed to register these documents. 14° Civil society however believes that NACP and the Ministry of 
Justice deliberately delayed the process in order to avoid initiating the verification. 1

·" RPR wrote about 
threats of sabotaging the system: "the National Agency on Com1ption Prevention should immediately set 
the deadlines for complete checks of e-declaration and lifestyle monitoring, as well as automate the process 
of checking declarations against other ,tate registers and request for access to the relevant registers" 14

' The 
local experts and CSOs believe that the sabotage of the system continues now with the adoption of an 

'" OECD (2016) Anti-Cnrruption Reform, in Eastern Eurone.and Central A,ia. Progress and Challenrres.10B-2016 
atp~.63 
,_,,, Full veriticatinn of the dcclarntion consists of: clarification of the authenticity or the declared information; 
Clarification of the accuracy of the declared ass:cts; Checking for nmflict of interests~ Checking for slgns of illegal 
t!nrich1nenl. 
L~-, l~h~L~lf_roslij.QDJ! \Vith the high conupting risks subject t0 mandatory foll examination of declarations approved by 
NAC:P Dccisim1 in 2016. 
'" Nc,~~;;~ti\:k12016). 
t:n NACP Decision No. 56 of lO February, 2017 On Approval of the Procedure 10r Controlling and 1:)!U Vcritkatfon 
O!thc Dccbrntion of the Person Autl)()rizc'd to Perform the Functions otthc Sute or Local Sclf-GoYcrnmcnt. 
nr;-·on 11 November 2()'16 the NACP ~dl;;;i;;J the n;;i;i(~·;~~ No. 114 "On a1;;;;:~~~~~·;-t• the proc<?dure /or control and 

ju/I \'t.'rUkalion qj'the dcclaratian ofpcrsons autlwri:zed to po:f()rm tlze/lmclion:,· (~(S'tate or local 9)/~govcrnment" 
and No. l 12 ·-on approval rft!te prnccdurefar the monitoring qft/Je !{/Csty!e ofpcr.s;ons awhorized to pe1jiHm the 
Jimctions o{State or local ,·t-:!( goi·en1nu·1m:" These <lcci:sion:',. \\1~:rc overturned on 28 D1-.,~t:ernbcr 2016 due to refusal 
of the !'vfini:-ary of Justice with regard to State registration. 
:-1tChatHze oft!!~_t1_~ll \·e:rification order ls urU,entlv needed. otherwbe \i"ACP ~~jjjJ~.g11li1eJ.b.:!_ib~i.~~ . .s:!iS.9r!'1.U1Ltl!lh;iat$__ 
insi~ad ofholdin<! them accountabk. 
n:~-RPJ{"~t;tcment (2016)lt-;~~cccptabk to sabota~c introduction of a complct\.~ check of e-dec.1arations 01· 

!!lilD.!.LQ.ring of public o(t1,i.at~..Jjtc>!Yk. 
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inadequate verification procedure not 
legalizing illegal income of the public o!Jicials. 

transparent and objective verification and instead is 

The new procedure details the rules for control and/id/ verification of asset declarations (Art. 48 and 50 of 
the CPL). Control of declarations includes: a) checking timely submission and b) completeness of the 
declaration and c) arithmetical and logical check. The violation of the submission deadline or failure to 
submit can only be monitored with the notifications from relevant agencies, civil society or the information 
obtained from the NACP in open sources. since Ukraine docs not have HRMIS to compare against e
dcclaration system data. Completeness is assessed automatically by analysing whether all the fields of the 
asset declaration have been filled in. As regards the final and more important component, the logical and 
arithmetical monitoring of the declarations. it can only be launched once the secondary legislation and the 
additional sofrwarc is in place. "'Full l'erification of declarations is aimed at revealing the conflict of 
interests, or signs of illicit enrichment, accuracy of information and the c,atuation of assets. Full 
verification of declarations can be mandatory (for the list of high risk positions; in case the arithmetical 
logical check showed high risks; dcclarant has chosen not to indicate the infonnation about the family 
members) or based on the substantiated decision of the NACP. The request for full verification of a 
declaration can be submitted by citizens of Ukraine, or initiated by the NACP on its own if the results of 
the full verification have shown the signs for conflict of interest or illicit enrichment or other illegal 
activity. 

Arithmetical and logical check as an clement of monitoring is crucial since its outcomes arc linked to the 
decision on full verification. In this light, it is paradoxical and troubling that before adoption of the 
required secondary legislation and setting up the relevant software module, all declarations are considered 
to have successfitllr passed the arithmetical and logical verificalion test. Further deficiencies of the 
procedure have been analysed by civil society in detail, reporting about various of manipulation, the 
regulation allows to avoid the full verification of declarations of high officials. Among them is that 
NACP is obligated to issue conclusions of verification in the absence of sufficient information even if the 
relevant state body did not cooperate and did not provide the data ( which happened in the case of the 
declaration of the Minister of Justice). 146 Reportedly, the NACP leadership recognizes existence of some of 
these deficiencies. One of the Commissioners to that effect requested the NGOs to provide their comments 
on the Cll!TCtlt procedure. 

New development: extending the scope of asset tleclaratio11s to anti-corruption activists 

A wonying development the monitoring team became aware of during the on-site visit was the latest 
amendments to the CPL, subjecting the anti-corruption activists to full asset disclosure. The Parliament 
adopted the amendments in Mardi this year extending the scope of the dcclarants to include a large number 
of subjects form civil society, independent experts, those members of various panels for merit-based 
recruitment or other platforms, academia. individuals who receive funds for anti-corruption programmes. 
Even those who have participated i11 trai11ings fonded by anti-corruption projects are subject to the full 
regime according the NACP legal opinion. 147 The NACP obviously has no way to identify these subjects in 
adYancc to notify about the need to submit the declaration, thus the declarants may end up being 
sanctioned, not knowing tl1at they are required to declare. These new categories of declarants will have to 
file their first declaration, in 2018. 

1sn The full verification proc~durc allows officials to ¢~cape rcspOJ!;iibilitv, 
1

-+·l Arithmetical and logical verification implies: a) verifying various sections of the declaration against each other to 
check conformity (done by NACP based on 1hc procedure yet lo be adopted): b) checking the data for compatibility 
with other relevant databases (to be performed automatically by the sonware once the necessary regulations are 
developed and the system is put in place) 

The Juli vcrilication procedure allows officials to escape responsibility. 
'"' Conclusions of the full verification by NACP are provided here. 
'" The NACP legal opinion is available in Ukrainian. 
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It goes without saying that the pnwisions of CPL on asset declarations were aimed at public ofiicials who 

receive remuneration from public funds, operate with public money, influence public policy and can abuse 

their public position for personal gain. No such rationale can be found with regard to civil society, anti

corruption watchdog organisations and activists. The amendments cm·er members of the competition 

commissions too that take part in the recruitment of civil servants, this will disconrage independent experts 

from taking part in this process in the foturc. thus reducing transparency and integrity of the merit-based 

recruitment of civil servants. 

The monitoring team is extremely disturbed with these amendments that deviate from the intention and 

purpose of the CPL and rather seem to be aimed at discouraging anti-corruption activism in the country.' 45 

It shares the concerns widely expressed by the international community regarding the intimidating effect 

and discriminatory nature of the provisions and urges Ukraine to abolish them as a matter of priority. 

After the on-site visit, the monitoring team learned that as a result of the heavy criticism and substantial 

pressure. the President initiated the bill aimed at abolishing the e-dedarations for anti-corruption activists, 

however Ukrainian Rada did not include it in the agenda for some time now. NGOs believe the bill needs 

to be fm1her revised. since they may put undue pressure on NGOs from the State Fiscal Service. 

Implementation 

the Unif]ed Swte Registl!t of Declarations of Persons awhori=ed to pe1for111 fimctions o( the state. or local 

self-governments ~ electronic asset declarations was launched on l September, 2016. 14
" The system 

contains all the declarations received by NACP in an open fonnat except for some data tl1at is left 

confidential as mentioned ahovc. The launching of the system was split in two stagcs. 150 The first wave of 

declarations (from l September to 30 October, 20!6) included only the "persons holding responsible and 

especially responsible positions" (art. 50 of the CPL)"' for 2015 for persons in office and those leaving the 

public service as well as the notifications on substantial changes in assets. The second wave ( from l 
January, 2017) included all other employees. For the first wave, NACP estimated that approximately 50 

thousand oJlicials would submit the declarations. however, it turned our that the local sclf~governmcnt 

officials, diplomats, judges, investigators, prosecutors, were not taken into account. Additionally. as there 

is no registry of civil servants, the exact calculation of the number of public officials subject to asset 

declarations has never been made. 

The system was dcvdoped with the support of the UNDP. 152 Its current technical capabilities do not 

include automatic verification as it is not yet connected to other registries and databases. However. it is 

planned to add the relevant modLdes in the future (66 million 200 thousand UAH allocated from the State 

budget for this purpose). NGOs arc advocating that "the NACP should also make technical improvements 

to the system, as it still fails to meet a number of effective legislative regulations in an electronic fonn or 

ensure user-friendliness and continuous pcrfonnance. In particular, it is necessary to litl unlawful 

restrictions on access to information, [ ... ] !n addition, there should be enough capacities to analyse 

declarations in automated manner in bulk. while ihe dedarants shall receive electronic dirrital 
signaturcs."'' 3 According to the iniiial idea. automated verification was supposed to be the first stage ot'the 

1
~11: For CSO participation, anti-corruption activism and the developments restricting them sec Chapter 1. 

'·'" Relevant regulations arc provided in the NACP Decision N£ 3, dated June 10, 2016 registered at the Ministry of 

Justice of Ukraine on 15 July 2016 No. 959129080, "On the functioning of the Unified State Register or Declarations 
of Persons authorized to perform functions of the state, or local self-governments" 
1
'

0 In line with the Decision of the NACP No, 2 dated June 10. 2016 "On the launch of the system for suhmis,;ion and 

disclosure of declarations by public officials who are to function on behalf of the state or local self-gmernmems", 

registered in the "vlinistry ofJusticc of Ukraine on 15 July 2016 under the No. 958/29088. 

"' j,.jg_pl_~ with the high corrupting risks subject to mandatory lull exami11atio11 of declarations appro,·ed by 

NACP Decision in 2016. 
1
" UNDP lJk,:cine _E:Dc(j_,,ratiQJ}_[or public servants' assets: public scrutinv to nu~b co_lli!J)timf' 

"' RPR statement (2016) lt is unacceptable to sabotage introduction of a complete check of c-dcclarations or 
monitoring of public officials lifestyle. 
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full verification process that could filter small amount of declarations with higher corruption risks out of 
more than l 00 000 declarations for full verification. Only the filtered declarations would be verified 
manually at later stages of the verification process. This approach would make it feasible to conduct full 
verification, but only in the case if the software of automatic verification is launched. 

According to the recent statistics the NACP is 
conducting full verification of 313 declarations of 244 
declarants. 39 checks have already been completed.154 

4 cases were submitted to the NABU and 4 to the 
SAPO. Since the beginning of 2017, the NACP 
received 23 293 notifications on failure to submit 
declarations (19 229) and late submissions (4064) and 
more than 6296 declarations have been reviewed. 155 

29 protocols on administrative violations were sent to 
courts, 4 of them in relation to the late submission of 
a notice of significant changes in property status and 
21 on late submission of declarations. 

Figure 7 Asset Declarations 

Source: NACP web-site: https:l/g29.gl/QjU1sp 

In addition, within the period of eight months of 2017, the National Police of Ukraine have drawn up and 
sent to the court administrative protocols for: delayed submission of e-declarations - 542; failure to report 
about substantial change in assets - 158; submission of false information - 8. As a result, the court 
imposed administrative liability on 290 persons including civil servants, judges and officials of local self
govemment. 

On 28 July 2017, the NACP approved the results of monitoring of declarations of l l top officials including 
the Prime Minister, and the cabinet members. 156 According to the decision, no inaccuracies have been 
found in the declarations of the Prime Minister and the Minister of Agrarian Policy and Food. For the rest, 
some incomplete information has been identified, however, signs of corruption, illicit enrichment or 
conflict of interests have not been established. Also, the decision was made to start full verification of 4 
declarations (prosecutors, former customs officer) out of 23 requests to conduct full verification by civil 
society, citizens or the law enforcement. 

NGOs created a coalition to monitor declarations called "Declarations under Control". Civil society 
organization Lustration Committee maintains a portal allowing citizens to report any irregularities seen in 
the declarations. According to CSOs, the NACP instead of monitoring public officials "legalized" their 
illegal income by using the deficient procedure of verifications. The NGOs are strongly advocating for 
changing the verification procedure as soon as possible. t

57 

As regards the use of asset declaration system for criminal investigations, the Government informed that as 
of I September 2017, 1133 criminal proceedings were opened on failure to submit e-decalrations or false 
declarations (Art. 366 of the CC), 8 I cases were sent to the court. As of the end of June 2017, the NABU 
detectives were investigating 61 criminal proceedings opened as a result of the analysis of e-declarations 

154 Statistics one-declarations as of28 July, 2017 available on the website ofNACP here. 
155 The state agencies are obligated to notify NACP about failure to submit asset declarations or late submissions The 
decision of the NACP No. 19, dated September 06, 2016, registered at the Ministry of Justice of Ukraine on 15 
November 2016 by the No. 1479/29609, approved the procedure for verifying the fact of submission of declaration by 
the subjects of declarations, according to the Law of Ukraine "On prevention of corruption" and "Notification of the 
NACP about cases of failure or untimely submission of such declarations 
156 28 July 20 l 7 the NACP approves the results of monitoring of declarations of high officials. 
157 Change of the full verification order is urgently needed, otherwise NACP will legalize the assets of corrupt 
officials instead of holding them accountable. 
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on alleged false dcchm1tions (Art. 366 of the CC) and illicit enrichment (Art 368 of the CC), among them 

17 Judges"' l 8 MPs, 12 •· heads of central executive authorities. The first case where the suspect was 

recently identified based on the false data in declaration, is of a retired judge, the case is at the pre-trial 

stage pending decision on the remand measure to be applied. 159 NABU has acquired foll access to e

dcclaration system only in May 2017. after the signature of the MoU with the NACP. A.s of September 

2017, SAPO is supervising 90 related criminal cases. One of the cases that was submitted to the coutt 

concerns an alleged illicit enrichment of a high-ranking official in the GPO invol,ing about 2.8 min UAH 

illegal assets, Other cases involve high level officials of tax authorities and local government 

Enforcing the asset declarations verification mandate in relation lo the high-ranking officials and the 

submitted cases to NABU is a part of the IMF conditions for Ukraine, The authorities committed to 

'·enforce the filing of comprehensive asset declarations by all high-level officials including managers of 

SOEs and evaluate the effectiveness of the asset declaration requirements 10 ensure that they remain 

appropriately focused on high-level officials and consider amending the categories of officials that will be 
required to submit asset declarations, 160 

Conclusion 

Electronic declaration system is the fondamental anti-corruption measure implemented by Ukraine in 
recent years. Over l 271,000 declarations can now be openly accessed, disclosing enonnous wealth of the 

high level public officials. The law enforcement are using the system and have started criminal 

proceedings based on its ,lata. Since its introduction. civil society, international community and public at 

large have been mobilised to defend the system from multiple interferences, The turmoil around the e

declarations on the one hand shows how important the system is for the anti-com1ptio11 action of the 
Ukrainian society. On the other hand, it demonstrates the magnitude of opposition and barriers any 

initiative aimed at revealing the extent of corruption and genuinely fighting it, faces in Ukraine, At the 

same time, these processes revealed the complete powerlessness of the NACP and inability to efficiently 

carry out its mandate when it comes to the interference by outside forces. 

Now, as the system is operational and is showing its first results in practice, it is important to ensure that it 
is used for the purposes it was designed for: to hold responsible public officials to account and prevent the 

illegal practices in the future. For this. it is critical tO ensure full and uninterrupted functioning of the 

system: adopt bylaws that serve the purpose of implementing the primary legislation fully, launch 

automated verification sofrwarc, connect the system with the relevant databases to perform tbis function 

and allow the NACP to exercise its verification mandate folly and indepcndcntly. 10
' 

Considering tile chaos around the rnassivc number of c-declarations and malfunctioning of the system, 

largely caused by huge number of declarations, it is evident to the rnonito1ing team that the number of the 

declarants is unreasonably high complicating management of the system by the NACP. It thus recommends 

Ukraine to focus its verification efforts on the high-level officials that are most exposed to corrnption and 
related violation. 'Neve11heless, this docs by no means suggests decreasing the it, public sector 

transparency standards that Ukraine has set high. 

The monitoring team cannot stress enough the importance it attaches to the full enactment and integral 

application ol'the system, especially unimpeded and full functioning of its verification component to yield 

the outcomes for which the system was designed as promised by the Government and long awaited by the 
Ukrainian society. 

Statistics ofthe NABlJ cases based on c-declarations as of30 June 2017. 
''Q First suspect ar1er analysing e-declarations by NABU: news article available here, 
"'" lnlcrnational Monitory Fund ()MF) Country Report (No, 17 183) on Ukraine (2017), Attachment I. Memorandum 

and Financial Policies. 
EU Delegation statement (2016) (including throu~h a private AP!). 
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The latest amendments to the CPL that extended the scope of the declarams to anti-corruption activists arc 
worrying as they depart from the purpose of the asset declaration system and can serve as a tool to 
discourage and intimidate anti-corrnption activism in Ukraine. These amendments should be ultimately 
abolished. 

New Recommendation 12: Asset Declarations 

1. Ensure integrity, full and unimpeded functioning of the electronic asset declaration system 

allowing timely submission of asset declarations, disclosure of asset declarations. including 

in open data format. Ensure that any exceptions for disclosure are directly envisaged by the 

CPL 

2. Amend verification procedure to address its shortcomings, adopt the lifestyle monitoring 

regulation, ensure automated verifications of asset declarations by the NACP and 
implement data exchange between the asset declarations system and state databases to 

support automated verification. 

3. Ensure that the actions are taken proactively on the alleged violations disclosed through 
the e-declaration system and that cases with the signs of criminal activity are dully referred 

to the law enforcement for the follow up. 

4. Ensure that verification is carried out systematkally and without improper outside 

interference with the focus on high-level officials. 

5. Abolish amendments sub,jecting a broad range of persons that are not public sector 
employees (i.e. members of NGOs, activists, experts) to asset disclosure requirements. 

6. Ensure that the NABU has direct access to the asset declaration database in line with the 

Article 17 of the Law on NABU and is able to use it for the effective execution of its 

functions. 

Reporting and whistleblowing 

The legal basis for corruption reporting and whitleblowcr protection is provided by CPL An. 53. Having 
analysed applicable legal framework, the previous report concluded that while Ukraine has a proper legal 
framework for whistlcblowcr protection, no training and guidance is available for its implementation in 
practice, 1"' It was recommended to enforce the existing rules and consider adoption of a stand-alone law to 
cover both public and private sector whistlcblowing. 

According to the data of2016 Global Corrnption Barometer, in Ukraine. only 58<;;; of the respondents are 
ready to rcpo!1 corruption, which however is a positive increase as compared to 26% in 2013. 16% are 
certain that a notification on bribery will change nothing, and 14% are afraid of the consequences of 
reporting. H.J 

The CPL (Art 53) provides for reporting the violations stipulated in [this] law or information related to 
prevention and fighting corruption to the NACP. The protection of these persons falls under the mandate of 

1
''
2 Article 53 of the CPL; Anick 11 oi the Law of Ukraine on Access to Public Information, Sec OECD/ ACN Thircl_ 

Round of :V!onitoring Report on Ukraine, l !3-114. 
163 _Global Corruption Barom,tcr. Europe Central Asia (20 l <i ). 
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the NACP, which can intervene in administrative or civil proceedings to represent a whistleblowcr. 164 

Furthem1ore, the NACP is responsible for raising awareness to promote whistleblowing, 

To start implementing these regulations in practice, the N,\CP drafted the relevant rules of procedure, 

however, they m-e not adopted yet. 11
'' In addition, the NACP introduced a special phone-line and an 

electronic notification form on its web-site, Online notification about corruption can be submitted by filling 

in several pre-determined fields and providing additional information or attachmcnts. 'M The NACP has 
also conducted trainings for its staff and plans futiher activities with the donor supp01i to increase capacity 

of the employees working in this area."'' As a result of the first steps in implementation, in 20l6-2017, the 

NACP received 860 reports on corruption-related offences, among them 292 were anonymous. Among 

these reports, 316 have been found ungrounded, 106 rcpmts have been verified but the infonnation was 

found inaccurate. 195 reports were sent to the National Police of Ukraine for the mere reason that the 

Ni\CP has had no its territory divisions yet; 35 reports resulted in 70 Protocols on Administrative Offence 

filed that were brought to court and, eventually, UAH 34 000 (approximately EUR l JOO) was charged as 
penalty: and currently 208 reports arc being processed by the NACP. 

Tl Ukraine acti\'dy supports the work of inccntivizing reporting, increasing capacity of NACP and is 

receiving reports from whistleblowcrs, similarly to Tl national chapters in other countries, A campaign: "It 
Is Not Shameful 1o Whistleblow" covering 400 000 peopie 16

' and a training of NACP staff on how to 

protect whistlcblowers has been call'ied out in 20 I 6. The reports on corruption ( 168 in total) have been 
submitted to the relevant authorities for further action. 

Howc\'cr, several CSOs consider the progress of the N,'\CP in relation to whistle-blower protection 

insufficient. During the on-site visit, NGOs raised concerns regarding the inefficiency of the NACP in 
implementing its mandate. rcfcn'ing to the concrete cases when NACP, despite having the power to 

interfere in court proceedings. refused to do so. Furthermore, CSOs strongly advocate for reinforcing 

legislative protection of whistle blowers, since according to them the existing provisions are declaratory 

and detailed procedural rules are needed to enforce them in practice. Analysing international practice of 

reward system for whistle-blowers and implementing it in Ukraine to incentivise whistleblowing are also 

recommended. 169 

fn 2016, a group of eight lawyers together with the twenty-three MPs prepared a comprehensive stand

alone whistle-blower protection draft law and submitted it to the Parliamem. 17u The draft is now in the 
Parliament for consideration in varions committees. During the on-site NACP representatives informed 

that the agency is not supporting the adoption of a new, stand-alone law since, in its view, firstly, the 

prn\'isions in force are sufficient for implementation and secondly. reopening the issue for discussion and 

consideration may do more harm than good to the legal system of whistle-blower protection in Ukraine. 

The monitoring team was also informed that Ni\CP provided its negative conclusion on the draft mainly 

due to the declarative nature of its provisions and expansion of the powers of the Ombudsman in relation to 
the whistleblowcrs. 

1
"" For the detailed description of'the timctions of the NACP see Chapter I oCthis report. 

Ui' Rules for Processing Signais on Corruption and Methodical Recommendation:; for Organization of Processing of 

Signals about Facts of Corruption Offences Disclosed by Whistkbluwcrs. 
IN, El~ct.ronic whistlcblowing form is available on the NACP website. 
16

' The Joint Action plan of Agriteam Canada Cnnsulting Ltd. and the NACP appro1·ed by the Decision of the NACP 

No. 168 on 22 December 2016 includes supporting trnining on and other measures for enhanced whistleblower 

prntection. See the news _,irt.i.£1£ on the NAC:P website. 
UiJ.: Transparency International Ukraine .. ?Oi6 ,.:~nual Report 
IM Shadow Report (201 T) "h:,rluatin° the Ui'ecti1·encss of State .-\nti-Con1Jj)tion Policy !J.DJJ!ern~,1!jljion", pages 16, 

18 and 27. 
17

" Sec Oksana Nestcrcnko, Olena Sltostko (ed.), (2016) _Wbistlebl9wcr Protection Kharkiv, Human Rights Publisher. 

The publication contains the <lrall law in English on pages 17-45. 
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The monitoring team welcomes the development of a stand-alone draft law as recommended by the 
previous report. The dra/1 is ambitious and fairly comprchcnsiYe, generally in line with the relevant 
international standards and good practices. [t covers public and private sectors (public authorities, state
owned enterprises and legal entities corresponding defined criteria), provides for various reporting 
channels and defines what can be reported, extending the scope beyond the corruption offences. The 
detailed procedure for reviewing whistlcblower rep01ts is also envisaged. The significant part is dedicated 
to the protection, including some of the new measures, right to compensation and financial awards. 

Nevertheless, the monitoring team believes, that when discussing the dratl in the Parliament, it is important 
to consider whether sufficient regulations have been included to secure the enforcement in practice, For 
instance, how restoration of violated rights and immediate reinstatement (draft Art. 12) will be provided or 
how the compensation of the caused damage (dratl Art. 14) will be ensured and what is the role of the 
executive vis-d-vis the courts in this process. Jt is also important to ensure a working mechanism of 
establishing a causal link between the whistleblowing and the action taken against the whistleblower. 
Furthennorc, the implementation of this law will require significant financial resources. Thus, noting these 
and other potential implementation challenges, the monitoring team encourages Ukraine to further analyse 
and discuss tbc draft law together with its authors and competent authorities and invites Ukraine to take 
into account in this process the Council of Europe _£:l'vl/Rec/2014)7 recommendation ·'Protection of' 
Whistleblowers:: and the growing good practices of stand-alone whistleblower protection laws. 

171 

Condusion 

The CPL provides regulations for protecting whistle-blowers disclosing corruption. The nnmber of rcpo1ts 
received so far represents a good start showing the willingness of the public to cooperate with the NACP. 
Introducing clear reporting channels and online anonymous reporting by the NACP is a welcome 
development. However, challenges have been noted in ensuring protection in practice (some instances of 
not intervening in court proceeding and not providing protection were noted by NGOs). Nevertheless. 
given the short track record since its establishment, it is difficult to judge the NACP's perfonnancc in this 
respect. The practice is not ripe yet to give grounds for definite conclusions. The trends in whisrleblowcr 
reports in the coming years and criminal/administrative cases based on these reports would be good 
indicators 10 assess the efficiency of the work done in this area in the foture. 

While introducing stronger regulations reflecting international standards and good practices is encouraged 
(to cover both private and public sector, provide for financial reward, etc.),'" practical measures to 
increase awareness and incentivize reporting, provide efficient reporting channels and protection for 
whistle-blowers tbat arc subject to retaliation are no less necessary. 

The monitoring team recommends Ukraine set fourth clear procedures for receiving and reviewing whistle
blower reports and protecting whistle-blower in case of retaliation for reporting. Further, it encourages the 
NACP to promptly investigate the reports, follow up on the information received from whistle-blowers and 

provide needed protection to promote reporting. Also, negative stereotypes around whistkblowing need to 
be tackled further with the in1,mnation campaigns. More importantly, in order for the whistleblowing to 
increase, the NACP should be seen as an objective and reliable ally to provide information to and rcceiYe 
protection from. 

New Recommendation 13: Reporting and Whistleblowing 

L Ensure clear procedures for submitting, reYiewing and following up on whistleblower 

reports and providing protection. Further train the responsible staff. 

2. Raise public awareness on whistleblowing channels and protection mechanism to 

1
" Over the last four such laws were adopted in Belgium, lre!und, Slovakia, Netherlands, France and Sweden. 

and was approl"e<l by Cabinet of Ministers and is in 1he Parliament in Latvia. 
1 
'' OECD ('.W 16) Committing to Joffectivc Whistlhclower Protection. 
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,---inccntivize rcporti1ig~- ·-----

1 3. Consider adoption of a stand-alone law on whistlchlowcr protection in line with 
! international standards and good practices. 

Ukraine is partially compliant with the recommendation .,.2 of the previous monitoring round. 
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2.2. Integrity of political puhlie ofliciah 

Public trust to the political public officials in Ukraine is minimal. There is a wide belief that the officials 
are obstructing and undermining the implementation of progressive reforms to protect their businesses and 
personal interests, and continue corrupt practices in peace.'" Among the most o!len cited instances arc the 
launch of the asset declaration syskm and the recent attacks on llic anti-corruption activists as described in 
the prc,·ious chapters. 

,\ former investigative journalist and the current MP calls the Ukrainian Parliament ·'the largest business 
club in Europe" where it is "considered normal" to combine the parliament membership and businesses 
and that this is openly discussed by MPs in the premises of the Parliament. ""According to the national 
survey results (2015 ), pcrcei\·cd corruption in the government has increased compared to 20 I I. Co1n1ption 
is perceived lo be highest in Vcrkhmna Rada (60.6'},,); Cabinet of Ministers (54.X%); the President and his 
administration (46.4%). 

Recently published asset declarations of political officials brought to the surface immense wealth and 
enormous assets of the governing elite, giving reasonable grounds to allege integrity \·iolations. ''" Civil 
society closely followed and aggrcssi\·cly exposed the alleged violations referring them to the NACP. 
Against this background, the enforcement of the regulations and the follow up on the allegations has been 
inadequate. The following section describes the integrity rules applicahle to the public political ofiicials 
and challenges related to their enforcement in the CutTent context or Ukraine. 

The information received by the monitoring team in relation to this section both in the form of the answers 
lo the questionnaire and the on-site visit was limited. The monitoring team did not have an opportuni!y to 
meet the representatives who would provide responses 10 its questions to fill in information gaps either. 
Thus. the section is based 011 the analysis of legislation and information obtained through the research in 
open sources. 

Applirnh!e inte![rity rules 

There is 110 statutory definition of a political official or the list of political officials as such in the 
legislation or Ukraine. Yet. Art. .l.3 the CSL lists the persons lo who111 the law does not apply, including 
political ofiicials and article 3 of the CPL lists the positions to whom it applies. among them, the political 
officials."' Art. 50 of the CPL prescribing special full vcritication procedure of declarations, includes the 
list of"rcsponsiblc and especially responsible" persons, among them political oftieials of all levels. Thus, 
the integrity rules provided by the CPL ext.end to the political officials, including members of parliament 
and local authorities. These rules comprise, as described above, conflict of interest prevention. gifts. 
declarations of interests, restrictions and ethical conduct (Art. :17--44 ). State authorities and local selt~ 
government may develop their own codes of conduct according to the CPL (Art. 37). for more specific 

Sec. inrer a!ia, Scrgii L.cshehcnko (2017) {jJ[u_lJJ!.fnn Tn,:: fJRECO (2017) fourt.b._~,aluat_i.\>1.1 L()\111d rcp,,[U~U 
Ukraine, 
1
~
4 

S~~10i Le-;hchcnko (20 l 7) Cnrrupliri_~~JUi'· 
1
--,' Sec Kyiv International fn~titution o!'Sociolngy (WIS) Corruption in likra~J1~1 Comparati\·c ,\nalvsi:-. of'\Jational 

Suneys: 2007, 2009, 2011, and 2015. 
\'r, K!cptocracy lnitiati~-c {201()) Luxuries and Loophole-.;: Ukraine's"\!~\\' A~sct fkc!aration La\v. 
17

' Art. 9.5 of the Law on Central FxccntiH: Authorities dcrincs lir:,;t deputy minister and deputy ministers as 
--p{1litical positions" similarly to /\rt. 6.'.) nfthc L~1w on Cabinel nfMinistcrs of Ukraine for Government members. 
;·r:, Article J li.\h the subjects of the law including: the Prc::.id1.?1ll of Ukn1!nc, the Chairman of the Vcrkhovna Rada of 
Ukraine, his First Deputy and Deputy, Prirnc Minister ot lJkrame, First Deputy Prime Minister of Ukraine, Vice 
Prime M inistcr nf Ukraine, ministers, the I lead {)f the Security Service n r l Jkrainc, the Prt)sccutnr (icncral of lJkraine, 
the !lead of the National Bank ol' Ukraine. the I lead and other members of the Accounting Chamber of Ukraine, 
Vcrklw\'lla Rada's Commissioner for llnman Rights. Chairman of the Vcrkbovna Rada of the Autonomous Republic 
of Crimea. the President of the Council of Ministers ARC and others. 

72 



21160

892 

integrity regulations. No such code of conduct has been yet adopted in relation to the ,\i!Ps or other political 

officials. 

furopc,m. Parliamc11t.Nceds A,scs,;mcnt to the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine recommended to develop a 
code of conduct for the members of parliament as a matter of priority through an inclusive and transparent 

process. OSCE/OD!f!R has been supporting the work on pariiamenrary ethics and public integrity since 

20B together with the USAlD/RADA Programme. 179 A group of Ukrainian MPs announced their intent to 

set up a working group that will draft a Code of Ethics for the Verkhovna Rada."" In the view of the 

monitoring team, the development and implementation of a separate code of conduct for MPs is especially 

important in the Ukrainian context in view of the low level of trnst and high level of perceived corruption 

in Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine. 

The Law on the Status of People's Deputy of Ukraine provides some integrity rules and its implementation 

is ennusted to the Parliamentary Rules and Procedures Committee. However, no information was provided 

as ro its actual implementation. Based on the inftwrnation collected by the monitoring team, there seems to 

be no meaningful fol.low up to the violations of these provisions. 

E11forceme11t of integrity rules 

The supervision and enforcement of the integrity rules for the entire public service and among them 

political officials arc entrusted to the NACP. 1
" This includes the enforcement of conflict of interest 

regulations, providing guidance and consul!ations, as well as control and verification of asset declarations. 

While the asset disclosure rules are the same for political officials as for all other declarants. special mies 

of verification apply for "responsible and particularly responsible positions" (as listed in the note of Art. 50 

of the CPL) and the positions associated with a high level of corruption risk (list was approved by NACP 

in The asset declarations of these persons arc subject to mandatory foll verification (Art. 50 of the 

CPL). '8.i The list of responsible positions is extensive covering highest positions in the state among them 

the President. Prime Minister. ministers, and deputy ministers and all high political positions. '" 

During the onsite visit the NACP confirmed the scope of the political public officials, however it could not 

provide the exact numbers for this category. The representatives informed that there have not been any 

specific trainings or consultations on conllict of interest and ethics to the public political officials 

specifically. Neither there have been any official surveys conducted as regards the trust to the political 

officials. NACP emphasized that all political public officials should comply with the ethical behaviour as 

provided in Chapter 6 of the CPL, and NACP remains available for organising trainings and providing 

guidance (Art. 28 the CPL) as needs emerge. 

The monitoring team, however, considers that the oversight and enforcement of the conllict of interests and 

integrity rules as they stand now arc currently unsatisfactory both by the NACP and by respective 

parliamentary committee mentioned above. The NACP has not paid a particular attention to providing 

training, guidance or consultations to public political officials, even though this group is especially 

vulnerable to c01Tuption and the impact of violations committed by them on the public good is significant. 

Whereas the mandate and the tools in the hands of the NACP in terms of conflict of interest and ethical 

JN See OSCE .. ODIHR t;Ycnt in K viy str~;isCs importanc1: of adopting code of conduct for Ukralne llilfliamcntarians._, 

"'' Sec lntcmationa! C<;mfcrcnce.on Pnrliamc11.@.ry_Ethics1 Ukrainian MPs to PcYClop Own Code ofronduct (2016) 

'" The mandate of the NACP is spelled out in Chapter I and section 2. l of the report. 
List of position,; with the high corrupting risks subject to mandatory full examination of declaration,; approved by 
NACP Decision in 2016. 

Notion of control and verification of asset declarations are explained in section 2. l. of the report. 
ix,; As to the civil service positions the note prescribes that aH positions bdunging fo A and B category are also 

cowrcd. 
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rules enforcement over the political officials may still be insuflicicnt. there is at least one tool, which could 
be successfully used for identifying and following np on integrity violations by political officials. This is 

the electronic asset declarations system with the special procedure for full verification of declarations of 

political public officials. 

The authorities explained that despite difficulties to launch the asset declaration systems and adopt the 
relevant regulations to verily them, the NACP is already actively engaged in supervising implementation 

of these rules, inter afia, by investigating potential violations by MPs and high officials, on the basis of the 

information received from NGOs, but they could not provide the details of the rcsnlts of such 
investigations, 

However, CSOs met <luring the on-site widely believe that the NACP is failing to enforce its mandate over 

the high level officials in Ukraine and that it is selective and biased in its investigations of integrity 

violations in the absence of the objective asset declaration verification procedure. One NGO, for example, 

informed about 20 notifications of alleged serious violations and potentially criminal offences by public 
officials they have sent to the NACP, that the agency failed to check. By contrast, NACP started 
investigation of the alleged misconduct of an MP as he received 9000 UAH (300 EUR) from the \/GO 

Anti-Corruption Centre (AntAC) for developing anti-corruption course for students of Kyiv-Mohyla 

academy."' According to the infom1ation available in the open sources, Ukrainian Prosecutor General's 

Office have processed e-<lcclarations and also sent materials concerning 53 MPs to the National Agency on 
Corruption Prevention (NACP) for further action, "" 

On 28 July 2017, the NACP approved the results of monitoring of declarations of 11 top offa;ials including 

the Prime Minister, and the cabinet members. '"' According to the decision, no inaccuracies have been 
found in the declarations of the Prime Minister and the Minister of Agrarian Policy and Food. For the rest. 
some incomplete information has been identified, however, signs of corruption, illicit enrichment or 
conflict of interests have not been established. The NACP made decision to cany out l 81 full verifications 

of declarations and refused to do so in case of 156 requests to conduct full verification by civil society, 
citizens or the ta,v enforcement. According to CSOs, with the new verification procedure, however, the 
NACP instead of monitoring public officials ''legalized" their illegal income (for more details sec the 
section on asset declaration above)."~ It was also noted that some agencies do not cooperate and provide 

information necessary for tull vcrification. These data, in conjunction with the recently approved deficient 

verification procedure raise serious doubts as to the impartial and unbiased application of its mandate by 

NACP with regard to the political officials. 

The NABU is currently investigating cases in relation to l 8 MPs on alleged false declarations (Art. 366 of 

the CC) and illicit enrichment (Art. 368 of the CC), as a result of the analysis of c-declarations. The recent 

"amber mafia .. case shows how MPs nsc their legislative powers for private gain. A foreign company 

allegedly provided the advantage in the amount more than 300 thousand USD to the persons closely related 
to the Members of Parliament "'' to prepare draft Jaws and unlawfolly influence officials of tbe State 
Service of Ukraine for Geodesy, Cartography and Cadastrc, the State Forestry Agency, the State Service of 
Geology and Mineral Resources of Ukraine, local selt~governmcnt bodies, the courts and the Prosecutor's 
offices to take decisions favourable to this company. Out of 7 detained, 6 are closely affiliated with the 
MPs and 2 MPs have allegedly participated. More than l 00 kg of amber, firearms, ammunition. computer 
equipment, drafts and copies of documents containing information about the crime were seized. The case is 

183 N.atjqn;;,.l..1\g£11CYOtL(\111uJ21i.on Prevention is lookin~ ... Jor illegal sccondarv cm~loymcnt ln t~ach.in.a ~t<:th·iticS'. of 
Serhiv l.cshchcnko. 
T;,:~ Ukrainian GPO sends matcriab 1.m 53 \1Ps' c-<l~claralinns to Ni\CP 
1117 ThL NAC;p approves result~ of lnspL"ctioni: --· -- -----

ix~ r.bED_g~,,.1:,1f the full verification order is uro-cntly needed. 91herwise :-J ACP \Vill leuaJize the assets of cormpt 
o11icials iristcad or holding them accountable. 
~".-.\BU and 5APQd£taincd and f!a\·c notices of ~uspkion to accomplices of the _so~~qt!cd f!ambcr mafia". T.wo 
~Ps alicgcdlv affiliated, 
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now on the prc•trial stage. SAPO requested the lifting of immunities of 2 MPs which was partially granted 
by Verkhovna Rada. The Parliament apprO\·cd the filing of charges but not the arrest of the MPs.MPs. The 
Rules of Procedure Committee of the Parliament did not suppmt most of the requests for lifting immunity 
and \Vas heavily criticized for this by the CSOs. Reportedly. the acting chair of the committee was later 
seen having lunch with one of the MPs whose immunity the committee refused to lift, shortly after the 
decision was taken. 

Condu,ion 

Integrity of MPs and other political officials is a concern in Ukraine. There is a wide and strong public 
perception of high level of corruption among the politicians. The CPL applies to political officials 
including high level and local government. Supervision and control is entrusted to the NACP, but there is a 
wide distrust to this agency as to the impa11iality and unbiased implementation of its mandate. While 
measures still are pending to render the system of verification of asset declarations and lifestyle monitoring 
operational. it is clear, that so far NACP has been after '·a small fish'' leaving corrupt politicians aud public 
officials untouched. N/\CP has not taken adequate measures in response to the recently disclosed millions 
of cash and significant assets or high officials, that !ell public in shock. 190 

While some integrity rules arc provided in the CPL. a separate ethics code for parliamentarians is needed 
with the necessary training and guidance for its application. lt is also important to clarify the oversight 
mandate of the NACP vis-a-vis the Parliamentary Committee of Rules and Procedure and how the 
awareness, training consultations and guidance arc provided to the :vf Ps. Moreover, it is cmcial that the 
NACP starts exercising its powers related to monitoring the enforcement of the conflict of interest rules 
and verification of asset declarations folly and objectively in relation to this category. 

New Recommendation 14: Integrity of Political Officials 

I. Provide training, awareness raising and guidance on applicable integrity rules to the 

political officials. 

2. Proceed with the development and adoption of the parliamentary ethics code. Provide 

trainings, consultations and guidance for its application in practice, once adnpted. 

3. Clarify responsibilities and mandates for enforcement of integrit~1 rules by 

parliamentarians, including in relation to the cont1ict of interest, ethical conduct and 

consequences of their violation. Ensure independent and objective monitoring and 

enforcement. 

4. Provide for systematic objective scrutiny of declarations of political officials and tbc 

subsequent follow up as provided by law. 

1
'" Sec, inter alia: A.5.S.C!_s On Parade: UJ.CI~_inc Officials Made To Declare Their BlinTT. 
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2.J. Integrity in the judiciary and puhlic prmecution ,crvicc 

JudicimJ' 

I 
! Recommendation 3.8. from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

• Adopt. without fi.irthcr delay. a constitutional reform to bring provisions on the judiciary in line 

with European standards and recommendations or the Venice Commission. in particular with 

regard to appointment and dismissal of judges, their life tenure, composition of the High Council 

of Justice. 

• Introduce comprehensive changes in the legislation on the judiciary and status of judges, 

procedural legislation in particular to revise provisions on the system of judicial self-governance, 

disciplinary proceedings, dismissal and recusal of judges to guarantee their impartiality and 

protection ofjudicial independence. 

• Ensure sufficient and transparent funding of the judiciary and remuneration of judges that is 

commensurate to their role and reduces conuption risks. 

• Make public on Internet all court decisions, including interim ones. 

• Review system of automated distribution of cases among judges to remove loopholes that 

allow manipulating the system and ensure that results of automated distribution are public and 

included in the case-file. Introduce !CT tools in the judicial procedures and court functioning ( e.g. 

electronic filing oflawsuits and other legal documents). 

Since the adoption of the J'd round IAP monitoring repm1 many developments took place in the area of 

judicial reform in Ukraine. 

[n May 20 l 5 the Strategy on Reform of the Judiciary. Justice and other Related Legal Institutes for 2015-

2020 (the Strategy) was adopted hy the Presidential Decree# 276/2015. The strategy was envisioned in 

two stages: fast stage would introduce general legislative changes and the second stage would commence 

with adoption of the constitutional changes and will proceed to setting up of the instih1tional framework in 

line with the new legal framework. According to the Ukrainian authorities. Ukraine is currently at the 

second stage of the Strategy implementation. 

On 2 June 2016, Ukraine's parliament approved a package of constitutional amendments reforming the 

justice systcm 91 and the Law on the judiciary and the status ofjudgcs 19
'. which came into force on 30 

September 2016. In addition the Law on the High Council ofJustice 1
'" was adopted on 21 December 2016 

and entered into force on 5 January 2017. Effectively the entire legislative framework of the judiciary was 
revised and will need to be pul into practice. 

New legislation simplified the court system, transforming it from the four into the three-level system. lt 

now consists of local courts, appellate courts, and the Supreme Court, which in effect shortened the court 
time for the bearings. However, in order for these to be properly implemented draft law 6232, introducing 

amendcments into the Civil Procedure Code. Commercial Procedure Code, Code of Adminstrativc justice, 

changes into the Criminal Procedure Code, would need to be adopted. 

"' Law On Amendments to the Constitution ofl'kraine (provisions on justice)±/ 1-101-Vllf 

192 Law On .Judiciary and Judges Status II 1402-VIII 

193 Even though amendments into Constitution use the new term which is the closest in translation to "High Council 
of Judiciary" the monitoring report uses the term "High Council of Justice" to keep the same name as 

GRECO is using in its latest report. 
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These legislative changes addressed many elements of the Recommendation 3.8 adopted for Ukraine in the 

3"1 round ofTAP monitoring. The reform brought forward various other positive changes that have not been 

directly recommended but were discussed in the previous report ln particular, the authority of the 

Prosecutor Generars Ofike was reduced and access to the Constitutional Court of Ukraine was 

significantly expanded to include all individuals and companies. 

This being said, the implementation of these laws will be the actual test of the introduced changes, and this 

is the mosl challenging task ahead of Ukraine. 

And finally despite these good developments there arc still some issues remaining and emerging from the 

latest legislative changes. Some of them arc discussed in this section of the report. 

Adopt, without Jimher delay, a co11stitutio11al reform to bring provisions on the ]udicimy ill line with 
European standards anti recommentlations of the Venice Commission, in particular with regard to 
appointment anti dismissal ofjudges, their life tenure, anti composition l/fthe High Co1111cil of Justice. 

This part of the recommendation was pending from lhe 2"d round of monitoring and was reiterated in the 

3'1. Ukraine was prompted by various international organisations to take this step. Therefore. Ukraine is 

commenced on finally moving forward with the constitutional reform. 

Constitutional amendments changed the judicial appointment procedure: all judges arc now appointed hy 

the President upon a binding submission of the High Council of Justice following a competitive 

selection. 194 In addition, various procedural steps, including eligibility assessment, special verification 

procedure and qualification assessment arc regulated in detail in the legislation. Prntcssional ethics and 

integrity, along with the candidate's ~ompctence, are now among decisivc~cri1cria in selection process. 

Decisions on judicial dismissal have also to be apprm·ed by the High Council of Justice. 

The time limit on judicial tenure has been abolished. All judges are now to be appointed for life with no 

probationary appointment However in practice judges that have been on their 5 years' probation term at 

the time of the adoption of the law get their mandates terminated when that period lapses and have to be 

appointed following the procedure described in the Transitional Provisions of the Constitution of Ukraine. 

During the on-site visit, the monitoring team has learnt that many judges are finding themselves in the 

position when they arc still in otiice with their "re-appointment" pending, rendering their judicial posts and 

their decisions ineffective. Representatives of the judiciary met at the on-site visit estimated that there are 

approximately 78 l judges whose probation tem1 expired by the time of the law entering into force. As of 

28 August 2017 the decisions in regards to their "re-appointment" were taken only in regards to 137 judges 

with many of these files being postponed for a long time The monitoring team was further informed that 13 

courts have become ineffective because the probation term of the judges ran out. Member of the judiciary 

met at the on-site visit shared serious concerns over this situation; the monitoring team is also highly 

concerned, and believes that this should be rectified without further delay. 

Composition of the High Council of Justice has been changed to 2 l members. the majority of which will 

now be judges elected by their peers, which is in line with European standards. The President and the 

Parliament still take part in the forming of the composition of the High Council of Justice (appointing two 

members each). Two members will also be appointed hy each - the Congress of Advocates of Ukraine, the 

Congress of Prosecutors and the Congress of representatives of the legal higher education and scientific 

institutions. Congress of judges of Ckraine will appoint ten members, who must be serving or former 

judges and the only ex-officio member of the High Council of Justice will be the President of the Supreme 

Court, both the Minister of Justice and the Prosecutor General will no longer be part of this body. The 

members will be appointed for the four year term and cannot serve consecutive terms. The High Council of 

Justice will become operational with the minimum of 15 members. the majority of which should be judges. 

However, Civil Society representatives are critical of this approach. Taking into account the situation in 

"
1
·' For detaikd description 

GRECO at its 
selection procedure sec Fourth Evaluation Round Report on Ukraine, adopted by 

Plenary Meeting on 23 June 20 i 7 (pp. 38-40) 
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Ukraine, selection procedure for High Council of Justice and High Qualifications Commission should 
include safcgauards to ensure high level of qualification and integrity of candidates for these positions. 

In addition to legislative deficiencies that translated into the Recommendation 3.8, the 3'd round of 
monitoring discussed practical challenges that related to the impact of the Law on Restoration of Trust. 
The law terminated the offices of all members of the High Council of Justice and members were 
no longer allowed to take up these positions. This rendered the High Council Justice inactive: by the 
time of the adoption of the report only 7 members out of 20 were in the High Council of Justice. High 
Qualifications Commission, in addition to its very high workload, was also incftcctivc for almost the whole 
of 20 l 4. Such situation was found to be unacceptable. 

Since then, before adoption of the judicial reform new composition of the High Council or Justice was 
appointed in April-tv!ay 2015. On 4 June 2015 it became effective with 17 members in the office. This 
lligh Council of Justice continues to operate now. According to the Constitutional amendments, the 
serving members of the High Council of Justice can hold their posts until 30 April 2019, by which point 
appointment of the new composition has to take place. 

The 3'd round of monitoring recommendation 3.8 referred specifically to the need of aligning the changes 

to the recommendations of the Venice Commission. At the time of the report the latest opinion dated back 

to 2014. Since then the Venice Commission produced another assessment relevant to this issue'"'. The only 
new Venice Commission recommendation, which relates directly to this part of Recommendation 3.8, and 
which was not followed, regards the election of two members of the High Council of Justice by the 
Parliament and prescribes that it should be done by qualified majority. 

ln its latest Report on Ukraine''"' GRECO confirms that tile 2016 constitutional reform benefited from the 

cxpcnisc of the Venice Commission to a large extent. It also underhncs that rhe adopted Law on the 
Judiciary and the status of judges has not been reviewed by any Council of Europe body yet. PACE also 
calls Ukraine on seeking the opinion of the Venice Commission on the Law on the High Council of Justice 
with the view to implement its recommendations. ,,n The monitoring team strongly believes that this should 
be done. 

All of these positive legislative changes can only be definitively accessed once they are tried out in 
practice. However, in terms of the requirements under this part of the Recommendation they arc considered 

to be largely implemented. 

Introduce comprehensil'e changes in the legislation 011 the judidlllJ-' aud status of judges, procedural 
legislation in particular to rei>i.se provisfrms on the system of judicial se(f~gm•ema11ce, disciplinmJ-' 
proceedings, dismissal aud recusal ofjudges to gumw1tee their impartiality amt protection <if.iudicial 
i11depe11de11ce, 

Similarly, this part of the Recommendation 3.8 mostly reiterates an even earlier recommendation given to 
Ukraine in the 2'd round of !AP monitoring. TI1erefore, comprehcnsi\'C changes into the legislation on the 

judiciaiy and status of judges which indisputably took place in Ukraine, with adoption of the Law on the 
judiciary and the status of judges, as well as the Law on the High Council of Justice are welcomed. 

S)-stcm (fjudicia/ se!j'.go1wna11cc 

Secretariat \,fomorandum on the compatibility of the Drafl.: Law of L;kraine on 
Ukraine as to Justice a~ submitted by the Pre$]dent to the Verkhovna Rada on 25 2015 (CDL
REF(20 I 5)047) \Vith the Venice Commis~ion1s Opinion on the proposed amendments to the Constitution of 
Ukraine regarding the Judiciary as approved hy the Constitutional Commission on 4 September 2015 
(CDL-AD(2015)027). Opinion no. ~0.1/2015 available at 
filill~j\\VW.v~nic~.coe.inv\~s:.Pforms.'docunwnrs·-?pdf:=C.QL-A D(:20 15 )0-B~e 

1~6 Fourth Evaluation Round Reporl on Uk.rain('. ad{)pkd by GRECO al its 76th Plenary M~eting on 23 June 2017. 

,,,., Resolution 2145(2017) of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe (PACE) and its Explanatory 

mc11wrandrnn. 
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With regards to the issue ofjudicial self-governance, the system now has the f<.lllowing structure: 

• The Congress of Judges is the supreme body of the judicial sclf~governance. 

• The Council of Judges is responsible for ensuring that the decisions of the Congress of Judges arc 
implemented. 

• The High Council of Justice is responsible for appointment and dismissal of judges, supervision 
of the incompatibility requirements on judges and for all disciplinary proceedings. lt also gives 
consent on detention and taking in custody of the judges and decides on the transfer of judges to 

other courts. 
• The High Qualifications Commission of Judges has tasks relevant to the appointment procedure 

and tile qualifications examination of judges. lt is still responsible for completing disciplinary 
procedures which were launched before the adoption of this law. 

• The State Com1 Administration is a state body accountable to lhe High Council of Justice. It 
provides organisational and financial support to the judiciary. 

The role of the judicial self-governance bodies has been strengthened, as well as the procedures in which 
they are being established and function. 

ln particular, decision, of the Congress of Judges arc now binding on other bodies of the judicial self
governance and on all judges. Delegates of all courts arc elected at the rnceiings of judges and compose 
this body. It elects _justices of the Constitutional Court, as well as members of all other bodies ofjudieial 
sclt:governance. 

The Council of Judges has representation of judges of different court levels. 

The improvements into the composition of the High Council of Justice have been already discussed above. 
Additionally, the members of the High Council of Justice now work on the permanent basis (apart from the 
President of the Supreme Court) and just like the members of the High Qualifications Commission of 
Judges, are subject to strict rules on incompatibilities. This change addresses one of the deficiencies 
highlighted in the preyious round of monitoring and pointed out in the opinion of the Venice Commission 

and the ECtHR judgement. The High Council of Justice is now endowed with broad powers for most 
matters concerning the status of judges as well as the organisation and the functioning of judicial 
institutions. 

The functions of the High Qualifications Commission of Judges in regards to the disciplinary proceedings 
haYc been transferred to the High Council of Justice. This is a positive step in line with the 
recommendation of the Venice Commission, which in 201} opined that there is no need for two bodies 
such as the High Council of Justice and the High Qualifications Commission of Judges. However more is 
needed in this regard. Due to the continued existence of these two bodies the institutional set-up even for 
the judicial appointment remains to be over-complicated and the monitoring team agrees with the opinion 
of the Venice Commission that was also reiterated by GRECO that "ideally, in order to ensure a coherent 
approach to judicial careers, the High Qualifications Commission should become pai1 of the High Council 
of Justice, possibly as a chamber in charge of the selection of candidates for _judicial positions."14

' 

Discip!inarr proceedings 

Various concerns in regards to the disciplining of judges have been raised in the 3'"" round of !AP 
monitoring. They called for: 

• clear and established in the law grounds for liability that would be in line with legal certainty 
requirements and proportionate sanctions; 

• disciplinary proceedings complying with fair trial guarantees by (a) sepai·ation of functions of 
initiating disciplinary proceedings and conducting investigation and taking decision on the case 
and (b) giving judges m,;ans to appeal (this concerned in particular the judges of the Supreme 
Court and higher specialised courts). 

'"' Opinion of the Venice Commission CDL-AD(2015)026 and its Opinion CDLAD(20l3)034. 
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In respect to the first point, the adopted Law on the judiciary and the status of judges contains the full list 
of disciplinary misconduct that results in disciplinary liability.

199 
However, as pointed out in the latest 

GRECO report "references to some imprecise concepts such as '·conduct which disgraces tbe status of 
judge or undermines the authority of justice" and ·'compliance with other norms of judicial ethics and 
standards of conduct which ensure public tmst in court'' have still been maintained. Venice Commission 
continuously criticised Ukraine for such approach''"', and the 3"1 round IJ\P monitoring report highlighted 
this issue when providing grounds for Recommendation 3.8. This important issue therefore remains 
pending for Ukraine. 

On the positive side, with the judicial reform of 2016 the appropriate scale of sanctions can be selected 
with respect for the principle of proportionality. Dismissal of the judge can be made in the clearly defined 
cases (if the judge violated the duty to prove the legality of the sources of his/her assets, or if s/he 
committed a substantial disciplinary offence, gross or systematic neglect of duties which is incompatible 
with the status of the judge or which has revealed his1l1er incompatibility with the . The use of the 
"breach of oath" as ground for dismissal has been done away with. 

In regards to the second point, the mies on disciplinary proceedings have been fully revamped by the 
judicial reform of 2016. Most of the deficiencies pointed out in the 3'd round of!AP monitoring have been 
addressed. at least to some extent. 

Namely, the disciplining functions have been all transferred to the High Council of Justice, where 
disciplinary chambers arc being established. These chambers are composed of at least four members of the 
High Council of Justice, the majority of which should be serving or retired judges. 

Disciplinary proceedings are conducted according to the procedure defined in the Law On the Judiciary 
and t11e Status of Judges. They inclnde preliminary review of the complaint by the member of the High 
Council of Justice (rapporteur). opening of the disciplinary case by the disciplinary chamber, the hearing of 
the complaint and adoption of the decision. The decisions are adopted by simple majority; decisions on 
dismissal of a judge are taken in full session of the lligh Council of Justice upon recommendation from the 
disciplinary chamber. 

Disciplinary decision may be challenged by the judge to the High Council of Justice. However, the 
complainant can only do so if the disciplinary chamber grants him/her permission for that, this appears to 
be r<ostrictive considering that no further details are provided on such situations. The members of the 
relevant disciplinary chamber do not participate in the consideration of the appeal. The decisions on the 
appeal can be appealed to court (hut only on certain procedural grounds). 

Statistics on the disciplinary liability of judges in 2015 and 20 l 6 was not made available. ft was 
communicated that complaints against 3 judges were made to the High Qualifications Commission 
Judges, According to the answer to the questionnaire provided by Ukraine, lnformatlon about sanctions 
applied to judges for violations of al! forms is being published on the official websites of the High 
Qualifications Commission of Judges and High Council of Justice from January 2017. From the look at the 
website of the High Council of Justice, it appears that as of l ! August there were 47 entries made. Ukraine 
is commended on such steps towards transparency, however, since the i11fon11ation on the website is not 
generalized and is in the Ukrainian language the monitoring team could not properly analyse it in more 
depth. 

Article I 06. 

:on Opinion of the Venice Commission CDL-AD(2015)007. 

'"' Article 126 of the Constitution of Ukraine, Article I 09 of the I .aw on the judiciary and the status of judges. 
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Ukraine is commended on addressing two more issues that were covered in the 3'd round rcpon. Namely, 
the information on disciplining of judges is now being published on the website of the court where the 
judge is working. in addition to the website of the High Council of Justice. And statute of limitation for 
disciplinary liability of judges was introduced; it constitutes 3 years. These are welcome steps. 

Again. it will be important now to see how all of the introduced changes work in practice and what 
elements would require adjustment. 

Dismissal a/judges 

Different procedure is followed for the decisions on the dismissal of the judge. These decisions are within 
the preview of the High Council of Justice and can be appealed directly to court. The grounds for the 
dismissal now include failure to exercise hisiher powers for health reasons; violation of the incompatibility 
regulations; commission of a substantial disciplinary offence. gross or systematic neglect of duties which is 
incompatible with the status of judge or which has revealed hisif1cr incompatibility with the office: 
resignation or voluntary termination of service; refusal to be transferred to another court in case of 
dissolution or reorganisation of a court; breach of the obligation to prove the legality of the sources of 
his/her assets. 2

'
12 

The following infonnation was provided by Ukraine in regards to the number of judges dismissed and in 
regards to the grounds for such dismissals for 20 l 5 20 l 6 . 

... 

Grounds for dismissal 2015 2016 

l Expiry of the term of chairing an ofticc of a judge 2 10 

2 Reaching the age of 65 years 14 8 
I··· r· 

3 Due to inability to exercise judiciary functions caused by poor health conditions 8 5 

4 Personal desire 79 47 
.. 

5 Submitting resignation (letter of resignation) 362 1449 

6 Due to conviction court decision entering into force 6 l 

7 
Recommendation made by the HQCJ as a result of judge's having broken his or 282 22 
her oath of office 

..... 

8 
Conclusions made by the Temporary Special Commission on Auditing Judges of 

20 9 
General Jurisdiction (the TSC) 

9 Statements of claim given by the TSC 0 2 
~----~ 

10 Violation of provisions of legislation on incompatibility I 10 

ll 
I Breaking the oath of office by judges of the Supreme Court of Ukraine 
j judges of High Specialized Courts (as a result of disciplinary proceedings) 

and 
I 2 

Total number of judges dismissed 775 1565 

A11iclc 131 of the Constitution of Ukraine. 
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The number of judicial resignations is alarming, especially with the dramatic increase in 2016. The 

answers to the questionnaire also state that the High Council of Justice has discharged 246 judges based on 
their resignation letters in 2016. It is unclear whether this numher is to be added to the one already cited in 
the table for 20 I 6. Regardless, situation with so many resignations requires a more in-depth look and close 
monitoring in the future. 

GRECO also raises concerns in this regard. In its latest report it stated that ""Already at the time of the visit, 
in some 20 courts there were no more judges and many others were critically understaffed: about I 500 
judges resigned in 2016. Several interlocutors asserted that many of those judges wanted to avoid the 
qualification assessment - as well as the electronic and public declaration of their assets which was 
launched in September 2016. However. the authorities stress that the reasons for those' resignations in 
20 l6 have not been analysed and that one reason evoked by many of the judges concerned was that they 
did not want to lose their lifelong maintenance allowance which the state periodically considered 
abolishing." At present, there are 8 418 judge posts but only approximately 7 000 actingjudgcs.""11 

Information provided by Ukrainian authorities to the monitoring team is even bleaker - sec table below for 
the numbers as of August 2017. 

I 
I 

Total number of 

~--.L,-c_.<_m_i_'t _____________________ -+-:\i-, '_u_m_t_)c-·1_· c-11_·._iu_d_g_e_s-+~iu_ad~\~a:_1:_p_o_s_i_ti_o_n_s_o_f--1 

' I local general courts 4855 1374 

2 local commercial cowis 754 187 

3 local administrative courts 676 105 
····- ------+-----------< 

4 : appellate COUliS 
~----1 

[_s I .. 
I 6 i appellate administrative courts 

7 

8 

9 

High Specialized Cou11 of Ukraine for Civil and 
1 Criminal Time 

High Economic Court of Ukraine 
-·~-----------

High Administrative Court 

1706 951 

97 : 57 

10 Supreme Court 

Total 

48 i 10 

---~-9_0_2s ____ -j-:Ws4 

This in addition to the issues discussed earlier in the context of the appointment and "re-appointment" of 
judges creates a serious gap in the capacity oflhe judiciary to caJTy out its functions, 

Recusa/ olJ11dgcs 

Conditions for rccusal of judges arc stipulated in the Criminal Procedure Code, Civil Procedure Code. 
Commercial Procedure Code and Code of Administrative Procedure. If those conditions are present the 
judge must withdraw from the case. or his participation may be challenged by parties to the case. 

Issues that were identified by GRECO in this regard in their 4th evaluation round are of concern to this 

monitoring team as well. 

Fourth EvalLtation Round Rq1nrt on Ukraine, adopted by GRECO at its 76'" Plenary Meeting on 23 June 2017. 
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In particular. possibility of and or participation of the judge, whose case for recusal is being rcvic\vcd, in 
the decision making process on this case is of serious concern. Moreover, GRECO report refers to the 
examples of the judges deciding on motions for their own rccusals unilatcrally. 20

·' 

This should he rectified and appropriate appeal process which is currently absent in Ukraine should be 
introduced. 

Again, considering the nature of this part of the Recommendation 3.8, which called for legislative changes 
--the changes introduced by the judicial reform of 2016 addressed most of its clements to a large degree. 

Ensure sujjicie11t and tra11spare11t funding of the judicia,y and remuneration 1~[ judges that i.~ 
comme11surate to their role am! reduces corruption risks. 

The same as at the time of the 3'" round IAP monitoring. judiciary can be only fonded by the state. \foney 
collected from the judicial fees goes to f\md judiciary. This fee has been increased since 2015 and provides 
higher inflows. 

ft was not possible to fully assess the actual state of affairs in regards to the state funding of the judiciary. 
Provided data on state financing of the com1s for 2015, 2016. or 2017 did not include estimated budget 
needs (or amounts of funds which have been forccastcd and requested) and did not allow for comparisons 
and co!clusions. 

Organi;,ation 

Tahir 6 ,\l!ocated funding to the Judiciary. 

allocated funds 
UAfl 
2015 

al located funds 
UAH 
2016 

allocated 
fonds 
UAH 
2017 

_Supreme Court . ---·-·-··-·-L.??_~5_6,~ _ I. 9
9

.
4
5_7

8
5
8

;'.~ 
1 

986 901,8 
High Specialized Court of Ukraine for Civil .'.J I 95 055,4 
and Criminal Matters 

4 tligl1l:co110111ic c:our~l o!'Ul<rai11e_ I 93 909.9 ! 94 l 02.3 
I 5 High Administrative Court ·--··-···+...:..:::...::..:..c:.:c_ __ I.__R_-,-4-2-6-.4---i 82 629. l · 

~.Cl___. Constitutional court 99 851.6 ' 173 192.3 
I 7 High Council ofjustice i ! 283 292.7 j' 
! 8 ·1 Co~ncil of.Judge~ .. . . I 4 607,6 1 6 576,4 -·n 922,5. . .. 

Interlocutors met at the on-site visit informed the monitoring team that in 2016 54% of the requested 
budget for the judiciary was allocated. In 2017 the judiciary has been financed at 74%, the highest 
percentage in the recent history of the country. The number of couti facilities was growing, along with 
their conditions. 

Financial independence of judges is r1:gulatcd by the Law On the Judicial System and Status of Judges. 2115 

The judge is to be remunerated starting from the first day of his/her appointment. Judicial renumeration 
consists of a base salary and additional payments for length of service, for holding an administrative 
position in court president of the court). scientific degree and work that involves access to State 
secrets; regional and of the administrative connnuuity where the judge is practicing are also taken into 
consideration. 

The base salary rates fi.1r a judge of: 

'"" Fourth Evaluation Round Rcpon on lJkraine, adopted by GRECO at its 76'" Plenary Meeting on 23 June 20 l 7. 

Article l.<5 
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l) the local coun is set at JO minimal salarics·'06
: 

2) the appeal coun and high specialised court is set at 50 minimal salaries: 
3) the Supreme Court is set at 75 minimal salaries. 

According to the information cited by GRECO in their latest report "gross monthly base salary thus ranges 
from approximately l 766 € for local court judges to approximately 4 416 € for Supreme Court justices. 
Judges arc entitled lo social insurance and, in case of need, service housing at the location oflhc court".''" 

Judges are remunerated monthly with bonuses paid for the years of service (for over 3 years' working 
experience the bonus is 15 per cen1; for over 5 years 20 per cent: for over l O years 30 per cent: for over 
15 years - 40 per cent; for over 20 years - 50 per cent; for over 25 years 60 per cent; for over 30 years -
70 per cent; and for over 35 years - 80 per cent of the rnomhly salary rate of a judge of the coITcsponding 
court). 

And finally, the monitoring team was informed at the on-site visit that after ··qualification evaluation" the 
legislator will be raising judicial salaries 2 or 3-fold. 

These represent significant increases from the time of the 3rd round of IAP monitoring, when monthly 
renumeration of the local court judge was supposed to be raised from 6 to 15 minimum salaries over four 
years but then was revoked. The salary rate was then set al IO salary minimums but in the mid 2014 
suffered further cuts to !/3 of that amount. Ukraine is commended on such substantial increases introduced 
into the system of judicial renumeration. This should certainly contribute to building a professional and 
more stable judiciary which is less prone to corruption risks. 

Representatives of the judiciary met at the on-site visit were fairly satisfied with the level of salaries, wbich 
they thought commensurate to their role. 

It appears that at the least one element of th.is part of the recommendation was implemented. 

Make public 011 lnter11et all court decisions, illcludi111: interim ones. 

The Law On Access to Court Decisions"" requires that all court decisions arc open and arc subject to 
electronic publication no later than on the next day following completion and si;:,~1-off. 

Access to decisions of courts of general jurisdiction is secured through the l,nified State Registry. lt is a 
computerized system on collection, storage, protection, records, search, and presentation of electronic 
copies of comt decisions. Court decisions registered with the system arc open for free round-the-clock 
access at the official website of the judiciary of Ukraine (http:,'/reye,tr.court.gouia). 

The Law of Ukraine On Ensuring the Right for Fair Tria1 20
" significantly changed legislative prescriptions 

on filling into the Unified State Registry of court decisions by setting requirements on inclusion of all 
decisions of courts of general jurisdictions (including interim ones) into the Registry, as well as dissenting 
opinions of the judges executed in writing. 

Multiple interlocutors confirmed at the on-site visit that the Unified State Rcgisrry is efficient and is being 
widely used by all parties to the court proceedings, civil society, media, etc. 

This pmt of the Recommendation 3.8 was fully implemented. 

In addition. legislation envisages other guarantees for participants of the comt proceedings. In particular, 

::iit, Minimal in 2016 amounted to I 600 UAH (approsirnatcly 58.88 EUR). This number has been already 
from 2 May 20 I 7 to I 684 UAH, and from l December 20 I 7 it will be set at 1 762 UAR 

Fourth Evaluation Round Report on Ukraine, adopted by nRECO at its 76 th Plenary Meeting on 23 .lune 2017 (p. 
41) 

209 Law of Ukraine On Ensuring the Right. for Fair Trial N:0 I 92-VIIL adopted on February l2. 2015. 
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information about a coun hearing the case, the pmiies to the dispute and the essence of the claim, the date 
of receipt of the statement of claim, or a statement of appeal, cassation complaint, application for review of 
court decision, the current stams of the proceedings, venue, date and time of the court session are open and 
subject to immediate at the official website of the judiciary in Ukraine ( except in cases 
stipulated by law), It grants the right for any person to be present at and to take photo/video recording 
during a cowt session. 

Such steps arc welcomed and they will likely help ensure transparency of the court proceedings and 
ultimately will have effect on building up of the positive image of the judiciary in Ukraine, 

Review system of automated distribution of cases among judges to remove looplwle.s that allow 
ma11ipulati11g the ,ystem and ensure that results (Jf automated distribution are public and included ill the 
case:file. Introduce !CT tools in the judicial proce,lures and court functioning (e,g. electronic filing t!f 
lawsuits a11d other legal documents). 

Automated distrihu!ion of'cases 

It is not clear whether the system of automated distribution of cases among judges was reviewed with the 
view to remove loopholes that were allowing manipulating the system, However, changes into the system 
have been introduced and as suggested in the 3'" round of monitoring report the case allocation is now 
regulated in detail directly in the law. Law On the Judicial System and Status of Judges"' 1 provides for 
assignment of a judge or judges to consider a specific case through the automated case-management 
system in the manner prescribed in the procedural law, 

The cases arc distributed taking into account specialization of judges, the caseload of each judge, 
restrictions on participation in the review of the decision imposed on the judges who rendered the court 
decision in question, leave, absence on the ground of temporary disability, business trips, and other cases 
provided by the law that prevent a judge from cxcrcisingjustiec or pai1icipating in a triaL 

When a case is heard with participation of the jury, the panel of jury is assigned with the System. 

The system is not utilized only in cases if there were objective circumstances that rendered the use of 
system impossible for the duration of 5 days. Jn such cases old procedure under the 20 l O Regulations is 
applied. 

Information on the results of distribution is saved in the System and must be protected against 
unauthorized access and interference. Unlawful interference with the system entails criminal liability under 
Article 376-1 of the Criminal Code. 

21 n Ukraine lAP Jrd round of monitoring Progress Updatct Octohcr 1015 

Article 15 
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Statistics on committed criminal offences stipulated by the Article of the Criminal Code of Ckrainc 
in 20I5-2016, January-July 2017 and consequences of their investigations 

including including 

Period 

2015 

2016 

Registered 

61 

Cases 
dismissed 

24 

Dismissed 
pursuant 
to part l 
paragraph 
s 1.2,4,6 
of the 

I Article 
I 284 of CC 
I of 
I 

I Ukraine 
r··9 

24 

Taken into 
account 

Submitted 
to the 
court** 

bill of 
indictment 

! 
~. 

10 
i 37 2 

I 
L2017 

3 I 40 
! 1~ 2 -j 

According to the information that the State Judicial Administration of Ukraine released on its website 
(http://court.Qov.ua). daily automatic publication of reports on computerized allocation of court cases has 
been launched as of September I. 2015 at the 'Information on Consideration Stages of Court Cases' 
section of the website of State Judicial Administration of Ukraine. 

Complete detailed information on results of computerized allocation of court cases is attached to the court 
case file. After such information is t·ecorded, making adjustments to it in the computerized system is 
impossible. since access for editing respective protocol and report gets blocked by the computerized 
system. This according to the Ukrainian authorities makes it impossible to manipulate the system. 

Introduced innovations allow making the information about results on computerized allocation of court 
cases open and available to parties of court proceedings. 

And finally, Ukrainian authorities report that the procedure automated case allocation within the system 
of the Supreme Court of Ukraine was adopted in June 2015. 

!CT tools inj11dicial procedures and counjimctioning 

With respect to introduction of informational and comnmnicational technologies into court proceedings 
and work of judges, Ukrainian authorities state that · electronic justice' has already been partially 
introduced and has been successfully operating in courts of Ukraine. The court fees can be paid via 
payment terminals, tinal court decisions c::m he shared via email, summons and messages can be 
transmitted via use of sms-messaging. ,u 

These practices should be continued and further expended. 

It is hard to make a definitive judgement in regards to whether the system is being manipulated and/or to 
what extent and the monitoring team could not find enough information to substantiate such conclusions. 
However, it would be fair to say that the system is now better protected from manipulation, as compared to 
the times of the .Yd round of monitoring report. MoreoYer, the results of the case allocation are made public 

212 Council of Judges of lhe Supreme Courl of Ukraine Decision i/10, from 15.06.2015 On the fundamental,; of 
Performance of Computerized Documents Control System of the Supreme Cornt of Ukraine. 

Ukraine IAP 31
-c
1 round of monitoring Progress Update, October 2015. 
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and arc attached to the case-file. Other {CT tools have a\:;o been introduced in Ukraine since March 2015. 
Therefore, this part of the recommendation can be considered irnplcrncntcd. 

This being said, Ukraine is strongly encouraged to continue monitoring functioning of the system to ensure 
that it is being properly applied. Any manipulations should be looked into with the view to eliminate 
circumstances that enabled such manipulations. This issue should be f\Jrther followed up on in the progress 
updates and in the next round of monitoring. 

Other issues 

Despite positive legal clianges the judiciary continues to be perceived as a weak branch, often lacking 
independence and suffering from corruption. This is the case both according to the international reports, 
reports and studies of the civil society. Many interlocutors met during the on-site visit by the monitoring 
team confirmed this perception, including representatives of the judiciary themselves. 

There are various factors that contribute to this situation in Ukraine, including serious indicators of 
entrenched corruption within the system. However, there are also other considerations raised in this report. 
These considerations deal with various factors that undermine judicial independence, making judges 
vulnerable to various types of outside improper pressure, especially given the volatile situation in Ukraine. 

"Cleaning up .. oftl!ejudiciarr 

In addition to the overhaul of the legal system several steps have been proposed in Ukraine with the view 
to ckan up the judiciary. One such proposal was to dismiss all sitting judges and make them reapply for 
their positions. Such measure on one hand raised controversy in regards to the international standards on 
judicial independence and rule of law. On the other hand the need for such drastic measures was heavily 
advocated by various political forces, as well as much welcomed by the civil society and the general 
public. 

In the end a compromise solution was reached. Namely, starting from February 2016 all sitting judges are 
being submitted to the qualification assessment (with vetting) before they arc being granted life tenure. 

This is being done in addition to the vetting procedures under the Law on the Restoration of trust in the 
judiciary in Ukraine and the Law on Lustration. The 3'" round of monitoring report already covered this 
topic extensively. While such measure should be reviewed in the Ukraine's context of the "Revolution of 
Dignity'' and the expectations of the society that fi:lllowed, they do raise serious concerns in addition to 
non-compliance with the international standards. 

As it was already mentioned in this report, in 2016 I 449 judges resigned in addition to 4 7 who left on their 
own accord. which constitutes almost one fifth of the judicial posts. Unwillingness to undergo this 
assessment is prominently featured among the reasons cited for such high numbers of judges leaving their 
offices. 

The new Supreme Court competition is being finalised with 120 judges shortlisted by the HQCJ. However, 
according to the Public Integrity Council 30 candidates recommended by the HQCJ do not meet the 
integrity requirements. 

Allegations of'prosecutorialpressure 

The report already mentions positive changes that the judicial rcfonn brought in regards to reducing 
potentials for prosecutors to exert pressure on judges. including their exclusion from the High Council of 
Justice and abolishment of the prosecutorial supervision function. 

However, representatives of the judiciary met at the on-site visit expressed concerns that prosecutorial 
pressure continues. One issue, in particuhu·, was raised by the judges. It concerned the use of the Article 
375 of the Criminal Code "on delivery of the knowingly unfair sentence, judgement, ruling or order by a 
judge" by the prosecutors to put pressure on judges. 

Representatives of the jlldiciary met at the onsite visit informed the monitoring team that in 2015 388 
proceedings have been initiated under this Article; in 20 l6 ··- 285. According to the statistical data provided 
by Ukraine in 20 l 5-2016 6 criminal cases have been opened against judges under this Article. 
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This issue is a concern and, similarly, to the Recommendation issued for Ukraine in GRECO report, it is 
believed that the criminal offence of '"delivery of a knowingly unfair sentence, judgement ruling or order 
by a judge" should either be abolished or at least changed to clarify that it criminalizing only deliberate 
misca!Tiagcs of justice to prevent any misuses by the prosecutors. The civil society would prefer the second 
option. 

Safety ofjucf.ges 

Another issue that was raised by the representatives of the judiciary during the on-site visit and that is of 
high concern is the safety of judges in Ukraine; this includes their physical security, security of their 
families and propetty. 

The judges shared that they do not feel safe in the comtrooms. Security measures that were in place in the 
corntrooms before arc no longer provided. National police protection was removed due to the lack of funds 
in the budget. In their opinion. this approach sends a particular message hy the state. 

They have provided examples of many instances of attack on judges or their property, citing 3 cases of 
damages done to tbe property of judges, several hundred attacks on the judges with only 2 having gone to 
court, l case of the murder of the judge. 

This is further corroborated by the infom1ation from the survey of Judges conducted in May 2016. :ie When 
asked about security in court premises 88% of the surveyed judges responded that they do not feel safe, 
with unsubstantial differences between jurisdictions and court instances. 

Judiciary in Ckraine is already in a very fragile position; ensuring safety ofjudges is the basic prerequisite 
to their resistance to external pressure or coirnption and should be dealt wii11 as a matter of priority. 

Several other issues that directly relate to the judiciary and to the matters covered in this section are 
covered in other sections of the report which should be read in co1~unction. such as the issue of the anti
corruption cout1s (sec Section 3.4). And finally one more such issue touches upon asset declarations and 
also might have some relevance in the comext of safety of judges. The judges, similarly to civil servants, 
political appointees and the prosecutors, have to submit their annual asset declarations to the NACP. 215 

These are also being entered into the Unified State Register held by :olACP, which provides open access to 
the submitted information. Another declaration that the judges need to submit .is "declaration on family 
relations" and ·'declaration of judicial integrity".These are being published on the website of the Hich 
Qualifications Commission. While these are no doubt contributing to the increase in transparency of the 
judiciary. they need to be tested in practice to sec if they remain to be of dcclaratiYe nature only and 
whether in any way they can have impact on the safely of individual judges. ln particular. the monitoring 
team was ale1ied during the monitoring visit hy the representatives of the judicimy that information 
disclosed by judges as pati of their asset ckclarations was used to target their homes for attacks and 
bulglarics; this pertained especially to small communities where even though address and other personal 
details of the judge are not revealed in the declaration they are known to the community. For more 
information regarding the issue of asset d(:clarations, please sec Section. 2. I. 

Co11clusio11 

[11 conclusion, judicial reform of 2016 helped address most of the legislative elements of the 
Recommendation 3.8, including appointment and dismissal of judges on recommendation of the High 
Council of Justice instead or the Parliament, abolishment of the five-year probation period for junior 
judges, changes into the composition of the High Council of Justice lo include the majority of judges. Tt 
in1roduced changes into the system of judicial self-governance and disciplining of judges. Other clements 
of the recommendation that have been of a more practical nature have also been largely addressed. 

21
" National survey of judges of Ukraine regarding the judicial reform in Ukraine. February-March 20!6, USAJD 

f AlR Justice Project. 

Article 56 of the Law on the Judiciary and the Status of Judges. 
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Ukraine is large!~· compliant with the recommendations 3.8 of the previous rnonitonng round. 

New Recommendation 15 

I. Ensure that introduced by the _judicial reform changes arc effectively implemented and that 

their practical application is analysed with the view to identify deficiencies and address 

them. 

2. Continue to reform with the view to address the remaining deficiencies in the system of 

judicial self-governance, appointment, disciplinary proceedings, dismissal and recnsal of 

judges to bring them in line with European standards and recommendations of the V cnice 

Commission. 

3. Analyse the reasons for the big number of judicial resignations and take necessary measures 

to ensure that judicial posts are being filled, including resolving the situation ,~ith pending 

're-appointment' of the judges whose 5 years' probation term lapsed after the adoption of 

the judicial reform. 

4. Closely monitor the functioning of the automated distribution of cases system to ensure. that 

it is being properly applied. Look into instances of manipulations and take necessary 

measures to eliminate circumstances that enabled such manipulations. 

5. Consider abolishing Article 375 of the Criminal Code of Ukraine or at the least ensure in 

other ways that only deliberate miscan-iagcs of justice are criminalised to eliminate 

potential for abuse or exerting of pressure on judges. 

6. Take all necessary measures to ensure the safety of judges; these measures shonld involw 

protection of the courts and of the jndges. 

Public prosec11tio11 seri,ice 

Previous monitoring reports did not examine prosecution service integrity to the same extent as outlined in 
the 411

• Round Monitoring methodologv. As a result, no recommendations on this issue have been made in 
the 3'd Round. ~ ~· 
The prosecution service plays a crucial role in sustaining the rule of law. Conuption within the prosecution 
office undermines the justice system of the country and fosters impunity. Effective anti-corruption efforts 
are impossible in the system where prosecutorial bodies lack integrity and are vulnerable to undue 
influence, and a "clean" prosecution service requires robust safeguards of independence. integrity and 
accountability. 

The Ukrainian prosecution service has been undergoing major reforms; the current Law on the 
Prosecutor's Office was adopted on 14 October 2014 and since then has been amended 14 times, with the 
latest amendments adopted in December 2016. Jnst like the judiciary, the prosecution service was also 
affected hy the constitutional amendments of 20 l 6. 

Reforms included abolishment of the general supervision function of the prosecution service. for which 
Ukraine has been criticised by many international organisations for years. Now functions of the 
prosecution service are limited to: public prosecution; organisation and procedural supervision of the pre
trial investigations, supervision of investigative and search activities of the law enforcement agencies and 
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decisions in regard to other matters in criminal proceedings; representation of the interests of the state in 
exceptional cases. 

New legislation also provides for guarantees of the independence of the prosecutors, identifies more 
specific criteria and procedures for appointment and disciplining of prosecutors. and establishes the system 
of selt~governance of the prosecution service. All of these arc positive developments and should be 
continued, and any attempts at rollback, as described in the latest GRECO report, should be 
circumvented. 

The Prosecution service of tikrainc is composed of the General Prosecutor's Office (GPO). regional 
prosecution offices, local prosecution offices, as well as the military prosecution office and the Specialised 
Anti-Corruption Prosecutor's Office (SAPO) generally mirroring the conrt system of Ukraine. Consistent 
with recommendations of experts for many years, the number of prosecutors has in recent years been 
reduced almost in half According to the GPO, the number of prosecutors was reduced from l 8 500 to ! l 
300218 (of them 770 investigators, 6T2 military investigators and prosecutors, and 38 SAPO prosecutors), 
which according to GRECO still represents one of the highest prosecutors per citizen ratios in the Council 
of Europe member states. 210 

Despite the above mentioned changes and considerable reduction of the number of prosecutors, the 
prosecution service continues to be a powerfol body with direct links to the President of Ukraine and 
headed by a political appointee, wbo is a close political ally of the President. The current PG was the head 
of the Petro Porosbenko's Bloc (President's political faction) in the Parliament at the time of his 
appointment. The monitoring team notes that the IMF has noted political interference in the efforts of 
prosecutors to fight corruption. The prosecution service of Ukraine, along \Vith comts, continues to be 
one of the least-trusted public administration institutions, with only 8% (in 2015) and I 1%, (in 2016) of the 
population of Ukraine having trust m it according to the survey conducted by the USA!J) Fair Justice 
Project in 20 l 6.221 

institutional, operational a11d.fina11cial independence, appointment and dismissal ,fChieFPmsecutor 

Prosecutorial independence should ensure that the prosecutor's actiYitics are free of external pressure as 
well as from undue or illegal internal pressures from within the prosecution system.'22 The complcrc 
independence of the public prosecution from intervention on the level ofindividnal cases by any branch of 
government is essential. External independence of prosecutors can be ensured through a variety of 
methods and should include sufficient and non-arbitra1y budgetary fonding, " 4 And finally in order to 

A11icle !31. i of the Constitution of Ukraine, 

,,, Fourth Evaluation Round Report on Ukraine, adopted by GRECO at its 76'" Plenary Meeting on 23 Jnne 2017 

~!X According to part L Art 14 oftbe Law on the Prosecution office-~ there should be only 10 000 of them remaining 
by I January 2018. 

Fourth Evaluation Round Report on Ukraine. adopted by GRECO at its 76,i, Plenary \Aeeting on 23 June 2017 

~:::n Ckrainc : S~cond 1-{cview Under the Extcnd<.;d fund Facility and Requests f'or \Vaivers of :'Jon-Obs.crvancc of 
Performance Criteria~ Rcphasing of Acc~ss and financing Assurances Rcvic\v-P1\:'$$. Release~ Staff Rcp01t; 
and Statement by the Executive Director for Ukraine. !:vtF 3 October 2016. See at 
https:/,.ww,.v,irnf.oru !-:;nil'ublications/CR!Issucs/20] (J, 12 :3 I /Ukraine-Sccond-Review-UnJer-thc-Extmdcd 
fund-Facilitv-and-Rcqucsts,for-Wai\'crs-of-Non-,1431 X 

m National Public Opinion Sun·cy Democratic Dc\'dopmcnt, Judicial Reform and the Process of 
Purification of Government, USAID Projccl, 2016 al: 
http:/,\vww. fair.on!.ua.:co11t.::J1td!_Qr;!rv doc/fair i!1k cn~.pdf 

Study No. ,t94-/2008, Venice Commission, December 2010. 

"
3 PACE Recommendation 160-1 (2003). 

!'
4 The Council of Europe CM Recommendation 19 (2000). 

90 



21178

910 

ensure proper functioning of the prosecution service the Chief Prosecutor has to be appointed and 

dismissed in the transparent manner, strictly according to the law and through an objective and merit based 

proc~ss. 

Institutional, operational and financial independence are provided for in the Law on the Prosecutor's 

Office: Atticle 3 includes independence of prosecutors in the principles of operation of the prosecution 

ofiicc and Article l 6 lists the safeguards, including special procedure for appointment dismissal and 

disciplining of prosecutors, the functioning of the hodiscs of the prosecutorial self-governance, etc. 

The prosecutors "shall be independent and independently make decisions on the procedure of exercising 

their powers in compliance with laws". 225 However, higher level prosecutors have the right to give 

instructions to lower level prosecutors, to approve their decision making and to exercise other actions 

directly connected to the implementation of the prosecution fonctions within the limits and in line with 

procedure prescribed by the law. The Prosecutor General (PG) has the right to give instructions to any 

prosecutor. 

To try to minimize against improper interference in how cases ru-e handled, orders and instmctions 

concerning administrative matters arc binding upon the prosecutor only if they arc received in the written 

form. The prosecutor can rcp0tt to the Council or Prosecutor's a threat to his/her independence due to an 
order of instruction issued by higher prosecutor. Ncvcrthclss, GRECO in its report alerts to the frequent 

practice of oral instructions still being given, especially by the PG bimselC and stales that •'instructions by 

the PG in individual cases could be problematic in the country-specitic context where the PG is a political 

appointee and where according to a number of interlocutors the reputation of that office is damaged by 

public perceptions of undue political influence."'"' The monitoring team is aligned with the opinion of the 

GRECO that the matter of whether the PG's right to issue instructions in individual cases should be 

abolished in Ukraine requires serious consideration. In addition, GRECO states that giving instructions to 

prosecutors of lower subordination does not contradict the standarts of the Council of Europe. 

Funding of the prosecutor's oflice is provided for in the Chapter X of the Law on the Prosecutor's Office, 

and the fonding necessary ii:ir proper functioning of the prosccutorial system should be accordingly fully 

ensured by the Smte Budget. However, in 2016 fulfilment of these provisions were made dependent on the 

CoM decision subject to the availability of the funds in the state and local budgets. And in 2017 Art 81 
of Law on the Prosecutor's Ollice, which defines lhc size of the base salary started to have direct 

application. However the PG did not provide for its enforcement and the prosecutors continue to receive 

salaries that are smaller than what is defined in the law. As discussed below, this situation is seriously 

undermining proper exercise of the prosecution function in the state. Specifically, inadequate salaries and 

funds for other expenses create serious corruption risks. 

According io the information provided by the Ukrainian authorities during the bilateral meetings, one of 

the steps for improving the sitnation was taken with adoption of the Decree by the Cabinet of Ministers of 

Ukraine on 30 August 2017 Ko. 657, that regulates payment package for prosecutors and investigators. 

According to this decree the salaries of the prosecutors at the local level will rise on awragc hy 40 %. at 

the regional level by 40%, and for the prosecutors of the GPO by 30%. 

While the reform of the prosecution sci-vice was intended to subject the exercise of power within the GPO 

to more democratic and lower level control on many issues involving hiring, advancement and discipline, 

there is abundant evidence that the highest levels of the GPO, if not the PG himself still exercise inordinate 

power over such decisions. The PG represents prosecution service in relations with stare authorities and 

Article l 7 of the Law on the Prosecutor's Office. 

"'' Sec the fourth Evaluation Round Report on Ukraine, adopted by GRECO at its 76'" Plenary Meeting on 23 June 
2017 (p. 63). 

Law of Ukraine on State Budget of Ukraine for 2016 !/ 928-VlII, adopted on 25 December 2015. 
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other bodies, organises the operation of the prosecution offices, and subject to some new fonts in the text 

of the law appoints and dismisses prosecutors, and decides on disciplinary sanctions among other duties. 

The PG is appointed by the President of Ukraine with the consent of the Parliament for a 6 year non

renewable term. The PG appoints his/her deputies on the recommendation of the Council of Prosecutors. 

He can be dismissed from hisih.:r position by the President of Ukraine with the consent of the Parliament 

on the basis of and in accordance with the scope of the dismissal motion of the Qualification Disciplinary 

Commission or the High Council of Justice. The PG can also be voted out of the office by the Parliament 

through the vote of non-confidence. 

In the recent years, the position of the PG has been highly volatile (since 20!4 5 PGs have held that 

office. namely, Pshonka, Mahnitskyi, Yarema, Shokin, Lutscnko), aud surrounded by much controversy 

and public discontent. The GPO was believed to be engaged directly in and permitting rampant cormption 

to go on unabated. Holding anyone accountable for serious corrnption offenses was the exception not the 

norm. [f major corruption allegations were pursued and charged, the cases appeared to be serving political 

objectives rather than even handed enforcement of the Jaw. The PG who served under President 

Yanukovich has been linked to major corruption scandals sometimes involving his son a member of 

parliament, and has fled to Russia. The fourth of the 5 PG's since the Revolution of Dignity was dismissed 

under tremendous public and international pressure and was considered to he instmmcntal in blocking 

reforms of the PGO as well as the anti-corruption enforcement priorities. 

The current PG was appointed to the office on 12 May 2016, shortly after the Law was changed to 

eliminate the requirement that the PG hold a law degree, which the incumbent docs not have. fn addition 

to the political context in which it was introduced, the absence of this requirement does not set a good tone 

for the rule of law in the overall prosecution system. In Ukraine, the Chief pros.:cutor in order to carry out 

his/her functions does not need the same basic qualifications as all other prosecutors in the country since 

all other prosecutors of Ukraine are required to hold law degrees. Furthcnnorc it does not contribute to 

building up of public trust tha! the office of the PG is independent of the political bodies who changed 

these basic rules to be ahle to appoint their candidate. 

The procedure for selection of the appointees for PG is also highly discretiona1y. Current legislation does 

not require seeking of any expert advice on professional qualifications of the candidate from the relevant 

bodies by the President or the Parliament. This should be introduced to ensure a transparent process. As 

recommended by GRECO, due considcrat.ion should be given ''to reviewing the procedures for the 

appointment and dismissal of the PG in order to make this process less prone to undue political influence 

and more oriented towards objective criteria on the merits of the candidate".''' 

Ml'rit-hased recruit111e11t and promotion nn,w•n.1tni·s-- , grou11d1·j!Jr dismissal and statistics 

The prosecutors are appointed for life by the head of the relevant prosecution office on the 
recommendation of the Qualification Disciplinary Commission and can be dismissed only on the grounds 

and in the manner prescribed in the law. 

First time appointed prosecutors at the local office level are to be selected on a competitive basis. 

Candidates have to undergo a proticiency test, the results of which are published by the Qnalification 

Disciplinary Commission together with the ranking list of the candidates. After this vetting procedure, the 

Qualification Disciplinary Commission may decide lo exclude the candidate from fmther stages of the 

procedure. This decision can be appealed to court. Succcssfol candidates undergo 12 months training at the 

National Academy of Prosecutors. Once positions become avialble, the Qualification Disciplinary 

See Recommendation xxiv in the Fourth Evaluation Round Report on Ukraine, adopted by GRFCO at its 76th 

Plenary :V!eeting on 23 June 2017. 

Unfoiiunately the military prosecutors are not covered hy the rules described in this section. 

Articles ! 6 and 28 of the Law on Prosecutor's Ot1ice. 
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Commission conducts a further contest and rates tile candidates and submits its recommendations to the 
head of the prnsccution onice which has vacancies. The heads of local and regional oniccs arc appointed 
for 5 year term and dismissed by the PG on the recommendation from the Council of Prosecutors. On the 
basis of these recommendations the heads of the concerned offices take the appointment decision. These 
are welcome developments in the context of open and competitive selection procedure.However. 
representatives of the expert community in Ukraine alert that in practice this procedure is indeed dosed 
and not cornpditi,·c. 

Prosecutors may be transferred to another office only on their consent Promotion to a higher level within 
the prosceutinn service is done based on the results or a competition organi·ted by the Qualification 
Disciplinary ( 'ommission. The law specifics no details about the criteria to be used but it is the only 
specified way in which prosecutors arc supposed to be promoted. The absence of specific mies or crticria 
for prosecutor's pro111otion is a concern. As it was pointed out by GRECO in its latest report "regulating in 
more detail the promotionicareer advancement of prosecutors so as to provide for uniform, transparent 
procedures based on precise, objective criteria, notably merit and ensuring that any decisions on 
promotionicarccr advancement arc reasoned and subject to appcal"'·ll is imperative. llowcvcr, on 7 June 
2017 Qualification Disciplinary Commission bas adopted procedure for competition to fill vacant position 
through trans!cr of prosecutors. The monitoring team did not have the opportunity to review it in-depth and 
it is yet to be seen how it will be applied in practice. 

The powers or each prosecutor arc terminated when s/h1: reaches the age of 65, in the event of death or 
absence, if the Quali tication Disciplinary ( 'ommission decides that it is impossible for him/her to maintain 
position. Such decision may also be taken by the Qualification Disciplinary Commission if the prosecutor 
committed grave disciplinary olknce or disciplinary offence while under disciplinary measures. 
Performance evaluations appear only to be done, if nc<:cssary, during disciplinary proceedings opened 
against the prosecutor if s/hc failed to perform his/her official duties properly. :-So regular performance 
evaluations arc held. This should be rectified: performance of prosecutors should be done on a regular 
basis against clearly written criteria. And prosecutors should have the opporltmity to provide their own 
statement regarding their performance in the period under examination to be considered by the reviewers. 
It is noted that Ukraine is already working towards this end: representatives of the GPO met at the on-site 
visit informed the 1mmitori11g team of the creation of the working group that wa, working on the 
development of performance indicators. This group with the support from the CoF and EU Advisory 
Mission expcns is currently analysing work load, job descriptions, organizational structure and other issues 
related to the duties of the local prosecutors with the view to devdop criteria for evaluation of their work. 

Grounds for dismissal of the prosecutor besides the commission of the disciplinary offence include 
violation of the incompatibility regulations, entry into force of the judgement on administrative liability for 
corruption offence, entry into force ol' the cowt judgement of guild against the prosecutor, etc. Prosecutors 
in Ukraine do not enjoy immunity and can be investigated by the NABU (deputy PG and SAPO 
prosecutors foll under the jurisdiction of the National Bureau of Investigations, which does not yet exist). 
Improper conduct c,111 also be reprimanded by the head of the prosecution office via imposing of the 
warning. 

Statistics on dismissal of prosecutors was found in the latest GRl'CO report: it appears that 32 prosecutors 
have been notilicd that they an, suspected of committing corruption offences in 20 l 6. in 20 l 5 - there were 
20 such cases and in 20!4 ~. Two of these prosecutors were held criminally liable. These numbers are 
ntrcmcly low if compared to the huge numbers of prosecutors and tbc fact that a large number were hired 
before even the new competitive hiring procedures were in place. These new hiring procedures were 
intended to make it possible for new types of candidates to become prosecutors who m~iy not have political 
connections and to eliminate the incentive frir candidates to offer and for candidates to be cxtorcd for 
bribes as a condition for hiring. 

l !owcvcr, in practical terms. there has been very little turno,·cr in the personnel or the GPO in many years 

'
11 Sec 1hc Founh Evaluation Round Rq101t on Ukraine, adoplcd by GRECO at its 76"' Plena,·y Meeting on 23 June 

20 I 7 ( pp. 60 6 l ). 
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except at the lowest level. In 2016, 559 prosecutors were appointed to the local prosecution offices and 462 
of them have never worked in the prosecution offices before. The same steps have not yet followed at other 
levels. with the exception of the deputy prosecutor generals. The non-governmental interlocutors met at the 
on-site level shared with the monitoring team that prosecutors at the higher levels have been mostly 
unchanged and were simply re-appointed to the same positions of the management positions at the local 
prosecutors offices. GPO representatives maintain that management positions were changed. This is 
regrettable and needs to be addressed by Ukraine as a matter of priority in the opinion of the monitoring 
team. 

Sys/em ofprosecutorial seff:governcmce 

\Vith regards to the issue ofprosecutorial self-governance, the system has the following structure: 

The All Ukrainian Conference of Prosecutors (AUCP) is the supreme body of the prosecutorial 
self-governance. lts decisions are binding on all prosecutors and the Council of Prosecutors. ft appoints 
mcmhcrs of the HCJ. the Council of Prosecutors, and the Qualifications and Disciplinaty Commission. 
Its delegates are elected at the meetings of the prosecutors from difterent levels of prosecution offices. 
In particular, 2 prosecutors represent each of the !55 local prosecution offices, 3 represent each of the 
26 regional offices and 6 represent the GPO.fts Presidium is elected by secret ballot and decisions are 
adopted by of all delegates. The first Conference of the AUG' under the new legislative 
provisions that entered into force on 15 April 2017 was held on 26-28 April 2017. The monitoring 
team was alerted by the Civil society that the military prosecutors took part in this conference, even 
though the hodics of self-governance of the prosecutors do not encompass them. According to the 
Articles 15, 43-50 of the Law 'On Prosecutors Service' military prosecutors undergo the same 
disciplinary procedures applied to all other prosecutors by the bodies of prosecutorial self-governance 
and there are currently 6 72 of them in total. This was allegedly used by the leadership of the 
prosecution office to influence the outcomes of the conference. 

The Council of Prosecutors is responsible for making recommendations on the appointment and 
dismissal of prosecutors from the administrative positions (i.e.: head and deputy head of the 
prosecution office); overseeing measures to ensure independence of prosecutors, etc. lt consists of D 
members, which serve 5 year non-renewable term ( 11 prosecutors from various levels of the 
prosecution offices and 2 representatives of academia appointed by the Congress of law schools and 
scientific institutions). The members elect their Chair and Vice Chair. EleYen prosecutorial members 
were elected by the AUCP on 26-28 April 2017. 

The Qualifications and Disciplinary Commission (QDC) is the collegial body responsible for 
setting the level of professional requirements for candidate prosecutors, deciding on disciplinary 
responsibility, transfer and dismissal of prosecutors. It is composed of I l members who serve a non
renewable three year term. Five of the members are to be prosecutors appointed by the AUCP, 2 are to 
be representatives of academia appointed by the Congress of law schools and scientific institutions, 1 
is to be a defence lawyer appointed hy the Congress of defence lawyers and 3 members arc to be 
appointed by the Parliament Commissioner for Human Rights. They elect their chair by secret ballot 
and adopt their decisions by the majority. The 5 members representing the prosecutors also were 
elected at the AUCP meeting on 26 April 2017. In May QDC became operational and according to the 
information provided at the bi later meetings, as of l Septcmhcr 2017 it received 35 l complaints and 
began consideration of 196 of them. Furthermore 146 disciplinary proceedings have been opened and 
36 of them relate to integrity. As a result, 8 prosecutors were held disciplinary liable and 4 have been 
dismissed. lt also announced competition for 300 positions at the local prosecution offices and 2 
positions of the higher level. 

These arc all positive steps towards ensuring independence of the prosecution service from undue political 
influence, especially from the executive level of the GPO. With the exception of the QDC, all bodies of the 
prosecutorial self-governance have the membership and fonctions thar correspond to international 
standards and best practice. The issue of QDC membership needs to be farther reviewed to ensure that the 
majority or its members are prosecutors. This was also reflected in the GRECO recommendation xxiii, 
with which this monitoring team fully agrees. 
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HOWC\'Cr, it is even more important that the' bo<lics of the prosccutorial sclt~govcrnmcnt which arc being 
established under the new legislation do represent the interests of all oflhc prosecutors and do so to ensure 
that in !he opinion of the prosecutors and the public that the "'old prosecutorial cadre" docs not gain control 
over these bodies rendering them purposeless in terms of any future reforms oftlw prosecutorial system. 

Once the bodies arc Ii.illy and properly formed it would also be of out,nost importance to ensure their 
functions arc independently and prnactivcly implemented and Ukraine is swngly recommended to pay 
close attention to this issue. 

Dhics rules (code o(conduc!J - special rules, e11fhrceme111 mffhanism, stafistics 

Prosecutors arc bound by ethical rules in accordance with Article 19 or the Law on the Prosecutor's Office. 
Regular or more times a year) or one gross violation of prnsecutorial ethics results in disciplinary 
liability. 

On April 27 2017, the AlJCP has adopted the Code oi' Professional Ethics and Rules of Professional 
Conduct for the Prosecution O!lice, which is the improved version of the Code of 2012. It now contains 
provisions on prevention of co1Tuption, clearer guidance on the Conflicts of Interests to be avoided, and 
calls li)r respect of judicial independence. Nevertheless, the Code remains to be fairly general in nature and 
requires supplcrnenttiry guidance in order to be pm it in practice. Interlocutors met at the on-site visit 
informed the monitnring team that such work was being done by the prosecution office. This would be a 
welcome development once it is finalized, made public and properly circulated to the prosecutors for their 
wide use. 

In addition, disciplinary liability is the result of any actions which discredit the prosecutor and may raise 
doubts about his/her objectivity, impartiality and independences, and about the intq,'l·ity and 
incorruptibility of prosecution oflice."·1 This definition appears to be too vague and would benefit from 
further clarilicarions. 

The breach of prosecutor's oath also results in liability. This also raises concerns. GRECO in its latest 
report draws attention to the foct that such vaguely defined actions may result in criminal or disciplinary 
liability and recommends defining disciplinary offences in relations lo prosccutorial breach of ethical 
norms more precisely in its recommendation xxix, 

The following information on how ethics rules arc being applied in practice was made available tn the 
monitoring team: in the answers to the questionnaire the authorities stated that statistical data is not 
collected in respect to violations or ethical rules, however. according to the available records in 2015 -
such liability was applied to 50 prosecutors, out of whom 42 were dismissed; and in 2016-- such liability 
was applied to 44 prosecutors, of which JJ were dismissed. Again, the numbers appear to be extremely 
limited if compared to the overall prosecutorial corpus of 11,300, and represent 0,4% and 0,3';-,, of 
prosecutors to whom such liability was applied and who ,vcrc subsequently dismissed in 2016. 

C'onflict o{infercs/s spi'cial mies, cnforcc111cnl 111cclw11ism, sanctions, sialistics 

The Law on Prevention of Corruption covers the prosecutors and provisions nn the prevention of 
corruption, including the Conflicts of Interest that are applicable to them under the general rules of the 
Chapter V of the Law. This issue is discussed in more depth under Section 2.1 of I his report. 
In terms of issues specific to prosecutors, rules on con!lict of interest are included in the CPC in the 
provisions on the disqualification of the prosecutor. 

No information was provided lo the monitoring team about how these rules arc being applied in practice, 
Other rntrictions (gi/is. incompatihilif.1'. pos/-cmplm'mcnt. {'/C.,/ 

Under the ! .aw on Prevention of Corruption prosecutors arc prohibited from demanding, asking, or 
receiving gins for themselves or close persons from legal cnti1ics or individuals in connection with their 
activity as a prosecutor or from ,ubordinatc persons. Allowed hospitality sets the value at approximately 

Anick 3 ol'thc Law on Prosecutor's Onicc. 

A.rlick 4.3 of the Law tH1 Prosl'cuwr's Ollkc. 

'" Fourth Evaluation Round Report on t ikrainc. mloptcd hy ORf'CO at its 76 th l'knary Meeting on 23 .lune 20 I 
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the equivalent of EUR 52 from an individual and aggregate value of approximately EUR 97 from a group 

of persons over the prosecutor's entire career. 

The prosecutor may not hold office at any state authority, other state body. local government authority or 

be in a publkly elected position. The prosecutor may not be a member of the political pmty or take part in 

any political actions. The prosecutor, cannot be involved in any part-time or other paid activity other than 

teaching. research, creative activity, medical practice or sports. 

Post-employment restrictions include a one year cooling-off period in certain cases, such as entering into 

employment agreements/performing business transactions with persons oYcr whom the prosecutor 

exercised control, supervision or decision making powers. 

Assel and in!crcsts disclosure special mies, eJ!f'orcemcnl mechanism. sanctions. s/atisrics 

Prosecutors arc obliged to submit their annual asset declarations to the NACP and these declarations arc 

entered into the Unified State Registered, as described earlier in the Section 2.1 of this report. Violation of 

the legal procedures on submission of asset declarations results in disciplinary liability. Administrative and 

criminal liability is aiso foreseen as describe in the Section 2.1 of this report. 

Uniquely to the prosecutors, they additionally submit to investigations focused on identifying lapses in 

imcgrity, the results of which are to be published on the Website of the GPO. This is done annually. These 

applications on integrity are used for integrity testing by the !G unit of the GPO. 

AH of the anti-corrnption provisions described above which are covered by the Law on Prevention of 

C 01rnption fall under the competence of the NACP which supervises their compliance and is described in 

the Section 2. l of this report. 

In addition, an Inspector General unit of the GPO which became operational in January 2017 is staffed 

with 87 employees according to the information available in the GRECO report. They arc responsible for 

carrying out of annual integrity tests. They are also supposed to investigate inisconduct by employees of 

the prosecution services. Information on the results of the work of this unit is very limited and it was 

therefore not possiblee to draw conclusions on the effectiveness of this unit. The previous office of 
inspector general unit appeared to be aggressively folfilling its mandate. Within months, as a result of the 

competition the leadership and staff was almost completely replaced and the investigations and 

prosecutions it undertook involving serious misconduct appear to have been abandoned without any 

principled reason. 

Table 7 Statistics regarding the nmllher of initiated and complNcd criminal proceedings hy the 

Gener,11 I n,pcctornt,' of the Gcncrnl Pni~ccutor', Office or t'kraine for 7 months of 2017 

[J::i_t1,111.!1_cr of initiated ctimJ:11al proceedings in the repmting period l 83 

I
N. umber of completed criminal proceedings (together with recornpleted 

26 
ones) 

I
, ~t r !Submitted ro the co~~·t \,Lth ~h_e_b_i_ll_c_)f_i_n_d_ic_t_n_1e_n_t ________ Li8 __ _ 

:=; 6 i. . , . 1 

L ;;_ -5 1Completed cnmmal proceedmgs _____ ______ 'l 8 

Availability of'trai11ing. advice and guidance 011 request, writtrn guidelines 

Ali prosecutors arc required to undergo regular trainings at the National Academy of Prosecutors which 

include courses on mies of the prosecutorial ethics. Interlocutors met at the on-site visit confirmed that 

they have in fact benefited from such training in practice as part of their regular training curriculum at the 

Academy. 

Representatives of the National Academy of Prosecutors also shared their plans to conduct regional 

trainings on the issues related to the asset declarations to raise awareness on the requirements for 

prosecutors under the Law on Prevention of Corruption. 

In terms of advice and guidance, the prosecutors can turn to NACP. They also can seek advice from the 

higher-level prosecutor or from one of the inspector generals within the GPO JG unit whenever they have 

questions on ethical conduct. 

Fair and transparent rem1meratio11 
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Renumeration of the prosecutors is defined in the law235 and consists of a base salary, bonnses and 

additional payments for length of service, for holding an administrative position in the prosecution ofliccs 

(e.g. head of the prosecution office) and other payments established by law. 

As of January 101 7 the base salary rate for the prosecutor from the local prosecution omce is set at 12 

minimal sa!arics231
' and the other levels arc counted based on the coefficient defined in the law. 

According to the information cited by GRECO in their latest report gross monthly base salary thus ranges 

from approximately EUR 707 for local prosecutor to approximately EUR 1 )80 for GPO prosecutors at the 

headquarters. However, as mentioned earlier these are also not honoured dne to the CoM decision 

regarding the availability of the funds in the state and local budgets. 

Based on this information it is clear that renumeration of the prosecutors (apait from SAPO prosecutors) is 

considerably lower than that of judges or detectives ofNABU and SAPO, at least three times smaller. This 

cannot positively contribute to prosecutors can-ying out their functions properly in the criminal justice 

system ofUkrainc and requires actions from its authorities. 

In addition, the monitoring team learned at the on-site visit, that the critically low base salaries, are widely 

supplemented by additional bonuses. However, this is being done at the discretion of the heads of the 

prosecution offices. This discretionai-y bonus system presents a serious potential for improper external 

influence on the prosecutors and needs to be addressed by Ukraine, along with the general level of 

renumeration of the prosecutors and fonding made available to the prosecution ofliccs of Ukraine. 

Complaints again~/ prosecutors, discipli11w:v proceedi11gs 

On l 5 April 2017 new provisions on disciplinai-y proceedings for prosecutors entered into force.'" 

Disciplinary proceedings may now be conducted by the QDC based on the complaints from citizens, as 

long as they arc not anonymous. The QDC adopts its decisions in disciplinary proceedings by the majority 

of the vote of its members. fnformation on disciplining of the prosecutor is published on the website of the 

QDC. Jn the case of the PG, the QDC and the HCJ can submit a motion for his/her dismissal to the 

President of Ukraine. 

Grounds for disciplinary liability include: 

• failure to perform or improper performance by the prosecutor of his official duties; 

• unreasonable delay in consideration ofan application; 

• disclosure of secrets protected by law; violation of the legal procedures for the submission of asset 

declarations (including the submission of incmTect or incomplete information): 

• actions which discredit the prosecutor and may raise doubts on his/her objectivity, impartiality and 

independence and on im,,grity and incorruptibility of prosecution offices; 

• a regular or one-off gross violation of prosccutorial ethics; violation of internal service regulations; 

and 
• intervention or other influence in cases in a manner other than that established hy the law. 

Disciplinary sanctions include reprimand, ban for up to one year on a transfer to a higher prosecution 

office or on appointment to a higher position, and dismissal from the office. 

Disciplinary liability has a statute of limitation of one year from the time the offense is committed 

regardless of vacation or temporary disability of the prosecutor. This statute of limitation is very short for 

the di,closure of the misconduct in all cases, and it should be addressed by Ukraine. 

"' Anick 81 of the Law on Prosecutor's Office . 

.!Y, f\•1inimal in 2016 amounted to I 600 UAH (approximately 58.88 EUR). This number has been already 
from 2 May 2017 to l 684 UAH. and from I December 2017 it will be set at I 762 UAH. 

Law of likraine on State Budget of Ukraine for 2016 # 928-V!!I, adopted on 25 December 2015. 

'
3
' Article 44 of the Law ,in the Prosecutor's Ol'ticc. 
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Oilier issues 

Case a/location 

The head of the relevant prosecution office after the start of the preliminary investigation assigns the case 

to the prosecutor taking into consideration the complexity and publicity of the case, workload and 

professional skills and experience of tbe prosecutors."" • 

The prosecutor is then usually responsible for the case from the start until the end of the proceedings. 

However, the head of the relevant prosecution office may re-assign the case to another prosecutor in 

particular circumstances (due to disqualification, serious disease, dismissal, or as an exception due to 

ineffective supervision over the pre-trial investigation). 

This approach is not in line with good practices and international standards, and the monitoring team 

agrees with the conclusion of the GRECO and would like to echo its recommendation xxvi to introduce "a 

system of random allocation or cases to individual prosecutors, based on strict and objective pre• 

established criteria including specialisation, and experience coupled with adequate safeguards including 

stringent controls - against any possible manipnlation of the system".'"' 

New Recommendation 16 

I. Ensure implementation of the reform and continue with the view to address the remaining 

deficiencies to bring them fully in line ,\;t11 European standards. In particular: 

2. 

3. 

a) review the procedures for the appointment and dismissal of the PG in order to make 

this process more insulated from undue political influence and more oriented towards 

objective criteria on the merits of the candidate; 

b) reform further the system of prosecutorial self-governance, including the statutory 

composition of the QDC, and ensure that the self-governance bodies function 

independently and proactively, represent the interests of all of the prosecutors, and do so 

in the opinion of these prosecutors and the public; 

c) improve disciplining proceedings by (i) clearly defining grounds for disciplinary 

liability, {ii) extending the statute of limitation, and (iii) ensuring robust enforcement 

with complaints diligently investigated and the violators held responsible. Consider 

whethe1· the right to legal 1·eprese11tation is allowed at some stages in selected cases. 

Relatedly, conduct a review of the operation of the general inspector office to determine 

if it is properly addressing the most serious alleglltions of prosecutorial misconduct 

and/or is making appropriate referrals to the NABU and other appropriate bodies; 

d) regulate in more detail career advancement, including by (i) establishing uniform and 

transparent procedures, and {ii) introducing regular performance evaluations. 

Ensure. sufficicn .. t .. ·.a···n· d transparl'nt funding of the prosecution. s.e .. r····v·i·ce and remu.ne .. ra. ·t···io.n:Jf prosecutors that is commcusurate to their role and reduces corruption risks. 

Furthc_r sti:.:11.i;thenprocedural independence of the prosec11!~rs. In particular .. ~n.rro~11ce 

Order of the Prosecutor General# 4 On the Organisation of the Prosecutor"s Activities in Criminal Proceedings, 
adopted on 19 December 2012. 

24
" fourth Evaluation Round Report on Ukraine. adopted by GRECO at it, 76111 Pienary Meeting on 23 June 2017 
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randoi~· alloca-tio;1·0f cases to individual prnsecutois based ·o;l· stricT;;;d ob_jective crite;:ia\~ith ' 

safeguards against possible manipulations. 

2A. Act(lllnhlhility ,rnd trnnspurcm·y in thr public ~cctor 

Recommendation 3.3. from the Second Monitoring Round of Ukraine valid in the Third round: 

• Develop and adopt Code of Administrative Procedures without delay, based on best 

international practice. 

• Take ti.trtber steps in ensuring transparency and discretion in public administration, for 

example. by encouraging participation of the public and implementing screening of legislation 

also in the course of drafting legislation in the parliament. 

Step up e11orts to improve transparency and discretion in risk areas, including tax and customs. 

and other sectors. 

Recommendation 3.6. from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

• Set up or designate an independent authority to supervise enforcement of the access to public 

information regulations by receiving appeals, conducting administrative investigations and issuing 

binding decisions, monitoring the enforcement and collecting relevant statistics and repotts. 

Provide such authority with necessary powers and resources for effective functioning. 

• Reach compliance with the EITI Standards and cover in the E!Tl reports all material oil, gas 

and mining industries. Adopt legislation on transparency of extractive industries. 

• Implement the law on openness of public funds, including provisions on on-line access to 

information on Treasury transactions. 

• Ensure in practice unhindered public access to urban planning documentation. 

• Adopt the law on publication of information in machine-readable open fo1111ats (open data) and 

ensure publication in such format of information of public interest (in particular, on public 

procurement, budgetary expenditures, asset declarations of public ofikials. state company register, 

normative legal acts). 

Limited information was provided by the Ukrainian authorities on most of the issues covered by this 

section both in the form of the answers to the questionnaire and the on-site visit. The representatives of the 

key agencies, Ministty of Justice, E-government Agency, the Secretariat of the Cabinet of Ministers and 

others have been invited but did not take part. Only the representatives of tbc Ombudsman of Ckraine and 
the State Committee for Television and Radio-Broadcasting were present at the meeting. Thus, the findings 

of this section may be limited, and may not reflect the current situation. 

The highlights of this part are the launch of the open data portal, opening up the beneficial ownership 

information and the information held in the public registries. It shnuld be noted, that the level of 

transparency achieved by Ukraine, since the previous monitoring round as reflected, inter a!ia, in this 
section, is unprecedented, commendable and encouraged farther. 

Code of Ad111i11istratii•e Procedures 
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The previous monitoring report found that by drafling the Law on Administrntive Procedures (L;\P), which 
in general integrates Eui-opean standards on good governance and administration, although not yet 
adopting it, Ukraine was partially compliant with the suh-rccommcndation of J.3 As of the fourth 
monitoring round, the LAP is still pending. According to CSOs, this law has been pending for almost 19 
years and in order to move forward, a new working group should be created under the MO.I, which would 
finalize the draft LAP (version of 2015). This process should include various stakeholders, among them 
local self~govcrning bodies. 2

"' In addition, an implementation plan should be designed to include !he 
commentaries, trainings, awareness raising and other accompanying measures for efficient implementation. 
N(iOs continue lo use various platforms to advocate for the adoption of this law.,.,, 

Accordingly. Ukraine is not complian! with the first part of the recommendation 3.3 of the prc\·iou;; 
monitoring round_ 

Tnm.,pareucy and discretion in public administration, public participation 

The previous report highlights the ciforts of the Ministry of Revenue and Taxes to prevent and detect 
corruption as well as the use of risk-based approach to anti-corruption policies in public agencies. The 
latter issue is discussed in section 1.2 or this report and no information has been provided regarding the 
former. 

The Government reported that the MO.I is preparing the draft Law of Ukraine "On public consultation.'' 
The purpose of the dratl law is to define the procedure for public consultations in the process of 
preparation of' the drall lcgal acts and public policy documents (concepts. strategies. programs and action 
plans. etc.), introduce modern standards of drafting and an efficient mechanism of interaction with the 
public. Whik such an initiative would be encouraged, the provided information is not sufficient to 
conclude compliance with the recommendation of the previous monitoring round report. Tims, Ukraine [5. 
not compliant with the second part of the recommendation 3.3 of the previous round. 

A11ti-corruptio11 scree11illg of leJZal acts 

Ukraine was n::commcndcd to encourage public participation in anti-corruption screening of laws. 
including for the drall legislation initiated by the Parliament. The answers to the questionnaire do not 
provide information rc1carding the implementation of this reconunendation and only describe the statutory 
duties of the l\·10J and the Anti-Corruption Committee of the Parliament of Ukraine related to the 
rnanda1ory screening of legislation and the NACP's right to conduct such an examination at its own 
initiative. 

The previous monitoring report describes the anti-corruption screening by the Anti-Corruption Committee 
ofthc Parliament as inefficient and not meaningful, referring inter alia to the NGO feedback. According to 
the report the volume of the legal acts fi.ir the anti-corruption screening is so big that the ;\nti-Corruption 
Committee is not in a position to pctfonn the expertise cf'ficicnt!y. The NGOs developed the methodology 
of unollicial screening, envisaged by the legislation and conducted the selective screening of draft laws, 
however. their opinions have been discarded by the Parliament and did not affect the final results, 
according to the report. 

Al the (111-sitc. the representative of the Secretariat or the Anti-Corruption Committee confirmed that the 
draft laws subject to screening arc numerous and the workload compared to the staff capacity is excessive 
reaft11111ing that fhe !indings of the previous monitoring report arc still valid. Alier the on-site, the 
Government provided the additional information regarding the exercise of its mandate of mandatory unti
corruption screening by Vcrkhovna Rada of Ukraine, which during the last four years has analyzed 5982 
out of 8445 drafts received. prnvidcd conclusions on compliance with anti-corruption legislation and 
rejected those that contained provisions with the corruption risks. In addition. the Committee established 
the Council of Public Expertise in 2015 to support ib work. The Council includes nine independent experts 

:.ai Shndo\V Rtport (2017) "'Eyafu,Hin0: th..:: Efl~ct_i\'.~_nc~:-. \).f,Sta!~ A.n!i-Corruption Polin: lmplem~ntatjon". 
:i_.1

2 Reanimation ofRcfrnTn:-. (2016), Roadmap for Reforms of Ukraine. A\·aih1blc hfI£· See page I 1~12, 
·'

41 OJ;:_<:'D 1ACN__(l_QI (OlJlll<t_\'l,'>_J.ll_l)l1Qflj).g ,211_(ji<_rjljnc_;J]agg_ l l<J. 
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selected through an open competition. In its support functions, the Council involves a wide range of 

stakeholders, including the specialized \iGOs. 

The NGO shadow report praises the work of the Anti-Corruption Committee of the Parliament, criticizing 

the MOJ which has been passive in its role and the NACP which has not slatted to can1· out the anti

conuption cxpe11isc yet. The report states that the Committee members showed willingness to use this tool, 

including in cooperation with the NGOs and confirms the information provided by the Government 

According lo the report 90.5% of 8 445 legislative drafts received by the Committee in four years' time 

were analysed and corruption factors identified in 5.9%,.w These the drall laws were subsequently 

rejected. The NGOs encourage the :V!OJ and the NACP to efficiently work on tbis <lirection of their 

mandate. In the long run, they rcconunend amendments to the legislation transferring the anti-corruption 

expertise functions from the MOJ to the NACP and streamlining its procedure as well as ensuring the 

efiicient nse of the tool. 245 The monitoring team learned after the on-site that currently, the EU Anti

Corruption Initiative is helping the parliament to streamline this function. 

Reportedly, the NACP approved tJ1e procedttre246 and in cooperation with the UNDP, national and 

international experts developed the Methodology for conducting anti-corruption expc11ise and conducted 

anti-corruption expertise of 97 legal acts. 

Thus, although the efficiency and impact of this work can still not determined, clearly, the steps have been 

made to include the public in the anti-corruption expertise and there arc plans to improve the anti

corruption expertise further. 

fransparen,~v and discretion in risk areas, including tax and customs, and other St!CtO/'.~ 

Answers to the questionnaire refer to the obligation by state agencies to prepare anti-corruption plans based 

on the risk assessment. This issne is discussed in Chapter I of the report. The previous report commends 

Ukraine on initiating sector specific approach in the Ministry of Revenues and Taxes and State Fiscal 

Services. 

The monitoring team is not in a position to assess compliance with this part of the recommendation due lo 

!he lack of information in the answers to the questionnaire and no opportunity to meet the representatives 

of the relevant agencies at the on-site. 

Access to i11/iJ1watio11 

The access to information legislation of Ukraine is well-advanced, incorporating important rights and 

guarantees, including pre,;umption of openness of information held or produced by public bodies and the 

requirement to apply the public interest (harm) test when deciding on granting or rejecting requests of 

information with so-called "limited access" (confidential, secret and ofikial). 2
"

1 Thus, no information held 

hy public authorities can he closed per se an<l each time the determination should be made using the test 

Moreover, the law lists the information that cannot be withheld, provides for the obligation to appoint 

freedom of information officers (FOl Officers) in public bodies and for proactive mandatory publication of 

some information. The Law does not provide for an independent oversight mechanism, but it assigns some 

monitoring functions (A11 17 of the Law on Access to Public Information) to the Sccrctaiiat of the 

Ukrainian Parliament Commissioner for Human Rights (Ombudsman's Office). The Global Right to 

Information rating (RT!) of Ukraine is high (23"1 place and 108 points out of 150). 24
' 

:.t-i A slightly higher percentage than indicated by the government. 

'·" Shadow Report (20 I 7) "E,aluati1u;,tilc Eftcctivcnc:;s "f Stale Anti-Con~~~ 

"" The procedure of anti-corruption expertise approved by NACP's decision on July 28, 2016 Nel and registered in 

the Ministry of Justice on 25 August, 2016 for No \ 184/29314. 

·"· Sec th(, detailed analysis in the OECD/ACN Third Round ofMonitoring__R~Jkraine. 
2

~~. The rating assesses the qua!1ty of access to infOrmation !av.is against the pre-determined indicators. Sec Centre For 

Law and Democracy, <::ilohal Right tn Information Ratin°. 
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Whereas the quality of the laws is good, the enforcement is marked with the evident challenges, similar to 
those described in the previous monitoring round as wclL Most of these challenges, as highlighted by the 
authorities at the on-site and confirmed by civil society, are related to the lack of knowledge of tbc legal 
requirements and how to interpret them in practice by public servants providing answers to the requests. ln 
addition, according to the NGO analysis of implementation, oilen the responses arc of J)()0r quality, 
incomplete and provided with the delay. /\dditionally, the tees of administrative proceedings have been 
increased recently and arc unreasonably high, therefore not used by citi1cns regularly when their requests 
are denied, and the cost for the information requiring copying documents (that arc more than 10 pages) is 
mentioned to represent a problem. 

During the on-site visit, the authorities further explained the difficulties related to the interpretation of the 
public intcrc!,t test by freedom of information officers (FOi officers). Since there is no designated body to 
provide guidance and consultations, the practice has been inconsistent resulting in ungrounded refusals. 
Likewise, the recent joint submission of the NGOs to the Universal Periodic Review (UPR) highlights that: 
"Despite improvements in access to information legislation, implementation remains problematic, Civil 
servants, even at higher levels, lack knowledge about requirements on disclosure of information and 
understanding of how to process requests, resulting in too many public interest requests being denied r ... ] 
There are at least nine cases pending before tbe European Court of Human Rights regarding denied access 
to in[{>rmation cases." According to the joint submission, one of the weakest points in enforcement has 
been the judiciary: the courts disregarding the rcquc,ts for information on budgets and salaries of judicial 
personnel:''' 

/\fter the on-site visit, in addition, the Govcrnmem informed about the following challenges of 
implementation: the use of departmental lists of information "for official use" as a ground for refusal of the 
access to information: non-disclosure of information that is open under the law and the failure to answer 
email requests electronically. According to the Government, the main problems that lead to systematic 
violations arc the lack of the culture of openness and the knowledge of the requircrncms of the law as well 
as controversial judicial prnctice of resolving the disputes concerning the application of the law in similar 
cases. 

Some commentaries for the interpretation and application of the provisions of access to information is 
provided in the decision of the Supreme /\dministrative Court Plenum. " 2 Whereas the Ombudsman's 
Otrlcc representative mentioned their joint activities with CSOs to monitor implementation of access to 
information legislation and provide recommendations to the officials on the best practices. it is evident that 
the public agencies do not receive any guidance or clarifkations on a systematic basis. 2'

1 Clearly, 
guidance, trainings and awareness raising have been insunicicnt since the introduction of the law. The 
Government has not reported any trainings or awareness campaigns ti:1r the staff of the public agencies or 
the genera! public since the previous monitoring rnund, 

Orerl'ig/i/ bodr 

The previous monitoring round recommended to set up or designate an independent authority fix 
supervising enforcement oi' the access to public information regulations by receiving appeals, conducting 
administrative investigations and issuing binding decisions, monitoring the enforcement and collecting 

,,,, Joi11t submission of to the \inivcrsal Periodic Review (20!7) Ukraine by ART!CLEJ9._('cntrc 
_Hlr..12(;'ll1Q.£t9f.Y,Hnd Ruk _9JJ.,_q~hnti-~.01-ruptinn Research and Education Cen_tr~ 1 Llm12~nJ~iQl]J~Jnformation C~1~ 
I fuman Ril!hh Pl.<Hforn1_:ind Rl'!!ional Prl.'ss Development ln:-i.titutc 
.'.s, Ibid, para 40. 

·'"
2 Decree (September, 20i6) nn practice of admini.strativc cnurts1 illll)!ication of .Jeftts!ation_on access to .. 1~u.l:ciic_ 

infonnati()n. 
-~~_i J-\irtherl Ombudsman':-; wcbpagc contains information about FOL ltf:!islation and c.larifications/infhrmation on 
\'arious cases and judicial practict! but it!:,; not up-to-dak. 
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relevant statistics and to provide such an authority with the necessary powers and resources for effective 

functioning. 

The Ombudsman's Office has the powers for oversight of implementation of access to information 

legislation. However, necessary resources have not been provided as confirmed by the head of tbe unit 

responsible for access lo information issues in the Ombudsman's Of1ice during the on-site. This unit 

comprises 13 staff members, which is clearly insufficient in the context of the relatiYely new legislation 

and the cuncntly developing practice. Tl1c monitoring team was informed about the joint initiatiYes of the 

Ombudsman's Office and CSOs aimed at enhancing the monitoring. A new methodology was developed in 

2017 with the support of the UNDP and Denmark together with the leading non-governmental 

organizations in the field of access to infom1ation (Eidos Center for Political Studies and Analysts, 

lnstitutc for the Development of Regional Press, and as well as the Center for Democracy and Rule of 

Law), which was planned to be tested soon. This initiative would be implemented under the Ombudsman 

Plus platform in 2017. 

The NGOs actively follow the progress and issues on FOL 254 Ombudsman Plus already monitored 

implementation of the law in all regions of Ukraine during the 6 months. This seems to be a good source to 

analyse tbc problems and provide guidance for uniform practice to support the work of the FOi officcr. 255 

Nevertheless, representatives of the both agencies present at the on-site visit session on the access to public 

information, Ombudsman's Office and State Committee for Television and Radio-Broadcasting, concurred 

with the view that an oversight body is necessmy. The previous report already included the information 

about the initiative of the Ombudsman's Office to create an independent information commissioner with 

the right to issue binding decisions. The creation of an independent oversight institution, which would 

require changes in the Constitution, is currently debated by the Parliament. The draft law was already 

available during the previous monitoring. 

As regards the enforcement statistics and analysis. the situation has not changed in this regard either. The 

Government did not provide data on the number or requests, the percentage of satisfied requests against 

rejected or the use of sanctions for Yiolations of access to information provisions. 

The Department of Information and Communications of the Government Secretariat continues to collect 

statistics on FOl requests providing some basic data with analytics on its we:L1-1Da,ic (data for 2012-2016 

also quoted in the previous report) at its own initiative, including the number requests received, the 

content of requests, the form of requests, appeals and the decision on appeals. However, no data is 

available on the questions such as what are the main challenges in access to information; the ratio of 

granted requests; rate of rejections and the grounds for refusal. Analysis of the consistency of application 

of public interest test. which represents a challenge has not been conducted. It is not clear either what is the 

frillow up of the analysis oflhis information. 

Some of the available statistics has been quoted below as an illustration, however, they are not informative 

enough for the findings on the application of the right to access to information in practice. 

"" M. Petrov (20 l 6 ), -'-"'""-'-""-'--"'"''-'"-'-''-'-""-"'~~""'"" Ukrainian [!elsinki Human Rights Union. 
Results and Rc,,onnincntiallrn Developed as a Part of1hc Prnicct '"Ombudsman Plus" (2016}. 

,s,. bttp:/,\vw,,,k_mu.uov.ua!controt\1kipuhlish1articlc·1a11 id~250_178316&cat id~2443 I 6991 
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FOi Requests Recieved by Executive Authorities in 2016 

National police 

npsxoAA. 6130 

Pensionfund •-----• 5717 
Kvlv City State Admonlstration 5147 

Ministry of internal affairs 4727 
Min!stryofjustice-~ 3123 

State fiscal seMce (tax authority) ___.. 2889 

Ministry of social policy ~ 2443 

State statistics service .- 2272 

Minist:ryofhealth ~ 1747 

Kharkiv Obfast State Administration 

State Architectural and Construction Inspectorate 

Ministry of defence 

Ministry of education and science 

Ministry of economic development and trade 

Ministry of economic dev.elopment and trade 

i- 1742 
~ 1383 

I- 1300 r- 1179 
:- 1077 
~ 1057 

17223 

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000 14000 16000 18000 20000 

Source: the web-site of the Government of Ukraine. 

The State Committee for Television and Radio-Broadcasting of Ukraine monitors the web-pages of the line 
ministries and assesses the level of publication of information based on four main indicators257 and 
compiles the transparency rating of the state agencies. The latest monitoring was conducted in April-June 
2017 and included 18 ministries, 43 other executive authorities (61 web-sites in total).258 The overall 
conclusion is that the transparency and the quality of information has been improved, information became 
more systematized and up-to-date. The next monitoring is scheduled in October-December 2017. 

Source: the web-site of the Government of Ukraine. 

In conclusion, situation under this component has remained largely unchanged and Ukraine is not 
compliant with the first part of the recommendation 3.6. of the previous monitoring round. 

257 These are: availability of information; quality of information (how complete and up-to-date is the information, 
how is the search function working); transparency index (is calculated based on the first 2 indicators) and progress 
(how much the website evolved in a given period) 
258 The website of the State Committee for Television and Radio-Broadcasting of Ukraine 
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Open data 

The Law of L:krainc on Access to lnfom1ation (Alt. 10 1
) requires all governmental bodies to present their 

datasets in an open data (machine-readable) fonnat. Datasets should be published and regularly updated on 
the web-portal. In October 2015, the Cabinet of Ministers Resolution was approved, opening up 331 
datascts259 and Ukraine launched the open data portal data.gov.ua with the support of the UNDP. The 
initiative significantly evolved since then and the web-page contains 19 992 datasets now organised under 
15 themes."'" Information about the beneficial ownership is publicly available in Ukraine through the 
Unified State Registers of Legal Entities and Individual Entrepreneurs (USR), as well as through e
declarations (if a public otlicial of his/her family member arc beneficial owners of companies). This is a 
big step forward in Ukraine's etforts for transparency and fight against co1Tuption and also represents the 
best practice.'"' However, no information was provided regarding the verification mechanisms (e.g. by the 
National Bank with regard to banks, National Agency on Prevention of Corruption with regard to asset 
disclosure of public ofiicials, National Broadcasting Council concerning disclosure of ownership structure 
of broadcasting companies). 

According to the Government the following registers arc open: state register of rights and immovable 
property, land cadastre, register of permits and licences, auctions, unified register of state propelty, car 
register, in total 105 registries. ProZorro initiative, and implementation of Open Contracting Data Standard 
are other successful examples of transparency initiatives. In addition, Ukraine became the first country to 
integrate its national central register of beneficial ownership with the OpcnOwnership Register a global 
register of ultimate beneficiaries - where its beneficial ownership data will be automatically available. 
'''"'According to the RPR: "A real breakthrough was achieved in the sphere of transparency and access to 
information and to governmental decision-making: all key governmental registries and databases were 
made accessible on line free of charge or for a small fee [ .. ] In addition, Ukraine is one of a few countries in 
the world that obliged all legal entities to disclose their final beneficiaries in the governmental business 
registry. 0263 

Ukraine is ranked 31'' in the Global Open Data Index 2017 with the 48% of the information open, this is a 
significant leap compare to 2015 (54'" place with the 34% of information open). Among 100% open arc the 
datasets on the Government budget, national laws and company register. 80-85% is the openness rate for 
national statistics, draft legislation and procurement. Among the datasets included in the index, these arc 
not open in Ukraine: government spending, water quality, locations, national maps and air quality. 264 

In February 2016, the government approved the roadmap on open data, based on the open data readiness 
assessment of Ukraine conducted by the State Agency for Electronic Governance in Ukraine with the 
support of the UNDP."'5 Ukraine committed to achieving 4 I tasks in five key areas for open data 
development: improving open data availability and quality, training public authorities to publish open data, 

""The Cabinet of Ministers No. 835 of October 21, 2015, Resolution on approval of the Provisions on data sets to be 
made public in the form of open data. Sec also, a news article 11.1,.i:_ajDS_'..s Government Opens over 300 Datasets for its 
Citizens. 
260http://data.gov.uai last visited on IO August, 2017. 
,,,, OECD (2016) Anti-Conuption Reforms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia. Progress and Challenges, 2013-2016 
pg, 236. 
21

'
2 Tl Ukraine (2017) Information about bcne_ficial owners will be listed in a public register. 

Andrii Marusov, llead of the Board, Transparency International Ukraine (2016) Anti-Corruption Policy of 
Ukraine: First ~ueccss and the Growing Resistance. 
264 Open Knowledge Intcrnational's first State of Open Government Data rcpot1. 
265 Open Data Readiness Assessment of Ukraine 
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strengthening the role of open data in implementing state policy, providing regulatory suppon, and 
developing citizens' capabilities to deal with open data.21'" 

Monitoring team would like to congratulate Ukraine on its progress on these transparency initiatives and 
encourage to continue opening up further, as envisaged by its plans. 

Public access to urban planning documentation 

The previous report noted that the construction and land allocation are one of the most corrnption-prone 
areas in Ukraine. Public access to urban planning documents was included as one of the Open Government 
Partnership (OGP) commitments. The previous report recommended ensuring unhindered access to such 
documents. The government informed that although the legislation requires publishing the general and 
local plans of the inhabited localities and detailed area plans on the website of local government authority, 
including in open data format, in practice, its implementation turned out to be impossible as these 
documents contained information with the restricted access. The Ministry of Regional Development 
drafted the law to remove these obstacles but it was rejected by the Parliament in Octoher, 2016. The 
Ministry planned to submit the revised draft again in spring 20 l 7. 267 According to the Open Government 
Pannership Independent Repmting Mechanism (OGP TRM) (20 I 6), OGP commitment on access to urban 
planning documentation remains unimplemented. 

Transparency of budgetary il!{ormation 

The previous report commends Ukraine on the adoption of the law on transparency of public funds in 
2015, which provides for mandatory publication of detailed data on budgetary transaction in real time, 
budget expenses and revenues in open data fotmat. RPR calls the adoption of the law a revolutionary step 
requiring all governmental and local self-government bodies as well as municipal and state-owned 
companies to disclose their budgets and transactions on the online pmtal spending.gov.ua. In 20 l 6, only 
half of the governmental bodies and one fifth of companies publisl1ed their inforn1ation. In order to secure 
frill compliance. legislative amendments were prepared and advocated by CSO coalition. The Government 
did not provide any infonnation regarding the progress. Monitoring team could attest that the web-site is 
functional, but could not verify the level ofpublicalion of infonnation to assess the trend. Ukraine's score 
in open budget index worsened. in 2015 to 46 (from 54 in 2012). The opportunities for the public to engage 
in budget planning are assessed as weak by the index. 163 

EITI 

In 2013, Ukraine received the status of a candidate country to ETTL The Ministry of Energy and Coal
Mining industiy manages a multilateral group of stakeholders for implementation ofETTl in Ukraine. 269 On 
8 September 2015. the government adopted a plan of action to implement the EITl in Ukraine in 2015. ln 
January 2017, Ukraine published its EITI report covering 2014-2015 which includes oil, gas and mining 
industries. 270 Ukraine's Validation against the ETTI Standard were scheduled to begin on 1 July 2017. The 
Measures foreseen by the State Programme include: draft law on transparency of extraction industry in line 
with the ElTJ standards, ensuring Ukraine's participation in EITI: developing and publishing an annual 
report on payments of companies and govcnu11cntal revenue from the extractive industries in line with the 
ETTI standards. The Government reported that in addition to preparation of the report, the activities under 
the project include mechanisms to prevent corruption in the extractive industries: EITI improving 
regulatory support for the Extractive Industries Transparency; automation of the collection of information 
on payments to the budget; creation of an open information portal according to the extractive industries to 

""' Ukraine's ffil!dm'UL}.QI:.m:omoting open data development in the country. 
267 http:i/w1.c 1.rada.gov.ualpls/zweb2/webproc4 Ppt35 l i --6 I 6 76 
26

' International Open Bud,ret Index. 
269 http://citi.org.ua/ 
270 EfTl, the National Report of Ukraine (2014-2015). 
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optimize repo1ting preparation; conducting of specialized seminars and training for reporting entities to 
explain the peculiarities of reporting under ETTI. 

OGP 

Ukraine joined the Open Government Paitnership (OGP) in 201 l and is now in the process of 
implementation of its third action plan on open government for 2016-2018. 271 Already the first Action Plan 
was listed among the top IO Action Plans. Ukraine has a national OGP Coordination Council which was 
recently restructured, its composition reduced and the co-chairs from the Government and civil society 
introduced.272 The competitive selection of the representatives of civil society is planned. The Secretariat 
of the Council is placed under the Cabinet of Ministers. Six thematic working groups have been established 
co-chaired by the Government and civil society. The OGP IRM recommended to reform the OGP 
coordination mechanism by ensuring better operational management of the initiative and sharing 
responsibility for the initiative's management with civil society actors, ensure ownership from the 
implementing agencies through a formal process for coordination. The monitoring team has not been 
informed about the steps made to comply with this recommendation. 

According to the Tl Ukraine (2015): 14 out of32 (44%) commitments of the Action Plan (2014-2015) has 
been fulfilled, 14 (44%) arc in progress 14 (44%), have yet to be launched 2 (6%) and removed 2 
(6%). The overall success rate of the Initiative is 88%. More than twenty civil society organizations arc 
engaged in the implementation of the Action Plan. Ukraine is further encouraged to use the platform 
offered by the Open Government Partnership to advance its transparency and public participation 
initiatives. 

CoST 

In Ukraine, the CoST lnitiative274 was established in November 2013, when Ukravtodor275 became its 
member and started work in summer 2015 with the support of the World Bank and the Ministry of 
Infrastructure. CoST Pilot Initiative project in the road sector was established in November 2015 atlcr the 
signing of the Memorandum on cooperation between the CoST International Secretariat, Ministry of 
Infrastructure of Ukraine, Ukravtodor and Transparency International Ukraine. Tl Ukraine ensures 
operation of the National Secretariat and a multi-stakeholder group. [n December 2016, the first 
verification report indicating the problems and giving recommendations for refonn was presented. The 
Minister of Infrastructure and President recognized the success of the initiative and expressed commitment 
for implementation. Moreover, Ukrenergo"'' recently joined CoST Ukraine. The State Programme include 
the following on this issue: Implementing projects under CoST, submitting proposals for extending 
Ukraine's participating in CoST to the Cabinet of Ministers. The monitoring team did not have an 
opponunity to receive more information or meet with the responsible ofiicials to discuss the issue in more 
detail. 

Streamlining the public service delive,y 

Answers to the questionnaire do not provide information on this issue and no one from the responsible 
authorities was present at the on-site visit to respond to the questions of the monitoring team. This 
subsection is therefore not addressed in the report. 

Conclusions 

The main accomplishment of Ukrninc under this section since the previous monitoring round is related to 
the open data and transparency initiatives. The amendments of the law on access to public infmmation of 

)Jttps://ww\\·.opengovpartnership.orglcountryluk.raine 
TI Ukraine, The OGP Introduced a New Mechanism for Good Governance and Responsible Partnership, 

i;J Tl Ukraine (20 t 6) Open Government and Ukraine: is Ukraine able to properlv Fulfill its Commitments? 
274 http://www.cons.tructiontransparcncy.org/ukrai ne 
275 Ukravtodor. SOE fix automobile roads in Ukraine. 
"" Ekrenergo. SOE, national power company. 
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20 l 5 introduced the obligation of stale agencies to publishing data in open, machine-readable fon11at. 
Ukraine launched the open data portal which contains around 20 000 datasets. Furthermore, the 
information on beneficial ownership and various public registries became public. With these initiatives as 
well as launching the public procurement portal and electronic asset declarations, Ukraine achieved an 
unprecedented level of transparency, which is commendable and encouraged funher. 

Some progress could be observed in relation to the anti-corruption screening of legislation from the side of 
the NACP, which has approved the procedure and developed the methodology for anti-corruption expertise 
with the suppmt of the UNDP and national experts and the Anti-Conuption Committee, which made some 
steps towards streamlining this function and included civil society in this work through the public council. 

No tangible progress could be noted however in relation to the recommendations on the Law on 
Administrative Procedure and access to information. Other parts of the recommendations 3.3 and 3.6 could 
not be evaluated due to the insufficient in fomiation received from the Government. 

Ukraine is partially compliant with the reconnnendation 3.3 and partially compliant with the 
recommendation 3.6 (based on the assessment of the recommendation on the open data) The previous 
round recommendations 3.3 and 3.6 remain valid (Under the new number 17). 

Previous round recommendations that remain valid umlcr number 17. 

Recommendation 3.3. from the Second Monitoring Round of Ukraine valid in the Third round: 

• Develop and adopt Code of Administrative Procedures without delay, based on best 
international practice. 

• Take further steps in ensuring transparency and discretion in public administration, for 
example, by encouraging participation of the public and implementing screening of legislation 
also in the course of drafting legislation in the parliament. 

• Step up efforts to improve transparency and discretion in risk areas, including tax and customs, 
and other sectors. 

Recommendation 3.6. from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

• Set up or designate an independent authority to supervise enforcement of the access to public 
information regulations by receiving appeals, conducting administrative investigations and issuing 
binding decisions, monitoring the enforcement and collecting relevant statistics and reports. 
Provide such authority with necessary powers and resources for effective functioning. 

• Reach compliance with the EITI Standards and cover in the EITI reports all material oil, gas 
and mining industries. Adopt legislation on transparency of extractive industries. 

• Implement the law on openness of public funds, including provisions on on-line access to 
infonnation on Treasury transactions. 

• Ensure in practice unhindered public access to urban planning documentation. 

• Adopt the law on publication of information in machine-readable open fonnats (open data) and 
ensure publication in such format of information of public interest (in particular, on public 
procurement, budgetary expenditures, asset declarations of ublic officials, state company register, 
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nonnative legal acts). 
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New Recommendation 18 

l. Carry out awareness raising and training of relevant public servants on access to public 
information laws and their application in practice. 

2. Gradually increase the datasets and diversify areas on the open data portal. 

2.5. Integrity in public procurement 

Recommendation 3.5. from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

• Continue rcfonning the public procurement system, based on regular assessment of application 
of the new Law on Public Procurement, in particular with a view to maximise the coverage of the 
Public Procurement Law, minimise application of non-competitive procedures. At the same time 
ensure that any changes to the Public Procurement Law are subject to public consultations. 

• Establish e-procuremcnt system covering all procurement procedures envisaged by the Public 
Procurement Law. 

• Ensure that entities pm1icipating in the public procurement process are required to implemen1 
internal anti-co1TUption progranunes. Introduce mandatory anti-conuption statements in tender 
submissions. 

• Ensure that the debannent system is fully operational, in particular that legal entities or their 
officials who have been held liable for conuption offences or bid rigging are barred from 
participation in the public procurement. 

• Arrange regular trainings for private sector participants and procuring en1ities on integrity in 
public procurement at central and local level, and for law enforcement and state control 
organisations on public procurement procedures and prevention of corrnption. 

• Increase transparency of public procurement by ensuring publication and free access to 
information on specific procurements on Internet, including procurement contracts and results of 
procurement by publicly owned companies. 

This section of the report was drafted mostly based on the research made by the monitoring team and 
information available from open sources. At the on-site visit the monitoring team was informed by the 
pa11icipants of the panel on public procurement that the answers to the questionnaire provided to the 
monitoring team did not reflect the current state of affairs. To rectify this situation the Ukrainian 
participants of the panel agreed to provide correct information following the on-site visit. Subsequently, 
the questionnaire was re-sent to the Ukrainian pai1icipants by the Secretariat, but regrettably no 
information was provided in response. 

Public procurement continues to represent a large pat1 of economic activity in Ukraine. In 20 l 4, the 
aggregate value of government procurements amounted to UAH l 13.8 billion. In 2015 the figure grew to 
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UAH 152.59 billion, while during the first 6 months of 2016 it already reached UAH 120.52 billion (more 
than the total for 20 I 4). 

Major developments took place in Ukraine since the 3rd round of the TAP monitoring report was adopted 
in March 2015. There has been a significant revision of the legislative framework: following the adoption 
of the new framework procurement legislation in December 2015, further regulations have followed. An 
electronic procurement system for the purchase of goods, works and services by government bodies was 
first piloted in May 2015 and then became full-scale operational by mid-2016. And finally, Ukraine 
acceded to the World Trade Organisation (WTO) Government Procurement Agreement (GPA). This 
allowed companies from GPA member countries (including all EU member countries) to bid for Ukrainian 
public contracts and provided Ukrainian businesses access to public procurement markets in GPA member 
states. It is evident that these are all significant achievements. 

However, the public procurement system in Ukraine continues to cany high risks of corruption. 
Companies indicate that bribes are still very common in public procurement procedures. 278 They further 
report that the diversion of public funds dne to corruption and favouritism in decisions of government 
officials are very common. 279 In the latest repoit on its activities, tbe National Anti- Corruption Bureau of 
Ukraine (NABU) identified corruption in the State-Owned Enterprises (SOEs) sector as one of the main 
priorities for NABU's work. Out of NABU's 400 criminal proceedings, approximately 100 dealt with 
SOEs. The analysis of these cases identifies corruption in public procurement as the number one crime 
typology for this sector. 280 To name a few: NABU's high-profile case linked to SOE "Ukrzaliznitsya"; the 
cases linked to Administration of sea ports, including SOE "'Pivdenniy"; the case linked to SOE 
"Energoatom", All of these examples represent recent cases of conuption in public procurement. 

Continue refi>rming the public procurement system, based on regular assessmellf of application of the 
new Law 011 Public Procurement, ill particular with a ~•iew to 11uLv:imise the cm•erage of tlte Public 
Procurement Law, minimise application of non-competitive procedures. At the same time ensure that 
any changes to the Public Procurement Law are subject to public consultations. 

At the time of the 3•d round of IAP monitoring. Ukraine adopted the new Law on Public Procurement 
#l 197 (PPL 1197), which entered into force in April 2014. Recommendation 3.5 in this pa11 refers to that 
PPL 1197. In addition, the 2014 Law on Prevention of Corruption introduced a number of changes which 
related directly to public procurement. In September 2015, Ukraine adopted the Law "On amendments of 
cettain laws of Ukraine in the field of public procurement to bring them into compliance with international 
standards and to take steps to eliminate corruption" No. 679-VIII. The provisions of this Law are aimed at 
preventing corruption, The Law amended the Laws of Ukraine ··on Public Procurement", "On prevention 
of Corruption"', ··on specifics of procurement in individual areas of economic activity", "On open use of 
public funds". This allowed Ukraine to accede to the WTO GPA. as mentioned above. 

The situation concerning public procurement has significantly improved after these reforms. The PPL 
# 1197 has introduced a number of simplifications and has introduced provisions that facilitate more 
transparent public procurement processes. Despite these generally positive developments, a number of 

179 

Data source for 2014-20 l 6: Report of the Accounting Chamber of Ukraine on results of the analysis of the public 
procurement in Ukraine in20l5-20l6, adopted on 31 January 2017. 

Global Competitiveness Report 2015-2016, World Economic Forum, at http://www3.weforum.on,/docs/gcr12015-
20 I 6iGlobal CQ.l)JJ2<;:!iJ.ivcnc.;;s Report 2015-20 l 6.pdf 

Global Competitiveness Report 2016-2017, World Economic Forum, at 
http://www3.weforum.org/docsiGCR20 l 6-20 I 7 i05Ful!Report/ThcGlobalCompctitivenessR£JlQJ.120 16-
,10 l 7 FINAL.pdf 

,~o NABU report for l st part of20! 7, can be further consulted at: !}ttps:/lnabu.gov.ua/report/zvit-pershe-pivriehchya-
2917-rojg! 
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exemptions concerning the application of the PPL have remained in place. In addition, there were eight 
areas where procurement is regulated by special laws. 281 

Tn May 2015, two pilot projects were launched: one on the use of e-procurement by the Ministry of 
Economic Development and Trade (MEDT)m and another pilot was launched in the Ministry of Defence 
on the testing of the use of e-procurement for procurement through the negotiation procedure."83 Both of 
these were utilising the then newly developed e-procurcment system '"Prozorro". The results of these pilots 
were used in order to develop draft legislation on the usc of e-procurcment, which resulted in the Law on 
Public Procurement #922 (hereinafter PPL), adopted on 25 December 2015. Legislation was drafted and 
adopted in consultations with EU technical assistance project "Han11011isation of Public Procuremnt 
System in Ukraine with EU Standards". 

The new PPL entered into force in 2016, requiring that all procurement of a value exceeding UAH 200,000 
(goods) or UAH 1.5 million (works and services) has to be conducted via the new e-procurement system. 
Contracts that are below these amounts can be procured through Prozorro on a voluntary hasis. 

In the case of the procurement of goods, works and services without the use of an electronic procmement 
system, provided that the value of the object of purchase is equal to or exceeds UAH 50,000 and is less 
than the value set in the Art 2 of the PPL, procuring entities must file a report on the agreements in the 
system of electronic procurement in accordance with article lO of the PPL. 

Based on the infomiation provided to the monitoring team, the coverage of the PPL has not been 
significantly extended, despite numerous improvements in the areas where the PPL does apply. 
Consequently, this part of the Recommendation has not been implemented. 

The new PPL ( enacted in 20 l 6) provided for the optional establishment of centralised procurement bodies. 
The Government or local self-government authorities can designate such bodies to conduct procurement on 
behalf of public entites, including through established framework contracts. 

Statistics regarding the use of competitive vs non-competitive procedures provided by the Ukrainian 
authorities in the answers to the questionnaire are as follows: 

In 2015, 103,865 public sector procurement processes were undertaken, out of which 55,790 were 
conducted using competitive procedures (53.71 %) and 48,075 using non-competitive procedures (46.29%), 

In 2016, procurement data available on the old platform of the Ministry of Economic Development and 
Trade (tendcr.me.gov.ua) provided the following information: 

From a total of 79,407 total procurement procedures that were conducted (these were not registered within 
the new c-procurement system Prozorro), 49,091 (61.82%) followed competitive procedures, and 30,316 
(38.18%) were done under non-tendering procedures (negotiated procurement procedure). 

The data made available to the monitoring team indicates that a significant volume of public sector 
procurement, i.e. more than a third of all public sector procurement, is still conducted by using non
competitive procedures. Hence, this part of the recommendation cannot be considered met. 

Establish e-procurem,:nt system covering all procurement procedures enl'isaged by the Public 
Procurement Law. 

In 20 l 4-20 l 5, Ukraine introduced an innovative system of electronic procurement. The new eProcurement 
reform in Ukraine was driven by civil society activists and Transparency International Ukraine. In 
September 2014, a group of volunteers, providers of e-platforms, the regulator and experts signed a 
memorandum on the creation of a new system and thus launched the Prozorro Project. As the legislative 

'" Anti-Corruption Reforms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia, Progress and Challenges, 2013-2016. OECD 2016. 

It was approved by the CMU Order #501 from 20.05.2015. 
283 This was also enacted by the CMU Order#4l 6 from 31.3.2015. 
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system at the time did not provide for the use of such system, in February 2015 Prozorro was launched for 
the voluntary use by contracting authorities for micro value procurements (contracts of less than EUR 
5,000). 

The pilot initially involved three contracting authorities, three commercial platfo11n operators and offered 
one electronic bidding procedure: open tendering with post-qualification and a mandatory electronic 
reverse auction. In March 2015, two Prozorro project volunteers were appointed to key regulatory 
positions in charge of the public procurement refo1m: one in the MEDT, which had become the leader of 
the reform, and one in the National Refonns Council under the President that supported the process. 

According to the promoters of e-procurcment in Ukraine, the new system had ''a strong business 
background and allowed to benefit from existing electronic procurement capacity in private sector in 
Ukraine (that is, big number of commercial electronic systems with significant number of registered 
suppliers and strong sector, with one of the best programming communities in the world) while avoiding 
shortcomings of other multi models where using electronic procurement did not achieve transparency 
objectives with complicated data collection for monitoring and market analysis." 

The Ukrainian model includes a single central database unit to which all commercial platforms are 
connected through a standard application programming interface (AP!). The process stakeholders 
(procuring entities, suppliers and contractors) can access the system through these platforms. Full 
information about any public tender announced on any commercial platform is inunediately recorded in the 
cenh·al database and is shared with all other platfonns connected to the central unit. Stakeholders can use 
any commercial platform connected to the central database unit for asking questions and bidding. To 
achieve this effoctive exchange and access to infom1ation, all data fonnats, tender procedures, rules, etc. 
are strictly standardised and made uniform for all commercial platform operators. 

To maximise the impact of the eProcurernent reforms in the market, a decision was made to fully open the 
central database code by using the most flexible open-source Apache 2.0 license (it can be freely 
downloaded from https://github.com/openprocurement). 'The opening of the source code facilitated joint 
improvement of the system by the community of Ukrainian programmers and the development of 
additional applications, as well as created an opportunity for exporting the model to any country wishing to 
implement a similar system. ln addition, the decision to use the Open Contract Data Standard 
(http://standard.open-contracting.org/) from the very beginning will make it possible in the future to link 
the Ukrainian system with other electronic systems, as well as to perfon11 a general cross-country analysis 
of public procurement data."284 

A business intelligence module for the monitoring of the Prozorro procedures was developed and launched 
(based on the donation of Qlik (www.qlik. com). Anyone, including civil society and the general public, 
can check the analytical data at http:/ibi.prozorro.org/ in the real time mode. 

The reforn1 implementation cost very little. The first donation of USD 35,000 was received by 
Transparency International Ukraine from the first seven commercial platform operators who joined the 
Prozorro project in 2014. This funded the development of the single database software. Afterwards, 
international donors contributed USD 230,000 towards IT services necessary for the development of the 
single database unit, help desk and project office. The European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development (EBRD) funded the eProcurement experts and a European Union (EU)-fimded project 
contributed with advice of EU consultants and legal support on EU policies. In addition, there were private 
donations (qlik.com) and volunteers from Ukrainian IT companies, business schools, and individuals who 
worked and continue working pro bono for the ProZorro Project. Other donors have also contributed. Since 
2016, the ongoing Transparency and Accountability in Public Administration and Services (TAPAS) 
activity, funded by the USA!D and the UK-AID and implemented by Eurasia Foundation, provided 
financial, legal and technical support to the Prozorro project. As of today, over $188,000 has been spent 
towards this goal, and over $500,000 is obligated for improving Prozorro's system in coming years. 

284 Open Contracting Partnership (2015), Tato Uijumclashvili and David Marghania, «Open Contracting in Ukraine: a 
collaborative eftort for procurement refonm,, http://goo.gliBxRuZO. 
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The piloting exercise proved that the "hybrid" concept was operational. The promoters of Prozorro report 
that the system produced first savings and business community engagement far beyond the initial 
expectations. It is fmther reported that, by November 2015, the Prozorro pilot project had carried out more 
than 15,000 procurement procedures with a budget of more than USD 150 million, involving 1,500 
procuring entities and with savings of more than USD 20 million. 

As mentioned earlier, in December 2015 the PPL made the use of Prozorro system mandatory for 
purchases above a certain threshold by government entities. The connection to the system was 
implemented in two stages: central executive bodies and large state-owned enterprises were integrated 
starting l April 2016, with all remaining public procurement entities staning l August 2016. 

To be used for all PPL operations, Prozorro is being upgraded to cover additional procurement methods, 
including open tender, negotiated procedures without publication, competitive dialogue and online 
framework agreements with e-catalogues compliant with the GPA/EU standards. Upgrades of Prozon-o 
now include new modules for submitting complaints (e-review), procurement planning (e-planning), 
electronic payment and integration with the State Treasury. To achieve this, the old notice publication 
system is up6rraded to Open Contracting Data Standard, new web-portal (design, layout, search), 
integration with e-government registers for qualification of suppliers and contractors as well as building a 
risk management system and a comprehensive secm·ity system. 285 

From the data available, it is dil1icult to estimate the ratio of contracts that are below and above the 
threshold dctcm1incd for obligatory procurement through Prozorro. However, according to the data 
provided on the MEDT website, the contracts that exceeded the threshold amounted to UAH 192 billion in 
2015. 

The data provided by the Prozo1TO system suggest that in the period since August 2016, when the system 
became mandato1y for all government buyers, it features bids for the total declared value of UAH 278 
billion. Contracts worth UAH 78 billion were declared unsuccessful, which suggests that qualified 
suppliers or contractors could not be identified for these contracts. At the same time, the number of trade 
organisations (legal entities) registered in the system that completed at least one procurement procedure as 
of the end of Januaiy 2017 exceeded 22,000 (as of 30 August 2017 28,160). 

As a comprehensive e-procurement system was established during the reporting period, this part of the 
Recommendation can be considered implemented. 

Practical application andjurther improvements 

When Prozorro was launched, it enjoyed very wide media coverage quoting it as a model of successful 
reforms in Ukraine. 

However, in December 2016, experts of Deloitte Ukraine presented the results of their study of cormption 
in the field of infrastructnre, which was based on anonymous interviews with members of the bnsiness 
community of the transpo1tation market. The most common complaints of the businessmen were divided 
into l8 sections. Four referred specifically to the operation of Prozorro. These include: corrupt schemes in 
the selection of suppliers; manipulations with contract conditions; problems in the monitoring of tender 
implementation; and conspiracy of the bidders. 

Whilst the introduction of Prozorro has vastly improved 1hc transparency of procnremcnt processes, it is 
only one of the tools in the fight of corruption in procurement. One needs to be aware of the fact that there 
arc still a number of loopholes that an electronic procurement system cannot easily close in order to 
prevent con11ption in a procurement process, e.g. procurement opp01tunities are not detectable due to mis
spellings of the object to be procured or supplier biased specifications or evaluation criteria are used. Most 
importantly, an e-procurement system cannot prevent corruption on the level of contract implementation. 

EBRD (2015), «/,re you ready for cProcurcment'I Guide to Electronic Procurement Reform», pages 77-84, 
https://goo.gl/ufRCqr. 
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Another problem that has been identified is the quality of the tender committees. There arc approximately 
25,000 tender committees in Ukraine, employing up to 200,000 people. Tn large SOEs, professionals deal 
with the tender processes. In contrast, tender committees in smaller public entities might include members 
who are not experts in the relevant field. These members often lack the professional expertise to draft 
technically adequate and supplier neutral specifications for a product they seek to purchase. Apparently, 
unscrupulous suppliers take advantage of this situation and provide goods of poor quality. Public 
procurement refom1crs speak openly about these problems and to address this, the Prozorro team has set up 
a librmy of standard specifications for the most popular products. This is constantly updated. ,% This 
problem is being addressed at the moment by the MEDT and is explained in detail below. 

Consequently, public control of procurement processes aud contract implementation and the development 
of a competitive environment arc of major importance. Therefore, stakeholders have the opportunity to 
challenge procurement processes on the grounds of allegations of corruption. Jn Ukraine, the authority to 
appeal procurement procedures remains to be the Antimonopoly Committee (AMC). 

In order to engage a large number of citizens in controlling public procurement processes, the 
,vww.dozorro.orn website (Dozorro) was created. The portal provides detailed infonnation on submitting 
appeals and complaints to various law enforcement and regulatory authorities, as well as appeal templates. 
It is also possible for a user to refer to a notification of a tender with possible violations, which will be 
reviewed by lawyers who work for Transparency International 

As of the beginning of February 2017, 429 suspicious tenders with a value exceeding UAH 4 billion have 
been reported through DozotTO. The procurement processes monitored through the portal include infamous 
examples, such as the purchase of Mitsubishi electric cars for the National Police and the tender to supply 
GPS systems for electric transport in Lutsk. Dozorro is a very useful tool and should be further supported. 

In addition, the following loopholes in the cunent PPL relevant to the application to e-procurement have 
been identified in Ukraine's answers to the questionnaire: 

the lack of criminal responsibility in case of non-application of public procurement legislation by 
the procuring entities; 
the need to reduce the grnunds for applying non-competitive procurement procedures; 

Ukraine is commended for launching ProzotTO and, moreover, for making it fully operational. Whilst the 
system would benefit from fu1ther improvements (particularly the inclusion of all relevant procurement 
methods), this is a notable and important step in the fight against conuption in Ukraine, which can also 
serve as an example for other countries in the region and beyond. Il is of utmost irn.portance that this 
achievement will not be reversed and the progress made is maintained. However, as mentioned further 
above, an electronic procurement system is only one tool in providing transparency and fairness in a 
procurement process and for reducing opportunities for conuption. It has to be complementary to other 
measures that prevent corruption. 

Ensure that entities participating in the public procurement process are required to implement internal 
anti-corruption programmes. Introduce mandatory ami-corruption statements in tender submissions. 

The 2014 Law on Prevention of Corruption introduced mandatory anti-corruption progranunes for the 
participants in public procurement processes. It also provides for the introduction of compliance (anti
corruption) officers in all organisations participating in public procurement processes, which enhances 
internal control measures. The Public Procurement Law was also amended to prohibit public entities from 
undertaking public procurement processes, if they fail to implement these requirements. As relevant 
information was not provided to the monitoring team, it could not be assessed to what degree these 
requirements have been implemented in practice. 

Press Reader 15.02,2017 at: h.tJps:Ji',y~ressreader.comiukrainelthc:ukra.inian-
week/201702151281552290611283 
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The 3"tl round of IAP monitoring was concerned that the mandatory introduction of anti-corruption 
programmes may potentially be a detcn-cnt for small businesses to participate in public procurement 
processes. However this has been addressed through the introduction of the threshold of UAH 20 million. 
Tenderers for contmcts below this threshold are not required to submit such statements. 

The requirement to introduce mandatory anti-corruption statements in tender submissions was introduced 
in Article 17 by the CPL 

With reference to this part of the recommendation, it has been implemented. 

Ensure that the debarment system is fully operatio11al, in particular that legal entities or their officials 
who ltave been held liable for corruption offences or bid rigging are barred .fi'om participation in the 
public procureme11t. 

The new PPL established a new system of debarment. The procuring entity is obliged to reject a bid in the 
following cases: 

• it has in-efutable evidence that the tenderer offers, gives or agrees to give, directly or indirectly, a 
reward to any otncial of the contracting authority, of another public authority in any form 
(proposal of employment, valuables, a service, etc.) with the view to influence the decision on 
selecting the successful tenderer or on choosing a certain procnrement procedure by the 
contracting authority; 

• confim1ation that a tenderer is included in the Unified State Register of Perpetrators of 
Conuption or Corruption-related Offences; 

• an ot1ker (official) of a tenderer authorizsed by the tenderer to represent its interests during a 
procurement procedure, or an individual who is a tenderer was held liable for the commitment of a 
com1ption oftence in the field of procurement; 

• an economic operator (tenderer), during the last three years, was held liable for an infringement 
in the form of anti-competitive concerted actions related to bid rigging; 

• an individual tenderer, or an officer (official) of a tenderer who signed the tender was convicted 
of a crime conunitted with mercenary motives, for which the conviction has not been lifted or 
cancc!led; 

• a tender is submitted by a tenderer that is a related person to other tenderers and/or to a 
mcmber(s) of the tender committee or authorized person(s) of the contracting authority; 

• a tenderer has been declared bankrupt; 
• the Unified State Register of Legal Entities and Sole Entrepreneurs contains no information on 

the ultimate beneficial owner (controller) of the tenderer; 
• a legal entity that is a tenderer has no anti-comJption programme or no authorized officer is in 

charge of the implementation of the anti-corruption programme, if the value of the procurement 
contract equals to or exceeds U AH 20 million. 

Information on how and to what extent these provisions of the PPL are being applied and monitored in 
practice was not made available to the monitoring team. Therefore it could not make conclusions in regards 
to the operational status of the new debarment system or its effectiveness. 

Arrange regular trainings for private sector participants and procuring entities 011 integrity ill public 
procureme11t at central a11d local level, and for law e1,forcement and state co11tralled organisations 011 

public procuremellt procedures and prevention ,~f corruption. 

Trainings through Prometeus onlinc course have been organized and covered 13000 persons. The course 
provided basic and enhanced !eve! of education on a free of charge basis. 2724 of these persons received 
certification, most of them were from tendering commissions. 

In addition according to MEDT information in 2016: 

• Trainings for Trainers program was launched (mostly for regional needs). 36 regional trainers 
conducted l 65 seminars for 9000 participants from tendering commissions in the first three months 
of20! 7. 
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• More than 20 out-of-office seminars were organized and carried out by METD (for NABU, Stale 
Audit Service etc). 

• l O regional seminars were organized and can'ied out by METD with the suppo1i of the EU 
technical assistance project "'Harmonisation of Public Procuremnt System in Ukraine with EU 
Standards" (975 participants, 496 out of which represented purchasing entities). 

• Comprehensive informational resource was launched on METD web-site (www.me.l!ov.ua). 

• Methodological assistance is being provided through resource of Prozorro web-site 
(http://infobox.prozorro.org). 

This part of the Recommendation therefore was implemented. 

Increase transparency of public procurement by ensuring publication and free access to i11formatio11 011 
specific procurements 011 l11ternet, i11cluding procurement contracts and results ll{ procurement by 
public(v ow11ed companies. 

The new PPL requires on-line publication of all main information about procurement, including tender 
announcements and detailed infonnation on the procurement results (see the box below). 

Tender procedures cannot he carried out before or without publication of the announcement about the 
procurement procedure on the central web-portal. Procurement announcements should also be published in 
English on the web-portal if the procurement exceeds the thresholds mentioned above. Infonnation on 
procurement is published on the central web-portal free of charge via authorised electronic platforms. 
Public access to the web-portal is provided for free without any limits. lnfonnation on the web-portal is 
also published in a machine-readable format (as open data). 

Table 8. Procurement information published on-line in Llkrainc 

According to the recent Public Procurement Law of Ukraine (enacted on 1 April 2016), the following 
information is to be published by the procuring entity on the central procurement web-portal: 

procurement announcement and tender documentation (not later than 15 days before the opening of 
tender proposals, if the procurement cost is below EUR 133,000 for goods/services or EUR 
5,150,000 for works; not later than 30 days if the procurement cost exceeds the above thresholds); 
amendment of the tender documentation and any explanation attached to them (within one day after 
making such changes/issuing explanations); 
announcement about concluded framework agreement (within seven days after concluding the 
agreement); 
protocol of tender proposals consideration (within one day after its adoption); 
notice about intent to conclude a procurement agreement (within one day after making the decision 
on the procurement procedure winner); 
information about rejection of a participant's tender proposal (within one day after the relevant 
decision); 
procurement agreement (within two days aHer it was concluded); 

- notice about amendments in the agreement (within three days after the amendments were made); 
report about implementation of the agreement (within three days after the agreement's term 
expiration, fulfilment of the agreement or its dissolution); 
report about concluded agreements (within one day after the agreement conclusion). 

Source: OECD/ACN secretariat research.287 

Anti-Corruption Rdbnns in Eastern Europe and Central Asia. Progress and Challenges, 20!3-2016, OECD. 
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Technically, Prozorro is a centralised database connected to electronic trading platfonns. Businesses that 
intend to bid for tenders can register with any of the authorised e-procurement services. By now, 
authorisation agreements have been entered into with l 8 such platforms. Any information provided by 
these platforms on tenders, procurement procedures and contracts awarded is also recorded and stored in 
ProzmTO. This allows any interested party to access the information free of charge and without 
authorisation. The design of the system did not incur any direct costs for the Ukrainian authorities as web 
hosting and IT development were financed by international donors. 

Taking into account the above findings, it appears that the part of the Recommendation that deals with 
increasing transparency of public procurement by ensuring publication and free access to infonnation on 
specific procurements on Internet has been implemented. Information in regards to contracts procured by 
SOEs was not available to the monitoring team and therefore it is difficult to assess what information is 
being published and to what extent procurement by SOEs is not undertaken through the Prozorro system. 

Other issues raised in the 3rd round: 

Review of complaints 

Since 20 l 0, the Anti-Monopoly Committee (AMC) has continued to be the body which reviews 
procurement related complaints. The AMC is a body primarily responsible for competition issues. ll is 
referred to in the Constitution, has a special legal status and is not subordinated to the Government. The 
Head of the AMC is appointed and dismissed by the President of Ukraine upon agreement by the 
Parliament. To review procurement complaints, the AMC has set up a permanent administrative panel 
comprising of three state antimonopoly agents (staff members of the AMC). No prior appeal to the 
procuring entity is required. Decisions of the administrative panel are binding and can be appealed in court 

Under the new PPL, enacted in 2016, a complaint has to be submitted in an electronic form via thee
procurement system. A complaint, once filed, is published on the procurement web-portal. The Law sets 
different deadlines for the submission of complaints depending on the procurement process stage. Once a 
contract has been concluded, a complaint can only be reviewed by court. Within three days after 
submission of a complaint, the review body decides on the stmt of the proceedings. A complaint should be 
reviewed within 15 days after it was filed (during which the tender is suspended). The complainant and the 
procuring entity have the right to paiticipate in the consideration of the complaint, including via 
telecommunication in real time. The consideration of the complaint is open to the public and the decision is 
announced publicly, The review decision can be appealed in court within 30 days after its publication in 
the e-procurement system. 

The PPL introduced the notion of "related persons" and established some restrictions to avoid possible 
conflicts of interests of said persons. Members of the AMC's administrative panel (a review body) arc not 
permitted to paricipate in the consideration of a complaint if he/she is "related" to the complainant or the 
procuring entity. The Ukrainian Law uses the concept of "related persons" also to prevent bid rigging by 
prohibiting pmticipation in the procurement ofan entity that is "related" to another bidder (or the procuring 
organisation). The definition of "'related party" is sufficiently broad to cover most cases of possible 
conflicts of interests. Ukraine has also introduced a stronger general system of conflict-of-interests 
resolution under the 2014 Conuption Prevention Law (sec above chapter on integrity of public service) and 
disclosure of beneficial owners of all legal persons ( see below chapter on access to infonnation ). However, 
the 3'd round !AP report noted that none of the above mentioned laws seem to identify a conflict of interest, 
which may occur in a procurement process with respect to affiliated (related) persons, who were involved 
in the eai,ly phases of the procurement cycle, such as feasibility or design stages. There is no formal 
requirement to present a conflict of interest and/or affiliation declaration/statement, as a part of tender 
submissions. 288 

288 OECDIACN (2015), Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine, page 134. 

118 



21206

938 

Conclusions 

Ukraine is commended for many of the steps taken towards the reform of the procurement system. The 
introduction of the e-procurement system is certainly expected to have a positive effect on enhancing the 
level of transparency in public procurement and thus making it less susceptible to com.1ption. The large 
amount of relevant information related to procurement that is published in Ukraine is impressive. This 
creates the possibility for public scrutiny of the Government's spending through procurement. Anti
conuption measures introduced under the anti-conuption legislation of 2014 have also helped build 
mechanisms to prevent corruption. These steps have contributed to Ukraine progressing in many parts of 
the 3,d round Recommendation. As described above, there are still some actions, tools, policies and 
practices missing or unsatisfactory, which should be further addressed by Ukraine. 

Ukraine is largely compliant with the previous recommendation 3.5 

New Recommendation 19 

I. Continue reforming the public procurement system, based on regular assessments of the 
application of the new Law on Public Procurement, in particular with a view to maximise 
the coverage of the Public Procurement Law and to minimise the application of non
competitive procedures. 

2. Ensure that state owned enterprises (SOEs) use competitive and transparent procurement 
rules as required by law. 

3. Extend electronic procurement systems to cover all public procurement at all levels and 
stages. 

4. Provide sufficient resources to properly implement procnrement legislation by procuring 
entities, including adequate training for members of tender evaluation committees. 

5. Ensure that internal anti-corruption programmes are effectively introduced within entities 
that conduct public procurement processes. 

6. Ensure that the debarment system is fully operational, in particular that legal entities or 
their officials who have been held liable for corruption offences or bid rigging are barred 
from participation in public procurement. 

7. Arrange regular training for private sector participants and procuring entities on integrity 
in public procurement at central and local level. Provide training for law enforcement and 
state controlled organisations on public procurement procedures and prevention of 
corruption. 
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2.6. Business integrity 

Recommendation 3.9. from the Third Monitoring Round: 

• Rigorously implement provisions of section 6 of the 2014 Anti-Corruption Strategy on the 
prevention of corruption in the private sector. 

• Ensure business participation in the development of the Action Plan for the Anti-Corruption 
Strategy and its implementation and monitoring. 

• Pursue further simplification of business regulations to reduce oppo11unitics for corruption and i 

eliminate corruption schemes affecting business. 

• Consider introducing regulations for lobbying, in particular clear regulations for business 
participation in the development and adoption oflaws and regulatory acts. 

• Ensure that the business has a possibility to repo11 coJTuption cases without fear of prosecution 
or other unfavourable consequences. 

Information received by the monitoring team in relation to business integrity in the answers to the 
questionnaire was limited. Therefore, this chapter is primarily based on the analysis of infonnation 
available from public sources, available pieces of legislation as well as infonnation obtained in the various 
discussions and meetings during the on-site visit. 

According to the World Bank's Doing Business, Ukraine has slightly improved its performance regarding 
the protection of minority investors and enforcement of contracts, however overall it remains one of the 
worst performers regarding business climate among the Istanbul Action Plan countrics289

. See below more 
details on Ukraine's standing in several main business-related ratings. 

Table 9. Ukraine in global governance and doing business ratings 
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Index. World Economic Forum (2015-2016). 

; Recommendation 3.9. from the Third Monitoring Round: 

• Rigorously implement provisions of section 6 of the 2014 Anti-Corruption Strategy on the 
prevention of conuption in the private sector; Ensure business participation in the development of 
the Action Plan for the Anti-Corruption Strategy and its implementation and monitoring. 

Prevention of coITuption in the private sector was included as one of the sections section 6 - of the 
National Anti-Co1Tuption Strategy for 2014-2017, While representatives of the Ukrainian government 
admitted that no risk analysis was conducted regarding conuption involving the business sector, the 
Strategy identifies the main general problems such as the "merger of business and government", illicit 
lobbying of business interests, complicated procedures for business regulations, co1Tuption in control 
authorities and in the judicial system. It is worth noting that many non-governmental groups study 
corruption risks in the business environment that can be used for the development and monitoring of policy 
documents, e.g. Tl Ukraine has recently studied compliance practices in the private sector. 

According to the Ukrainian government, the section was developed in consultations with the private sector. 
However, no clear information was provided on how representatives of business community were involved 
into this process. Furthermore, the business sector is not involved in the monitoring of the implementation 
of the Strategy (for more information on the monitoring of the Strategy please refer to the relevant section 
of the report), which indicates the low level of interest of the business community in this policy document. 
Dnring the on-site visit the NACP infon11ed the monitoring team that they would involve business in the 
development of the next Anti-Corruption Strategy, however this process has not started yet lt is important 
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to note that there are many active companies and business associations working on business integrity issues 
in Ukraine that can contribute to such work. e.g. AmCham Compliance club and others. 

Regarding the implementation of section 6, the main achievement to date was the development and 
adoption in 2017 of the model anti-corruption programme for state-owned enterprises (SOEs) and for 
companies that would like to take part in the public procurement. This model programme was developed 
by the NACP in consultations with several state and private companies, and with the technical assistance 
from the UNDP. The SOEs and some companies participating in public tenders are obliged to have 
adopted their own anti-comrption programmes based on this model. 290 However, no information was 
provided by the Government about the application of the model programme in practice. As discussed in the 
section 1.2. of this report, during the on-site visit the representatives of businesses informed that in most of 
the cases this is just a box-ticking exercise. The NACP is not involved in developing or monitoring these 
programmes in any ways. On the other hand, one company informed that they made a good use of this 
regulation and developed a quality anti-con-uption programme, 

Recommendation 3.9, from the Third Monitoring Round: 

• Pursue further simplification of business regulations to reduce opportunities for cmTUption and 
eliminate corruption schemes affecting business. 

While the Anti-corruption Strategy provided only a limited contribution to promoting business integrity, as 
described above, several impmtant measures in this area were taken by various patts of the Government 
including the Ministry of Economy, Ministry of Justice and other state bodies. These included 
simplification of business regulations, promoting e-governance solutions including e-procurement and 
improving transparency and disclosure of information. 

In 2015, Ukraine introduced legislative changes which simplified procedures for slatting and conducting 
business. Among the main achievements was the creation of "one-stop shop" for corporate registration, 
allowing registration at the local level, allowing submission of electronic documents and simplification of 
liquidation and restructuring procedures. 

At the end of 20 I 4, the Parliament adopted legislation limiting the rights of the controlling bodies to 
inspect companies. Additionally the moratorium on business entities inspection has been established.'" 

In 2016, the Cabinet of Ministries approved Resolution No. 926-p, which effectively accepted all the 
measures that were proposed hy the World Bank its Doing Business Roadmap for Ukraine. 292 The 
Roadmap includes many practical measures that reduce red tape and various bureaucratic obstacles ( e.g. 
cancelling the mandatory use of seals on company documents) as well as fundamental measures 
liberalising the economy (e.g. removal of price controls on food products). While the Resolution provides 
key important measures for deregulation, its implementation in practice suffers from considerable delays. 
According to the 2016 report of the National Reform Council, these delays are due to slow pace of 
approval of drafted legislation by Parliament. 

290 According to Art. 61 of the CPL, anti-cmrnption program is obligatory for approval by the heads of: I) state, 
municipal enterprises. business partnerships, the state or municipal share of which exceeds 50 percent, average 
number of" employees for tl1e accounting (fiscal) year exceeds fifty, and gross revenue from sale of goods (works, 
services) during this period is more than seventy million hryvnias; 2) legal entities that are participants of pre
qualification, participants of the procurement procedure in accordance with the Law of Ukraine "On Public 
Procurement", if the cost of procnrement of goods and services is equal to or exceeds 20 million UAH. 
M The Law No. 76-VTTT of Ukraine "On Amendmems to Some Legislative Acts of Ukraine" of December 28, 2014 
'"' http://www.kmu.gov.ua/control/uklcard1md1docid=249579596 
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More recently, in 20 I 7, Ukraine abolished a number of mandatory licensing and pennits for some industry 
sectors and introduced the principle of "silent consent" whereby companies wishing to engage in a certain 
activity need only to make a declaration to the state, instead of requesting a permit 

In 20 l 7 the Government launching an automatic system of VAT reimbursement - one of the notorious 
corruption risks for companies. The Ministry of Finance has initiated reform of the State Fiscal Service 
(SFS) in order to reduce corruption in this area as well. 

The introduction of the c-procurement system ProZorro in 2016 became a mini revolution in Ukraine. It 
has radically improved transparency in public procurement and allowed identifying and stopping many 
corruption cases. For more information about ProZorro please refer to the section on public procurement. 

Ukraine has achieved significant improvements in the area of transparency and disclosure of infonnation 
related to business integrity. On the one hand, the Ministry of Justice has opened for public access all state 
registered, including for example the State Registry on real estate. On the other hand, since 2014, 
Ukrainian companies are obliged to disclose their ultimate beneficiaries in the course of the incorporation 
and then regularly update this infom1ation. This infom1ation is publicly available in the Unified State 
Register of Legal Entities and Individual Entrepreneurs (USR) and the data also could be obtained from the 
public Application Programming Interface (API). These measures brought about unprecedented 
transparency in the business world of Ukraine, where information abont owners of key companies and their 
possible links to oligarchs and politicians became open. Anti-Corruption and law-enforcement institutions 
now could use this information during their investigations. In May 2017 the Ministry of Justice together 
with TT Ukraine and global initiative Open Ow11ership signed a memorandum on transferring data on 
beneficial owners of the Ukrainian businesses lo the global register of ultimate bcneficiaries.203 

j Recommendation 3.9. from the Third Monitoring Round: 
i 

Consider introducing regulations for lobbying. in particular clear regulations for business i 
participation in the development and adoption of laws and regulatory acts. 

In 2015 the Parliament Committee on Prevention and Fight against Conuption created a working group for 
preparing the draft !aw ''On Lobbying". The working group consists of MPs, representatives from the 
CSOs, academics, and private sector lawyers (Paragraph 1 J of the Protocol of the Meeting dated on 3 June 
2015 /126). However, at the time of the on-site visit, the draft of the law was not developed yet. 

Recommendation 3.9. from the Third Monitoring Round: 

Ensure that the business has a possibility to report com1ption cases without fear of prosecution 
or other unfavourable consequences. 

Ukrainian companies have several possibilities to report about corrnption. As in the past, they can report to 
the police or prosecution services. however, experience showed that they did not have trust that these 
bodies would effectively protect them. They can also complain to the NACP hot line launched in 2016. 
however it does not appear popular among companies. With the establishment of NABU, citizens of 
Ukraine have witnessed for the first time that powerful individuals were punished for conuption, which 
gave them hope, that mlc oflaw can be rebuilt. 

Establishment of the Business Ombudsman Couneil in this context provided a powerful tool for companies 
to report corruption and to seek protection of their legitimate rights. 

291 hrrn.0..irninjuM,gov.uaincwsiministry/minyust-pidpisav-memorandum-pro-psr<;.<t:i_c_b1J_-,_d_o_,:gj_o_!:>_~j11Qi:l?_:gj,-_y_ljl§])ikiv
biznesu-informatsii_-wo•kintscvih-bcnefitsiariv-ukrainskih-kompaniy-23642 
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The Business Ombudsman Council (BOC) was established on November 26, 2014, based on the Decree of 
the Government No. 691 dated 26.11.20 l 4294 as implementation of Memorandum of Understanding for the 
Ukrainian Anti-Cormption Initiative dated May 12, 2014 245

, concluded among the Government of Ukraine, 
EBRD, OECD, and five largest Ukrainian business associations. The BOC is a public-private non-profit 
entity with high degree of independence and professional staff. 

BOC has two main functions investigation of individual complaints by companies concerning alleged 
acts of corruption or other violations of their legitimate interests by the state, and proposing systemic 
solutions to the most common problems. Regarding the investigations, BOC reviews the complaints 
submitted by companies, conducts preliminary analysis, and in cases where complains arc substantiated, 
BOC goes to the state bodies that infringed company's rights and seeks resolution of specific problems. 
During 2015-2017 BOC received around 2000 complains and closed over 600 investigations. BOC's 
actions helped companies to recover around lO billion UAHY6 

ln addition to this main function, BOC prepared systematic reports on the most common problems faced by 
companies. During 2015-2016 BOC issued 9 systemic reports 297 in the area of tax administration, abuse 
of power on the part of law enforcement agencies, competition policy, natural monopoly, etc. The systemic 
reports include recommendations for individual state bodies. BOC also prepares reports for the Cabinet of 
Ministers with the proposals of legislative amendments. According to the latest BOC's activity repmt 
respective governmental institution implemented 87% of all recommendations issued hy the BOC.298 

The BOC earned the high level of trnst and acknowledgement among small and medium business as well 
as business associations, proving to be instrnmental in fighting co1Tuption as the first point of contact for 
businesses seeking redress against unfair treatment and as an institution that provides for greater 
transparency of business practices in Ukraine. 

Tn order to strengthen its status, the BOC has prepared a draft law "On Business Ombudsman Institution", 
which was approved by the Parliament in the first reading on May 31, 2016. 299 ln addition to providing a 
legal basis for the BOC, the Draft Law seeks to build BOC's powers, such as the duty of state bodies to 
consider BOC's conunendations, administrative liability for state bodies for the failure to disclose 
information on BOC's request. Cunently the Draft Law is still awaiting final approval in the second 
reading. 

In January 2017, back-to-back with the regional expert seminar "Business lntegrity in Eastern Europe and 
Central Asia", BOC togetl1er with the OECD, UNDP, and EBRD organised a round table "Business 
Integrity in Ukraine" to discuss practical ways for promoting business integrity in the country. At that 
meeting BOC proposed a new initiative to the Ukrainian companies the Ukrainian Network of Integrity 
and Compliance (UNIC). 

The prnposal was enthusiastically supported by the participants of the round table, which stressed that it 
became possible for companies in Ukraine to do business in fi.1ll compliance with the law. Doing clean 
business often requires more effort, time and investment, but companies realised that clean business was a 
good Jong-tenn investment. While the number of such clean companies is growing, they are still a minority 
in the Ukrainian market, they agreed therefore to gather together to promote clean business and to make it 

of Understanding for the Ukrainian Anti-Cormption Initiative. May l2, 2014 -
http://w,vw.ebrd.conlidowDloads/n(,ws/mou,ukraine-aci.pdJ 
2

()~ https://boi.org.ua/publications/reports 
"' https:/1bJ1Lorg.ua/en/publ icalions/reports?page= I 
'"'Ibid 
299 http://wl.cl .rad_11,gQL\l~m]s/zwcb2/wcbproc4 1.MJ.ilJ.:"2898() 

124 



21212

944 

'fashionable' in Ukraine. BOC with the assistance of international partners took the lead in establishing the 
UNTC. 

Further consultations with Ukrainian business and international partners indicated that there is a snfficient 
willingness among many companies operating in Ukraine to engage in active promotion of business 
integrity. On 19 May 2017, 46 companies signed a pledge of integrity and established UNTC Initiative 
Group. Companies who joined the network committed to support a good business reputation and improve 
the standards of integrity. They also agreed that UNIC in order to maintain the high standard of integrity 
for lJNIC members, they will undergo a verification of their integrity systems. In addition to this 
verification procedure, UNlC will also provide assistance to companies regarding integrity issues, will 
promote good practices, and will also engage in various promotional activities to make the notation of 
business integrity well known and popular. At present, UNIC is a private sector initiative, but in the futurn 
UNIC may also engage in a dialogue with the government. 

The official launch of the UN!C is planned for October 20! 7, where new members will be invited to join 
this collective action. 

Conclusions 

The State Programme provided only a limited contribution to the promotion of business integrity. The 
development of the model compliance programme for SOEs and companies participating in the public 
procurement is a good initiative, hut it has to be fu1iher promoted in order lo produce a visible impact on 
business practices. Tn this regard, the focus on business integrity ofSOEs should become the priority oftbc 
government. 

Ukraine implemented several impo1iant measures to simplify business regulations; most recent measures to 
simplify licencing and pem1its are positive developments. However, most of the actions provided by the 
Doing Business Roadmap were delayed and remain unimplemented. Moreover, the fundamental challenge 
of freeing the Ukrainian economy from the control of oligarchs is still to be tackled. 

E-govemance solutions provide an important contribution to the improvement of business climate and 
prevention of conuption. In this regard ProZono e-procurement system is a key achievement. However, 
this system addresses only one part of the procurement process the transparency of the bidding process 
and further work is needed to clean up public procurement from corruption. 

Ukraine has improved transparency and disclosure of information related to business, publication of 
information beneficiary owners of companies is a good example. Further efforts are needed to improve 
disclosure requirements for companies. 

Ukraine has taken limited steps to develop a law on lobbying, such as the creation of a working group in 
the Parliament to develop as draft law; however, no tangible result, are produced yet. 

Creation of the Business Ombudsman Council provided the business with a powerful tool to report 
con-uption cases without fear of prosecution or other unfavourable consequences, to receive protection of 
legitimate rights, as well as possibility to tackle most common problems in a systematic manner. 
Independence and professionalism of BOC allowed this institution to gain tmst of companies in the rule of 
law, which, in its turn inspired them to launch the collective action for compliance and integrity, the UNIC. 
It is crucial for Ukraine to build on this excellent progress and to take further steps. Strengthening the BOC 
and supporting UNIC should be among these steps. Greater involvement of other state bodies, such as the 
Ministry of Economy and Trade and National Agency for Corruption Prevention, in the business integrity 
would be important for the sustainability of this work. 

Ukraine is largely compliant with the previous recommendation 3.9. 
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Ne\\ Recommendation 20 

1. Ensure further implementation of the following provisions from the 2014 Anti-Corruption 

Strategy on the prevention of corruption in the private sector: 

a) Simplification of business regulations and promoting free market competition; 

b) Debarment of companies involved in corruption offences from the use of public resource 

such as public procurement, state loans, subsidies, and tax benefits; 

c) Establishing obligations for external and internal auditors to report corruption offenses; 

d) Raising awareness of companies about the law on liability of legal entities for corruption 

offences and enforcing this law in practice; 

e) Consider introducing regulations for lobbying, in particular clear regulations for 

business participation in the development and adoption of laws and regulatory acts. 

2. Develop business integrity section of the new National Anticorruption Strategy on the basis of 

a risk analysis and in consnltation with companies and business associations, ensure active 

participation of business in the monitoring of the Strategy. 

3. Promote integrity of state owned enterprises though their systemic reform and by introducing 

effective compliance m· anti-corruption programmes, increasing their transparency and 

disclosure. 

4. Strengthen the Business Ombudsman Council by creating a legal basis for this institution in 

the law and by providing it with necessary powers for effective work. 

5. Support the Ukrainian Network of Integrity and Compliance. 
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CHAPTER Ill: ENf'ORCEMENT OF CRIMINAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR CORRUPTION 

This repoti comes in a very volatile time for Ukraine, which still has a long way to go in terms of 
establishing functioning democratic anti-corruption institutions and actions and there are serious signs that 
it is in danger of backsliding into the kleptocracy that it was despite many substantial positive steps since 
the dignity revolution. This section attempts to do both: point ont the achievements and areas of potential 
risk of regress. 

3.1. Criminal laiv against cnrruptio11 

Recommendation 2.l.-2.2. from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

• Expand the statute of limitations for all conuption offences to at least 5 years and provide for 
suspension of the statute of limitations dming the period an official enjoyed immunity from 
criminal prosecution. 

• Provide adequate training and resources to prosecutors and investigators to ensure the effective 
enforcement of new criminal law provisions, in particular with regard to such offences as illicit 
enrichment, trafficking in influence, offer and promise of unlawful benefit, definition of 
unlawful benefit including intangible and non-pecuniaiy benefits, criminal measures to legal 
persons, new definition of money laundering. 

Analyse practice of application of the new provisions on corporate liability for corruption and, 
based on results of such analysis, introduce amendments to address deficiencies detected. Ensure 
autonomous nature oftbc corporate liability. 

By the time of the 3rd round of IAP monitoring Ukraine had introduced into its national law most of the 
international requirements on criminalization of corrnption. New recommendations pointed out as 
outstanding only two issues that related to the statute of limitations and sh01tcornings in the legislation on 
corporate liability. 

In addition, a new recommendation was made in the 3•·d round to take steps focused on increasing the 
enforcement of the offences that have been introduced into Ukrainian legislation through adequate training 
and resources to the investigators and prosecutors. 

Expand the statute of limitations for all corruption offences to at least 5 years and provide for 
suspension of the statute of limitations during the period an official enjoyed immunity fi·om criminal 
prosecution. 

At the time of the 3' d round, under Ukrainian law the statute oflimitation for such basic offences as Active 
bribery of employee of state enterprise, institution or organisation (Criminal Code (CC) Art 354, para I), 
Passive bribery of employee of state enterprise, institution or organisation (CC Art 354, para 3), Illicit 
enrichment (CC Art 368(2), para I), Active bribery in private law legal persons (CC Art 368(3), para l ), 
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Active bribery of persons providing public services (CC Art 368( 4 ), para l ), and Active trafficking in 
influenee(CC Art 369(2), para I) was set at 3 years. 

This was deemed problematic for effective investigation and prosecution of such cases in light of the 
complexity of most cases in this area and the concealment efforts which are usually involved. It was also 
pointed out that the absence of the suspension of the statute of limitation for the time when a person enjoys 
immw1ity from prosecution represents another problem. 

Therefore, the 3'd round TAP report recommended expanding the statute of limitations for all conuption 
offences to at least 5 years, and providing for suspension of the statute of limitations during the period an 
official enjoyed immunity from criminal prosecution. 

No relevant information was provided by authorities on these issues in the answer to the questionnaire. 
Specifically, the request for statistics on the number of c01rnption cases that were abandoned because of 
the expiry of limitation period which would be helpful in assessing the issue was not provided on the 
request of the monitoring team. 

Interlocutors met during the on-site visit told the monitoring team that there were conuption cases that 
have been closed due to rnnning out of the statute of limitation; 2 cases in 2016 have been mentioned in 
particular. However, most of the law enforcement officials, met at the on-site visit, were more concerned 
with tight timelines of the pre-trial investigations. The monitoring team followed up on this issue and 
requested statistical data to support these concerns; the information provided indicated no cases that have 
been closed due to mnning out of the pre-trial investigation term in 2015 or 2016. 

After review of the texts of the relevant articles of the CC, no changes that relate to sanctions have been 
made since March 2015, and therefore the statute of limitation of 3 years continues to apply. 

No changes have been also made into CC Art 49, which regnlates release from criminal responsibility in 
cases when the statute of limitation mns out since the 3'd round of monitoring. 

This part of the recommendation is not implemented. 

Provide adequate training and resources to prosecutors and investigators to ensure the effective 
e11forceme11t of new criminal law provisions, in particular with regard to such offences as illicit 
enrichmellf, trajjicking ill i11jluence, offer and promise of unlawji1l benefit, definition of unlawful 
benefit illcludillg intangible and 11011-pecu11iary benefits, criminal measures to legal persons, new 
definition of money lau11derillg. 

Trainings and resources 

In the answers to the questionnaire Ukrainian authorities provided very little infom1ation regarding 
trainings and resources on such offences as illicit enrichment, trafficking in influence, offer and promise of 
unlawful benefit, definition of unlawful benefit including intangible and non-pecuniaiy benefits, criminal 
measures to legal persons, and the new definition of money laundering. No relevant information on this 
issue was provided to the monitoring team at the on-site visit 

[t was communicated that due to the very recent establishment of the Specialised Anti-Corruption 
Prosecutor's Office (SAPO) they didn't have time to undergo many trainings. Only examples of 
conferences in which the prosecutors of SAPO took part were provided. Information regarding trainings of 
investigators which would focus on these offences was not made available. The GPO has jurisdiction to 
enforce these same statutes for lower ranking officials. No information was provided as to their training on 
these issues cilhcr. While ii would seem the topics should at least be addressed in the curriculum for 
students at Academy of Prosecutors, if not in continuing legal education, no such information was 
provided. Therefore, on the information provided, such efforts cannot he considered as adequate training 
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that would ensure effective enforcement of the abovcmcntioncd offences which are critical to an effective 
anti-conuption program. 

Similarly, no guidelines or methodological recommendations for the investigators or prosecutors in this 
regard have been mentioned to the monitoring team. Also it appears that no policy priorities have been set 
to focus on these types of crimes. 

Nevertheless, it is understandable that the newly created anti-corruption agencies National Anti
Corruption Bureau of Ukraine (NABU) and SAPO - have only recently started their operations: NABU 
hired its first detectives in August 2015 and SAPO was being staffed in December 2015. They have just 
started providing more in-depth training to their staff. Initial trainings for NABU detectives have 
commenced in September 2015; SAPO prosecutors have also undergone training. Newly recruited 
detectives of NABU (and their analysts), as well as SAPO prosecutors dove right into the practical work 
and have shown some impressive results to date. However, it wonld be important as these institutions' 
training capacities develop to ensure that the training programs that they devise focus on these offences 
and provide adequate guidance to ensure effective enforcement. 

And finally, in terms of resources to ensure effective enforcement of these offences, they have been 
allocated in Ukraine: through the establishment and appropriate staffing of the NABU and SAPO. Both 
agencies are very well resourced and fare well compared to other state bodies in the criminal justice system 
of Ukraine. In addition, investigative capacity has been successfully supported by analytical capacities 
(NABU retains analytics in addition to detectives). AH of this contributed to the good results of these 
institutions to date in terms of actual enforcement. (See Section 1.4. for more details in regards to resources 
of these institutions.) 

lt is noted that there are adequate salaries for NABU employees which seems to have helped to attract 
talented applicants, salaries of prosecutors within the SAPO are also at the same or above level as NABU's 
and this is stipulated in the law. 

As discussed in other sections, no information was provided about the resources of the PGO outside of 
SAPO to investigate and prosecute corruption which is important because it has the jurisdiction to 
investigate and prosecute high level com1ption from the previous presidential administration as well as all 
corruption at levels lower than the SAPO and NABU. Judging by the results reported, adequacy of 
resources and/or lack of priority for addressing these offonses might be an issue. 

Enforcement 

Enforcement efforts of NABU and SAPO to date have been successful (this subject is delved into more 
depth in the Section 3.3 of this report). Moreover, there is actual enforcement of some of the offences 
mentioned in the Recommendation 2.1-2.2. In particular: 

• With regard to illicit enrichment, in 2015 NABU registered two criminal proceedings on the fact 
of committing a crime under CC Article 368-2. Tn 2016 there were already l l criminal 
proceedings. In 20 l 6 1 case was suhmittcd with charges to court and tbe trial on this case is 
ongoing. 

• With regard to trafficking in influence, in 2015 NABU registered one criminal proceeding on the 
offence under CC Article 369-2. In 2016 there were already 5 criminal proceedings. In 2016 3 
cases were submitted witb charges to court, with the trials on-going. 

• With regards to money laundering, in 2015 NABU registered 3 criminal proceedings under the 
CC Article 209. In 2016 there were 9 criminal proceedings. However, none of them had been 
submitted with charges to comt. As of 7 September 2017, 2 criminal proceedings were filed with 
the court by SAPO. 
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Ukrainian authorities provided infonnation in regards to enforcement by other investigative bodies, as 
follows: 

• With regard to illicit enrichment, in 2015 there were 3 l criminal proceedings. In 2016 there were 
14 criminal proceedings and 38 in 2017. As of end August 2017 one of them bas been submitted to 
court, with l conviction. 

• With regard to trafficking in influence, 208 criminal proceedings were registered in 2015, 254 in 
2016, and 192 in 2017. As of end August 20!7 171 of them have been submitted to comt, with 164 
convicted persons. 

• With regard to money laundering, in 20 I 5 there were 220 criminal proceedings; in 20 l 6 there 
were 144 criminal proceedings and 147 in 20l7. As of end August 2017 76 of them have been 
submitted to cow-t. 

No information was provided regarding investigations or charges in cases on offer and promise of unlawful 
benefit, or that involve the definition of unlawful benefit including intangible and non-pecuniar.y benefits. 

Finally, no information in regards to the obstacles that the investigators and prosecutors are facing in these 
cases was provided. However, as discussed in Section 3.4 of this report, in the onsite visit the monitoring 
team heard about concerns that NABU has no wiretap authority and is required to work with other agencies 
that have such authority. This can undermine the independence of NABU and the confidentiality of their 
investigations. 

To conclude information made available to the monitoring team refers only to some of the offences 
mentioned in the recommcndationand therefore it was only partially implemented. 

Analyse practice of application of the new provisio11s 011 corporate liability for corruption a11d, based mz 
results of such analysis, introduce ame11dme11ts to address deficiencies detected. Ensure autonomous 
11ature of the corporate liability, 

Quasi-criminal corporate liability for corruption offences was introduced in Ukraine at the time of the 3"' 
round of IA P monitoring. Some of the deficiencies in the initial legislation have been addressed by the 
amendments of May 2014 and arc covered in detail in the 3rd round report. 

White it was not directly stated in the introduced provisions of the Ukrainian CC, it is clear from them that 
corporate liability is linked to that of the "authorised person" who committed the offence. The very model 
used ("measures of criminal nature") presumes that such measures are secondary to individual liability;: it 
requires "commission of the crime" by the authorised person on behalf and in the interests of the legal 
entity; according to Article 96( 10) CC when applying such measures to a legal entity court takes into 
account, i11ter alia, gravity of the crime committed, degree of criminal intent of the perpetrator; according 
to Article 214, para. 8, of the Criminal Procedure Code (CPC) proceedings with regard to the legal entity 
are carried out simultaneously with the proceedings concerning natural person; under Article 284 CPC, 
para. 3, proceedings with regard to the legal entity should be closed in case criminal proceedings against 
the natural person were closed or the relevant person was acquitted. ,oo 

As a result, in the 3rd round of monitoring Ukraine was recommended to ensure the autonomous nature of 
the corporate liability. Ukraine was also called to analyse the practice of application of the new provisions 
and address any challenges, etc. And finally it was recommended that with the assistance of qualified 
international organizations where possible, Ukraine should plan, create and provide trainings and written 
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guidelines and other advice on the law, and how to employ it in specific cases, for at least prosecutors and 
judges. 

No changes were introduced into the legislation since the 3"' round ofIAP monitoring and no information 
in regards to analysis of the application of these provisions conducted by Ukrainian authorities was made 
available. The actual practice of application, according to the information provided by Ukrainian 
anthoritics, at the moment appeared to be one criminal proceeding, which was initiated by NABU and 
concerned a private university (as legal entity) attempting to bribe a Deputy Minister of Education and 
Science. This case was submitted with charges to court. 

When this issue was discussed with various interlocutors at the on-site visit, including detectives, 
prosecutors and judges, they all agreed that the cases were not forthcoming because the legislation was too 
new and ''foreign". They also said the practice needs to be formed before any guidelines or even analysis 
can be carried out. The judges expressed most active interest in taking up such cases, while prosecutors 
expressed more skepticism. The novelty of this legal concept is understandable, however, in order for the 
practice to form there needs to be a concerted push for pursuing of such liability. Perhaps it could be done 
both in tenns of policy messages and in practical terms of providing training specifically focused on 
liability of legal persons for corruption offences. 

Interestingly, at the on-site visit the monitoring team was also provided with the copy of the court decision 
of the Mariupol court, in which it applied measures of criminal nature to a legal person implicated in the 
case under CC Art 369 (active bribery) in the forn1 of the fine amounting to \JAH 19840. This decision 
was appealed to the Donets oblast court which upheld the decision of the l" instance com1. 

This case is interesting in several aspects. Firstly, taking into account that this case was never reported in 
the framework of the statistics provided for the monitoring, it may mean that there could be more cases of 
this nature. Secondly, the case has been tried outside of the capital where courts were traditionally viewed 
as less receptive to new concepts. Thus, this seems to in line with opinions expressed by the representatives 
of the judiciary met at the on-site visit that they are ready and open to trying such cases. Thirdly, the 
circumstances of the case support the position taken in the 3,·d !AP monitoring round in regards to the lack 
of autonomous liability. The legal person in this case was fined when the natural person was found guilty 
and criminal measures applied to the legal person were indeed secondary to individual liability. And 
finally, it is without a doubt a positive development that the decision of the first instance cou11 was further 
upheld. 

For the reasons stated, this part of the recommendati()n was not implemented. 

Conclusions 

Very little was done by Ukraine towards implementation of this recommendation, especially in legislative 
tenns. The statute of limitation has not been changed, and legislation on liability of legal persons for 
corruption offences has not been analysed or further improved. 

Focused training on offences introduced at the time of the 3'" round of monitoring was not offered to the 
investigators or prosecutors on an in-depth and systematic basis. In terms of training ofNABU and SAPO, 
this is objectively explained by the recent establishment of the new anti-conuption criminal justice 
institutions, but this explanation is not applicable to the PGO which has and continues to have 
responsibilities for these offenses for certain offenders. 

H()wever, it is nndisputablc that proper resources have been allocated to tackle these crimes at the ve1y 
least at the top level of crimes falling under jurisdiction of NABU and SAPO. And newly established 
agencies already managed to demonstrate some results of actual enforcement of the offences covered by 
the Recommendation 2.1.-2.2; which is a positive sign. Further enforcement practice as it develops will be 
a real test of the capacity of these agencies to apply these particular norms. For the PGO which continues 
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to have responsibility to enforce these offenses, no infom1ation was provided in the questionnaire or in the 
onsitc visit about resources or results in this area. 

Ukraine is partially compliant with the previous recommendation 2.2 - 2.2. and the previous 
recommendation remains valid and is reinstated with some additional elements in the 4th round. 
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New Recommendation 21 

1. Expand the statnte of limitations for all corruption offences to at least 5 years and provide 

for suspension of the statute of limitations during the period an official enjoyed immunity 

from criminal prosecution. 

2. Provide adequate training and resources to prosecutors and investigators to ensure the 

effective enforcement of new criminal law provisions, in particular with regard to such 

offences as illicit enrichment, trafficking in influence, offer and promise of unlawful benefit, 

definition of unlawful benefit including intangible and non-pecuniary benefits, criminal 

measures to legal persons, new definition of money laundering. Training programmes of the 

specialised anti-corruption agencies should contain modules or focus in other ways on these 

issues in their regular training curriculum. 

3. Analyse practice of application of the new provisions on corporate liability for corruption 

and, based on results of such analysis, introduce amendments to address deficiencies 

detected. Ensure autonomous nature of the corporate liability. 

4. Take measures at the policy level (for example, set as priorities by the management of the 

anti-corruption specialised bodies) to encourage investigation and prosecution of corruption 

committed by legal persons. 

Confiscation 

Recommendation 2.5. from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

• Ensure that confiscation of assets obtained as a result of crime, their proceeds, or their 
equivalent in value is applied to all conuption and related crimes in line with international 
standards; collect and analyse statistics on the application of special confiscation measures (both 
under criminal and criminal procedure codes). 

• Implement an efficient procedure for identification and seizure of proceeds from corrnption; 
consider setting up a special unit responsible for tracing and seizing propc1iy that may be subject 
to confiscation. 

• Introduce extended ( civil or criminal) confiscation of assets of perpetrators of corruption crimes 
in line with international standards and best practice. 

Overall, Ukraine has made considerable progress since the 3rd round of monitoring in enacting legislation 
and establishing necessary institutions to implement an effective confiscation program to deprive criminals 

of access to the profits of crime and to recover assets of Ukraine that have been misappropriated. 

This appears to be due in large part to the work of the "Interagency Working Group on Coordination of the 

Recovery of the Assets Illegally Obtained by High-level Officials of Ukraine" (Intcragcncy Working 

Group) which was established in March 2015 and included civil society expe1is in this area (RPR and 

AnTac). The lnteragency Working Group was chaired by a knowledgeable now-former Deputy Prosecutor 

General, Vitaliy Kasko. In particular, this lnteragcncy Working Group has developed draft legislation 

which was reviewed favorably by the Council of Europe. Challenges presented in the legislative process 

133 



21221

953 

were ultimately overcome in large pmi and resulted in adoption of the Law of Ukraine 772-VII on !O 
November 2015"11

; it was subsequently amended several times, including by Law of Ukraine 1019-VIIT on 
!8 February 20163

'", and is still mostly compliant with international standards, In addition, the CMU 
authorized establishment of the Unified Registry of Assets in April 2017, the creation of the Registry is 
pending. 

Many observers credit the requirement imposed by the terms of the EU Liberalization Action Plan for 
Ukraine and by the EU Macro-Financial Assistance agreements with support from western embassies as a 
principal motivation for the government to take these steps as is the case with many other anticorruption 
reforms undertaken since the "Revolution of Dignity" in 20[4, 

In connection with this monitoring, however, Ukraine provided little statistical or anecdotal evidence of 
effective implementation of the confiscation authorities, Open source info1111ation indicates that 
confiscation has been sought in a number of cases brought by the NABU and the SAPO, especially through 
search and seizure warrants but courts have inconsistently granted meaningful pre-trial restraints of assets 
and, overall, cmTuption cases are not proceeding to trials which might result in convictions and final 
confiscation judgments. 

There is little open source infom1ation about confiscation actions brought by the Prosecutor General's 
Otticc (GPO) in corruption cases it is handling with the exception of one reported matter in which a 
recovery of approximately $1,5 billion in assets misappropriated that are linked to a scheme led by 
Yanukovitch, If true, this major seizure could be a very good development However, the relevant court 
decision was not made available to the public, In the future the newly created Asset Recovery Agency 
should be involved in such cases, According to the information provided by the government the Unified 
State Registry of Assets will be created only in 2018 or after. 

Specifically, three recommendations were made in the 3rd round of monitoring concerning confiscation, 
First, it was recommended that Ukraine ensure that confiscation of assets obtained as a result of crime, 
their proceeds, or their equivalent in value is applied to all corruption and related crimes in line with 
international standards, Relatedly, Ukraine was recommended to collect statistics of the application of 
confiscation measures under both criminal and criminal procedure laws. Second, Ukraine was 
recommended to implement an efficient procedure for identification and seizure of proceeds from 
corruption and consider setting up a special unit responsible for tracing and seizing property subject to 
confiscation, Third, Ukraine was recommended to introduce extended confiscation of assets of perpetrators 
of corruption crimes in line with international standards and best practices, 

Ensure that confiscation of' assets obtained as a result of crime, their proceeds, or their equivalent in value 
is applied to all cormption and related crimes in line with international standards; collect and ana~vse 
statistics on the application of'specia! COl?fiscation measures (hoth under criminal and criminal procedure 
codes), 

No information regarding changes in application or confiscation to all corruption and related crimes was 
provided by Ukrainian authorities in the answers to the questionnaire, 

However, from a review of legislation enacted in 2016, the Criminal Code of Ukraine (CC) provides for 
two types of confiscation: 

3
'H Law on National Agency of Ukraine on Detecting, Tracing and Management of Assets deprived from Comtption 

and nther Crimes, 
30

' Law On on Amending the Criminal and Criminal Procedure Codes of Ukraine in line with recommendations of the 
European Commission's 61

" report of the state of implementation by Ukraine of the EU visa liberalization 
plan, in regards to improvement of the procedures on arrest of assets and speci.a! confiscation. 
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l. Confiscation under An. 59 of CC, also called extended confiscation, which means confiscation of 
all or part of property directly belonging to the convicted person (no matter of the origin of a,~scts); 

2. Special confiscation under Art.96-2 of CC, which resembles ordinary confiscation in European 
countries which means confiscation of proceeds and means of crime. 

Special confiscation under Art.96-2 of CC applies to all corruption crimes. Extended confiscation under 
Art. 59 of CC applies to embezzlement committed on an especially large scale or by the organized groups, 
and abuse of authority by public officials, if it resulted in severe consequences, including certain types of 
bribery, and illicit enrichment. 

Thus, all conuption crimes appear to be covered under the special confiscation law but not all by extended 
confiscation of convicted persons. 

Furthermore, it appears that extended confiscation provides for a form of value based confiscation but 
special confiscation may be more limited to the specific proceeds and means of crime. 

It is also not clear tliat confiscation of transformed/merged assets has been envisaged. Ukrainian legislation 
docs not appear to provide for confiscation of assets which have been transfon-ed to a third party, without 
an exception for transfers to someone knowledgeable of the involvement of the asset in the scheme or for 
less than fair market value. Thus, it may still be possible to defeat confiscation by transferring property to 
family members or nominees. It is recommended that if these gaps siill exist in the legislation, that 
necessary amendments should be introduced to have an effective confiscation process, 

As it was mentioned before, no statistical data on the application of special confiscation measures (both 
under Criminal and Criminal Procedure Codes) was provided by the Ukrainian authorities in the answers to 
the questionnaire and some limited data was provided following the on-site visit. Interlocutors met at the 
on-site visit told the monitoring team that statistics were not being collected in regards to special 
confiscation. They also said that while confiscation powers are being used and some examples were shared 
with the monitoring team, there was no policy document emphasizing that confiscation is a priority and the 
law enforcement representatives were hoping that perhaps ARMA would become the driver of the 
extended confiscation. Some, however, have expressed doubts whether tl1at could happen soon, if at all. 
They provided some examples when it was applied. This leads to conclusion that this pait of the 
recommendation has not been addressed by Ukraine. 

lmplemenl an efficie!!f procedure for ident/ficatio11 and seizure o/'proceeds .fi'om corruption: consider 
setting up a special unit responsible.fhr tracing and seizing pmpertv that mav be .1·11~ject to con.fiscation. 

Ukraine has made progress in cstabl ishing a procedure for identification and seizure of proceeds from 
conuption and a special office responsible for maintaining a unified record of seized and confiscated 
assets, as well as responsibility to manage and preserve the value of seized assets and maximum recoveries 
for confiscated assets. As stated above, through the work of the Tnteragency Working Group, legislation 
was developed which was positively reviewed by the Council of Europe to accomplish this goal. 

The Law of Ukraine "On the National Agency of Ukraine for the identification, investigation and 
management of assets derived from corruption and other crimes," came into force on November 26, 2015. 
The law stipulated that the newly created body would be responsible for the identification, tracing, 
evaluation of assets on appeal of investigator, detective, prosecutor, and court (the investigating judge). Tl 
was also to be responsible for the evaluation, keeping of records and asset management. It was required to 

establish and maintain the Unified State Register of assets seized in criminal proceedings, replacing the 
prior patchwork of agency responsibility and transparency. It would be able to cooperate with similar 
bodies (offices for tracing and asset management) of foreign countries, other competent hodies, relevant 
international organizations, It would also be authorized to be involved on behalf of Ukraine in obtaining 
evidence in cases relating to the return of assets derived from crime to Ukraine that is in foreign 
jurisdictions. 
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The actual agency- the Asset Recovc1y and Management Agency of Ukraine (ARMA), which is entrusted 
with the functions of identification, investigation, evaluation, management and conllscation of criminal 
assets, was established by the Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine on Fcbrnary 24, 20 l 6 NQ 
104. 

Decree of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine from March 30, 20 l 6 N~ 244 approved the composition of 
the selection board for the selection of the candidate for the post of Chairman of the ARMA. The selection 
procedure was conducted and the first Chai1111an of ARMA was appointed on December 7, 2016. This 
appointment was followed by establishment of the inter-departmental working group to snpport the set-up 
of the ARMA. 

The monitoring team was advised that through a competitive process, people with financial investigations 
skills have been hired by the ARMA. Presently ARMA employs 45 people, who are properly equipped. 
Additionally. it is understood that these "investigators'' arc to have access to all relevant databases about 
property ownership and income which exist in Ukraine to conduct their investigations. Currrently ARMA 
was already granted access to 5 state registries and two more arc pending. ft would be important to ensure 
that they are also granted remote access through secure channels to the databases of the Unified Register of 
Pre-Trial ivnvcstigations and have access to data bases of bodies of the local self-governance and others. ln 
the area of international cooperation ARMA has already joined various international networks, including 
CARIN, StAR and is about to join Interpol Global Focal points for Asset recovery and other regional asset 
recovery networks. Establishing bi-lateral contacts and cooperation with foreign authorities will be 
important. 

However, it is unclear when the agency is allowed to or will be involved in the process of confiscating 
assets or in identifying assets which could be confiscated. For example, are they responsible for and do 
they work with the investigative teams to condnct financial tracing of the proceeds of crime for use as 
substantive evidence and for special confiscation purposes? Will ARMA be principaffy responsible to 
identify assets to be confiscated from convicted persons in extended confiscation proceedings where the 
assets need not be tied to specific criminal activity? Additionally, it will be important to monitor the level 
of awareness 01 various law enforcement authorities responsible for investigations and prosecutions of the 
available resources that ARMA can provide to increase effective confiscation. 

As noted above, by law, the ARMA is to maintain a central database of all seized, restrained and 
confiscated assets. This is an important requirement to limit corruption in the seizure and misappropriation 
of seized and confiscated assets. To date, no statistics have been provided about restrained and forfoited 
assets by whether the bodies previously responsible for such action or ARMA. ARlvfA is obligated to 
maintain custody to preserve the value of restrained and confiscated assets but according to open source 
materials there appear to be assets which are restrained by prosecutors through court orders but are not yet 
within the oversight of the ARMA. While the process of restraining assets in place rather than liquidating 
them or transforring custody of them to the control of ARMA before a final order of confiscation is entered 
may be appropriate to maintain the value of assets subject to confiscation in some instances, it is 
nevertheless important to maintain a central registry and it is too soon to detern1ine whether these 
alternative custody arrangements are being implemented successfully. 

It appears that until ARMA is properly staffed and operational, there will be no comprehensive database 
and analysis of the statistics regarding confiscation proceedings in criminal cases and the implementation 
of an efficient procedure for identification and seizure of corruption proceeds is therefore in progress. 

Therefore forthcr progress on both of these recommendations is currently pending. 

Introduce extended (civil or criminal) confiscalion of' assets of'pe1petrators of' corruption crimes in line 
with international standard\' and bes! practice. 

136 



21224

956 

As discussed, the 3"1 round monitoring report recommendation that Ukraine introduce extended 
confiscation of assets of perpetrators of corruption crimes in line with international standards and best 
practice appears to have been met in 2016. 

An amendment to Criminal Procedure Code, Article 100.9, provides that when a court rules on the criminal 

case it should also order confiscation of assets (money and other assets, including proceeds from them) 
belonging to a person convicted of a corruption offence or money laundering or to a legal entity related to 

such a convicted person, if the legal grounds for acquiring such assets have not been established in the 

comt. Similarly, the Civil Procedure Code was supplemented with new Chapter 9, Section Ht on 
proceedings to recognize assets as acquired with unexplained legitimate wealth and forfeit them. 
According to these new provisions, a prosecutor may file a lawsuit with a civil court after the criminal 

conviction of a public official for corruption or money laundering. The court will recognize assets as 
nnjnstified and forfeited if, based on the evidence submitted, it cannot establish that the assets or the 

money used to acquire the assets was obtained on a legal basis. 303 

Like other significant legislative reforms in this area, it will be important to see examples of the use of this 
authority especially in corruption crimes. 

Finally, Financial Action Task Force (F ATF) Reco1mnendations include a recommendation that countries 

should adopt a fonn of non-conviction based confiscation. Extended confiscation as adopted by Ukraine 
provides some though not all of the same benefits. At the time that Ukraine considered and adopted laws 

allowing for trials in absentia in the wake of the allegations of grand comiption by former government 
officials who fled Ukraine in February 2014, the decision was apparently made that the process of trial in 

absentia was preferable to non-conviction based confiscation given the prohlems in Ukraine with fair and 
equitable courts. lt should be noted however, that the monitoring team was provided no evidence that this 

trial in absentia process is being used to confiscate assets upon conviction from persons who have fled the 

jurisdiction. Accordingly, there seems to be no effective means to recover assets from corrupt officials who 
have fled Ukraine. 

Conclusions 

Based on the analysis ahove, implementation of the first two parts of this Recommendation are still 

pending. However, Ukraine's steps taken towards their implementation are recognised, especially the new 
confiscation legislation and the establishment of ARMA. This is the result of cooperative and effective 
work together hy government and civil society experts taking advantage of international expertise. Such an 

approach to other legal and practical issues is encouraged. The third part of this recommendation has been 
fom1a!!y implemented and will require a close follow-up on the actual implementation of the new 

legislation. 

Ukraine is partially compliant with the previous recommendation 2.5. 

New Recommendation 22 

l. Ensure that ARMA has adequate resources to meet its legislative objectives, including 

collecting and maintaining statistical evidence about confiscation actions. Ensure that its 

role and available resources are communicated to the law enforcement and prosecutorial 

bodies. 

2. Step up efforts to confiscate corruption proceeds to family members, friends or nominees. 

303 OECD/ACN (20l5), foreign Bribery Offence and Its Enforcement in Eastern Europe and Central Asia, pages 40-
41, bllil_://0 00.gl/lXbRru 
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3. Continue to make progress in the effective use of the newly enacted confiscation authorities. 

Immunities 

Recommendation 2.6. from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

• Review legislation to ensure that the procedures for lifting immunities of MPs and judges are 
transparent. efficient. based on objective criteria and not subject to misuse. 

• Limit immunity of judges and parliamentarians to a certain extent, e.g. by introducing functional 
immunity and allowing arrest in cases of in flagrante delicto. 

• Revoke additional restrictions on the investigative measures with regard to MPs. which arc not 
provided for in the Constitution of Ukraine. 

The JAP monitoring consistently has been raising the issue of extensive immunities in Ukraine. [nitially in 
the 2nd round report and then in the 3•d round monitoring report Ukraine was urged to review the 
effectiveness of legislation and regulation on immunities of judges and parliamentarians in order to ensure 
that the procedures for lifting of immunities arc transparent, efficient, based on objective criteria and not 
subject to misuse and to limit immunity for judges and parliamentarians to a certain extent, e.g. by 
introducing functional immunity and allowing arrest in cases of in/lagrante de!icto. 

At the time of the 3•<l round monitoring report the law provided that a judge or a parliamentarian, unlike all 
other persons, may not be apprehended at the time when he/she committed a crime or attempted to do it, 
immediately after commission of a crime or during pursuit of a person suspected of a crime. Specifically, 
during the 3,a round monitoring the law provided that a judge may not be apprehended or detained 
before his conviction by a court without the consent of the parliament. A member of parliament of 
Ukraine may not have been "brought to criminal liability" (a stage in the criminal proceedings when a 
notice of suspicion is delivered to a person), apprehended or subjected to a measure of restraint in the form 
of detention or house ,m-est without consent of the parliament. 

Limitations of these immunities required amendment of the Constitution of Ukraine. Such amendments 
with regard to judges were adopted in June 2016 (enacted in September 20!6), however they did not 
address the MPs. Specifically, on 2 June 2016, Ukraine's parliament approved a package of constitutional 
amendments reforming the justice system "'4 and the Law on the judiciary and the status ofjudgc/05, which 
came into force on 30 September 2016. ln addition the Law on the High Council of Justice was adopted on 
21 December 2016 and entered into force on 5 January 2017. The constitutional and broader judicial 
refonn has had as one of its outcomes the substitution of an absolute immunity of judges with a functional 
one. Judges may now be remanded in custody in case or commission of grave and especially grave crimes 
and if apprehended injlagrante defieto. In all other cases the approval by the High Justice Council must be 
obtained. This is undeniably a positive development.however practice will be the ultimate test of these 
changes. 

This being said, civil society representatives note that there are two difficulties with this provision already. 
In particular. in January 2017 High Council of Justice adopted Public Appeal, which has to clarify 
corresponding article of the Constitutimr'06 and in their opinion contradicts the initial idea of tbe 

304 Law On Amendments to the Constitution of Ukraine (provisions on justice) 1401-Vlll 
305 Law On Judiciary and Judges Status # 1402-Vlll 

JO(} http://www.vn1.g0v.ua/news/l 956 

138 



21226

958 

Constitutional amendments307
, and there is no clear understanding as to what is being covered by 

"detention during the crime or just after the crime". This unce,1ainty leads to dit1crcnt understanding of this 
clause by the High Council of Justice and law enforcement bodies.3

'" As a result the ability of the law 
enforcement agencies to conduct investigations against judges can be hampared. 

At the same time the Criminal Procedure Code of Ukraine, as well as the Law on the Status of People's 
Deputies of Ukraine, continued to provide additional immunities which were broader than the Constitution: 
a personal search of a member of parliament of Ukraine, inspection of his personal belongings and 
luggage, personal transport, residence or work place, as well as breach of privacy of letters. telephone 
conversations, and other correspondence, and imposing other measures, including covert investigative 
actions, which, according to the !aw, restricted the rights and freedoms of an MP, may be applied only if 
the parliament has given its consent to bringing the MP to criminal liability and if it is not possible to 
obtain infonnation by other means. The 3"-1 Monitoring Round report urged Ukraine to revoke these 
provisions, as they presented additional serious obstacles for eftective investigation of conuption and were 
not required by the Constitution of Ukraine. Unfortunately the situation has not changed since then. 

Very limited information has been provided by Ukrainian authorities in regards to the application of the 
procedure of!it1:ing of immunities. ln the answers to the questionnaire, they state that requests for lifting of 
immunities in regards to 3 MPs have been approved by the Parliament in 2017. No information was 
provided on the refusal to lift immunities or whether the delays which permitted MPS or judges to flee or 
conceal or destroy assets and evidence while the requests were pending. Open source information a11d 
interlocutors met at the on-site visit suggest that the delays have thwarted law enforcement efforts on 
occasion involving MPS and judges. 

Statistical data in regards to the judges was provided following the on-site visit and two judges have had 
their immunities lifted in 2016 according to the provided information. This infonnation presents a striking 
contrast to that provided by Ukrainian authorities to GRECO, which in its latest repo11 states: "The 
authorities indicate that in 2015 i.e. under the previous legislation, judges' immunity was lifted in 31 cases 
(in 2014: in 17 cases); in I teases, Parliament refused to lift judges' immunity."-'09 

In any case, whatever the judges-related figures have been before the recent Constitutional changes, new 
practice will have to indicate whether the procedures for lifting immunities of judges has become 
transparent. efficient, based on objective criteria and not subject to misuse, and whether functional 
immunity of judges if sufficient for effective law enforcement measure on co,rnption cases. 

Conclusions 

Only the second part of the Recommendation was partly implemented and only in the part that relates to 
judges. The first part of the Recommendation was also to some degree addressed in respect of judges, but 
not for MPs. The third part oftbc Recommendation remained not implemented. 

Practical application oftbese Constitutional amendments should be closely followed with the possihility to 
take fmiher steps. 

Ukraine is partially compliant with the previous recommendation 2.5. and outstanding clements of it are 
being transferred into the new Recommendation. 

'
0

' See explanatory note to the dratc law at: http://wl.cl.rada.gov.ua/pls/zweb2/wcbprnc4 _ l 0 pf35 I I '"57209 

'°' Sec for example the case of the judge from Lugansk region, investigated by NABU at: 
https://www.facebook.com/highcounci lofj ustice/posts/ l 336761393 l 36832. 

JO'> 
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New Recommendation 23 

!. Review legislation to ensure that the procedures for lifting immunities of MPs are 

transparent, efficient, based on objective criteria and not subject to misuse. 

2. Limit immunity of parliamentarians to a certain extent, e.g. by introducing functional 

immunity and allowing arrest in eases of in flagnmte dellcto. 

3. Analyse practical application of the Judicial reform to take appropriate legal measures to 

ensure that the procedures for lifting immunities of Judges are transparent, efficient, based 
on objective criteria and not subject to misuse aud that the functional immunity contributes 

to effective law enforcement. 

4. Revoke additional restrictions 011 the investigative measures with regard to MPs, which are 
not provided for in the Constitution of Ukraine. 

3.2. Pracedure.~ for investigation mu! pmsecuti,m <!fammptimi offe11ees 

Effectivelproactfre detRctilm: sources of i11formatio11, use of FIV reports 

The issue of detection of corrnption has not been the focus of the previous rounds of monitoring but is 
being looked at in this round, as it is key for effectiveness of enforcement of the criminal liability for 
corruption. 

No information was provided by the Ukrainian authorities in responses to the questionnaire on this topk. 
However, the monitoring team was able to collect some information in this regard through .its own research 
in the open sources of infrmnation and dming the on-site visit. 

Sources of detection 

NABU is the first law enforcement agency in m,,.,u:«J<J.CrJ:1-1.1.ll>ro:icy_,,JJ_cl.J4,rau1,:-t1ia1,-.t<:>.-<.uc,'1-.Jc.V\,w,~.c,xuc:u,~, 
began taking proactive measures in detecting 
corruption cases. There are abundant examples 
where such detection methods have been 
effective, Because many of the investigative 
techniques require court approval obtained by 
the SAPO, SAPO also is credited for these 
achievements. 

The number of detected cases by NABU is 
impressive, especially if compared to limited 
enforcement efforts on high-profile com1ptio11 
cases before their establishment As of end of 
June 2017 dctc,,tivcs of NABU were working 
under procedural supervision of the SAPO 
prosecutors on 3 70 proceedings with 220 
persons in the status of suspects:"" 

NARO Criminal Pro-eecdigns based on the sotn-ccs. of 
detection 

( As of 50.06~:.H)l 7) 

IZRc.t'o:rrals from GPO and other 
L/E b(1dics 

•Rcpmts !\\1m individual::; and 
Jegnl personi,; 

■Report::; rugi:nor~d by (1tl1cr L!E 
bodie1 

■Cue:,: rcgii'(tci·cd ,:m court 
Jcei'.'!ioo:s 

•Reprnis fr0m MPc; 

110 National Anti-Cormption Bureau's report forthe 1st halfof 2017. 
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The scale of these cases is also a novelty in Ukraine's enforcement efforts: the cases involve top level 

officials, many of whom were or remain in the office; use elaborate schemes and structures; and deal with 

big amounts of funds. (See more information on this in Section 3.3). 

As can be seen from the data, the second biggest source of detection constitutes information that NABU 

itself gathered. Indeed, 25 per cent of cases have been detected by NABU itself as of 30 June 2017. 

There are several factors contributing to this. Firstly, NABU is staffed with detectives, which is a new 

"procedural position" in Ukraine; it combines the functions of the intelligence officers (operatives) and 

investigators. This position ensures that the primary job of detectives is to detect. Secondly, along with 

detectives, NABU has been staffed with analytical officers (analytics) working within NABU's 

Depaiiment on analytics and information processing. {More information on NABU's stmcture can be 

found in Section 3.4). Both detectives and analysts have access to and use in their work the main registries 

and databases. They undergo numerous trainings on detection and investigative methods that are being 

applied world-wide in complex conuptiou cases. NABU has also made effective use of mentoring by 

foreign law enforcement officers and analysts who are experts in this area. And finally, its leadership 

seems to be setting the tone from the top, encouraging its staff to be proactive. These results go hand in 

hand with proper resourcing and would not be possible without the independence that the detectives have 

been enjoying so far. 

There are other new possibilities that opened to law enforcement in terms of detection since the previous 

monitoring. Among them access to open source databases of information, such as the Unified Court 

Registry. and registry of legal entities, as well as databases that contain closed infonnation, such as the 

asset declarations database to which detectives have access too. These should open new possibilities and it 

is encouraging to see that they have already heing utilized in Ukraine for the purposes of detection and 

investigation of corruption. 

To this end in January 2017 a Memorandum of Cooperation was signed between NABU and NACP. The 

initial difficultiesm with access to the Unified Registry of Asset Declarations were overcome and within 

several months the detectives were able to obtain access to this database. Interlocutors met at the on-site 

visit opined that organisation of such access is not ideal at the moment: the detectives receive electronic 

access keys but can use them only in the physical premises of the NACP. This being said, it appears that 

NACP has set up necessary premises for such access and it was being utilized at the time of the on-site 

visit and plans to have remote access through the protected channels was discussed and might have 

happened since then. As of 30 June 2017 NABU was working on 66 proceedings launched based on the 

analysis of the asset declarations submitted by the public officials.31
' 

Tt would be good to continue scanning media reports and using them as the source of detection, as good 

practices in other countries suggest. Civil society representatives provided an example when this has been 

done by NABU and this practice should be continued.m 

In 2015, investigative units of law enforcement bodies other than NABU initiated 7032criminal 

proceedings involving conuption offences, of them 2441 were sent to comi, with 875 convictions. In 2016, 

investigative units of Jaw enforcement bodies other than NABU initiated 7069 criminal proceedings 

involving cormption offences, of them 2130 were sent to court, with 597 convictions. And in 2017, 

311 Please see Chapter 2.1. section on the asset declarations for more information. 

m National Anti-Cmrnption Bureau's report for the I st halfof 2017. 

313 Provided example relates to the case of Pavlo Demchyna, the first deputy of the Head of State Security Service. 
Journalist Yevheniya Motorevska ("Slidstvo.info") prepared an investigation about his alleged illegal 
enrichment. On the basis of this report NABU started criminal proceeding, More information can be found 
here: https://nabu.gov.ua/novynylnabu-pocbalo-rozsliduvannya-za-faktamy-nezakonnogo-zbagachennya
posadovcya-sbu. 
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investigative units of law enforcement bodies other than NABU initiated 6992 criminal proceedings 
involving cmTuption offences, of them 2008 were sent to court, with 475 convictions. 

Use of FIU reports 

Efforts undertaken by the FlU in order to facilitate detection of conuption cases and support these types of 

investigations were also impressive. At the on-site visit FIU representatives infonned the monitoring team 

that they received over 2000 requests from various law enforcement bodies in the last year alone, and this 
number is growing. The infommtion that FlU sends to the law enforcement agency can be used only for the 

purpose of intelligence and cannot be part of the overt investigative measures. 

Recently, the FIU has been working closely with the newly established anti-corrnption law enforcement 
bodies and participated in joint trainings (both being trained and in the capacity of trainers). They also have 

expressed readiness to work with ARMA staff once it becomes operational, and to the knowledge of the 
monitoring team participated in the training of the first ARMA recrnits in July 2017. And finally FlU 

developed a typology on com1ption cases. All of these arc positive developments and should be continued. 

The monitoring team was not provided with information about whether the FTTJ has been using its own 
authority to suspend transactions temporarily while refe1nls are made by the appropriate law enforcement 

or prosecutorial bodies and whether or not this temporary freeze authority can be or is being used to 

facilitate timely asset restraints through the courts. Such coordination, if possible, could greatly enhance 
effective confiscation. 

Conclusions 

Ukraine should be commended on becoming proactive in detection of the high profile corruption occm-ring 

since the last presidential administration, at the very least. These efforts should be maintained and further 
improved. 

Additional steps in this regard can be considered, such as information gathering from open sources outside 

of Ukraine ( considering that most of the money illegally derived from corruption goes outside), including 

infonnal networks of practitioners which can provide a wide range of evidence and information without 
fonnal MLA requests if no compulsion power is required to obtain it. Use of formal MLA requests should 
also be maximized to aid in conuption detection. And finally, tax disclosures and asset declarations should 

become a widely used source of information and evidence in cotTuption investigations and prosecutions 

purposes. 
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Ne\\ Recommendation 24 

1. Ensnre that proactive efforts are continued with rigour by NABU, and other law 
enforcement bodies, to facilitate maximum detection and swift investigation of corruption in 
Ukraine, These efforts should include: 

a) Use of all possible sources of information and tools, including the asset declarations. 

b) Cooperation between law enforcement and other non-law enforcement bodies, such as 
Flll, ARMA, tax, customs, etc. to ensure detection and swift investigation of corruption 
in Ukraine. 

c) Use of information obtained through international cooperation, as well as data collected 
from the open sources outside of Ukraine. 

d) Joint trainings for law enforcement with representatives of the non-law enforcement 
bodies, especially FTU and ARMA. 

2. Establish a centralised register of bank accounts of legal and natural persons, including 
information ahout beneficial owners of accounts, making it accessible for authorised bodies, 
including NABU, NACP and ARMA, without court order to swiftly identify bank accounts 
in the course of financial investigations and verification. 

Access to bank, financial, commercial records - procedure, burden of proof, timeframe, obstacles; 
central 1·egister of bank accoutlls 

Recommendation 2.8 from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine (Part 1 ): 

• Consider establishing a centralised register of bank accounts, including information about 
beneficial ownership that should be accessible for investigative agencies without court order in 
order to swiftly identify bank accounts in the course of financial investigations. 

• Ensure direct access of investigative agencies dealing with financial investigations to tax and 
customs databases with due protection of personal data. 

• Step up law enforcement efforts in prosecution of cormption offences with the focus on high-level 
public officials and conuption schemes affecting whole sectors of economy. 

• Ensure free access via Internet to regularly updated detailed statistic data on criminal and other 
corruption offences, in patiicu!ar on the number of reports of such offences, number of registered 
cases, the outcomes of their investigation, criminal prosecution and court proceedings (with data 
on sanctions imposed and categories of the accused depending on their position and place of 
work). Statistical data should be accompanied with analysis of trends in corrnption offences. 

Consider establishi11g a centralised register of bank accounts, including information about beneficial 
ownership that should be accessible for investigative agencies without court order ill order to swiftly 
identif.v bank accounts in the course of.financial investigations. 

Ensure direct access of im•estigative agencies dealing with financial investigations to tax and customs 
databases with due protection of personal data. 
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The 3'<l round monitoring report identified several obstacles to conducting effective criminal investigations 
concerning financial crimes in Ukraine. These included locating aecounts of the suspect/accused in specific 
banks or other financial institutions. ln order to obtain such information, if not already known from the 
case file, a law enforcement agency needed to send out requests to all banks based on court order ( only tax 
authorities may request information about existence of accounts in banks directly). 

Since establishing whether a person owns an account is the first step in the possible further freezing and 
seizing of the relevant assets as well as tracing illicit funds to establish the elements of offenses for 
financial and corruption crimes, Ukraine was therefore recommended to simplify the procedure and 
provide law enforcement agencies with the possibility of establishing the list of acconnts a person owns 
(without accessing further details). One method is to create a centralized register of bank accounts. 

Another obstacle which needed addressing according to the 3rd monitoring report was the need for access 
of law enforcement agencies to the databases of the customs and tax bodies. 

Little information has been provided by Ukrainian authorities regarding the implementation of this 
recommendation in the answers to the questionnaire. Authorities confirmed that no centralized register of 
bank accounts was created in Ukraine. In subsequent meetings with some of lhe representatives of law 
enforcement, there was little interest in such a registry. However, the questionnaire does describe the 
existence of an agreement between the National Anti-Corrnption Bureau (NABU) and the State Fiscal 
Service (SFS) allowing for an exchange of information, including on taxpayers' bank accounts. In 
particular, according to the agreement NABU has access to SFS's infi:im1ation resources, including 
info1mation regarding open and closed accounts of taxpayers at banks and other financial institutions and 
the register of legal entities and individuals - entrepreneurs. 

Also from NABU activity reports, available onlinc, the monitoring team has learned about similar 
agreements on exchange of information and cooperation which were signed between NABU and Border 
Guards Service of Ukraine, giving NABU direct access to their databases. Additionally, NABlJ reported it 
has entered into a Memorandnm with the Ministry of Justice (MoJ) granting detectives with access to 23 
databases and registries ofMoJ. 

Conclusions 

These are necessary and promising developments. It may be too soon to tell at this time, but in the absence 
of more information about how the agreements are being implemented, we must conclude that the 
recommendation is pending. Also they appear to be only covering NABU detectives. The situation with 
other law enforcement bodies that could be involved in detection, investigation and prosecution of 
corruption is not clear. However, when appropriate, they should become part of the same an-angements. 

Review of Ukraine's efforts under this recommendation is continued in the Section 3.3: it also includes the 
final rating and the text of the New Recommendation. 
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International cooperation 

Recommendation 2. 7 from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

• Step up efforts in obtaining mutual legal assistance in eormption cases, in particular with a view to 
recover assets allegedly stolen by the officials of Y anukovych regime. 

• Review procedures on assets recovery to ensure that they are effective and allow swift repatriation 
of stolen assets. 

• Raise capacity of the Prosecutor's General Office and other agencies (notably, the newly 
established National Anti-Corruption Bureau) on mutual legal assistance and asset recovery issues. 

• Establish national mechanism for independent and transparent administration of stolen assets 
recovered from abroad. 

The 3•<l round rep01t stated that the EU and other jurisdictions froze bank accounts and other assets 
belonging to the high government officials - alleged perpetrators of crimes in 2010-2013. The Ukrainian 
FIU reported in April 20 I 4 that it estimated the overall amount of money laundered at more than UAH 77 
billion, that it sent requests to 136 FIUs worldwide to trace stolen assets and freeze them, and that the US 
and the UK assisted in the work on recovery of stolen assets. To address these issues, the Minishy of 
Justice (MOJ) and the GPO established separate units on asset recovery. Despite these and other efforts 
not much progress was achieved in repatriating illegal proceeds of the Yanukovych regime's officials to 
Ukraine. It concluded that this was mainly due to ineffective national investigations into relevant cases, but 
could also have been due to ineffective procedures for asset recove1y, lack of expertise and capacity. 

These specific issues were flagged in the 3 rd round monitoring report in regards to international 
cooperation, and included the need to (a) step up MLA efforts in corruption cases to recover assets 
allegedly stolen by Yanukovylch regime officials; (b) review of asset recovery procedures; ( c) raise 
capacity of existing central authorities and newly created NABU on MLA; and (d) set up mechanism for 
management of recovered assets, resulted into the recommendation. 

As explained below, it appears that effective exchanges of information by Ukrainian authorities with 
foreign counterparts are up, even if assets recovered have not significantly increased so far. While there is 
little evidence that progress was made in actually recovering significant assets misappropriated during the 
Yanukovich era, open source information suggests some more effective action is being taken against 
certain fonner officials and their assets, and many more climinal investigations and prosecutions are being 
undertaken to address high level corruption occmTing since the Yanukovych administration ended by 
NABU and SAPO. 

Step up efforts in obtaining mutual legal assistance in corruption cases, ill particular with a view to 
recover assets allegedly stolen by the officials of Yanukovych regime. 

Raise capacity of the Prosecutor's General Office and other agencies (notably, the newly established 
National Anti-Corruption Bureau) on mutual legal assistance and asset recovery issues. 

Since the last round of [AP monitoring, the GPO and MoJ continue their functions in the capacity of the 
Central authorities, and NABU has acted to transmit its own MLA. The 3'd round report noted that the 
exercise of this function merits follow up in the 4th round. 

Taking into account the need for confidentiality and the ability to ensure that MLA are transmitted in the 
form needed for cases under the competence of the NABU and in order to ensure autonomous execution of 
functions given to it by the law, the legislation provides that NABU is responsible for international 
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cooperation within its competence and according to national legislation and international treaties (Art 16, 
p.9 of the Law of Ukraine On National Anti-Corruption Bureau). While the GPO will remain the Central 
authority under international treaties, the complimentary role of NA BU in MLA is enhancing effectiveness 
of international investigations. 

The Criminal Procedure Code was also amended giving the newly created anti-corrnption body the 
mandate for international cooperation, in particular CPC Art 545 part l. According to these amendments 
the GPO requests for international legal assistance in criminal proceedings during pre-trial investigation 
and considers relevant requests of competent foreign authorities, except pre-trial investigation of 
corruption offences that arc under the competence of the NABU which performs functions of central body 
in such cases. 

Anecdotal evidence from countries where MLA requests have been made by NABU indicates that in most 
cases, the MLA requests are clearly written and ask for evidence which appears logically related to the 
investigation described. The requests fall appropriately within the scope of the treaties under which the 
requests are made. 

No information was provided by Ukrainian authorities in regards to what is being done by the GPO in this 
area, or what is done to raise the capacity of its staff in the answers to the questionnaire. Some information 
on NABU in this context has been provided. However, more details were found in the Progress report 
from September 2016. In particular, in 2016, Ukrainian authorities reported that during 2014 - 2016 law
enforcement authorities of Ukraine sent 167 requests for international assistance in criminal proceedings 
against Ukrainian former high-level officials to the competent authorities of foreign states, 64 had been 
executed. 

Additionally, in the beginning of August 2016, efforts were apparently being made to address deficiencies 
in MLAs. Forty requests for international legal assistance in 17 criminal proceedings against Ukrainian 
former high-level officials were discussed with the representatives of the Basel Institute of Governance 
(Swiss Confederation). Under their MOU with the PGO, Basel Institute experts devoted significant 
resources to working with investigators to prepare effective requests and increase capacity in the process. 

Likewise, from it's inception through February 2017, NABU reports that it sent 118 requests for 
international legal assistance in investigation of 29 criminal proceedings to 42 foreign states, including 
Latvia, Switzerland, Cyprus, Austria and the United Kingdom .. As of February 2017, 45 requests had been 
fully executed.None of the data provided includes a specific comparison to periods before NABU was 
established, but it seems apparent that an unprecedented increase in investigative activity involving foreign 
evidence is being undertaken on corruption matters by Ukrainian law enforcement, particularly by NABU 
and SAPO. 

Additionally anecdotal evidence suggests that nnder the current Prosecutor General, the International 
Division of the PGO has been given greater authority to pursue certain international criminal investigations 
into official corruption and recovery of associated criminal proceeds. According to some official 
statements by the PGO, significant progress is being made in some cases, but the data the monitoring team 
had so far is not complete to fonn any firm conclnsions. 

Review procetiul'es on assets recovery to e11sure that they are effective amt allow swift repatriation of 
stolen assets. 

Establish national mechanism for ifltiepe11tie11t anti transpal'ent at/ministration of stolen assets 
recovered from abroad. 

As discussed above in connection with Recommendation 2.5, the National Agency of Ukraine for 
detection, investigation and management of assets derived from corruption and other crimes (ARMA) was 
established by the Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers N~ 104, dated Febmary 24, 2016 and is 
authorized to detect, investigate, assess, manage and seize proceeds of crime, as well as to keep the Unified 
State Register of Assets arrested as a result of criminal proceedings. It is also can directly cooperate with 
the relevant authorities of foreign states (offices for investigation and managing the assets) other competent 
authorities of foreign states and related international organizations and paiticipate in representing the rights 
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and interests of Ukraine in foreign authorities with jurisdiction for the matters related to the return of assets 

derived from corruption and other crimes back to Ukraine etc. The Director of ARMA has been appointed 

and staff arc being hired. Open source material indicates the staff are also being trained by civil society and 

international experts in this field. 

Conclusions 

The latest figures provided in regards to the mutual legal assistance date back to September 20 l 6 and seem 

to be credible and are not put into doubt. They still fail to c01rnborate a conclusion that the authorities' 

efforts in this area have been stepped up, as is required by the Recommendation 2.7. 

With no additional data from the government, the monitoring team observed that there is a recognition that 

the PGO's International Department seems to have more license to take actions on certain cases to obtain 

inforn1ation and evidence and to try to recover assets, and the leadership seems to understand the 

imperative to show results to a sceptical public. The monitoring team further notes the unverified reports of 

a major recove1y of approximately $1.3 billion in misappropriated assets which could he a significant 

result. but the confirming facts are not available. 

Additionally, there is still some concern expressed by some civil society representatives regarding the lack 

of effectiveness in the international activity of the Prosecutor General's Office in relation to the huge levels 

of suspected comiption to be addressed, and some concerns about who is given the responsibility to 
conduct certain investigations. Questions in particular were raised about the increasing involvement of the 

Militaiy prosecutors Office in investigations which appear to have no connection to the conuption subject 

matter. 

At the same time, positive trends have been identified in the \Vork of the SAPO and of the NABU (whose 

commitment has been proven inter alia through the successful freezing of property abroad). At the time of 

the drafting of this report, criminal charges have been bronght in an estimated seventy cases involving 

conuption since the Yanukovych administration ended, and assets are sought to be resu·ained in about half. 

The authorities are therefore urged to reinforce their action along the lines of the recommendation so that 

concrete and measurable results in terms of asset recovery could be shown. The ACN understands that any 

further progress in this area also depends in part on the effective functioning of the newly established 

ARMA, which is as yet to become operational. 

Ukraine is partially compliant with the previous recommendation 2.7. 

New Recommendation 25 

I. Show concrete and measurable results in terms of asset recovery. In particular: 

a) Proactively take all available measures to obtaining mutual legal assistance in 

corruption cases; 

b) Continue to raise capacity of the General Prosecutor's Office, NABU and ARi'\1A in 

international cooperation and asset recovery. 

c) Ensure that procedures on assets recovery allow swift repatriation of stolen assets; 

d) Ensure effective functioning of ARi'\1A in its tasks on asset tracing, recovery and 

management of stolen assets. 

2. Ensure that NABU can independently transmit and respond to MLA requests. 
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3.3. E11forceme11t of corruption offences 

Recommendation 2.8. from the Third Monitoring Ronnd report on Ukraine (Part 2): 

• Consider establishing a centralised register of bank accounts, including information about 

beneficial ownership that should be accessible for investigative agencies without court order in 
order to swiftly identify bank accounts in the course of financial investigations. 

• Ensure direct access of investigative agencies dealing with financial investigations to tax and 

customs databases with due protection of personal data. 

• Step up law enforcement effo1ts in prosecution of corruption offences with the focus on high-level 
public officials and cmruption schemes affecting whole sectors of economy. 

• Ensure free access via Internet to regularly updated detailed statistic data on criminal and other 
cmruption offences, in pa1ticular on the number of reports of such offences, number of registered 
cases, the outcomes of their investigation, criminal prosecution and court proceedings (with data 
on sanctions imposed and categories of the accused depending on their position and place of 
work). Statistical data should be accompanied with analysis of trends in corruption offences. 

Step up law enforcement efforts in prosecution of corruption offences with the focus 011 high-level 
public officials and corruption schemes affecting whole sectors of economy. 

Another issue identified in the 3'<l round report was a strong perception that there was a lack of political 

will of the Ukrainian authorities to prosecute cmruption, and that most cases focused on low to mid-level 
officials and with leniency of sanctions for convicted corrupt officials. This resulted in recommending that 
Ukraine step up its enforcement efforts. 

While no information towards this end has been provided in the answers to the questionnaire, according to 

open source infonnation and findings of the on-site visit, considerable progress is being made in 
addressing high level corruption occurring after the Yanukovich administration. As it was mentioned 
earlier this progress for the most patt can be attributed to the newly established anti-corruption bodies, 
NAHU and SAPO. 

In particular, as of 30 June 2017 detectives of NABU under the procedural guidance of SAPO prosecutors 
have investigated over 3 70 cases. In total 218 high level officials and CEOs of the SO Es have been 
accused in these proceedings, including the Head of the Fiscal Service of Ukraine, head of the Accounting 
Chamber of Ukraine, Head of the Central Election Commission, and others. In these cases the Prosecutor 
General was asked and filed motions for lifting of immunities with regard to 3 MPs ( only two of these 
were granted and only in the part pennitting to charge them without consent to their apprehension or 
arrest). Some of these cases, in line with Recommendation 2.8, target corruption schemes effecting whole 
sectors of the economy with a special focus on SOEs. The operations of the major S0Es31

·
1 that have been 

investigated in NABU/SAPO cases include the follwing: '"EnergoAtom", "Yuzhno-Ukrainsky Nuclear 
Station", "CherkassyOblenergo", "Ukrzaliznitzia" to name a few. The "Onyshchenko Gas case" is another 
high profile case involving a scheme with a large impact on the economy. The MP Onyshchenko has been 
charged along with 8 others so far and it is being closely monitored by the public.315 

314 All of them are listed in the top 100 SO Es by the MEDT. 

315 Detailed information in regards to these cases can be found in NABU reports at https://nabu.gov.ua/reports and 
https://nabu.gov.ua/en/tags/oleksandr-onyshchenko 
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As of 30 June 2017, the NABU and SAPO report they have filed charges in approximately 78 cases 
involving high level corruption. This includes a proactive undercover investigation into corruption 
involving the sale of amber in which the NABU and SAPO worked with the U.S.'s Federal Bureau of 
Investigation to complete the investigation. Taking into account that the NABU has initiated its first 
proceedings in December 2015 and the SAPO was not fully operational until February 2016, and charges 
could not be filed in NABU cases except by the SAPO, based on the numbers of cases, the seriousness of 
the charges and the high level of the officials involved, this appears to represent robust action by the two 
offices. 

The monitoring team was advised that several of the eases have been resolved through plea agreements, 
but ARMRA does not seem to have information ahout the assets recovered, and as discussed in Section 3.4 
of this report, many are stalled in the courts. The inability to routinely try and resolve cases filed in comts 
undermines public confidence in the new institutions which were created in clear recognition that the old 
prosecution system was ineffective in addressing grand corruption. When criminals are not ultimately held 
responsible, it also serves to unden11inc deterrence of corrupt conduct and prevents significant asset 
recovery. 

In the legislation establishing the NABU and reforming the PGO, the law provided that the Ministry of 
Interior and PGO's authority to investigate and prosecute cases involving high level corruption as 
described in the statute would be transferred to the NABU and the SAPO when these bodies were created 
and became functional, but not later than 3 years since entering into force of the Law on NABU. The PGO 
and Ministry of Interior (MOI)/State Bureau ofTnvestigations (SBU) would be responsible for com1ption 
cases that do not fall under the remit ofNABU/SAPO, including lower levels of corruption. 

In July 2015, CPC Art 216, which regulates jurisdiction, was amended providing that the investigations 
that have been already launched will not be transferred to NABU. This was reportedly done because of 
concems that it would undennine NABU's mission if it took on responsibility for all the investigation and 
prosecutions of the prior administration. The Ministry of Interior and PGO which had been responsible for 
these matters continued with them and were to be held accountable for their work or lack of progress. It is 
the understanding of the monitoring team that responsibility along the lines outlined is in fact in place. 
However, it is unclear if each agency is abiding by the division oflabor or that each group is addressing the 
offenses for which they arc now responsible. 

In contrast to the NABU and SAPO relatively little .is known about actions involving com1ption occurring 
by high level fom1er administration officials which should be addressed by the PGO and MOI/SBU since 
those investigations and cases were under their responsibility for years prior to July 2015. As noted there 
are some reports of a significant asset recovery case involving tax evasion and the former head of the State 
Fiscal Service but fow details are public and the ARMA apparently has no information or assets under its 
control. There are also public reports of charges pending against the former Minister of Justice for charges 
involving budget fraud and there are signs that some procurement fraud and kickback investigations are 
underway, especially involving state-owned companies. 

However, some high level corruption investigations and prosecutions which were ongoing seem to be 
stalled. This includes the investigation and prosecution of the so-called "Diamond prosecutors" accused of 
bribery and extortion which was viewed as a very positive sign that the PGO was policing its own 
conuption. Media reports were widely read of staggering levels of unexplained wealth of the subjects that 
were uncovered in searches. Now the personnel of the unit that conducted the investigation and brought the 
charges appears to be mostly new. This case that was submitted to the court in January 2016 and this very 
serious matter does not appear to be progressing. The slow progress on a very serious case involving 
cmmption by senior prosecutors and the renewed focus on critics of the PGO feeds the low level of public 
confidence in the PGO to carry out its responsibilities and demands for accountability. 
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In general, there is little information to confinn that effective work is being done and progress is being 
made now almost three years after the fonner high ranking officials left office amid reports of billions of 
dollars in embezzlement, misappropriation, abuse of office and bribery. The signs of opulent wealth which 
could not be explained by published salaries or identifiable prior private sector employment are staggering. 
This includes information provided by Ukraine in response to the questionnaire and open source material. 
Resources for combatting high level corruption cases prior to SAPO are scarce. There is also noted that 
recently under the new Prosecutor Genera!, the office of the military prosecutor is assigned to conduct high 
level com1ption investigations which don't appear to be within its mandate. This raises concerns in regards 
to the fact that violation of the jurisdiction renders results of the investigation conducted by the improper 
agency legally void: according to the CPC evidence collected by the inconect investigative body cannot be 
used in court. There are already examples when persons have been aquitted because the incorrect body 
investigated the case.316 There are also examples of indictments being sent back to the prosecutors.317 

Ensure free access via Inteniet to regularly updated detailed statistic data on criminal and other 
corruption offences, in particular on the number of reports of such offences, number of registered 
cases, the outcomes of their investigation, criminal pmsecution and court proceedings (with data 011 

sanctions imposed and categories of the accused depending on their position and place of work). 
Statistical data should be accompanied with analysis of trends in corruption offences. 

As part of addressing the issues of public discontent with the work of the law enforcement and 
prosecutorial bodies, the 3'd round monitoring report recommended that Ukraine ensures free access via 
Internet to regularly updated detailed statistic data on criminal and other conuption offences, in particular 
on the number of reports of such offences, number of registered cases, the outcomes of their investigation, 
criminal prosecution and court proceedings (with data on sanctions imposed and categories of the accused 
depending on their position and place of work). Moreover, it called for the statistical data to be 
accompanied with analysis of trends in corruption offences. 

Ukrainian authorities provided no relevant information in regards to statistics in the answers to the 
questionnaire. Moreover, most of the requested statistics was simply not provided throughout the whole 
section of the questionnaire on criminalisation and enforcement of corruption, which puts into question its 
ready availability, 

There does appear to be some piecemeal reporting on each website of the offices of prosecutors and 
investigators responsible for anti-corruption work. The cases that arc being detected, investigated and 
prosecuted by the NABU and the SAPO are very much in the public domain. For example, infomiation 
both in the form of statistics and analysis of trends can be found in activity reports ofNABU published on 
their site in Ukrainian and English. With regard to individual cases that NABU and SAPO is working on -
it appears that when they reach a public stage, information can be found at the newly created register of 
cases which contains infmmation in the easily digestible aggregated form. This register allows tracking 
progress on cases, and if its maintenance is continued and properly updated, would be an interesting 
information resource for the society at large, as well as various civil society organisations and experts. This 
is a welcome development, if all legal requirements on confidentiality of investigations are preserved. 

Similar information in regards to other offices and cases, including statistics and trends could also be found 
at the Website of the GPO. 

While there are some limits to the significance of statistics in complex investigations and prosecntions, the 
aggregated data about open and closed cases and prosecutions and sentences and asset recovery is still 

"" See Alternative Report on Assessment of the effectiveness of the Anti-Corruption Policy implementation, prepared 
by RPR, Renessance Foundation and TI-Ukraine in 2017 (pp. 315-316). 

3
" In the case of bribe-taking by the deputy Minister of Health Care - Vasylyshynets, jurisdiction over which should 

be with NABU but in fact investigation was conducted by PGO trial court decided to send back 
indictment to prosecutors. More details can be found here: 
http://www.pravda.eom.ua/news/2017/05/29/71453321 
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impmtant as a measure of the degree to which the conuption problem is being addressed, It contributes to a 
full picture which can help the society and policy makers assess progress, needs, threats, etc. 

Conclusion 

Since the 3rd round of TAP monitoring, there has been significant work performed by some of the 
responsible !aw enforcement and prosecutorial bodies to address high level co1rnption. For example, the 
publicly filed cases by SAPO working with NABU appear to reflect aggressive and effective investigations 
and prosecution decisions. 

Presumably this progress has been aided in part by the improvements in access to information by the 
investigators as outlined above. But significant progress does not seem to be true across all of the 
responsible bodies. 

Although there appears to be more commitment by the current Prosecutor General in some areas, we note 
the apparent abandonment of very serious cases brought by the former office of the general inspectorate 
against senior and experienced prosecutors. Of major concern, investigative and prosecutorial resources 
also seem to be trained on the critics of the PGO and others. 

Table 10 Statistics on number of initiated and completed criminal proceedings by the General 
Inspectorate of the General Prosecutor's Otlicc of Ukraine for 7 months of 2017 

Number of initiated criminal proceedings in the reporting period 183 

Number of completed criminal proceedings (together with recompletcd 
26 

~1es) 
bJJ I submitted to the court with the bill of indictment 8 ~ - s 
~ Ji lcompleted criminal proceedings __ _!~ 

Of paramount concern is the absence of fair and effective courts to set conditions of release and detention 
and to resolve the charges which have been brought. This threatens to undennine alt of the progress made 
and continues to limit Ukraine's future. 

Progress has been made in creating new institutions and in their growing effectiveness, but it is not 
possible to conclude that Ukraine has met the recommendation to step up its focus on investigating and 
prosecuting high level conuption. The absence of a fair and effective judiciary is a prime impediment. 

Based on the cumulative conclusions in regards to the first part of the Recommendation 2.8, presented 
earlier and the conclusions above, Ukraine is partially compliant with the previous recommendation 2.8. 

(Please see New Recommendation after Section 3.4) 
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3.4. A11ti-corruptio11 criminal justice bodies 

Since many of the issues connected to this Section have already been covered earlier in this report, in 
addition to reviewing the status of the implementation of the relevant 3'd round !AP Recommendation, it 
will only look at the outstanding matters that specifically relate to the anti-conuption criminal justice 
bodies in Ukraine and have not been previously covered. This section should be read in conjunction with 
the section 3.1. 3.2 and 3.3. 

Recommendation 2.9 from the Third Monitoring Round report on Ukraine: 

• Ensure swift establishment and genuine independence of the National Anti-Conuption Bureau, in 
particular by excluding political bodies from the process of the Bureau's head selection, ensuring 
his job security, providing it with necessary resources, including the salaries for the Bureau's staff 
as established by the law. 

• Consider introducing amendments in the Constitution of Ukraine to provide legal basis for 
functioning of independent anti-conuption agencies (law enforcement and preventive). 

• Ensure operational and institutional autonomy of the specialized anti-com1ption prosecutor's 
office dealing with cases in jurisdiction of the National Anti-Corruption Bureau. 

• Consider introducing specialized anti-corruption courts or judges. 

Ensure swiji establishment and genuine i11depe11dence of the National Anti-Corruption Bureau, in 
particular by excluding political bodies from the process of the Bureau's head selection, ensuring his 
job security, providing it with necessary resources, including the salaries for the Bureau's staff as 
established by the law. 

At the time of the IAP 3•d round, the Law on NABU has been just adopted and the procedure for the 
selection and appointment of the first director of the Agency was launched. The report expressed concerns 
in regards to the procedure being tempered via legislative changes (from the Selection commission making 
a final decision on the candidate to it proposing three candidates one of which is to be picked and 
appointed by the President). Ukraine was urged to reconsider this change, however, this was not done and 
the selection procedure went ahead in accordance with the changed procedure. 

Nevertheless, !AP 3'd round report positively evaluated composition of the selection commission. Selection 
procedure went ahead as prescribed by the law with all of the transparency checks put in place and the first 
Director ofNABU was selected and appointed in April 2015. 

The staffing of the NABU has followed shortly. All of the staff of the NABU, with the exception of the 
Director and Deputy Director, has been selected based on the open competition over the summer of 2015. 
CmTently NABU has 572 staff (700 staff is the ceiling set in the law). 

At the end of 2015 NABU was provided with premises. Salaries of the NABU staff have been provided as 
established by the law, in line with the Recommendation 2.9 of the 3'd !AP round of monitoring. They are 
at a very competitive level which resulted in a fierce competition for the vacancies announced within the 
NABU. In the opinion of the NABU representatives met by the monitoring team - the Bureau is well 
resourced. It also enjoys strong support from the international community, both in political terms and in 
terms of resources and training. 

This part of the recommendation appears to be implemented to the large degree. 

Additional issue: NABU audit 

152 



21240

972 

Another potential for concern in regards to the independence of NABU that was raised in the 3rd round 
report dealt with the audit commission members that would evaluate NABU's effoctivencss, and its 
operational and institutional independence. 3

!8 If Commission concludes that NABU's operations have 
been ineffective or Director did not execute his duties properly, the Direetor can be dismissed by the 
President or by the Parliament upon request from 150 MPs or more. 

3rd round report expressed concerns regarding risks of political influence on the audit via appointing 
members of this commission by the political bodies and final decision making by the President or 
Parliament. This concern was especially valid at the time of the drafting of this report. 

The External control commission will be composed of 3 members with the President, the Parliament, and 
the government each selecting l member, so the concerns ofthe 3rd !AP round were not addressed. 

In addition, some of the developments in this regard are alarming. Firstly, the issue of NABU's annual 
audit was raised only at the end of 2016, almost two years since establishment of NABU (law on NABU 
adopted in October 2014, Director appointed in April 2015, NABU was staffed with detectives over 
summer 2015). This seems to coincide with the Bureau's launch of first big investigations linked to various 
political forces (November 2016 Naftogaz and Odessa port plant cases; December 20!6 - "Party of 
Regions accounting books case", January 2017 - "Onishenko case", and finally arrest of Mr Nasirov, the 
Head of Fiscal Service of Ukraine in March 2017). Some of these have been already discussed earlier. 

The process of selection and appointment of auditors was marked with several scandals. Mr Nigel Brown 
(British private lawyer, who worked from 1979-92 in New Scotland yard) was put forward by two biggest 
Parliament factions (Petro Poroshenko's Bloc and People's Front). His candidacy raised a wave of 
discontent from the Civil Society, international community and the public in general due to obscure 
circumstances of his nomination appearing outside of the Anti-Con11ption Committee's nomination 
process, his presence in the Parliament when appointment of auditors was discussed and his "weak" 
qualifications if compared to other candidates discussed by the Committee. As a result his candidacy was 
rejected and a-c Committee announced open competition which closed in May 2017. Later on t11e 
Government held consultations with the Civil Society, solicited nominations and appointed Mr 
Buromensky, whose qualifications appear not to be fully in line with requirements of the Law on NABU 
(he does not have direct experience of working in either foreign law enforcement agencies or international 
organisations). The President has not yet appointed his auditor. 

These developments raise serious concerns and it is of outmost importance that such Commission be 
formed in a proper a transparent manner and in full compliance with the requirements of the law. if 
auditors of the Commission are not impartial, their findings can be manipulated and used to discredit 
NABU and dismiss its Director. 

If the Director ofNABU is dismissed through undue process or for political motives this will send a strong 
message to the detectives working in the Bureau regarding the independence of their agency, and most 
importantly their O'>'m independence. Currently they are taking unprecedentedly independent decisions in 
their investigations. Hierarchical independence is further reinforced by the aggressive position of their 
leadership, setting the tone for proactive actions. The work of the Bureau will also be disrupted for the 
period until new Director is appointed. Even in procedural terms, for example, the detectives of NABU 
will no longer be able to request operative and intelligence cases, as well as criminal proceedings that 
relate to their cases from other law enforcement bodies; this requires a decision of the Director and his 
approval of such decision with Special ale prosecutor. 319 Finally, even if the new Director is properly 
selected, this might have a chilling effect on him, and also on other agencies tasked with fighting 
corruption and further feed disillusionment of the public with new a-c instruments. 

318 Article 26 of the Law on National Anti-Cormption Bureau of Ukraine. 
319 Attic le 216 of the Criminal Procedure Code ofl:kraine and Article 17 of the Law on NABU. 
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The issue ofNABU's audit requires close monitoring and urgent steps need to be taken to ensure that such 
audit is conducted free of abuse and political inte1ference. 

Capacity of'NABU to conduct wire-tapes 

At the time of the on-site visit, the monitoring team was alerted to the following weakness in the 
institutional set up of NABU. The interlocutors met at the on-site visit stated that NABU did not have 
capacity (legally and technically) to conduct its own wire-tapping. For such measures they had to rely on 
the operative officers of other agencies, in particular the SBU. Draft law to address this issue has been 
registered with Parliament in autumn 2016 and is still pending. 

In addition to practical challenges it also presents other potential drawbacks more specifically dangers of 
compromising the sensitive investigations ofNABU. Such investigations may involve among others the 
SBU officials as potential suspects. The monitoring team was also provided anecdotal evidence of leaks 
occurring. 

It would therefore be most effective to ensure that NABU has such capacities within its own institution and 
can limit the scope of persons involved in the sensitive investigations. 

Consider introducing amendments in the Co11stitutio11 of Ukraille to provide legal basis for fu11ctio11i11g 
of illdependent a11ti-corruptio11 age11cies (law e11forceme11t and prevefltive). 

No steps towards implementation of this recommendation have been taken and this part of the 
Recommendation remains unimplemented. 

Ensure operational and institutional autonomy of the specialized anti-corruption prosecutor's office 
dealing with cases in jurisdiction of the National A11ti-Corruptio11 Bureau. 

Since the adoption of this report, the Head of the SAPO the Special Anti-Corruption Prosecutor, who 
also has the position of the Deputy Prosecutor General - has been selected and appointed in accordance 
with the requirements of the Law. The selection process, similarly to that ofNABU's Director, was held in 
an open competition by the Selection Board and resulted in the appointment on 30 November 2015. 
Deputies of the Specialised Anti-CmTuption prosecutor have been appointed in December 2015. 

The staffing of the SAPO has followed sho1tly. SAPO prosecutors have been selected based on open 
competition over January-February 2016. Currently SAPO has 51 staff ( of whom I 2 are administrative) 
and its organisational structure includes the following depai1ments: department of procedural guidance, 
support of state accusation and representation in the courts, as well as division on analytics and information 
and division on documentation. 

The SAPO was allocated premises and was provided with other necessary technical and material support. 
Salaries of the SAPO staff have been provided as established by the law and are also at a very competitive 
level which is far higher than that of regular prosecutors. In fact, the monitoring team was infonued at the 
time of the on-site that the base salary of the similar rank prosecutor amounted on average to one tenths of 
that of SAPO prosecutor or NABU detective. Regulation on SAPO was adopted in April 2016. 

As described earlier SAPO has become fully operational in early 2016 and since then has demonstrated its 
ability to carry out its functions professionally and independently. Enforcement results have been earlier 
discussed in the section 3.3. 

This part of the recommendation appears to be implemented. 

Additional issue: General "Reception Office" of the GPO and Administrative Support Services 

At the on-site visit, the monitoring team identified one teclmicallorganisational issue which could be 
addressed and help eliminate potential impediments to operational independence of SAPO, as well as make 
its work more efficient and confidential. 
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Currently all of the administrative suppmi of SAPO, in terms of HR, communications, filing, archiving, 
etc., is provided by the "'General Reception office" and other administrative support services of the GPO. 

All correspondence and filing also goes through the PGO. This seemingly small function can have greater 
implications, especially in light of jurisdictional disputes/disambiguates that have been already discussed in 
section 3.3. and taking into consideration sensitivity of the SAPO cases. 

For example, when documents addressed to the SAPO arrive they go through the General Reception Office 
of the GPO. There they are registered, entered into the system and are being forwarded to the recipient. At 

this point prosecutors of the GPO and other staff of the GPO, have access to any of these documents. This 
firstly can present issues in regards to confidentiality of the transmitted information. 

Moreover, at this point PG can be alerted of the opportunity to decide to reassign cases, share files with 
other relevant in bis view prosecutors, etc. This provides other prosecutors of the GPO with an easy entry 

point into cases that fall under the jurisdiction of the SAPO and NABU. And since the PG is vested with 
powers to resolve jurisdictional disputes according to the CPC Art 216 - this lends itself to potential for 

channelling of cases away from the newly created specialised bodies. 

As it was mentioned earlier, the monitoring team was made aware of a number of cases which were 

assigned to other units within GPO, including the Military Prosecutor's Office. Whether misuse of this set 
up happens in practice is beyond the point of this report. However, even a potential for such misuse should 

be eliminated. Plus, giving SAPO its own reception service, as well as perhaps other support services, 

would simply make its work more efficient. 

Consider introducing specialized anti-corruption courts or judges. 

Fonnally to implement this part of the 3rd round recommendation, Ukraine needed to take steps 
demonstrating that it considered establishing anti-corruption couns. Consideration of this topic has been 

achieved through recent heated debates over the merits of their establishment. Finally, with adoption of 
the judicial reform of 2016 - Ukraine's President and parliament made a clear policy decision that such 

courts should be established. However, the manner in which they will be established is still a matter of 
serious controversy and, in any case, is not moving forward sufficiently to address the problem. The new 

system of courts foresees establishment of specialised courts, including the court responsible to handle 
anti-corruption cases. 

The debate and passage of legislation would bring Ukraine in compliance with this part of the current 

recommendation. However, the monitoring team believes that this issue requires more in-depth 

consideration about whether this proposal adequately addresses the problem of the immediate need for fair 
and impartial comts to begin hearing these matters without further delay. 

One of the most serious issues is the shocking fact that the courts currently assigned high level com1ption 
cases are simply not bringing the cases to trials. Clearly, something must be done in regards to the large 

number of stalled cases brought by SAPO and NABU. 

As it was mentioned earlier, approximately 78 cases have been sent to courts by SAPO/NABU. According 
to the CPC Art 3 l, p.3 adjudication of cases under SAPO and NABU jurisdiction has to be performed by 
the panel of 3 judges that should have at least 5 years of judicial experience. However, due to mass 
resignation of the judges and pending "re-appointment" of judges whose 5 years' probation term has lapsed 
with judicial reform - this issue was discussed at length in Section 2.3 there are simply not enough judges 
in the individual courts to form panels for trial of these cases. Plus, the monitoring team was infonned by 
some of the interlocutors met at the on-site visit, that many judges in order to avoid trials of these 
politically sensitive, as well as publicly exposed cases - take extensive sick leaves, recuse themselves, 
arrange their schedules in such ways that the three are never present. There are also examples when judges 

send cases to appeal courts arguing that the cases do not fall within their jurisdiction. 

Due to these reasons, trials of cases brought by SAPO/NABU are often delayed, or are allowed to be 

continued for a long time despite the CPC requirement of timely set and continuous trials. As a result, 
according to the data provided by NABU as of 30 June 2017 - one third of the 78 cases are awaiting trial. 
Only 15 cases have been adjudicated so far, most of them deal with secondary paiiicipants of the big eases. 
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This situation is unacceptable and something needs to be done urgently to ensure prompt and proper 
adjudication of these cases. In adition, the issues that have been raised in the Section 2.3 of this report in 
regards to selection of the HC.J members should be addressed in this context. 

Other issues 

There is growing evidence that the practice of using the criminal justice system to silence critics is rising 
again. Requirements such as the registry of all allegations of crimes and the na1Tow discretion of law 
enforcement authorities to refuse to take action when the system is being abused appear to contribute to the 
problem. In other countries juries of peers and fair and effective judges provide some safeguards against 
abuse of the system. The control of abuse of this power is also dependent in large measure on the ethics 
and integrity of the prosecutors and law enforcement officials. But there are some procedural safeguards 
that could be considered and implemented, including requirements that allegations of crimes be subject to 
penalties if knowingly false allegations are made. 

Conclusions 

Fundamental changes took place in the institutional landscape of criminal justice bodies in the area of anti
corruption in Ukraine since the time of the 3'd round !AP monitoring. Some of them have already been in 
the making, others in design and yet others have been only recommended in the 3"1 round of monitoring 
report adopted for Ukraine in March 2015. 

Establishment of the NABU was finalized and it became fully operational and managed to meet the 
expectations of delivering real high-profile investigations. The SAPO has also since then was established 
and became fully operational. Again, just like the NABU is has delivered procedural guidance on NABU 
cases and snbmitted high-profile cases to courts. Unfortunately, further progress on these cases stopped 
there. Nevertheless, these two new institutions (the NABU and the SAPO) demonstrated that high level 
officials and grand corruption are no longer beyond the remit of the law enforcement in the country. They 
also sent some unsettling messages to the powerful oligarchs and the well-rooted corrupt high-officials in 
the public administration of Ukraine. 

The debate on the establishment of the anti-corruption com1s was initiated and found its reflection in the 
judicial reform, which now provides for establishment of the anti-corruption courts. However, the plans 
seem vague, are viewed as ineffective by many in civil society, and are not being implemented swiftly 
enough to address this critical failure in the justice system. It is extremely important to ensure that the 
cases which were investigated and brought to court by the NABU and SAPO are properly adjudicated by 
the judges with high integrity and independence. The failure to take this on immediately and in a way that 
the society believes will be fair and just may well spell the end of the anti-corruption reforms Ukraine has 
undertaken. Ukraine's freedom and economic prosperity depend on it getting this right. 

To some extent the rigor of the new law enforcement anti-co!Tllption bodies in attempts to curb high
profile corruption and their attempts at keeping independence caused a backlash. They are being attacked 
in various forms from media and legislative initiatives, to investigation and prosecution of the leadership 
and staff, as well as to various other methods applied to prevent them from doing their job. Measures need 
to be taken to ensure that their independence is preserved and that the cases that they have accumulated are 
finally resolved. 

Ukraine is largely compliant with the previous reco!lllnendation 2.9. 
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Ne\\ Recommendation 25 

(Thi, i, a joint reco111111e11datio11 addre,1·i11g iHue, covered i11 Section\ 3.3 llllll 3.4) 

1. Establish without delay specialized anti-corruption courts insulated from corrupt and 

political influences which can fairly and effectively hear and resolve high level corruption 

charges. Select the judges thrnugh transparent, independent and highly trusted selection 

process which will guarantee integrity and professionalism. 

2. Ensure strict compliance with exclusive jurisdiction of NABlJ and SAPO. 

3. Prnvide NABU with capacity (legally and technically) to conduct wire-tapping 

autonomously. 

4. Step up the level of investigations and prosecutions of corruption throughout all responsible 

government bodies. 

5. Ensure that independence of the National Anti-Corruption Bureau is maintained without 

undue interference into its activities, including by providing for independent and un-biased 

audit of its activities and safeguard against abuse of criminal. process. 

6. Consider introducing amendments in the Constitution of Ukraine to strengthen the legal 

basis for functioning of independent anti-corruption agencies (law enforcement and 

preventive). 

7. Ensure that operational and institutional autonomy of the Specialized Anti-Corruption 

Prosecutor's Office is maintained and further expanded by, among other things, granting it 

its own administrative support services and the "Reception office", as well as its own 

capacity for maintaining of classifed information. 

8. Enact regulations and procedures that in fact reduce the risk that the criminal justice 

system is used to silence uncomfortable speech from critics of the government. 
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ANNEX. FOURTH MONITORING ROUND RECOMMEND A TIO NS TO UKRAINE 

CHAPTER I: ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY 

New recommendation I: Anti-corruption policy 

I. Ensure full implementation of the Anti-Corruption Strategy and the State Programme 
regardless of the political sensitivity of the measures involved. 

2. Ensure that the anti-corruption policy documents are evidence-based, developed with the 
meaningful participation of stakeholders and in coordination with the relevant state 
bodies. Ensure that the anti-corruption policy covers the regions. Provide resources 
necessary for policy implementation. 

3. Conduct corruption surveys regularly. Evaluate results and impact and update policy 
documents accordingly. Publish the survey results in open data format. 

4. Increase capacity and promote corruption risk assessment by public agencies. Support 
development and implementation of quality anti-corruption action plans across all 
public agencies. 

5. Regularly monitor the progress and evaluate impact of anti-corruption policy 
implementation, including at the sector, individual agencies and regional level, involving 
civil society. Ensure operational mechanism of monitoring of anti-corruption 
programmes. Regularly publish the results of the monitoring. 

6. Ensure that civil society conducts its anti-corruption activities free from interference. 

NeV\ recommendation 2: Anti-Corruption a,,areness and education 

I. Implement awareness raising activities envisaged by the anti-corruption policy documents 
and the NACP communication strategy. 

2. Allocate sufficient resources for implementation of the awareness raising measures. 

3. Measure the results of awareness raising activities to plan the next cycle accordingly. 

4. Target awareness raising activities to the sectors most prone to corruption, use diverse 
methods and carry out activities adapted to each target group. 

New recommendation 3: Corruption preHntion and coordination institutions 

I. Ensure without delay that the vacant positions of the NACP commissioners are filled by 
experienced and highly professional candidates with good reputation recruited through 
an open, transparent and objective competition. 

2. Ensure unim edcd and full exercise of its mandate b the NACP inde endentlv, free from-
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outside interference. 

Finalize adoption of the secondary legislation and p.-ovide necessary resources to the 
NACP to perform its functions, including at the regional level. Establish and make 
operational the regional branches of the NACP. Ensure continuous training of the 
NACP staff to build their skills and capacity. 

Ensure systematic and efficient functioning of the Public Council of the NACP to provide 
effective mechanism for civil society participation. 

Substantially enhance the coordination role of the NACP, its authority and leadership 
among the public agencies. Clarify and enhance the powers of the NACP in relation to 
anti-corruption units/officers in public agencies and ensure that the NACP provides 
guidance to support realization of their functions. 

Ensure that the NACP has the direct access to all databases and information held by 
public agencies necessary for its full-fledged operation. 

Ensure systematic and efficient functioning of the National Council on Anti-Corruption 
Policy. 

CHAPTER 2: PREVENTION OF CORRUPTION 

Ne\\ recommendation 4: E, idcncc-bascd civil service policy 

1. Ensure that the civil service reform policy is evidence-based and implementation strategies 
are supported by relevant data, risk and impact assessment. 

2. Proceed with the introduction of the HR\US as a matter of priority. 

3. Ensure that the disaggregated statistical data on civil service is produced and made public. 

New recommendation 5: Institutional framework for chi! senice reform 

1. Assess the capacity of the NACS, its central and regional units, and increase it, if 
necessary, in view of the ongoing comprehensive civil service reform implementation 
and oversight needs. 

2. Ensure that the competition commissions include persons with necessary skills to assess 
the candidates for civil service. Take measures for unimpeded and professional 
functioning of the Commission on Senior Civil Service and competition commissions, 
free from political interference. 

3. Ensure introduction and proper operation of IIRM functions in state agencies across the 
1 

board of the entire civil service, provide coordination and adequate metho·d· ologkal I 
guidance by the NACS. 

Nen recommendation 6: Merit-based chi! service 

1. Take all necessary measures in cooperation with civil society, to address the existing 
challenges of the 1·ecruitment both in legislation and in practice, including the lack of 
relevant competences of the competition commission members and the lack of 
transparency. 
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2. Continue consistent implementation of open, transparent merit-based recruitment to 
ensure that the civil service is in fact based on merit, is perceived as such and allows 
selecting the best candidates, free from political interference guarantying equal 
opportunities and professionalism. 

3. Ensure that the civil service vacancies are adequately and broadly advertised to provide 
for equal access and attract highly qualified candidates. 

Nen recommendation 7: Performance appraisal 

l. Ensure implementation of performance appraisal in practice. 

2. Adopt and put in practice the regulation to link the monthly/annual bonuses and priority 
promotion to the performance appraisal. 

Nen Recommendation 8: Dismissals and discipline 

l. Clarify the grounds for disciplinary proceedings and ensure that they are objective. 

2. Ensure that the dismissals are based on the legal grounds and are not politically 
motivated. 

Ne" Recommendation 9: Remuneration 

I. Finalize the adoption of the necessary regulatory framework and ensure rn practice fair, 
transparent and competitive remuneration in civil service. 

2. Ensure that there is an nppe.r limit to the bonuses granted based on an annual 
performance evaluation not exceeding 30% limit provided by CSL. 

Ne\\ Recommendation I 0: Conflict of interests 

1. Ensure full and unbiased enforcement of conflict of interest rules in practice by the 
NACP free from political influence. 

2. Further raise awareness and continue training to fully introduce the new regulations and 
ease their practical implementation. 

Ne\\ Recommendation 11: Ethics 

I. Clarify the mandate of agencies responsible for awareness raising and training on ethical 
standards 

2. Carry ont systematic awareness raising and training throughout the public service. 

3. Analyse the needs and consider adoption of the specific ethics codes for individual 
agencies/categories. 

New Recommendation 12: Asset Declarations 

l. Ensure integrity, full and unimpeded functioning of the electronic asset declaration 
s stem allowin timelv submission of asset declarations, disclosure of asset 
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declarations, including in open data format. Ensure that any exceptions for disclosure 
are directly envisaged by the CPL. 

2. Amend verification procedure to address its shortcomings, adopt the lifestyle monitoring 
regulation, ensure automated verit1cations of asset declarations by the NACP and 
implement data exchange between the asset declarations system and state databases to 
support automated verification. 

3. Ensure that the actions are taken proactively on the alleged violations disclosed through 
the e-declaration system and that cases with the signs of criminal activity are dully 
referred to the law enforcement for the follow up. 

4. Ensure that verification is carried out systematically and without improper outside 
interference with the focus on high-level officials. 

5. Abolish amendments subjecting a broad range of persons that are not public sector 
employees (i.e. members of NGOs, activists, experts) to asset disclosure requirements. 

6. Ensure that the NABU has direct access to the asset declaration database in line with the 
Article 17 of the Law on NABU and is able to use it for the effective execution of its 
functions. 

Ne\\ Recommendation 13: Reporting and WhistleblO\\ing 

1. Ensure elem- procedures for submitting, reviewing and following up 011 whistlehlower 
reports and providing protection. Fm·ther train the responsible staff. 

2. Raise public awareness on whistleblowing channels and protection mechanism to 
incentivize reporting. 

3. Consider adoption of a stand-alone law on whistleblower protection in line with 
international standards and good practices. 

New Recommendation 14: Intcgrit) of Political Officials 

1. Provide training, awareness raising and guidance on applicable integrity rules to the 
political oft1cials. 

2. Proceed with the development and adoption of the parliamentary ethics code. Provide 
trainings, consultations and guidance for its application in practice, once adopted. 

3. Clal'ify responsibilities and mandates for enforcement of integrity rules by 
parliamentarians, including in relation to the conflict of interest, ethical conduct and 
consequences of their violation. Ensure independent and objective monitoring and 
enforcement. 

4. Provide for systematic objective scrutiny of declarations of political officials and the 
subsequent follow up as provided by law. 

New Recommendation 15 

1. Ensure that introduced by the judicial refo1·m changes are effectively implemented and 
that their practical application is analysed with the view to identify det1ciencies and 
add1·ess them. 

2. Continue to reform with the view to address the remaining deficiencies in the system of 
·udicial self- overnance, a ointment, disci linar roceedin s, dismissal and recusal 
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of judges to bring them in line with European standards and recommendations of the 
Venice Commission. 

3. Analyse the reasons for the big number of judicial resignations and take necessary 
measures to ensure that judicial posts are being filled, including resolving the situation 
with pending 're-appointment' of the judges whose 5 years' probation term lapsed 
after the adoption of the judicial reform. 

4. Closely monitor the functioning of the antomat.ed distribution of cases system to ensure 
that it is being properly applied. Look into instances of manipnlations and take 
necessary measures to eliminate circumstances that enabled such manipulations. 

5. Consider abolishing Article 375 of the Criminal Code of Ukraine or at the least ensure in 
other ways that only deliberate miscarriages of justice are criminalised to eliminate 
potential for abuse or exerting of pressure on judges. 

6. Take all necessary measures to ensure the safety of judges; these measures should involve 
protection of the courts and of the judges. 

New Recommendation 16 

I. Ensure implementation of the reform and continue with the view to address the 
remaining deficiencies to bring them fully in line with European standards. In 
particular: 

a) review the procedures for the appointment and dismissal of the PG in order to make this 
process more insulated from undue political influence and more oriented towards 
objective criteria on the merits of the candidate; 

b) reform further the system of prosecutorial self-governance, including the statutory 
composition of the QDC, and ensure that the self-governance bodies function 
independently and proactively, represent the interests of all of the prosecutors, and do 
so in the opinion of these prosecutors and the public; 

c) improve disciplining proceedings by (i) clearly defining grounds for disciplinary liability, 
(ii) extending the statute of limitation, and {iii) ensuring robust enforcement with 
complaints diligently investigated and the violators held responsible. Consider whether 
the right to legal representation is allowed at some stages in selected cases. Relatedly, 
conduct a review of the operation of the general inspector office to determine if it is 
properly addressing the most serious allegations of prosecutorial misconduct and/or is 
making appropriate referrals to the NABU and other appropriate bodies; 

d) regulate in more detail career advancement, including by (i) establishing uniform and 
transparent procedures, and (ii) introducing regular performance evaluations. 

2. Ensure sufficient and transparent funding of the prosecution service and remuneration of 
prosecutors that is commensurate to their role and reduces corruption risks. 

3. :Further strengthen procedural independence of the prosecutors. In particular, introduce 
random allocation of cases to individual prosecutors based on strict and objective 
criteria with safeguards against possible manipulations. 

Previous round recommendations that remain valid under number 17: 

Recommendation 3.3. from the Second Monitoring Round of Ukraine valid in the Third round: 
• Develop and adopt Code of Administrative Procedures without delay, based on best 

international practice. 
• Take further steps in ensuring transparency and discretion in public administration, for 
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example, by encouraging participation of the public and implementing screening of legislation 
also in the course of dratting legislation in the parliament 

• Step up efforts to improve transparency and discretion in risk areas, including tax and customs, 
and other sectors. 

Recommendation 3.6. from the Third Monitoring Ronnd report on Ukraine: 
• Set up or designate m1 independent authotity to supervise enforcement of the access to public 

infonnation regulations by receiving appeals, conducting administrative investigations and 
issuing binding decisions, monitoring the enforcement and collecting relevant statistics and 
reports. Provide such authority with necessary powers and resources for effective functioning. 

• Reach compliance with the EITI Standards and cover in the EJTI repo1ts all material oil, gas 
and mining industries. Adopt legislation on transparency of extractive industries. 

• Implement the law on openness of public funds, including provisions on on-line access to 
information on Treasury transactions. 

• Ensure in practice unhindered public access to urban planning documentation. 
• Adopt the law on publication of information in machine-readable open formats (open data) and 

ensure publication in such format of information of public interest (in particular\ on public 
procurement, budgetary expenditures, asset dcclm·ations of pt1blic officials, state company 
rel!ister, normative legal ac_ts-")_. ________________________ __, 

Nen Recommendation 18 

arry out awareness raising and training of relevant public servants on access to public 
information laws and their application in practice. 

radually increase the datasets and diversify areas on the open data portal. 

New Recommendation 19 

1. Continue reforming the public procurement system, based on regular assessments of the 
application of the new Law on Public Procnrement, in particular with a view to 
maximise the coverage of the Public Procurement Law and to minimise the application 
of non-competitive procedures. 

2. Ensure that state owned enterprises (SOEs) use competitive and transparent 
procurement rules as required by law. 

3. Extend electronic procurement systems to cover all public procurement at all levels and 
stages. 

4. Provide sufficient resources to properly implement procurement legislation by procuring 
entities, including adequate training for members of tender evaluation committees. 

5. Ensure that internal anti-corruption programmes are effectively introduced within 
entities that conduct public procurement processes. 

6. Ensure that the debarment system is fully operational, in particular that legal entities or 
their officials who have been held liable for corruption offences or bid rigging are 
barred from participation in puhlic procurement. 

7. Arrange regular training for private sector participants and procuring entities on 
integrity in public procurement at central and local level. Provide training for law 
enforcement and state controlled organisations on public procurement procedures and 
prevention of corruption, 
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Ne,, Recommendation 20 

I. Ensure further implementation of the following prov1s1ons from the 2014 Anti
Corruption Strategy on the prevention of corruption in the private sector: 

a) Simplification ofhusiness regulations and promoting free market competition; 

b) Debarment of companies involved in corruption offences from the use of public 
resource such as public procurement, state loans, subsidies, and tax benefits; 

c) Establishing obligations for external and internal auditors to report corruption 
offenses; 

d) Raising awareness of companies abont the law on liability of legal entities for 
corruption offences and enforcing this law in practice; 

e) Consider introducing regulations for lobbying, in particular clear regulations for 
business participation in the development and adoption oflaws and regulatory acts. 

2. Develop business integrity section of the new National Anticorruption Strategy on the 
basis of a risk analysis and in consultation with companies and business associations, 
ensure active participation of business in the monitoring of the Strategy. 

3. Promote integrity of state owned enterprises though their systemic reform and by 
introducing effective compliance or anti-corruption programmes, increasing their 
transparency and disclosure. 

4. Strengthen the Business Ombudsman Council by creating a legal basis for this institution 
in the law and by providing it with necessary powers for effective work. 

5. Support the Ukrainian Network of Integrity and Compliance. 

CHAPTER 3; ENFORCE:\IENT OF CRl:\IINAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR CORRUPTION 

New Recommendation 21 

I. Expand the statute of limitations for all corruption offences to at least 5 years and 
provide for suspension of the statute of limitations during the period an official en_joyed 
immunity from criminal prosecution. 

2. Provide adequate training and resources to prosecutors and investigators to ensure the 
effective enforcement of new criminal law provisions, in particular with regard to such 
offences as illicit enrichment, trafficking in influence, offer and promise of unlawful 
benefit, definition of unlawful benefit including intangible and non-pecuniary benefits, 
criminal measures to legal persons, new definition of money laundering. Training 
programmes of the specialised anti-corruption agencies should contain modules or 
focus in other ways on these issues in their regular training curriculum. 

3. Analyse practice of application of the new provisions on corporate liability for corruption 
and, based on results of such analysis, introduce amendments to address deficiencies 
detected. Ensure autonomous nature of the corporate liability. 

4. Take measures at the policy level (for example, set as priorities by the management of the 
anti-corruption specialised bodies) to encourage investigation and prosecution of 
corruption committed by legal persons. 
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Nen Recommendation 22 

I. Ensure that ARMA has adequate resources to meet its legislative objectives, including 
collecting and maintaining statistical evidence about confiscation actions. Ensure that 
its role and available resources are communicated to the law enforcement and 
prosecutorial bodies. 

2. Step up efforts to confiscate corruption proceeds to family members, friends or nominees. 

3. Continue to make progress in the effective use of the newly enacted confiscation 
authorities. 

Ne" Recommendation 23 

I. Review legislation to ensure that the procedures for lifting immunities of MPs are 
transparent, efficient, based on objective criteria and not subject to misuse. 

2. Limit immunity of parliamentarians to a certain extent, e.g. by introducing functional 
immunity and allowing arrest in cases of in flagrante delicto. 

3. Analyse practical application of the judicial reform to take appropriate legal measures to 
ensure that the procedures for lifting immunities of judges are transparent, efficient, 
based on objective criteria and not subject to misuse and that the functional immunity 
contributes to effective law enforcement. 

4. Revoke additional restrictions on the investigative measures with regard to MPs, which 
are not provided for i11 the Constitution of Ukraine. 

Ne,, Recommendation 24 

1. Ensure that proactive efforts are continued with rigour by NABU, and other law 
enforcement bodies, to facilitate maximum detection and swift investigation of 
corruption in Ukraine. These efforts should include: 

a) Use of all possible sources of information and tools, including the asset declarations. 

b) Cooperation between law enforcement and other non-law enforcement bodies, such as 
FIU, ARMA, tax, cnstoms, etc. to ensure detection and swift investigation of corruption 
in Ukraine. 

c) Use ofinformation obtained through international cooperation, as well as data collected 
from the open sources outside of Ukraine. 

d) Joint trainings for law enforcement with representatives of the non-law enforcement 
bodies, especially FIU and ARMA. 

2. Establish a centralised register of bank accounts of legal and natural persons, including 
information about beneficial owucrs of accounts, making it accessible for authorised 
bodies, including NABU, NACP and ARMA, without court order to swiftly identify 
bank accounts in the course of financial investigations and verification. 
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Show concrete and measurable results in terms of asset recovery. In particular: 

a) Proactively take all available measures to obtaining mutual legal assistance in 1 

corruption cases; 

b) Continue to raise capacity of the General Prosecutor's Office, NABU and ARMA in 
international cooperation and asset recovery. 

c) Ensure that procedures on assets recovery allow swift repatriation of stolen assets; 

d) Ensure effective functioning of Alli'1A in its tasks on asset tracing, recovery and 
management of stolen assets. 

2. Ensure that NABU can independently transmit and respond to MLA requests. 

New Recommendation 25 

(This is a joint recom111e11dation 11dtlre1,i11g i1·1·1ie1 cm•eretl in Sections 3.3 anti 3.4) 

1. Establish without delay specialized anti-corruption courts insulated from corrupt and 
political influences which can fairly and effectively hear and resolve high level 
corruption charges. Select the judges through transparent, independent and highly 
trusted selection process which will guarantee integrity and professionalism. 

2. Ensure strict compliance with exclusive jurisdiction of NABU and SAPO. 

3. Provide NABU with capacity (legally and technically) to conduct wire-tapping 
autonomously. 

4. Step up the level of investigations and prosecutions of corruption throughout all 
responsible government bodies. 

5. Ensure that independence of the National Anti-Corruption Bureau is maintained without 
undue interference into its activities, including by providing for independent and un
biased audit of its activities and safeguard against abuse of criminal process. 

6. Consider introducing amendments in the Constitution of Ukraine to strengthen the legal 
basis for functioning of independent anti-corruption agencies (law enforcement and 
preventive). 

7. Ensure that operational and institutional autonomy of the Specialized Anti-Corruption 
Prosecutor's Office is maintained and further expanded by, among other things, 
granting it its own administrative support services and the "Reception office", as well 
as its own capacity for maintaining of classifed information. 

8. Enact regulations and procedures that in fact reduce the risk that the criminal justice 
system is used to silence uncomfortable speech from critics of the government. 

166 



21254

986 



21255

987 



21256

988 

© 2015 The Atlantic Council of the United States. All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced or 
transmitted in any form or by any means without permission in writing from the Atlantic Council, except in the case of brief 

quotations in news articles, critical articles, or reviews. Please direct inquiries to: 

Atlantic Council 

1030 15th Street, NW, 12th Floor 
Washington, DC 20005 

ISBN: 978-1-61977-471-1 
Publication design: Krystal Ferguson; Cover photo credit: Reuters/David Mdzinarishvili 

This report is written and published in accordance with the Atlantic Council Policy on Intellectual Independence. The authors are 
solely responsible for its analysis and recommendations. The Atlantic Council, the Brookings Institution, and the Chicago Council on 
Global Affairs, and their funders do not determine, nor do they necessarily endorse or advocate for, any of this report's conclusions. 

February 2015 



21257

PREFACE 

This report is the result of collaboration among 
scholars and former practitioners from the 
Atlantic Council, the Brookings Institution, the 
Center for a New American Security, and the 
Chicago Council on Global Affairs. It is informed 
by and reflects mid-January discussions with 
senior NATO and U.S. officials in Brussels and 
senior Ukrainian civilian and military officials in 
Kyiv and at the Ukrainian "anti-terror operation" 
headquarters in Kramatorsk. 

The report outlines the background to the 
crisis over Ukraine, describes why the United 
States and NATO need to engage more actively 
and urgently, summarizes what the authors 
heard in discussions at NATO and in Ukraine, 
and offers specific recommendations for steps 
that Washington and NATO should take to 
strengthen Ukraine's defenses and thereby 
enhance its ability to deter further Russian 
aggression. 

Such action would contribute to helping Ukraine 
restore control over its border and territory in 
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the Donbas provinces of Donetsk and Luhansk. 
A stronger Ukrainian military, with enhanced 
defensive capabilities, will increase the pros
pects for negotiation of a peaceful settlement. 
When combined with continued robust Western 
economic sanctions, significant military assis
tance to bolster Ukraine's defensive capabilities 
will make clear that the West will not accept 
the use of force to change borders in Europe. 
President Putin may hope to achieve glory 
through restoring, through intimidation and 
force, Russian dominion over its neighbors. But 
a peaceful world requires opposing this through 
decisive action. 

We fully endorse the analysis and recommen
dations contained in the report and urge the 
Obama Administration and NATO governments, 
with support from the U.S. Congress and Al!led 
parliaments, to move rapidly to implement the 
recommendations. 

lvo Daalder, President. the Chicago Council on Global Affairs, and former U.S. Permanent 
Representative to NATO 

Michele Flournoy, Chair, Center for a New American Security, and former Under Secretary of Defense 

John Herbst, Director, Dinu Patriciu Eurasia Center, the Atlantic Council, and former U.S. Ambassador 
to Ukraine 

Jan Loda!, Distinguished Fellow and former President, the Atlantic Council, and former Principal 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 

Steven Pifer, Senior Fellow, the Brookings Institution, and former U.S. Ambassador to Ukraine 

James Stavridis, Member of the Board, the Atlantic Council, Dean, Fletcher School of Law and 
Diplomacy, Tufts University, and former Supreme Allied Commander Europe 

Strobe Talbott, President, the Brookings Institution, and former Deputy Secretary of State 

Charles Wald, Member of the Board, the Atlantic Council, and former Deputy Commander, U.S. 
European Command 



21258

990 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Executive Summary .................................................................................................................................................................. 1 

Background: A Putin-Manufactured Conflict ................................................................................................................ 2 

The Case for Increased U.S. Military Assistance Now ............................................................................................... 2 

Providing Military Support to Deter Further Aggression ......................................................................................... 3 

Recommendations for Specific Military Assistance ................................................................................................... 4 

Supporting Recommendations ........................................................................................................................................... 5 

Conclusion ................................................................................................................................................................................... 6 

Appendix 1: September 5 Minsk Ceasefire Protocol... ................................................................................................ 7 

Appendix 2: Russian/Separatist Military Advantages ............................................................................................... 8 

Appendix 3: Key Elements of the Ukraine Freedom Support Act of 2014 ........................................................ 9 

Appendix 4: Discussions in Brussels, January 12, 2015 ........................................................................................... 10 

Appendix 5: Discussions in Ukraine, January 13-16, 2015 ......................................................................................... 11 



21259

991 

Preserving Ukraine's Independence, Resisting Russian Aggression: What the United States and NATO Must Do 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

We face a critical juncture in Ukraine. There is no real 
ceasefire; indeed, there was a significant increase in 
fighting along the line of contact in eastern Ukraine in 
mid-January, with Russian/separatist forces launching 
attacks on the Donetsk airport and other areas. Instead 
of a political settlement, Moscow currently seeks to 
create a frozen conflict in eastern Ukraine as a means 
to pressure and destabilize the Ukrainian government. 
Russians continue to be present in the Donetsk and 
Luhansk oblasts in substantial numbers and have 
introduced significant amounts of heavy weapons. This 
could be preparation for another major Russian/ 
separatist offensive. 

Russian success would fatally undermine Ukraine's 
stability and embolden the Kremlin to further challenge 
the security order In Europe. It might tempt President 
Putin to use his doctrine of protecting ethnic Russians 
and Russian speakers in seeking territorial changes 
elsewhere in the neighborhood, including in the 
Baltic States, provoking a direct challenge to NATO. 
Maintaining Western sanctions are critical but not 
by themselves sufficient. The West needs to bolster 
deterrence in Ukraine by raising the risks and costs to 
Russia of any renewed major offensive. 

That requires providing direct military assistance-in 
far larger amounts than provided to date and including 
lethal defensive arms-so that Ukraine is better able 
to defend itself. The U.S. government should provide 
Ukraine $1 billion in military assistance as soon as 
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possible in 2015, followed by additional tranches of $1 
billion in FY 2016 and FY 2017. 

Additional non-lethal assistance should include: counter
battery radars, unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs ), 
electronic counter-measures for use against opposing 
UAVs, secure communications capabilities, armored 
Humvees and medical support equipment. 

Lethal defensive military assistance should include light 
anti-armor missiles, given the large numbers of armored 
vehicles that the Russians have deployed in Donetsk and 
Luhansk and the abysmal condition of the Ukrainian 
military's light anti-armor weapons. 

Other NATO members should provide military assistance 
as well. Of particular use to the Ukrainian military would 
be equipment and weapons from NATO members who 
operate former Soviet equipment compatible with the 
arms currently in the Ukrainian inventory. 

Assisting Ukraine to deter attack and defend itself 
is not inconsistent with the search for a peaceful, 
political solution-it is essential to achieving it. Only if 
the Kremlin knows that the risks and costs of further 
military action are high will it seek to find an acceptable 
political solution. Russia's actions in and against Ukraine 
pose the gravest threat to European security in more 
than 30 years. The West has the capacity to stop Russia. 
The question is whether it has the will. 
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Background: 
A Putin-Manufactured Conflict 

Ukrainian President Yanukovych's November 2013 
decision, apparently under great pressure from Putin, 
not to sign an association agreement with the European 
Union triggered massive demonstrations and an 
intense political crisis within Ukraine. The Ukrainian 
crisis became a major Ukraine-Russia conflict in late 
February 2014, when Yanukovych abandoned his 
position and Russian military forces seized Crimea. Just 
weeks after Russia's annexation of Crimea, armed 
separatists-with support, funding and leadership 
from Moscow-seized government buildings in the 
eastern Ukrainian oblasts of Donetsk and Luhansk. By 
May, the Russian-supported separatists had occupied a 
significant portion of the Donbas. 

Once a Ukrainian counteroffensive started to make 
progress in June, Russia began supplying the separatists 
with heavy weapons, such as tanks, armored personnel 
carriers, artillery and advanced anti-aircraft systems, 
apparently including the BUK (NATO designator 
SA-11/17) surface-to-air missile system that shot 
dO\Vn Malaysia Air flight 17 in July. Russia also sent in 
large numbers of "volunteers." When Ukrainian forces 
continued to make progress in August, regular Russian 
army units entered the Donbas, and attacked and 
inflicted heavy casualties on the Ukrainian military and 
Ukrainian volunteer battalions. The Ukrainian military 
reportedly lost well over half of its deployed armor. 

A ceasefire was reached in Minsk on September 5, 
which significantly reduced the number of deaths 
from the fighting ( see Appendix 1 for the twelve points 
of the ceasefire). But the ceasefire never fully took 
hold. In some areas, including around the Donetsk 
airport, fighting continued almost unabated. There 
was a significant improvement in compliance with the 
ceasefire beginning on December 8, but shellings across 
the line of contact between Ukrainian and separatist/ 
Russian forces in the Donbas increased markedly around 
January 11, and the situation again deteriorated. Since 
the ceasefire, the Russian-backed separatists have seized 
an additional 500 square kilometers of territory. 

The United States, European Union and other countries 
imposed increasingly severe economic sanctions 
on Russia over the course of 2014. They began with 
sanctions targeted at individuals but in July and 
Septemher applied much broader and more robust 
sanctions targeting a range of Russian entities in 
the financial, energy and defense sectors. Sanctions 
appear to be having a significant impact on the Russian 
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economy-particularly as oil prices have dropped 
substantially, sharply reducing export earnings. But 
they have not yet achieved their principal political 
goal: effecting a change in Russian policy toward 
Ukraine. Western leaders have stated that sanctions will 
remain in place until the Kremlin's policy changes in a 
significant way. 

Although there have been numerous diplomatic 
exchanges since the September 5 ceasefire agreement, 
little real progress has been made toward a broader 
settlement. The Russians have done little to implement 
the ceasefire terms. They have not withdrawn their 
forces and equipment; indeed, NATO and Ukrainian 
sources report a significant influx of Russian heavy 
equipment in December and January. By all appearances, 
as of mid-January, the Russian government does not seek 
a genuine settlement in eastern Ukraine but intends 
to create a frozen conflict as a means to pressure and 
destabilize the Ukrainian government. 

Russian and separatist forces currently operating in 
eastern Ukraine enjoy significant advantages over the 
Ukrainian armed forces in air superiority, intelligence, 
electronic warfare, command and control, artillery and 
rockets, supply and logistics, and sanctuary in Russia 
( see Appendix 2 for more detail). These advantages 
have significantly contributed to losses suffered by 
Ukrainian forces since the September 5 ceasefire. These 
capabilities most likely render Ukrainian forces unable 
to prevent, and unlikely to halt on favorable terms, a 
major offensive by Russian and separatist forces to take 
additional territory in the Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts 
or to create a land bridge through Mariupol to Crimea. 

The Case for Increased U.S. Military 
Assistance Now 

The situation in eastern Ukraine is urgent and 
deteriorating. In recent weeks, the flow of heavy 
weapons has grown markedly, and Moscow is no longer 
taking steps to hide this support from overhead 
imagery. Fighting along the line of contact increased 
significantly during the week of January 19. Aleksandr 
Zakharchenko, leader of the self-proclaimed "Donetsk 
People's Republic," indicated on January 23 that the 
separatists would seek to take all of the Donetsk oblast. 
Large numbers of Russian forces remain deployed along 
the border, ready to enter Ukraine on very short notice. 

Russian and separatist forces clearly have the capacity 
for further offensive military action-whether to 
gain control of the entire Don bas region or; worse, to 
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establish a land bridge between Russia and the Crimea 
through effective control of southeastern Ukraine. Any 
such offensive move would set back the prospect for 
a peaceful settlement and further destabilize Ukraine. 
The costs to the West of maintaining an independent 
Ukraine would then only grow, and Moscow might be 
emboldened to take further actions. While these actions 
may not seem likely, they certainly are not unthinkable. 
Few analysts at the end of 2013 would have considered 
a Russian military seizure of Crimea or invasion of the 
Donbas "thinkable:' 

The post-World War II effort to create a safer Europe is 
under serious threat, The 1975 Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe Final Act, in which Russia 
agreed to respect the "inviolability of borders" in Europe, 
has been blatantly violated. The United States, moreover, 
is a signatory to the 1994 Budapest Memorandum on 
Security Assurances for Ukraine. In that document, the 
United States, Britain and Russia committed to respect 
Ukraine's sovereignty, independence and territorial 
integrity, and not to use or threaten to use force against 
Ukraine. Russia has grossly violated those commitments, 
which were key to Kyiv's decision to eliminate its 
nuclear weapons. The United States and Britain should, 
in response, do more to robustly support Ukraine and 
penalize Russia. 

This is not just a question of honoring U.S. commitments 
under international agreements. It is important for 
preserving the credibility of security assurances for 
the future, when they might play a role in resolving 
other nuclear proliferation cases, such as Iran and 
North Korea. 

Above and beyond Ukraine-and more important in 
strategic terms for the United States and NATO-is 
the need to respond to the challenge to European and 
Eurasian security posed by the Kremlin's aggressive 
policies. Russia has broken the cardinal rule of post· 
war European security, i.e., states must not use 
military force to change international borders. Putin 
and the Kremlin have proclaimed a unique and legally 
dubious right to "protect" ethnic Russians and Russian 
speakers, wherever they are located and whatever 
their citizenship. This was the justification that Putin 
belatedly offered for Russia's illegal annexation of 
Crimea, despite the fact that there was no credible threat 
to ethnic Russians in Crimea. 

If not constrained, such Russian policies represent a 
clear danger to European security, the North Atlantic 
community, as well as to Russia's neighbors in Eurasia. 
Given the many other world challenges confronting the 
United States, especially problems in the broader Middle 
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East and the strategic challenge posed by the rise of 
China, Washington and other capitals have not devoted 
sufficient attention to the threat posed by Russia and its 
implications for Western security. This must change. 

If the United States and NATO do not adequately support 
Ukraine, Moscow may well conclude that the kinds of 
tactics it has employed over the past year can be applied 
elsewhere. Of particular concern would be Russian 
actions to destabilize Estonia or Latvia, each of which 
has a significant ethnic Russian minority and both of 
which are NATO members to whom the United States 
and allies have an Article 5 commitment. The Kremlin 
has already demonstrated aggressive intent in the Baltics 
by kidnapping an Estonian security official the day the 
NATO Wales summit ended. 

To be sure, there are issues on which the interests of the 
United States and the West, on the one hand, and Russia, 
on the other, coincide. These include preventing Iran 
from acquiring nuclear arms, avoiding a return of the 
Taliban or chaos in Afghanistan, the broader counter
terrorism struggle, and controlling nuclear weapons and 
materials. But these interests should not outweigh the 
West's interest in blocking Russian aggression that poses 
a threat not just to Ukraine, but also to the security of 
broader Europe and the transatlantic community. 

The world has faced this kind of challenge before. 
History makes clear that the only way to stop such 
aggression from precipitating a regional or even world· 
wide conflagration is to deter and defend against it as 
early as possible and not to be fooled by protestations of 
innocent motives or lack of further ambitions. 

Providing Military Support to Deter 
Further Aggression 

The Ukrainian military appears capable oflimited 
military operations, such as the January 19 counter· 
attack on the Donetsk airport (the airport reportedly 
has since been lost). Given the experience of August, 
however, Kyiv is most unlikely to launch a major 
military effort to try to regain control of Donetsk 
and Luhansk; President Poroshenko has said there 
can be no military solution and has sought a negotiated 
settlement. 

There remains, however, the question ofKyiv's ability 
to defend itself against further Russian attacks. Even 
with enormous support from the West, the Ukrainian 
army will not be able to defeat a determined attack by 
the Russian military. This point is well understood in 
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Kyiv. The more appropriate goal of Western military 
assistance should be to give the Ukrainian military 
additional defense capabilities that would allow it 
to inflict significant costs on the Russian military, 
should the Russians launch new offensive operations, 
sufficient enough that Moscow will be deterred from 
further aggression. 

The United States and NATO should seek to create a 
situation in which the Kremlin considers the option of 
further military action in or against Ukraine too costly 
to pursue. The combination of closing off that option 
plus the cumulative impact of Western economic 
sanctions could produce conditions in which Moscow 
decides to negotiate a genuine settlement that allows 
Ukraine to reestablish full sovereignty over Donetsk 
and Luhansk. (The West cannot lose sight of the status 
of Crimea, though Kyiv has said that that is an issue for 
the longer term; it correctly attaches priority to the 
Donbas situation.) 

Putin's aggression in Ukraine and self-proclaimed 
right to protect ethnic Russians and Russian speakers 
wherever they are pose the gravest security threat 
to the transatlantic community and Eurasia since the 
end of the Cold War. The United States and NATO must 
recognize this danger and adjust policies and allocate 
resources accordingly. A firm Western response can 
bolster Kyiv's ability to deter further Russian attacks. 
Moreover, if confronted by a strong Western response in 
support of Ukraine, the Kremlin will be far less tempted 
to challenge the security or territorial integrity of other 
states, including NATO members Estonia and Latvia. 

Recommendations for Specific Military 
Assistance 

Bolstering Ukraine's defense capabilities will require a 
commitment of serious resources. The U.S. government 
in 2014 pledged $120 million in non-lethal military 
assistance, of which about half has been delivered. The 
Ukraine Freedom Support Act of 2014 authorized-but 
did not appropriate-$350 million in military 
assistance (non-lethal and lethal) over three years (see 
Appendix 3 for key provisions of the Act). 

This is a beginning. But a much more substantial effort 
is required. The administration should request, and 
Congress should immediately authorize and appropriate, 
$1 billion in assistance to bolster Kyiv's defense and 
deterrence capabilities as rapidly as possible in 2015, 
with additional tranches of $1 billion to be provided 
in FY 2016 and FY 2017. Congressional staff should 
coordinate with the Departments of Defense and State 
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to ensure that Congressional authorizations are written 
in a way that allows the government to make quick and 
efficient use of the assistance. 

Some ofus traveled January 12-16 to Brussels for 
discussions with senior NATO leaders, to Kyiv for 
discussions with senior Ukrainian civilian and 
military leaders, and to Kramatorsk to meet with the 
commanding general of the "anti-terror operation" 
and his staff.1 According to both NATO and Ukrainian 
offkials, Russian military personnel are in the Donbas, 
and there has been a significant influx of additional 
Russian heavy equipment in December and January. 
The Ukrainians reported that the Russians make heavy 
use of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) for surveillance 
and reconnaissance and combine those with long-range 
artillery and rocket strikes with devastating effect. (See 
Appendices 4 and 5 for details on discussions in Brussels 
and Ukraine.) 

The following recommendations, based on what we 
heard in Brussels, Kyiv and Kramatorsk, constitute a 
minimum immediate response. Washington should 
urgently consult with Kyiv on provision of the following 
types of military assistance, with a view to rapid 
procurement-or provision from existing U.S. defense 
stocks-and delivery: 

• Counter-battery radars that can detect and locate 
the origin of multiple launch rocket system (MLRS) 
launches and artillery firings out to a range of 30-40 
kilometers. These will enable the Ukrainian military to 
identify ceasefire violations and potentially to target 
the Russian/separatist weapons that have thus far 
caused the greatest number of Ukrainian casualties. 
(Approximately 70 percent of Ukrainian casualties are 
from rocket and artillery fire.) 

• Medium altitude/medium range UAVs. These will 
assist tl1e Ukrainian military to increase its tactical 
situational awareness, identify opposing troop 
deployments, and locate opposing MLRS and artillery. 

• Electronic counter-measures for use against opposing 
UAVs. This will give the Ukrainian military capabilities 
to disrupt opposition UAVs conducting missions 
against Ukrainian forces. 

• Secure communications capabilities. Much Ukrainian 
tactical communication currently is conducted over 
non-secure radios or cell phones and thus is extremely 
vulnerable to interception by Russian intelligence
gathering systems. 

Oaalder, Herbst, Loda!, Pifer and Wald traveled 10 Brussels and 
Ukraine. 
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• Armored Humvees. With Russiau UAVs patrolling the 
skies and the persistent threat of Russian precision 
rocket and artillery fire, Ukrainian forces require 
all-weather mobility, speed, reliability and a measure 
of protection as they move between positions on 
the battlefield. 

• Medical support equipment. Ukrainian casualties are 
greater because of their relatively underdeveloped 
and severely under resourced military medical system. 
The provision of field hospitals would greatly improve 
their soldiers' survival rate. 

• In addition to the above non-lethal items, the U.S. 
government should immediately change its policy 
from prohibiting lethal assistance to allowing 
provision of defensive military assistance, which may 
include lethal assistance, most importantly, light anti· 
armor missiles, Ukrainian light anti-armor capabilities 
are severely lacking at a time when the Russians have 
moved large numbers of tanks and armored personnel 
carriers into the Donbas (70 percent of their existing 
stocks of Hght anti-armor weapons reportedly do not 
work). Any major Russian/separatist advance beyond 
the line of contact would presumably make heavy use 
of tanks and armored personnel carriers. Anti-armor 
missiles would give the Ukrainian army the capability 
to impose heavier costs and support the disruption of 
such attacks. Raising the risks and costs will help deter 
further Russian offensive operations. 

Given the urgency of the situation-some fear that a new 
offensive conld be launched once the spring arrives in 
April/May-consideration should be given to drawing 
equipment from U.S. stocks and using assistance funds to 
replenish U.S. inventories. 

Bolstering Ukraine's defenses should not be a U.S.-only 
responsibility. NATO members should also increase 
their military assistance to Ukraine, with a view to 
meeting the priority needs identified above. NATO allies 
who have former Soviet/Warsaw Pact equipment and 
weapons systems similar to or compatible with those 
now operated by the Ukrainian military should consider 
contributing those to Kyiv's defense capabilities. 

Ukraine has a significant need for improved air defenses. 
While Russian resort to large-scale air strikes would 
remove any veneer from Moscow's claim that its military 
is not engaged in operations in/against Ukraine, such 
action cannot be excluded. Procuring advanced U.S. air 
defense weapons would be expensive, and integrating 
them into the existing Ukrainian air defense system 
would take time. A quicker solution would be for NATO 
members who operate similar former Soviet air defenses 
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to provide equipment and weapons from their stocks to 
Ukraine. For the longer term, U.S. military experts should 
consult with the Ukrainian military on steps to build a 
stronger national air defense. As part of this discussion, 
the United States should not rule out the possibility of 
helping provide advanced air defense systems. 

The U.S. government should approach Poland, the Baltic 
States, Canada and Britain regarding their readiness 
to provide lethal military assistance. Such assistance 
should be coordinated to avoid duplication of efforts. 
Poland, in particular, as a former Warsaw Pact member, 
should be able to help with consumables and spare 
parts, as well as compatible equipment, since the bulk of 
Ukraine's equipment is Soviet in origin. 

Some in the West are concerned that provision of 
military assistance, particularly of lethal arms, would 
cause Russia to escalate the crisis. We vehemently 
disagree. Russia has already continuously escalated: 
seizing and annexing Crimea, encouraging and aiding 
separatists in eastern Ukraine, providing the separatists 
with heavy arms, and ultimately invading the Donbas 
with regular Russian army units. Although NATO and 
Ukraine differ over whether Russian regular units have 
been withdrawn, there is no dispute that a significant 
number of Russian officers and a large amount of 
Russian military equipment remain in the Donbas. 
Enhanced military assistance would increase Kyiv's 
capability to deter further Russian escalation. 

Supporting Recommendations 

There exists a clear gap between NATO and Ukrainian 
intelligence estimates with regard to the number and 
organization of Russian military personnel in eastern 
Ukraine. NATO and Ukrainian intelligence analysts 
should consult with a view to developing a common 
picture of the Russian presence. It appears that there 
are significant gaps in U.S. and NATO intelligence on 
Russian activities in and near eastern Ukraine. Given 
the grave nature of the danger posed by the Kremlin's 
aggression in Ukraine, the United States and NATO 
should increase intelligence coverage of the relatively 
small Ukrainian area of operations. Closing this 
intelligence gap requires an immediate shift of more 
intelligence assets to the Ukraine/Russia theater. 

U.S. military equipment should be provided to the 
Ukrainian army only, not to the Ukrainian volunteer 
hattalions. The U.S. Defense Attache Office in Kyiv should 
be tasked to monitor the equipment's employment in 
order to ensure its effective and appropriate use. 
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As a condition of this assistance, the U.S. government 
should require the Ukrainian government to develop and 
implement a plan to integrate the volunteer battalions 
into-and place them under command of-regular army 
units and the National Guard as rapidly as possible. That 
would enhance the effectiveness of Ukrainian military 
operations. 

In providing military equipment, the United States and 
its NATO partners should steer clear of equipment that 
is of such technological sophistication that it would 
require U.S. or NATO personnel to operate or maintain. 
Ukraine's defense and deterrence posture can he 
holstered without a direct U.S. or NATO presence on 
the ground, and we would not support such a presence 
under current circumstances, 

Conclusion 

The West should work with Ukraine to create a 
successful and prosperous democratic state that is 
capable of choosing its own foreign policy course. The 
Ukrainian government has stated that it will institute 
economic and political reforms, as well as institute 
anti-corruption measures. Ukraine will need more 
financial support from international financial 
institutions, such as the International Monetary Fund, 
and the West. Others have made recommendations for 
such additional support, provided that Ukraine does 
indeed move forward on reform. Success in deterring 
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and, if necessary, defending against further aggression 
will strengthen Ukraine's sovereignty, but that may 
matter little unless the Ukrainian government moves 
forward with serious reforms. 

The robust political and economic sanctions currently 
imposed on Russia with the full support of our 
European allies, and with the strong leadership of 
German Chancellor Merkel, are having an impact on 
the Russian economy and appear to have taken the 
Russian leadership by surprise. If Kyiv can deter further 
Russian military aggression while the sanctions have 
further impact on the Russian economy, there is a 
chance that Moscow will alter its course and seek a 
peaceful settlement in eastern Ukraine. In the meantime, 
however, Ukraine finds itself in a perilous state, and 
the Kremlin's aggression presents the transatlantic 
community with its most serious security threat in more 
than 30 years. 

The United States and NATO must respond, both to 
support Ukraine and to push back against Russia's 
unacceptable challenge to the post-war European 
security order. This will require more military 
assistance, some of it lethal but none of it offensive. 
Should we delay action, the West should expect that the 
price will only grow. Should we not act more robustly, we 
can expect to fuce further Russian incursions, possibly 
including attempts to redraw borders elsewhere, and 
efforts to intimidate former Soviet states into accepting 
Russian dominance. 
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APPENDIX 1: 
September 5 Minsk Ceasefire Protocol 

Following is an informal translation of the Russian 
language text of the ceasefire protocol signed on 
September 5, 2014: 

Protocol on the results of the consultations of the 
trilateral contact group regarding joint steps towards 
implementation of the peace plan of President of 
Ukraine Petro Poroshenko and the initiatives of 
President ofRussia Vladimir Putin 

As a result of consideration and discussion of the 
proposals by members of the consultations in Minsk 
on September 1, 2014, the trilateral contact group 
composed ofrepresentatives from Ukraine, the Russian 
Federation and the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe, an understanding was reached 
regarding the need to take the following steps: 

1. Provide for an immediate and bilateral ceasefire. 

2, Provide OSCE monitoring and verification of the 
ceasefire. 

3. Conduct decentralization of power, including through 
approval of the law of Ukraine "On the temporary 
order of local self-government in certain districts of 
the Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts" (the law on special 
status). 

4. Provide permanent monitoring at the Ukrainian
Russian state border, and verification by OSCE, with 
creation of a safety zone in the areas adjacent to the 
border in Ukraine and tbe Russian Federation. 

5. Immediately free all hostages and persons being held 
illegally. 

6, Approve a law to prevent the persecution and 
punishment of persons in regard to events that took 
place in certain districts of the Donetsk and Luhansk 
regions of Ukraine. 

7. Continue an inclusive national dialogue. 

8. Take measures to improve the humanitarian 
situation in Donhas. 

9. Conduct early local elections in accordance with 
the law of Ukraine "On the temporary order of local 
self-government in certain districts of the Donetsk 
and Luhansk ob lasts" (law on special status). 
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10. Remove illegal military formations, military 
equipment, and militants and mercenaries from the 
territory of Ukraine. 

11. Approve a program for economic development of the 
Donhas and renew the vital functions of the region. 

12. Give guarantees of personal security for participants 
in the consultations. 

Members of the trilateral contact group: 

Ambassador Heidi Tagliavini (Signed) 

Second President ofUkraine L. D. Kuchma (Signed) 

Ambassador of Russian Federation to Ukraine M. Yu. 
Zurabov {Signed) 

A. V. Zakharchenko (Signed) 

I. V. Plotnitskiy (Signed) 
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APPENDIX 2: 
Russian/Separatist Military Advantages 

Russian and separatist forces enjoy significant 
military advantages over the Ukrainian armed 
forces, including the following: 

• Air superiority; Russian/separatist forces have 
denied Ukrainian forces the ability to attack, collect 
intelligence, maneuver and resupply their forces 
in Ukraine's sovereign airspace. Ukrainian forces 
have halted all flight operations in eastern Ukraine 
due to effective Russian/separatist employment of 
shoulder-fired man-portable air defense systems 
(MANPADS), which have downed numerous Ukrainian 
fixed and rotary-wing aircraft, and advanced radar
guided surface-to-air missiles, such as the BUK (NATO 
designator SA-11/17) which is widely believed to have 
downed Malaysia Air 17 in July 2014. 

• Intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance: 
Russian/separatist forces employ unmanned aerial 
vehicles, including the Aesop 100 and 4-post, to 
overfly Ukrainian forces, often coinciding with 
artillery and rocket attacks, likely collecting video/ 
imagery intelligence to aid targeting and to assess 
attack effectiveness as well as collecting signals 
intelligence to monitor the mostly unencrypted 
Ukrainian communications. 

• Command and control (C2): Russian/separatist 
forces use secure/encrypted communications systems 
and their own cell phone network, while Ukrainian 
forces lack signals intelligence collection or jamming 
systems to collect or disrupt these capabilities. 
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• Electronic warfare: Russian/separatist forces employ 
advanced systems to jam communications and GPS 
signals, disrupting Ukrainian C2, maneuver of forces, 
air operations and targeting. 

• Artillery and rockets: Russian/separatist forces 
employ long-range artillery and multiple launch rocket 
systems such as the GRAD, with capacity to put large 
amounts of munitions into a target area at ranges up 
to 30-40 kilometers. 

• Supply and logistics: Russian/separatist forces 
receive supplies from Russia into the Donetsk and 
Luhansk oblasts through the unsecured Ukraine
Russia border. 

• Sanctuary: Russia provides advisors, training, 
weapons, equipment and safe haven for separatists 
and their Russian partners bound for operations 
inside Ukraine. Ukrainian forces are prohibited from 
attacking targets in Russia. 
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APPENDIX 3: 
Key Elements of the Ukraine Freedom Support Act of 2014 

.s_tatement of Policy {Section 3): 

"It is the policy of the United States to further assist 
the Government of Ukraine in restoring its sovereignty 
and territorial integrity to deter the Government of 
the Russian Federation from further destabilizing and 
invading Ukraine and other independent countries." 

Jru;reased Military Assistance for the Government of 
Ukraine {Section 6): 

"The President is authorized to provide defense articles, 
defense services, and training to the Government of 
Ukraine for the purpose of countering offensive weapons 
and reestablishing the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity ofUkraine, including anti-tank and anti-armor 
weapons, crew weapons and ammunition, counter• 
artillery radars to identify and target artillery batteries, 
fire control, range finder, and optical and guidance and 
control equipment, tactical troop-operated surveillance 
drones, and secure command and communications 
equipment:· 

Presidential Report to Congress Required 
February 18. 2015: 

"Not later than 60 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the President shall submit a report detailing 
the anticipated defense articles, defense services, and 
training to be provided pursuant to this section and 
a timeline for the provision of such defense articles, 
defense services, and training:' 

$350 million authorized {but not appropriated) for 
fiscal years 2015-2017: 

"There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of State $100,000,000 for fiscal year 2015, 
$125,000,000 for fiscal year 2016, and $125,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2017 :• 
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APPENDIX 4: 
Discussions in Brussels, January 12, 2015 

List of Individuals Met in Brussels and Mons 

• Robert Bell, Defense Advisor, U.S. Mission to NATO 

• General Sir Adrian Bradshaw, Deputy Supreme Allied 
Commander Europe, NATO 

• General Philip Breedlove, Supreme Allied Commander 
Europe, NATO 

• Catherine Dale, Senior Advisor to Supreme Allied 
Commander Europe, NATO 

• Kurt Donnelly, Political Advisor, U.S. Mission to NATO 

• Ambassador Martin Erdmann, Permanent 
Representative of the Federal Republic of Germany to 
NATO 

• Rear Admiral Collin Green, Executive Officer, Supreme 
Allied Commander Europe 

• Alice Guitton, Deputy Permanent Representative of 
France to NATO 

• Major General Randy "Church" Kee, Director of 
Strategy and Policy, U.S. European Command 

• Lee Litzenberger, Deputy Chief of Mission, U.S. Mission 
to NATO 

• Ambassador Douglas Lute, U.S. Permanent 
Representative to NATO 

• Hakan Malmqvist, Deputy Chief of Mission of Sweden 
to NATO 

• Ambassador Jacek Najder, Permanent Representative 
of the Republic of Poland to NATO 

• Ambassador Pia Rantala-Engberg, Head of Mission of 
Finland to NATO 

• fens Stoltenberg, Secretary General, NATO 

• Ambassador Alexander Vershbow, Deputy Secretary 
General, NATO 

• Lieutenant General Michel Yakovleff, Vice Chief of 
Staff, Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe 

NATO believes that a large number of Russian military 
intelligence (GRU) and military officers-estimates 
ranged from 250 to 1000-are in eastern Ukraine as of 
about January 12. These officers serve as advisors and 
trainers to the separatists, as well as to the "volunteers" 
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and others from Russia. They also operate the more 
sophisticated equipment that Russia has deployed into 
the Donbas. In recent weeks, NATO has observed a 
large influx of Russian equipment into eastern Ukraine, 
including tanks, armored personnel carriers, artillery, 
and air defense systems, with less effort than before to 
conceal those movements. 

NATO's position is that organized Russian army units 
were not present as of about January 12 and that the 
Russian military personnel there were not operating in 
viable military units. They noted that the Russian army 
had eight to nine battalion tactical groups and 50,000 
troops deployed close to the Ukraine-Russia border 
on the Russian side. (A significant difference existed 
between the NATO and Ukrainian assessments on the 
questions of numbers of Russian troops and presence of 
organized Russian army units in Donetsk and Luhansk.) 

NATO believes that Russian officers are providing 
training on the use of the equipment that Russia 
has moved into the Donbas and that Moscow has 
strengthened command and control (C2) over 
the separatist units. This combination of influx of 
equipment, Russian leadership, greater training and 
improved C2 means that the Russians/separatists have 
a capability for offensive operations, though NATO 
believes these units as of about January 12 did not have 
sufficient logistics for significant operations beyond the 
current line of contact with Ukrainian forces in Donetsk 
and Luhansk. 

From tbe January 12 discussions, it was dear that some 
NATO members did not fully appreciate the threat 
posed hy Russia's more aggressive policies of the past 
year. Conversely, interest remains strong among some 
in attaining a settlement that would allow for an end to 
sanctions. 

Some NATO member states-the Baltic States, Poland, 
Canada, and perhaps Britain-might be prepared to 
provide lethal military assistance to Ukraine if the 
United States were to do so. These states are reluctant to 
go first and run the risk of political exposure, however, 
when U.S. policy remains one of providing nonlethal 
assistance only, 
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APPENDIX 5: 
Discussions in Ukraine, January 13-16, 2015 

List of Individuals Met in Kyiv and Kramatorsk 

• Michael Bociurkiw, Spokesperson, OSCE Special 
Monitoring Mission to Ukraine 

• Boris Boyko, Chairman of the Supervisory Board, 
Charitable Fund for War Veterans and Participants of 
the Antiterrorist Operation 

• Valeriy Chaliy, Deputy Head, Administration of the 
President of Ukraine 

• Bohdan Chomiak, Board Director, Charitable Fund 
for War Veterans and Participants of the Antiterrorlst 
Operation 

• Colonel Joseph Hickox, Defense Attache, U.S. Embassy, 
Kyiv 

• General Leonid Holopatiuk, Deputy Chief of Staff, 
Armed Forces of Ukraine 

• Oleksiy Honcharenko, Member of Parliament (Bloc of 
Petro Poroshenko) 

• Volodymyr Horbulin, Head, National Institute of 
Strategic Studies and Advisor to the President of 
Ukraine 

• Pavlo Klimkin, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine 

• Ivanna Klympush-Tsintsadze, Member of Parliament 
(Bloc of Petro Poroshenko) 

• Igor Lepsha, Board Directo1; Charitable Fund for 
War Veterans and Participants of the Anti terrorist 
Operation 

• Petro Mekhed, Deputy Minister of Defense of Ukraine 

• Sergey Mikhaylenko, Chairman, Charitable Fund for 
War Veterans and Participants of the Anti terrorist 
Operation 

• Valentyn Nalyvaichenko, Head, Security Service of 
Ukraine 

• Colonel Nozdrachov, Head, Civil-Military Cooperation 
(CIMIC), Armed Forces ofUkraine 

• Major Jason Parker, Air Attache, U.S. Embassy, Kyiv 

• Serhiy Pashynskyi, Member of Parliament and Head, 
Parliamentary Committee on National Security and 
Defense 
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• Anatoliy Pinchuk, Chairman, Civic Assembly ofUkraine 

• Vadym Prystaiko, Deputy Minister ofForeign Afrairs of 
Ukraine 

• Ambassador Geoffrey Pyatt, U.S. Ambassador to 
Ukraine 

• Oleksiy Ryabchyn, Member of Parliament 
(Batkivshchyna) 

• Ostap Semeriak, Member of Parliament (People's 
Front) 

• Major General Oleksandr Sirskiy, Commander, "Anti
Terror Operation," Armed Forces of Ukraine 

• Colonel General lhor Smeshko, Head, Joint Intelligence 
Committee and Advisor to the President of Ukraine 

• Serhiy Sobolev, Member of Parliament (Batkivshchyna) 

• Wolfgang Sparrer, Political Analyst, OSCE Special 
Monitoring Mission to Ukraine 

• Borys Tarasyuk, Member of Parliament 
(Batkivshchyna) and former Foreign Minister of 
Ukraine 

• Oleksandr Turchynov, Secretary, National Security and 
Defense Council of Ukraine 

• Ivan Vinnyk, Member of Parliament and Secretary, 
Parliamentary Committee on National Security and 
Defense 

Ukrainian interlocutors were understandably concerned 
regarding Russian actions in eastern Ukraine and 
possible future intentions, They noted that the Russians/ 
separatists have steadily expanded the territory under 
their control since the September 5 ceasefire and 
currently occupy about 500 square kilometers more 
territory than four months ago. There is some concern 
that Moscow might aim to take all of the Donetsk and 
Luhansk oblasts. There seemed to be less concern about 
a Russian drive to take Mariupol and continue on to 
seize a land bridge to Crimea. Some interlocutors noted 
preparations for partisan warfare in the event that 
Russia occupied further Ukrainian territory. One cited 
the experience learned from Afghan fighters in 
the 1980s. 

11 



21270

1002 

Preserving Ukraine's Independence, Resisting Russian Aggression: What the United States and NATO Must Do 

Ukrainian sources said that the total number of Russian 
troops and separatist fighters in the Don bas came to 
36,000, as opposed to 34,000 Ukrainian troops along the 
line of contact, They believed that Russian forces made 
up 8500 to 10,000 of the 36,000 and included eight to 
ten airborne and mechanized battalion tactical groups, 
with each battalion tactical group comprising 600 to 
800 officers and soldiers, One unofficial interlocutor 
put the number of Russian troops at 5000 to 6000, 
(The number of Russian troops and the presence/ 
absence of organized Russian army units in the Donbas 
was the biggest difference between the NATO and 
Ukrainian briefings,) 

When one subtracts the number of Russian soldiers 
from the 36,000 figure, Ukrainian sources believe that 
the majority of the rest are Ukrainian citizens. The 
others include Chechen and Cossack fighters from 
Russia. One interlocutor said that approximately 2000 
of the 36,000 are operating in "rogue" units that are not 
under Russian, "Donetsk People's Republic" or "Luhansk 
People's Republic" command. 

Like NATO, the Ukrainians reported a significant recent 
influx from Russia into Ukraine of armor (T-64 and 
T-72 tanks as well as armored personnel carriers), 
artillery, multiple launch rocket systems (MLRS) such 
as the Grad, and sophisticated air defense systems. One 
Ukrainian estimate put the armor numbers at 250 
tanks and 800 armored personnel carriers; other 
estimates were higher. 

Ukrainians reported significant Russian use of 
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) for surveillance 
and targeting purposes. The Russians combined this 
capability with MLRS and artillery with devastating 
effect; one Ukrainian officer stated that 70 percent of 
Ukrainian casualties were from MLRS and artillery 
strikes. Ukrainian military officers said that they have no 
capabilities to jam or down Russian UAVs. 

Ukrainian military officials praised the counter-mortar 
radars provided by the United States and now in use 
along the line of contact, but they observed that those 
radars have a range of only six to seven kilometers. 
They expressed very strong interest in acquiring longer 
range counter-battery systems that could detect MLRS 
launches and artillery firing out to a range of 30-40 
kilometers and enable the Ukrainian military to target 
those systems with its own MLRS and artillery. (The 
Grad MLRS, which the Russians/separatists have used to 
great effect, has a range of 20 kilometers.) 
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Other gaps reported by Ukrainian military officers 
largely fell into the non-lethal category: secure 
communications, counter-jamming equipment, 
electronic counter-measures for use against UAVs, 
UAVs for the Ukrainian military with ranges of 50-80 
kilometers, armored Humvees and medical support 
equipment. They had two primary requests for lethal 
military assistance: sniper weapons and precision anti
armor weapons, specifically the Javelin anti-tank missile. 
The current stocks of Ukrainian anti-tank/anti-armor 
weapons are at least 20 years old and reportedly have a 
70 percent out of commission rate. 

One knowledgeable Ukrainian interlocutor noted 
Ukraine's "strategic" need for modern air defense 
systems, given the overwhelming Russian advantage 
in airpower, which he believed would be employed 
in any major force-on-force operation by the Russian 
military, e.g., an effort to seize a land bridge to 
Crimea. He contrasted this with the "tactical" need 
for anti-armor weapons, 

Ukrainian officials maintained that they could quickly 
learn to operate new equipment and cited their 
experience in getting U.S.-provided counter-mortar 
radars into action. 

While there is some coordination between the regular 
army and volunteer battalions, it varies with the 
battalion, ranging from barely satisfactory to poor. 
Military officials suggested that coordination is better 
with those battalions that are working with the Ministry 
of the Interior. 

The OSCE Special Monitoring Mission to Ukraine (which 
is separate from the OSCE mission that monitors two 
crossing points on the Ukraine/Russia border) reported 
a difficult situation in the Donbas. The mission believed 
that some 5.2 million people have been affected (the 
majority, but not all, on the separatist side of the line 
of contact) and that, in addition, more than one million 
people had been displaced, with slightly more than half 
of those relocated in Ukraine while most of the rest 
had gone to Russia. The mission noted that 70 percent 
of the Russian/separatist-controlled area in Luhansk 
ob!ast was not under control of the "Luhansk People's 
Republic" but was controlled by rogue groups. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Federal law prohibits the unauthorized release of certain information that could damage 

our national security. The protection of our nation's secrets is essential to protecting intelligence 
activities, sources and methods, preserving the ability of the President to effectively achieve 

foreign policy objectives, and ultimately to safeguard our country. In short, the unauthorized 

disclosure of certain information can cost American lives, and our laws protecting this 
information provide for harsh punishments when violated. Since President Trump assumed 

office, our nation has faced an unprecedented wave of potentially damaging leaks of information 

protected by these important laws. 

Under President Trump's predecessors, leaks of national security information were 
relatively rare, even with America's vibrant free press. Under President Trump, leaks are flowing 

at the rate of one a day, an examination of open-source material by the majority staff of the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs shows. Articles published by a 

range of national news organizations between January 20 and May 25, 2017 included at least 125 

stories with leaked information potentially damaging to national security. Even a narrow search 
revealed leaks of comparable information during the Trump administration that were about seven 
times higher than the same period during the two previous administrations. 

From the morning of President Trump's inauguration, when major newspapers published 
information about highly sensitive intelligence intercepts, news organizations have reported on 

an avalanche of leaks from officials across the U.S. government. Many disclosures have 
concerned the investigations of alleged Russian interference in the 2016 election, with the world 

learning details of whose communications U.S. intelligence agencies are monitoring, what 
channels are being monitored, and the results of those intercepts. All such revelations are 
potential violations of federal law, punishable by jail time. 

But the leak frenzy has gone far beyond the Kremlin and has extended to other sensitive 

information that could harm national security. President Trump's private conversations with 

other foreign leaders have shown up in the press, while secret operations targeting America's 
most deadly adversaries were exposed in detail. 

As The New York Times wrote in a candid self-assessment: "Journalism in the Trump era 
has featured a staggering number of leaks from sources across the federal government." 1 No less 
an authority than President Obama's CIA director called the deluge of state secrets "appalling."2 

These leaks do not occur in a vacuum. They can, and do, have real world consequences for 
national security. To ensure the security of our country's most sensitive information, federal law 

enforcement officials ought to thoroughly investigate leaks of potentially sensitive information 
flowing at an alarming rate. 

1 Michael Grynbaum & John Koblin, After Reality Winner's Arrest, Medial Asks: Did 'Intercept' Expose a Source?, 
N.Y. TIMES (June 6,2017). 
2 Brian Naylor, Former CIA Director Tells Lawmakers About 'Very Aggressive' Russian Election Meddling, NPR 
(May 23, 20 I 7). 
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FINDINGS 

Under the direction of Senator Ron Johnson, Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, majority committee staff examined media leaks 
between January 20, 2017, and May 25, 2017-President Trump's first 126 days in office. The 
examination consisted entirely of publicly available news articles; no classified information was 
accessed or reviewed. The inquiry found: 

• The Trump administration faced 125 leaked stories--0ne leak a day- containing 
information that is potentially damaging to national security under the standards 
laid out in a 2009 Executive Order signed by President Barack Obama. 

• Leaks with the capacity to damage national security flowed about seven times 
faster under President Trump than during President Obama's and President 
George W. Bush's first 126 days. 

• The majority of!eaks during the Trump administration, 78, concerned the Russia 
probes, with many revealing closely-held infonnation such as intelligence 
community intercepts, FBI interviews and intelligence, grand jury subpoenas, and 
even the workings of a secret surveillance court. 

• Other leaks disclosed potentially sensitive intelligence on U.S. adversaries or 
possible military plans against them. One leak, about the investigation of a 
terrorist attack, caused a diplomatic incident between the United States and a 
close ally. 

• Leaked stories appeared in 18 news outlets, sourced to virtually every possible 
permutation of anonymous current and former U.S. officials, some clearly from 
the intelligence community. One story cited more than two dozen anonymous 
sources. 

• Almost all of the stories leaked during President Trump's first 126 days were 
about the President or his administration. In contrast, only half of the stories 
leaked during the comparable period of the Obama administration were about 
President Obama or his administration; the other half concerned President Bush 
and his anti-terrorism tactics. 

2 
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OVERVIEW OF LAWS ON NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION 

The Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, in addition to its role 
as the chief oversight committee in the Senate, is specifically entrusted with two important 
responsibilities-to oversee our nation's federal records and to examine "the effectiveness of 
present national security methods, staffing, and procedures as tested against the requirements 
imposed by the rapidly mounting complexity of national security problems."3 Nothing is more 
important to America's national security than protecting its secrets. While the First Amendment 
must be respected and a free press is vital to an accountable democracy, the federal government's 
foremost mission must be to keep Americans safe from harm. As Deputy Attorney General Rod 
J. Rosenstein put it: "Releasing classified material without authorization threatens our nation's 
security and undermines public faith in government."4 

While no single law governs unauthorized disclosures of national security information, a 
patchwork of statutes and presidential directives address the release of information that the 
executive branch deems potentially classified. The Espionage Act, a World War I-era law, 
remains "one of the U.S. government's primary statutoxy vehicles for addressing the disclosure" 
of sensitive national security information. 5 The Act's broadest prohibition is 18 U.S.C. § 793, 
which criminalizes the dissemination of various types of national defense information. 6 With so 
many recent Russia-related leaks disclosing intelligence activities and information, one security 
studies expert, Angelo M. Codevilla, 7 decried the "patently obvious felonies that U.S. 
intelligence officials have committed each and every time they have informed reporters of The 
Washington Post and New York Times about the targets, functions and results of U.S. 
communications intelligence. "8 

Violations of the Espionage Act are punishable by up to 10 years imprisonment, as are 
violations of a separate statute, 18 U.S.C. § 1030(a)(l ), which prohibits the communication of 
classified information retrieved from a computer if the infonnation "could be used to the injmy 
of the United States."9 

The Obama administration laid out a zero-tolerance policy for leaks and the harm they 
cause. President Obama's Director of National Intelligence, James R. Clapper, wrote in a blunt 
2012 Intelligence Community Directive: "National intelligence and intelligence sources, 
methods and activities shall be protected. The integration of [counterintelligence] and security 
activities throughout the [intelligence community] is the primary method for neutralizing threats 

3 S. Rule XXV(k); S. Res. 62, ! 15th Cong. (2017). 
4 Press Release, U.S. Dep't of Justice, Federal Government Contractor in Georgia Charged With Removing and 
Mailing Classified Materials to a News Outlet (June 5, 2017), https://www.iustice.gov/opa/pr/federal-govemment
contractor-georgia-charged-removing-and-mailing-classified-materials-news. 
5 Stephen P. Mulligan & Jennifer K. Elsea, Criminal Prohibitions on Leaks and Other Disclosures ofClassifzed 
Defense !,!formation, Cong. Research Serv. (March 7, 2017). 
6 18 u.s.c. § 793 (2012). 
7 See The Claremont Inst., http://www.claremont.org/crb/contributor-list/116/ (last visited June 20, 2017). 
8 Angelo Codevilla, Punishing The Real Russia Crime: Leaking, AMERICAN GREATNESS (June 4,2017), 
https:l/amgreatness.com/2017/06/04/punishing-real-russia-crime-leakingl. 
9 18 u.s.c. § 1030 (2012). 

4 



21277

1009 

by foreign powers, organizations, or persons, or their agents, or international terrorist 
organizations or activities." 10 President Obama also issued Executive Order 13526 in 2009 
governing classified national security information. Section 1.4 specifies the categories of 
information subject to classification because "unauthorized disclosure could reasonably be 
expected to cause identifiable or discernible damage to the national security." 11 The categories 
include "intelligence activities"; "foreign relations or foreign activities of the United States"; 
"military plans, weapons systems, or operations"; and "scientific, technological or economic 
matters relating to the national security." 12 

Prosecuting leakers is complicated and subject to case-specific factors, including criminal 
intent. This report is not meant to suggest that the unauthorized disclosure of sensitive 
information will always lead to criminal prosecutions. It is the responsibility of federal 
prosecutors and law enforcement officials to decide if cases should be brought. 

What is clear, however, is that the cascade ofleaks may be unprecedented and is causing 
real harm. Susan Hennessey, a Brookings Institution scholar and former National Security 
Agency lawyer, said that recent disclosures of telephone intercepts are beyond anything in her 
experience. "This information is really, really sensitive," she told The Washington Post. 13 

Among those calling for a crackdown on leaks is former CIA director John Brennan. After 
criticizing President Trump's reported decision to share sensitive information with Russian 
officials, 14 Brennan recently told House members that his bigger concern was subsequent leaks 
disclosing that the information had been provided by a U.S. intelligence partner. 15 "What I was 
very concerned about, though, is the subsequent release of what appears to be classified 
information purporting to point to the originator of the information, liaison partners," Brennan 
testified before the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. "These continue to be 
very, very damaging leaks, and I find them appalling, and they need to be tracked down. So, that 
is where the damage came from." 16 

It is also apparent that the arguments often used to justify leaks that are at odds with the 
Trump administration-that leakers are bringing to light potential illegality, unwise policies, or 
concerns about the President's temperament-have no legal basis. According to the non-partisan 

lO U.S. OFFICE OF THE DIR. OFNAT'L INTELLIGENCE, INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY DIRECTIVE 700 (June 7, 
2012),https://www.dni.gov/files/documents/ICD/ICD 700.pdf. 
" Exec. Order No. 13526, 75 Fed. Reg. 2, 707 (January 5, 20IO). 
i2 Id. 
13 Margaret Sullivan, Of Course Washington is Plagued by Leaks. That's a Good Thing, WASH. POST(June 4, 2017), 
https:/lwww.washingtonpost.comllifestylelstylelof..course-washington-is-plagued-by-leaks-thats-a-good-
thing/2017 /06/02/f6a8245c-46e7-l 1 e7-98cd-af64b4fe2dfc storv.html?utm term=.99d84e9c36df. 
14 Greg Miller & Greg Jaffe, Trump Revealed Highly Classified Information to Russian Foreign Minister and 
Ambassador, WASH. POST (May 15, 2017), https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/trump
revealed-highly-classified-information-to-russian-foreign-minister-and-ambassador/2017 /05/ I 5/530c I 72a-3960-
I I e7-9e48-c4fl9971 0b69 story.html?utm term=.dd6cl b5b4560. 
15 Adam Goldman, Eric Schmitt & Peter Baker, Israel Said to Be Source of Secret Intelligence Trump Gave to 
Russians, N.Y. TIMES (May 16, 2017), https://www.nytimcs.com/2017/05/!6/world/middleeast/israel-trump
classified-intelligence-russia.html. 
16 Video: Brennan: JC Leaks To Press Are Appalling And Need to Be Tracked Down, YouTUBE (May 23, 2017), 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lfguL YzgP U. 
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Congressional Research Service (CRS), no accused leaker "has ever been acquitted based on a 
finding that the public interest in the released information was so great that it justified an 
otherwise unlawful disclosure." 17 Instead, "courts have regarded such disclosures by government 
employees to be conduct that enjoys no First Amendment protection, regardless of the motives of 
the divulger or the value the release of such information might impart to public discourse." 18 

METHODOLOGY 

This examination of media leaks during the Trump administration consists entirely of 
publicly available news reporting. No classified information was. accessed or reviewed for any 
purpose during this examination. As such, the report takes no position on the accuracy of the 
information as reported in the media. 

President Obama's Executive Order 13526 served as the basis for this examination. The 
inquiry began with searches of Google and commercial databases for stories that ran in 
publications and/or were posted online between January 20, 2017 and May 25, 2017-President 
Trump's first 126 days in office. Staff members used 36 search tenns designed to identify 
phrases typically used in anonymously-sourced stories, such as "Trump and U.S. officials," and 
"Trump and people familiar with." Articles were tagged if they: ( a) had no named sources; (b) 
reflected the news outlet's original sources; 19 and (c) fell under a category in Executive Order 
13526 as reasonably expected to cause damage to national security, such as ''intelligence 
activities" or "foreign relations or foreign activities of the United States." This search resulted in 
125 stories that matched these criteria. 20 

To approximate the amount of national security leaks during the Trump administration 
relative to President Trump's predecessors, searches were conducted using the Lexis database of 
news articles for the same time period of the Trump, Obama and Bush administrations. 21 The 
same 36 search terms were used for each of these searches. 

By necessity, these searches were not comprehensive, and this report required some 
judgement calls on which leaks could reasonably be expected to cause damage to national 
security. This analysis does not include a number of stories during the Trump administration that 

17 Stephen P. Mulligan & Jennifer K. Elsea, supra note 5. 
18 Id (citing argument based upon U.S. v. Marchetti., 466 F.2d 1309 (4th Cir. 1972), cert. denied, 409 U.S. 1063 
(1972); Snepp v. U.S., 444 U.S. 507 (1980)). 
19 "Original sources" means that the article contained a unique leak of the damaging information. The Washington 
Post, for example, broke a story in April 2017 that the FBI had obtained a secret order from the secret Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Court to monitor the communications of a Trump advisor. See Ellen Nakashima, Devlin 
Barrett & Adam Entous, FBI Obtained FISA Warrant to Monitor Trump Adviser Carter Page, WASH. Posr (April 
11, 201 7). Stories were only tagged from publications that confirmed the Post reporting with their own sources. 
Stories were not included if they ran: "The Washington Post reported that .... " 
20 These articles are included in the Appendix. 
21 Since a comprehensive Lexis search for President Trump's first 126 days produced more than 10,000 hits, the 
Lexis inquiries for Trump and his two predecessors were limited to The Associated Press and five major 
newspapers: The New York Times; The Washington Post; The Los Angeles Times; The Boston Globe and The 
Houston Chronicle. Even those na1rnwer searches--ofThe Associated Press and five major newspapers-produced 
nearly 3,000 articles. Staff members pulled out those that met the same criteria listed above. 
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could meet the criteria outlined in President Obama's executive order but were considered 
borderline. The analysis also does not include examples of what could be called "palace intrigue" 
stories, such as a CNN report that President Trump was furious and lashing out at White House 
staff over the Russia investigation. 22 Thus, this analysis represents a conservative estimate of the 
volume ofleaks of information potentially damaging to national security during the Trump 
administration. 

22 Jake Tapper ET AL., Tmmp Angry and Frustrated at Staff Over Sessions Fallout, CNN (Mar. 6, 2017, 6:08 AM), 
http:/ /www.cnn.com/20 l 7 /03/04/politics/donald-trump-j eff-sessions-reince priebus/index. html. 
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LEAKS OF SENSITIVE NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION 
DURING THE TRUMP ADMINISTRATION 

The broad search of Trump's first 126 days in office yielded a total of 125 leaked stories 
that met the criteria for original sourcing and potential national security damage. The second, 
narrower Lexis searches of The Associated Press and five major newspapers found 62 such 
stories-about seven times more than the comparable numbers of stories under President Obama 
or President Bush. Of the 125 total stories, half were broken by The Washington Post or The New 
York Times. But leaks also flowed to 16 other news organizations, ranging from mainstream 
newspapers such as The Wall Street Journal and wire services such as Reuters, to major 
television network websites, venerable magazines such as Foreign Policy, and relatively newer 
outlets like The Daily Beast. 

Many stories presented President Trump in a negative and often harsh light, with some 
seemingly designed to embarrass the administration. For example, a Mother Jones article 
detailed a memo telling intelligence analysts to keep President Trump's daily briefings short and 
to avoid nuance; 23 a Reuters piece reported on how the National Security Council frequently puts 
his name in briefings so he will keep reading; 24 and The Washington Post wrote a story on how 
the President "badgered, bragged and abruptly ended" a phone call with the Australian Prime 
Minister. 25 This Post story was one of several that quoted directly from President Trump's 
private calls with foreign leaders, a rare occurrence under previous presidents. · 

More than 70 leaked stories were attributed to "officials" in virtually every form the word 
can be used, including "U.S. officials"; "former U.S. officials"; "current and former U.S. 
officials"; "senior U.S. officials"; "former government officials"; "administration officials"; 
"intelligence officials"; "national security officials"; "Justice Department officials"; "law 
enforcement officials"; and "defense officials." Other stories cited people "familiar with" or 
briefed on closely-held information such as classified intelligence; contents of wiretapped 
communications; national security forms, and internal administration deliberations. The sheer 
volume and scope of the sources indicates that they are coming from across the government, with 
some clearly from within the intelligence community, given the large number of stories reporting 
on secret intelligence and how publications cite their sources. 

The stories about reported Russia-related intelligence are especially troublesome given 
the potential for disclosure of national security information. In recent months, the world has 
learned, reportedly, that U.S. intelligence agencies are routinely monitoring Russian officials, 

23 Ashley Dejean, Exclusive: Classified Memo Tells Intelligence Analysists to Keep Trump's Daily Brie/Short, 
MOTHER JONES (Feb. l 6, 2017, 1 :58 PM),http://wwwmotherjones.com/politics/2017/02/classified-memo-tells
intelligence-analysts-keep-trumps-daily-brief-short/. 
24 Steve Holland & Jeff Mason, National Security Officials Put Trump's Name in Their Briefings As Much As 
Possible So He Will Keep Reading, REUTERS (May 17, 2017, 9:33 AM), http://www.businessinsider.com/r
embroi led-in-controversies-trump-seeks-boost-on-foreign-trip-20 I 7-5. 
25 Greg Miller & Phillip Rucker, 'This Was the Worst Call by Far': Trump Badgered, Bragged and Abruptly Ended 
Phone Call With Australian Leader, WASH. Posr (Feb. 2, 2017), https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national
security/no-gday-mate-on-call-with-australian-pm-trump-badgers-and-brags/201 7 /02/0 l /88a3btb0-e8bf- J J e6-80c2-
30e57 e57 e05d story.html?utm term=.9laf570918le. 
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including "within the Kremlin"; 26 the communications channels being monitored; whose 
conversations have been picked up on telephone wiretaps; the contents of some of these 
communications; and, in at least one case, which agency is doing the monitoring. 27 In one 
egregious example, current and former officials apparently gave Reuters the exact number of 
calls and electronic messages exchanged in a specific time period between Trump advisors and 
Russian officials. 28 These stories plainly could damage national security under the definition laid 
out in President Obama's 2009 Executive Order. 

Equally clear is the potential damage from numerous leaks unrelated to Russia. A 
Bloomberg story in May 2017, for exan1ple, unveiled an intelligence community assessment 
about the U.S. resources that would be required to "stop the advance of the Taliban" in 
Afghanistan and "save the government in Kabul."29 That leak alone appeared to violate three 
parts of the 2009 Executive Order: the prohibition on unauthorized disclosure of intelligence 
activities, another on revealing U.S. "military plans, weapons systems or operations," and a third 
on disclosing information about "foreign relations or foreign activities of the Unite<l States." A 
number of recent stories about alleged terrorist plots or possible military action against a terrorist 
group could help undermine anti-terror activities, while another disclosing details of a secret 
cyber operation targeting a terrorist group constitutes potential harm under a provision of the 
2009 Executive Order prohibiting disclosure of"technological ... matters relating to the national 
security."30 Even a relatively short Washington Post piece in March 2017 that reported about 
Administration data that allegedly undercuts President Trump's visa restrictions could fall under 
the Executive Order. 31 By disclosing internal reports, including one reportedly drawn from 
closely-held FBI data, the article risks revealing "vulnerabilities ... of systems, installations, 
infrastructures, projects, plans ... relating to the national security"-because the administration 
argues the ban is necessary for maintaining that security. 32 

Many of the most publicized leaks in recent weeks stemmed from President Trump's 
removal of FBI Director James Corney and the documents Director Corney allegedly wrote 
detailing his communications with the President. In testimony before the Senate, Director Corney 

26 Matthew Rosenberg, Adam Goldman & Michael S. Schmidt, Obama Administration Rushed to Preserve 
Intelligence of Russian Election Hacking, N.Y. TIMES (Mar. l, 2017), 
https://www.nytimes.com/20 l 7 /03/0 l lus/politics/obama-trump-russia-election-hacking html. 
27 Michael S. Schmidt, Matthew Rosenberg, Adam Goldman & Matt Apuzzo, Intercepting Russian Communications 
Part of Inquiry Into Trump Associates, N. Y. TIMES (Jan. 19, 20 I 7), 
https:1lwww.nytimes.com/2017 /0 l /19/us/politics/trump-russia-associates-investi gation.html. 
28 Ned Parker, Jonathan Landay & Wa1rnn Strobel, Exclusive: Trump Campaign Had At Least 18 Undisclosed 
Contacts with Russians: Sources, REUTERS (May 18, 2017, 1:07 PM), http://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa
trump-russia-contacts-idUSKCN18El06. 
29 Eli Lake, Trump Has to Decide: 50,000 Troops to Afghanistan?, BLOOMBERG (May 17, 2017, 5:00 AM), 
https://www.bloomberg.com/view/articles/2017 -05- l 7 /trump-has-to-decide-50-000-troops-to-afghanistan. 
30 Ellen Nakashima, Cyber Operation Targeting ISIS Divided Obama Officials, WASH. POST (May. 12, 2017), 
https://www .pressreader.com/usa/the-washington-post/20 l 70512/2817240894 72008. 
31 Devlin Barrett, Abigail Hauslohner & David Nakamura, Internal Trump Administration Data Undercuts Travel 
Ban, WASH. POST (Mar. 16, 2017), https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/intemal-trump
administration-data-undercuts-travel-ban/2017 /03/ l 6/9a2dc6b4-098e-l I e 7-93dc-
00f9bdd74ed l story html?utm term=.e83c36a026la. 
32 Nat'! Archives Information Sec. Oversight Office, The President Executive Order 13526, 
https://www.archives.gov/isoo/policy-documents/cnsi-eo html (last visited June 20, 2017). 
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said he deliberately wrote the memos in unclassified form and tbat he helped leak them to the 
media in hopes of getting a special counsel appointed. 33 This report is not meant to question the 
motives of Director Corney. The release of these documents, however, could potentially harm 
national security under the 2009 presidential Executive Order if they concern foreign relations or 
counter-intelligence efforts. Constitutional law expert Jonathan Turley, for one, said the former 
director is still subject to laws "governing the disclosure of classified and non-classified 
information." Professor Turley, who opined the memos should have been classified "even on the 
confidential level," concluded that leaking them "is eroblematic given the overall controversy 
involving !eakers undermining the Administration.".4 For these reasons, tl1is report includes 
articles relating to leaks surrounding Director Corney's conversations with the President. 

9 ALEAKADAY I UNAUTHORIZED DISCLOSURES OF NATIONAL SECURITY 
8 INFORMATION, JAN. 20 TO MAY 25, 2017 I 
7 I 

~ II :;; 6 ... 
0 
il:i II :s 
z 
0 

I I 
11 

!4 ... 

111 I I I I 3 

2 I 11 1111 I u 1111 I 111" I I~ 
11111 

:1 1111111 I Ill __ .. ___. .............. ....._ .. ___________________________ .. .. .. .. .. .. 
~ " " " " Ill 

i '§ i I N 

.i :s I 
staff anaf)'91s, Google 

33 Devlin Ban·et, Ellen Nakashima & Ed O'Keefe, Camey: White House Lied About Me, FBI, WASH. POST (June 8, 
2017), https:1/www.washingtonpost.com/worldinational-securitv/comey-testimony-tmmp-senate-
hearing/2017 /06/07 /afudf87c-4bd0-l l e7-bc l b-fddbd8359dec storv.html'/hpid=hp hp-banner-main comey-845a
hed%3Ahomepage%2Fstory&utm tem,=.23c8l la98c4b. 
34 Jonathan Turley, Did Camey Violate Laws in leaking the Trump Memo?, JONATHAN TURLEY: RES IPSA 

LOQU!TUR (June 8, 2017), https://jonathanturlcv.org/2017 /06/08/did-comey-violate-laws-in-!eaking-memo/. 
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LEAKS OF SENSITIVE NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION 
DURING THE OBAMA AND BUSH ADMINISTRATIONS 

Compared to news reports containing potentially damaging national security information 
occurring during the Trump administration, there were a fraction of similar reports during the 
Obama and Bush administrations. The Lexis search of President Obama's first 126 days in 
office produced 18 stories that met the criteria of anonymously sourced accounts reflecting 
original sourcing that could reasonably be expected to cause damage to national security. A 
closer look, however, revealed that national security reporting in the early Obama administration 
was often focused on President Obama's Republican predecessor. 

Soon after President Obama took office in January 2009, debate raged anew in 
Washington about years-old Bush administration tactics for fighting terrorism. Much of the 
media storm was fueled by President Obama's authorized release in April 2009 of so-called 
"torture memos"-Justice Department documents authorizing enhanced interrogations of terror 
suspects after the September 11, 2001 attacks. The Obama administration's decision to make 
these documents public meant that 10 of the 18 stories identified in this analysis were actually 
mostly negative pieces about the Bush administration, with headlines such as "A grim look at a 
key CIA method; Memos show sleep deprivation is harsher and more controversial than most 
realize" and "Debate over interrogation methods sharply divided the Bush White House. 35 

Because these 10 stories were plainly not about the Obama administration, they were 
excluded from the analysis. That left a total of eight stories containing leaks of information 
potentially damaging to national security during the Obama administration, compared to 62 
stories found in the comparable Lexis search for President Trump. Those remaining eight Obama 
administration stories reported on topics such as the new White House's increasing reliance on 
foreign intelligence to detain terror suspects, 36 a new missile test-fired by Iran, 37 and a hacking 
of the U.S. electric grid that exposed key vulnerabilities. 38 While the leaks in all of these stories 
could be harmful to national security and are thus prohibited by law, none depicted President 
Obama in a negative light. 

The results from the search of stories in President Obama's first 126 days in office 
mirrored the search of President Bush's first 126 days in office. A total of nine anonymously 
sourced stories met the criteria, including potential damage to national security. The topics 
reported by these stories included an intelligence estimate on Iraq rebuilding weapons factories, a 
confidential Pentagon review calling for new arms to counter China, and details about possible 

35 Mark Mazzetti & Scott Shane, Debate Over Interrogation Methods Sharply Divided the Bush White House, N.Y. 
TIMES (May 3, 2009).http://wwwnytimes.com/2009/05/04/us/politics/04detain html. 
36 Eric Schmitt & Mark Mazzetti, U.S. Relies More on Aid of Allies in Terror Cases, N.Y. TIMES (May 23, 2009), 
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/05/24/world/24intel.htm1. 
37 Pamela Hess & Pauline Jelinek, S Officials: Iran Missile May be More Advanced, ASSOCIATED PRESS, May 20, 
2009, Washington Dateline. 
38 Jordan Robertson & Eileen Sullivan, AP Source: Spies Comprised US Electric Grid, ASSOCIATED PRESS, April 9, 
2009, Domestic News. 
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anns sales to Taiwan. Even with the nation still healing from the divisive presidential election in 
2000, none of the stories targeted President Bush specifically or cast him in a negative light. 
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CONCLUSION 

The American institutions of a free press and honest, open government are among our 
most sacred traditions. Every citizen has an interest in the free flow of information so the 
American public can stay informed about public policy, make wise decisions, and hold its 
leaders accountable. Yet, it is critical to maintain a balance between these democratic 
imperatives and the government's most vital role: keeping our country safe. 

With the recent surge of harmful leaks of information potentially damaging to national 
security during the Trump administration, that balance is now under threat. It must be restored, 
as people on different sides of the debate are begiuning to realize. Mark S. Zaid, a Washington 
lawyer known for representing national security whistleblowers, points out that "as a matter of 
law, no one who leaks classified information to the media (instead ofto an appropriate 
governmental authority) is a whistleblower entitled to legal protection . . . . The law 
appropriately protects only those who follow it. " 39 While reaffirming the need for 
whistleblowers to ensure accountability in government, Zaid adds: "It is a fact that the Trump 
administration has been besieged by leaks ... at a level that far exceeds that of previous 
presidencies within the first 130 days." 

This report confirms Zaid's statement. President Trump and his administration have 
faced apparent leaks on nearly a daily basis, potentially imperiling national security at a time of 
growing threats at home and abroad. The commander-in-chief needs to be able to effectively 
manage U.S. security, intelligence operations and foreign relations without worrying that his 
most private meetings, calls and deliberations will be outed for the entire world to see. As Zaid 
concludes: 

"One day history will judge the consequences of these actions." 

39 Mark S. Zaid, Reality Winner Isn't a Whistleblower- or a Victim of Trump's War on Leaks, WASH. POST (June 8, 
2017), https://www.washingtonpost.com/posteverything/wp/2017/06/08/reality-winner-isnt-a-whistleblower-or-a
victim-of-trumps-war-on-leaks/?utm term=. l 7d 12882e932. 
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The President's Cabinet: Evolution, Alternatives, and 
Proposals for Change 

Summary 

The President's Cabinet is an institution whose existence rests upon custom 
rather than law. President George Washington found the Cabinet concept, a meeting 
of departmental secretaries, to be useful, and all subsequent Presidents have followed 
this precedent. Presidents have differed in their opinions as to the utility of the 
Cabinet, but all have found some political and administrative strengths in its 
continuance. 

This report discusses how membership in the Cabinet has changed over the 
decades. The selection and removal processes are examined as well as commentary 
on the Cabinet by persons who have been participants. 

In this century, a whole host of sub-Cabinet groups have been created as 
substitutes for full Cabinet sessions. The authority and configuration of these sub
Cabinet groups (e.g., Council on Economic Policy) vary from administration to 
administration and few institutions and sets of relationships have acquired permanent 
status. A number of sub-Cabinet groups have staffs (e.g., National Security Council), 
and it is these staffs that help provide some measure of institutional depth to the 
presidency. 

Despite two centuries of criticism, the Cabinet remains a fixture in the 
President's political world. This report reviews criticisms directed at the Cabinet, and 
the "reforms" offered to correct alleged deficiencies, and provides an assessment of 
the utility of the Cabinet to successive Presidents. The Cabinet is retained because it 
provides to the President: (1) political and managerial advice; (2) a forum for 
interdepartmental conflict resolution; (3) a location where he can address most of the 
executive branch and thereby enhance administrative coherence; and ( 4) a source of 
political support for his programs and policies. 

This report concludes with several observations on the nature of the Cabinet. 
The Cabinet is not now, and is not likely to become, a body with collective 
responsibility. Presidents cannot appropriately share their legal authority or 
responsibilities with the Cabinet. Thus, there are inherent limitations to the Cabinet 
that no refom1s can alter or overcome. The Cabinet, its members, and its sub-groups 
provide the President with an adaptive resource with which to manage the executive 
branch of government. 
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The President's Cabinet: Evolution, Alternatives, 
and Proposals for Change 

Origin and Evolution 

The President's Cabinet is an institution whose existence rests upon custom 
rather than law.1 While the wording of Article II, Section 2 of the Constitution, that 
the President may require " ... the Opinion, in writing, of the principal Officer in each 
of the executive Departments," clearly indicates the intention of the Framers that the 
President was expected to seek the advice of his department heads, there was no 
constitutional requirement that he meet with them either individually or collectively. 

The Cabinet came into being because President George Washington found it 
useful. He began meeting with his three departmental secretaries and the attorney 
general in 1791, although it was not until 1793, during a crisis with France, that this 
group acquired the popular name of"Cabinet."2 

While all subsequent Presidents have considered it necessary to meet with the 
Cabinet, their attitudes toward the institution and its members have varied greatly. 
Some Presidents have convened their Cabinet only for the most formal and routine 
matters while others have relied heavily upon it for advice and support. Richard 
Fenno has noted the absolute dependence of the Cabinet upon the President: "The 
President's power to use or not use it is complete and final. The Cabinet is his to use 
when and ifhe wishes, and he cannot be forced into either alternative. He has the 
power of life or death over it at this point. "3 

The composition of the Cabinet from the beginning has reflected two critical 
concepts promoted by the ascendent Federalist leadership. First, to meet the 
problems facing the new republic, energy, they argued, must be the hallmark of the 

1 The first time the Cabinet was recognized in statute law was on February 26, 1907, when 
Congress provided for an increase in the salaries ofheads of executive departments, who were 
designated as "members of the President's Cabinet." 34 Stat. 935, 993. 
2 Herny Barrett Learned, The President's Cabinet: Studies in the Origin, Formation and 
Structure of an American Institution (New Haven: Yale University Press, 19 I 2), Chapter 5. 
Mary L. Hinsdale, A History of the President's Cabinet (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Wahr, 1911 ). 

3 Richard Fenno, The President's Cabinet (New York: Random House, 1959), p. 29. 
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executive branch and such energy, leavened by law and shared powers, must be 
centered in an institutionally strong President.4 In Federalist 70, Hamilton asserts: 

Energy in the Executive is a leading character ... of good government ... . A 
feeble executive implies a feeble execution of government. A feeble execution is 
but another phrase for a bad execution ... all men of sense will agree in the 
necessity of an energetic Executive. 

President Washington was not in any doubt that the heads of departments were 
his agents when he wrote to the Comte de Moustier in May 1789: "The impossibility 
that one man should be able to perfom1 all the great business of the State, I take to 
have been the reason for instituting the great Departments, and appointing officers 
therein, to assist the Supreme Magistrate in discharging the duties of his trust."5 The 
issue took the form of a challenge to the President by Congress that he could not 
dismiss anyone confirmed by the Senate from Office without first obtaining Senate 
approval. In what has come down to us as the "Decision of 1789, "6 Congress, under 
Madison's leadership, retreated from this position and indicated to the President that 
from the outset he could dismiss any officer, thus cementing the position of the 
President as chief of an integrated executive branch. 7 

Second, the Cabinet reflects the Framers' belief in the superiority of single 
executives to manage departments over a plural executive arrangement. The Framers 
turned away from grand theory and reflected instead upon their own experience in 
waging the Revolutionary War against a global power and in attempting to run the 
nation under the Articles of Confederation after the close of hostilities in 1781. 8 

4 For a general account of the intentions of the Framers with respect to the institutions of the 
new republic, consult: Martin Diamond, The Founding of the Democratic Republic (Itasca, 
IL: F .E. Peacock Publishers, 1981 ). 
5 George Washington, The Writings of George Washington, ed., John C. Fitzpatrick, vol. 30 
(Washington: GPO, 1939), p. 334. 
6 For a discussion of the "Decision of 1789," consult, Leonard D. White, The Federalists 
(New York: Macmillan, 1948), pp. 20-25, also: (name redacted);onstitutional Conflicts 
Between Congress and the President, 4th rev. ed. (Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 
1997), chapter 3. 
7 With respect to fundamental authorities and lines of accountability, the executive branch has 
never been a pristine unity. From the decision of the first Congress to give the comptroller 
in the Treasury department a substantial degree of legal autonomy within the department, ( 1 
Annals of Congress, (1789), p. 164), down to the present day "independent prosecutors" 
functioning in an uneasy relationship with the executive branch, not all officers have been 
directly accountable to the President. Katy J. Harriger, "Separation of Powers and the Politics 
ofindependent Counsels," Political Science Quarterly, vol. I 09, summer 1994: 261-86. (name 
redacte\1f,he Independent Counsel Statute," in Mark Rozell and Clyde Wilcox, eds., The 

Clinton Scandal and the Future of American Government (Washington: Georgetown 
University Press, 2000), pp. 60-80. These exceptions notwithstanding, the prevailing 
organizational norm has historically been toward an executive branch and its officers 
accountable to the President. 

8 "[T]he advantages of single-headed control [ of departments] had been so conclusively 
(continned ... ) 
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Their personal experiences became the crucible for political thought. This was 
particularly true for Alexander Hamilton, who found his administrative experiences 
with plural executives during the Confederation period to have been extremely 
frustrating. In 1780 Hamilton stated: 

A single man, in each department of the administration would be greatly 
preferable. It would give us a chance for more knowledge, more activity, more 
responsibility and, of course, more zeal and attention. Boards partake of a part of 
the inconveniences of larger assemblies. Their decisions arc slower, their energy 
less, their responsibility more diffused. They will not have the same abilities and 
knowledge as an administration of a single man.9 

One of the first orders of business for the new Congress in 1789 was the 
establishment of executive departments. Three "organic" statutes were passed 
creating three "great" departments: Treasury, State, and War. 10 A fourth department, 
a Department of Home Affairs, was considered and abandoned; the functions likely 
to have resided in that department were assigned to the other three departments. All 
the particular functions of the newly created executive branch, save that of 
prosecuting the laws and delivering the mails, were assigned these departments.11 

As noted above, President Washington assembled his department secretaries for 
advice and counsel and, in 1793, this informal group became popularly referred to as 
the Cabinet. In addition to the three secretaries (after 1798 there was a fourth 
secretary representing the new Department of the Navy), the President received legal 
advice from an Attorney General. The Attorney General was a private lawyer on 
retainer ($1,500 annually) to the federal government. The Attorney General 
subsequently became a full-time officer of the United States and finally the head of the 
newly created Department of Justice in 1870. 12 

As for the Postmaster General, he was the head of the Post Office, although not 
a member of the Cabinet until 1829. The Post Office became an executive department 

8 
( ••• continued) 

demonstrated that when the first Congress under the new Constitution began consideration of 
administrative organization in 1789, serious objections were raised against the establishment 
of single-headed administrative departments in only one instance; namely in connection with 
a :finance department." Lloyd M. Short, The Development ofNational Administration in the 
United States (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1923), chapter 9. 

9 Alexander Hamilton, The Works of Alexander Hamilton, ed., J.C. Hamilton, ?vols. (New 
York: John F. Throw, 1850-1851), vol. I, pp. 154-55. 

10 Discussion of the acts creating the three "great departments" may be found in James Hart, 
The American Presidency in Action, 1 789: A Study in Constitutional History (New York: 
Macmillan Company, 1948), chapter 7. 

II For a discussion of the administrative philosophy and practices that guided the early 
development of the United States government, consult: White, The Federalist5. Sec also: 
Lynton K. Caldwell, The Administrative Theories of Han1ilton and Jefferson, 2nd ed. (New 
York: Holmes and Meier, 1988). 

12 John A. Fairlie, The National Administration of the United States (New York: Macmillan 
Co., l 905), chapter 9. 
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in 1872 (17 Stat. 283), a status it held until 1971, when it was redesignated by 
Congress as "an independent establislnnent of the executive branch."13 The position 
of Postmaster General was consequently removed from the Cabinet. The first major 
addition to the list of executive departments was the Department of the Interior in 
1849. 14 

The point to be recognized, however, is that as functions were assumed by the 
federal government, they were assigned to new or existing departments, thereby 
retaining the essential unitary basis for the executive branch. Prior to 1860, only four 
permanent "detached agencies" were created: the Library of Congress, the 
Smithsonian Institution, the Botanic Garden, and the Government Printing Office. 15 

For the first centmy of the republic, therefore, the executive branch, with few 
exceptions, consisted of departments headed by single administrators under the 
authority of the President. 

There are presently (2000) some 14 departments in the executive branch, the 
most recent department to be established being the Department of Veterans Affairs 
(1988). The departments represented on the Cabinet with their date of establislnnent 
are: 

(1) Department of Agriculture (I 889) 
(2) Department of Commerce (1903, 1913)'6 

(3) Department of Defense (1789, 1949)17 

(4) Department ofEducation (1979) 
(5) Department of Energy (1977) 
(6) Department of Health and Human Services (1953,1980)18 

(7) Department of Housing and Urban Development (1965) 
(8) Department of the Interior (1849) 
(9) Department of Justice (1870) 
(10) Department of Labor (1903, 1913)19 

(l l) Department of State (1789) 

13 Gerald Cullinan, The United States Postal Service (New York: Praeger, 1973). 

14 Short, National Administrative Organization, chapter 9. 
15 U.S. Congress, Committee on Governmental Affairs, The Federal Executive Establishment: 
Evolution and Trends, by (namer edacted), Committee print, 96th Cong., 2nd sess. 
(Washington: GPO, 1980), p. 3. 
16 A Department of Commerce and Labor was established in 1903. After 10 years, and the 
election of Woodrow Wilson, Congress approved the separation of this joint department into 
two separate departments; one for commerce and the other for labor. Short, National 
Administrative Organization, chapter 29. 
17 The War department, established in 1789, was reorganized in 1947 into the Na6onal 
Military Establishment which, in tum, was redesignated the Department of Defense by 
Congress in 1949. 
18 TI1e Department of Health, Education and Welfare was established in 1953. The 
department was renamed as the Department of Health and Human Services in 1979. 

19 See footnote 8. 
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( 12) Department of Transportation (1966) 
(13) Department of the Treasury (1789) 
(14) Department of Veterans Affairs (1988) 

The Cabinet today is alternately viewed with despair and hope. Self-described 
"realists" say that the Cabinet, both collectively and as a shorthand way of referring 
to the 14 departmental secretaries individually, is an institution oflimited utility and 
not likely to change. Self-described "reformers," on the other hand, still seek a 
formula that will elevate the Cabinet, both collectively and individually, to a primary 
role as advisor to the President. The debate over the proper role for the Cabinet is 
now more than two centuries old and shows no signs of being resolved. For most 
Presidents at least, it is more a problem to be lived with than solved. 

Membership on the Cabinet 

Traditionally, membership on the Cabinet has consisted of the secretaries of the 
several executive departments, the present number being 14. From the beginning, 
however, Presidents have accorded to others the privilege of attending and 
participating in Cabinet meetings. Although Vice Presidents were from time to time 
invited to attend, it was not until President Warren Harding invited Vice President 
Calvin Coolidge in 1921 to be a regular attendee and to preside in his absence that the 
Vice President has been recognized as a member of the Cabinet.20 

President Dwight D. Eisenhower initiated the practice of designating certain 
positions as having "Cabinet rank." This special status is not recognized in law and 
is purely a presidential distinction that can be given and later withdrawn. The number 
of positions assigned Cabinet rank has varied over time but has included, among 
others, the Ambassador of the United States to the United Nations, the Director of 
the Office ofManagement and Budget ( 0MB), and the Special Trade Representative. 
In the case of the Director of 0MB and the Special Trade Representative, both have 
been given the rank for pay purposes of Executive Level I, the rank assigned 
department secretaries.21 

Cabinet rank may be assigned to individuals as well as to positions. Thus, recent 
Presidents, beginning with Richard Nixon, have designated individuals as "counselor 
to the President," (e.g., Daniel P. Moynihan by Nixon and Hedley Johnson by Jimmy 
Carter). For the most part, such designations are given to individuals the President 
desires to have nearby for advice, although they only occasionally have a portfolio of 

20 George Haynes, The Senate of the United States: Its History and Practice, 2v. (Boston: 
Houghton-Mifflin Co., 1938), vol. l, p. 225. 
21 President Bill Clinton designated a number of positions as having "honorary Cabinet 
status," although the positions may not be assigned Executive Level I compensation. In 
addition to the three positions noted in the text, the following positions were designated in 
2000: (1) White House Chief of Staff; (2) Director, Central Intelligence Agency; 
Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency; (4) Administrator, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency; (5) Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers; (6) Director, Office of 
Drug Control Policy; and (7) Administrator, Small Business Administration. 
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responsibilities. The title of "counselor" may also serve as a consolation prize by 
which a President can, as a face-saving gesture, ease a person out of some other 
position. In 2000, President Clinton had one person designated as counselor, Ann F. 
Lewis. 

Historically, staff aides to the President, including the chief of staff, have not 
been members of the Cabinet and have not sat at the Cabinet table. Rather, staff 
members may have been invited to the meeting but occupied chairs located at the side 
of the Cabinet room. The President may invite others from time to time (e.g., Under 
Secretary of the Treasury for Monetary Affairs), if the subject to be discussed 
warrants their inclusion. The Cabinet remains, however, ultimately what it has always 
been, a creation of the President's will and style. 

While Presidents enjoy a degree of deference in the appointment process for 
departmental secretaries, it has become increasingly difficult for nominees to be 
confirmed without controversy. The Federal Bureau of Investigation conducts 
rigorous character and security checks prior to the submission of names. Standards 
and expectations for public officials are higher than in the past, and large numbers of 
would-be appointees never make it through the White House Personnel Office to the 
nominee stage. 22 If they successfully navigate the White House political and security 
minefields, they are then subject to confirmation by the Senate, which has its own 
capabilities to generate additional information and perspective on appointees.23 

Notwithstanding these recent developments, only 19 Cabinet nominations have 
failed to be confirmed since 1789. Nine were rejected on the floor of the Senate, 
seven withdrawn by the President, and three died in committee In addition, two 
Cabinet nominations were announced but never submitted to the Senate. Of the 
Cabinet nominations rejected on the floor of the Senate, one nominee, Caleb Cushing 
was rejected three times in 1843 to be Secretary of the Treasury while a second 
nominee, Charles Warren, was rejected twice in 1925 to be Attorney General.24 In 
one instance, a nominee, former Vice President Henry Wallace, was rejected by a 
committee to be Secretary of Commerce but later confirmed by a vote of the full 
Senate. 

At least seven Cabinet nominations have been withdrawn by Presidents, the most 
recent occurrence being in October 1997. President Clinton withdrew the name of 
his nominee, Herschel Gober, to be Secretary of Veterans Affairs, an action 
previously taken in 1993 with respect to his nominee, Zoe Baird, to be Attorney 

22 For a discussion of the pre-nomination processes, consult: Calvin Mackenzie, The Politics 
of Presidential Appointments (New York: The Free Press, 1981). Thomas Weko, The 
Politicizing Presidency: The White House Personnel Office, 1948-1994 (Lawrence, KS: 
University Press of Kansas, 1995). 
23 For a somewhat dated but still useful overview of the Senate's confinnation process, 
consult: Joseph P. Harris, The Advice and Consent of the Senate: A Study of the Confinnation 
of Appointments by the United States Senate (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1953). 
24 The Cushing and Warren rejections are discussed in Louis C. James, "Senatorial Rejections 
of Presidential Nominations to the Cabinet: A Study in Constitutional Custom," Arizona Law 
Review, vol. 3, winter 1961: 232-261. 
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General. Three Cabinet nominations died in committee, the most recent being the 
1996 nomination of Michael Kantor to be Secretary of Commerce. The Senate 
committee simply declined to hold hearings. In addition, two Cabinet nominees had 
their nomination withheld by the President prior to formal submission to the Senate. 
In one instauce, disclosure of the name of Kimba Wood to be Attorney General, 
generated media controversy sufficient to induce the President to issue a statement 
withdrawing Wood's name from consideration.25 Similarly, the President had 
announced his intention in 1993 to nominate Bobby R. Inman to be Secretary of 
Defense, replacing Les Aspin. The adverse political reaction was such that the 
President determined that submitting his name formally was a futile gesture. 
Traditionally, when a President wanted to maximize the likelihood that a nominee 
would be confirmed, he would select a Member of Congress. Even this strategy is no 
longer a sure route to success, however, as the 1989 rejection of former Senator John 
Tower to be Secretary of Defense attests.26 

Members of the Cabinet, like most other presidential appointees, serve at the 
pleasure of the President. Presidents can ( and have) "fired" Cabinet secretaries, the 
most striking recent instance being in 1979 when President Carter required that all 12 
Cabinet secretaries, plus 21 other officials, submit their resignations. He accepted the 
resignations of secretaries Joseph Califano (Health, Education and Welfare), Michael 
Blumenthal (Treasury), a11d Brock Adams (Transportation), all generally viewed as 
effective administrators, but all also viewed by the White House staff as failing to be 
"team players."27 

Historically, membership in the Cabinet has been diverse within the cnltnral 
context of the period. The single most constant factor in the selection process over 
the years has been partisan affiliation.28 Presidents generally confine their list of 
potential Cabinet members to persons affiliated with their own party. A Republican 
President will occasionally select a Democrat to head an executive department, but 
this is an exceptional event, and the sitnation is the same with Democratic Presidents. 
The most recent instauce of a President reaching to the opposing party for a 
departmental secretary occurred in January 1997 when President Clinton nominated 
former Republican Senator William Cohen of Maine to be his Secretary of Defense. 

The political considerations present in selecting members of the Cabinet tend to 
reflect the two basic approaches to the Cabinet as an institntion. First, there are 
factors that influence a President when viewing the Cabinet collectively. Presidents 

25 Shortly after the name of Kimba Wood was leaked to the press as the President's nominee 
for Attorney General, the President issued a statement that Wood had withdrawn as a 
candidate. "Statement of Withdrawal ofKimba Wood as a Candidate for Attorney General," 
Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, vol. 29, no. 5, Feb. 8, 1993, p. 154. 
26 "Tower Nomination Spumed by Senate," 1989 CQ Almanac (Washington: CQ Press, 
1990), pp. 403-13. 
27 Dom Bonafede, "Carter Moves Boldly to Save His Presidency," National Journal, July 28, 
1979: 1236-1240. 
28 Jeffrey Cohen, The Politics of the U.S. Cabinet: Representation in the Executive Branch, 
1789-1984 (Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1988), chapter 4. 
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seek a "representative" Cabinet in the sense that it represents to the public where their 
priorities lie. The factors playing a role in the selection process include, but are not 
limited to, partisan affiliation, ideology, gender, geography, friendship, ethnicity, 
interest group support, and professional reputation. The managerial competency 
factor appears to play a relatively minor role. 

When the Cabinet is not viewed as simply a collectivity tied to the President's 
political interests, however, but as the sum total of individual department secretaries 
who have as part of their job descriptions periodic meetings in the White House, the 
factors influencing the selection process differ in emphasis, if not in kind. Experience 
and managerial competence will often be considered as a factor in the selection 
process if the discussion centers on the needs of the department and its programs, 
rather than on the aggregate political fortunes of the President. The more prestigious 
the department, the more likely that some measure of demonstrated competence will 
be expected. Thus, the Secretary of State is generally expected to be a person with 
considerable international experience. As with all generalizations, however, there 
have been notable exceptions, as when Woodrow Wilson selected William Jennings 
Bryan to be his Secretary of State in 1913.29 

While Presidents have generally been involved in the selection process for 
Cabinet officers, President Clinton stood apart by his very public pledge to commit 
his time and prestige to the process. The goal in this instance was to appoint a 
Cabinet that reflected his defmition of ethnic and gender "diversity."30 The process 
and the nominations submitted were not without their problems and political risks, 
however, as evidenced by the withdrawal of two nominees for Attorney General. 
President Clinton found, as had most of his predecessors, that they personally knew 
relatively few persons fully capable of performing the responsibilities of department 
secretaries and whose past could withstand close public scrutiny. Cabinet 
appointments, in short, rarely add substantively to a President's political capital and 
may inflict considerable harm. 

The first set of Cabinet appointments in a new administration tends to favor 
interests that were instrumental in the candidate's electoral success. Often these 
appointments are disappointments to the President, particularly if they appear to be 
more responsive to the interests from whence they came than to the President. Also, 
initial appointments are more likely to become ambassadors to the President from the 
departments rather, than the reverse. All in all, experience suggests tlmt as an 
administration ages, Presidents weigh personal and party loyalty more heavily in their 

29 President Wilson found his first Secretary of State, William Jennings Bryan, to be 
"incompetent" and his second, Robe1t Lansing, to be "inept," thereby reinforcing Wilson's 
reliance on Colonel Edward M. House as his intimate advisor on international affairs. Arthur 
S. Link, The Higher Realism of Woodrow Wilson, (Nashville, TN: Vanderbilt University 
Press, 1971 ), pp. 83-85. 
30 Gwen Ifill, "Clinton Completes Cabinet and Points to Its Diversity,"New York Times, Dec. 
24, 1992, p. A-1. Shirley Anne Warshaw, Powersharing: White House-Cabinet Relations 
in the Modem Presidency (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1996), chapter 
8. 



21307

1039 

CRS-9 

selections than initially.31 Moreover as an Administration's tenure draws to a close, 
Presidents occasionally will promote career executives or relatively unknown, but 
competent and politically safe, administrators to serve as Cabinet members until the 
Administration completes its term. 

The Cabinet Meeting 

The very name "Cabinet" suggests a collective concept. This title, however, is 
misleading. The Cabinet in the United States is simply a gathering of individuals, 
selected by the President to perform specified responsibilities, who exhibit no 
collective responsibility and little collective consciousness.32 The Cabinet never 
resigns en masse simply because Congress has rejected one of the President's 
proposals, nor do they feel an obligation to come to the aid of one of their number 
when that individual may be political trouble. The single common thread to the 
members of the Cabinet is their loyalty to the President who appointed them. 

Since the Cabinet is not a statutory body, its use has varied greatly over time, 
depending upon the practices and philosophy of the particular President. We know 
that President Washington placed great reliance upon his Cabinet members both 
individually and collectively.33 In the 19th century, a number of Presidents, in the 
absence of a White House staff, came to rely upon individual executive department 
secretaries for policy advice, administrative assistance, and political support. Some 
Presidents went outside their official Cabinet and formed "kitchen cabinets" as 
sources of advice and support. 

In the 20th century, the Cabinet has experienced a not-so-gradual decline in its 
political and administrative relevance to the President. This decline has not been a 
straight line, however, as several Presidents (e.g., Jimmy Carter) have attempted to 
resurrect the Cabinet, and particularly the Cabinet meeting, as a forum for serious 
policy discussion. 34 Regardless of good intentions, however, the institutional Cabinet 

31 James D. King and James W. Riddlesperger, "Presidential Cabinet Appointments: The 
Partisan Factor," Presidential Studies Quarterly, vol. 14, spring 1984: 231-237. 
32 Louis Brownlow had this to say about the collective consciousness of the Cabinet. "Each 
[member] feels his responsibility-as indeed it is-personally to the President and not to the 
President in Council nor to the President and his Cabinet, and above all not to his Cabinet 
colleagues." (Emphasis in the original) The President and the Presidency (Chicago: Public 
Administration Service, 1949), p. 100 . 

.ii Learned, The President's Cabinet, pp. 47, 119. 
34 President Jimmy Carter was influenced early on by the recommendations by Stephen Hess 
made in person and in his book that he create a "cabinet government." Organizing the 
Presidency. (Washington: The Brookings Institution, l 976), chapter 11. Carter did try to 
follow Hess's recommendations, but soon retreated. Hess himselflater backed away from his 
advocacy of"cabinet government." See: Organizing the Presidency, 2nd ed. (Washington, 
The Brookings Institution, 1988). 

As for Cabinet meetings, in a symbolic gesture against alleged "secrecy in government," 
(continued ... ) 
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has simply not responded to most efforts to "reform" its eharaeter. The truth is that 
matters of high government policy are rarely raised at Cabinet meetings by the 
President or any of those present. Even with respect to questions of high politics to 
which, presumably, the collective wisdom of the Cabinet might be properly directed, 
Presidents rarely avail themselves of this opportunity. President Franklin Roosevelt, 
for instance, never raised the issue of the soundness and political viability of his 
"court-packing bill" with the Cabinet, although such a body might have given him 
useful advice. Nor were issues connected with World War I discussed at Wilson 
Cabinet meetings. 

The Cabinet meeting belongs to the President. The President sets the agenda for 
the meeting. Individual Cabinet members may be asked to present reports of general 
interest (and not so general interest) concerning their respective fields of 
responsibility. Members tend to be reluctant to raise problems concerning their own 
departments for general discussion. According to memoirs of some attendees at these 
meetings, all too often the meetings become fora for the weakest members to expound 
their views. 35 What usually happens is that the Cabinet meeting is a prelude to a line
up of individual department secretaries who want to see the President alone. Jesse 
Jones, one of the more colorful Cabinet members of the Roosevelt years, said: "My 
principal reason for not having a great deal to say at Cabinet meetings was that there 
was no one at the table who could be of help to me except the President, and when 
I needed to consult him, I did not choose a Cabinet meeting to do so."36 

President Dwight Eisenhower detennined upon taking office to bring some 
structure to Cabinet meetings and White House staff work generally. Cabinet 
meetings were regularly scheduled on a weekly basis with a predistributed agenda, 
minutes, and follow-up action report. A small Cabinet secretariat was created, not 
only to provide institutional support for meetings but also to serve an activist 
troubleshooting role. The Cabinet secretary was expected to seek out problems that 

34 
( ••• continued) 

Carter announced he was considering "opening the Cabinet meetings" to press coverage, a 
proposal that met with skepticism and scorn by some, even in his own administration. Edward 
Walsh, "Carter Might Open Meetings of Cabinet to Press Coverage," Washington Post, Feb. 
1, 1977, p. A-2. The proposal was withdrawn within days, as was his idea to make the 
Cabinet minutes public. Edward Walsh, "Coverage of Cabinet Meetings Barred," 
Washington Post, Feb. 13, 1977, p. A-20. "Minutes of Cabinet Won't Be Disclosed," 
Washington Post, April 6, 1977, p. A-18. 

Carter's loss of confidence in the Cabinet is reflected in the declining frequency of their 
occurrlence as the administration aged. During the first year Carter met with his Cabinet 
every week, every other week during his second year, once a month during his third year, and 
sporadically during his final year. George C. Edwards III and Stephen J. Wayne, Presidential 
Leadership: Politics and Policy Making, 4th ed. (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1997), p. 205. 
35 Harold Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold L. Ickes (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1953-
4), vol. III, p. 190, 
36 Jesse Jones and Edward Angly, Fifty Billion Dollars (New York: DaCapo Press, [1951] 
1971), p. 303. 
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were ripe for resolution at the Cabinet level. 37 This attempt to institutionalize certain 
Cabinet related functions was both praised and criticized. To supporters, it was 
merely common sense to have organized meetings, record-taking, and systematic 
follow-up actions. To critics, however, it was unproductive procedure amounting to 
tidiness for its own sake. After Eisenhower's 1958 heart attack and the departure of 
Maxwell Rabb, the first Cabinet secretary, there was some movement away from the 
highly structured Cabinet meetings. 

Eisenhower's successors, Presidents Kelllledy and Johnson, lost little time in 
dismantling the institutionalized Cabinet, even eliminating the position of Cabinet 
secretary. President Kennedy reputedly commented: "Cabinet meetings are simply 
useless. Why should the Postmaster General sit there and listen to a discussion of the 
problems ofLaos?"38 Not surprisingly, Kelllledy held Cabinet meetings as seldom as 
possible. He was openly critical of his predecessor's structured approach to 
decisionmaking preferring instead to rely on individuals--staff and otherwise-
whom he trusted most, irrespective of their responsibilities or position. Under 
Kennedy, the White House staff began to grow, with individual staff members 
increasingly becoming political personalities and powers in their own right. President 
Johnson tended to use Cabinet meetings as opportunities for one-way conversations 
and to promote the appearance of political consensus within his administration. 
President Richard Nixon was marginally more concerned with building structured 
decisionmaking than Kennedy and Johnson, but his views on the value of Cabinet 
meetings still remained closer to his immediate predecessors than to Eisenhower. 

President Gerald Ford, however, discerned value in providing some structure to 
his management decisionmaking and reinstituted the Cabinet secretariat, which has 
remained in operation, in some form, since that time. Ford also determined that at 
least part of the cause for the Watergate debacle lay with Nixon's over-reliance upon 
personal staff whose only formal responsibility was to serve the President's political 
interests. This narrow focus tended to distort the type of advice given the President 
and was easily corrupted. The departmental secretaries, meeting individually with the 
President or in Cabinet, provided a useful antidote to any arrogant attitudes that might 
be assumed by White House staffers. 

Presidents work today within rigid time constraints on complex subjects that 
need to be translated into relatively simple political terms. Such problems do not lend 
themselves to long discussions by generalists in a Cabinet setting. Additionally, 
Cabinet meetings involve a relatively large number of people so that the ability to 
control leaks to the press is limited. The White House staff, on the other hand, is in 
close physical proximity to the Oval Office and tends to share the presidential 
perspective, which rarely goes beyond the next congressional or presidential election. 
The meeting of the Cabinet, no matter how it is "reformed" by a particular President, 

37 For a detailed description of the efforts by President Eisenhower to institutionalize some of 
the Cabinet functions, see: Fenno, The President's Cabinet, chapters 3 and 4; Bradley H. 
Patterson, Jr., The President's Cabinet: Issues and Questions (Washington: American Society 
for Public Administration, 197 6); and Fred I. Greenstein, The Hidden-Hand Presidency (New 
York: Basic Books, 1982). 
38 Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., A Thousand Days (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin, 1965), p. 688. 
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remains only one among many options available to a President in seeking advice, in 
providing administrative direction to the executive branch, and in developing political 
support for policy initiatives. 

Cabinet Alternatives 

Informal and Formal Subgroups 

Presidents, recognizing the limitations inherent in the institutionalized Cabinet, 
have long sought alternative ways to provide themselves with advice and political 
support. Before Presidents had substantial White House Office staffs, they frequently 
turned to infonnal groups for advice. The first and most famous informal cabinet was 
Andrew Jackson's "kitchen cabinet," a group of friends and newspapermen with 
whom he felt comfortable.39 Jackson reportedly met with his Cabinet only 16 times 
in eight years.40 Later Presidents had their informal advisers given names such as 
Grover Cleveland's "fishing cabinet," Herbert Hoover's "medicine ball cabinet," and 
Franklin Roosevelt's "brain trust." Witl1 the development of White House staffs, 
however, and the growing complexity of issues, the appeal of "kitchen cabinets" has 
declined.41 

In the post-World War II period, Presidents have experimented with sub-Cabinet 
groups as a substitute for full Cabinet sessions.42 The best known sub-Cabinet group 
is the National Security Council (NSC), established by law in 1947.43 Formally, the 
NSC consists of the President, Vice President, and the Secretaries of State and 

39 Richard P. Longaker, "Was Jackson's Kitchen Cabinet a Cabinet?" Mississippi Valley 
Historical Review, vol. 44, June 1957: 94-108. 

• 0 Gordon Hoxie, "The Cabinet in the American Presidency," Presidential Studies Quarterly, 
vol. 14, spring 1984, p. 217. 

41 Just as "kitchen cabinets" have lost their appeal, so have close individual non- official 
advisors to Presidents. It is unlikely that there will be in the future another relationship 
between a President and a private citizen to rival that of President Woodrow Wilson and 
Colonel Edward Mandell House. The reasons for the retreat from informal advisors and 
advisory groups appear two-fold. First, the complexity, intensity, and rapidity of events today 
simply makes it unlikely that outsiders can gain ascendency over the nuances of issues to the 
degree possible by "insiders." Second, the media are more probing than in the past and look 
with suspicion upon the acquisition of influence by outsiders of any sort. 
42 For an overview of the varieties of sub-Cabinet-level groups created during the post-War 
decades, consult: Patterson, The President's Cabinet: Issues, pp. 87-98. Colin Campbell, 
Managing the Presidency: Carter, Reagan, and the Search for Executive Hannony (Pittsburgh, 
PA: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1986), chapters 2, 5. 

43 50 U.S.C. 402. U.S. Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service, (name reda 
cted), and Mark M. Lowenthal, The National Security Council: An Organizational 
Assessment, CRS report, 93-517F (Washington: May 12, 1993). Kevin V. Mulcahy and 
Cecil V. Crabbe, "Presidential Management ofNational Security Policy-Making, 194 7-1987," 
in TI1c Managerial Presidency, James P. Pfiffner, ed. (Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks-Cole, 
1991), pp. 250-64. 
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Defense, with the director of the Central Intelligence Agency and the chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff as advisers. It is intended to be highest-level advisory body to 
the President on military and international affairs. Once again, the formal NSC itself 
does not make collective decisions. It meets at the President's request, but the real 
contribution of the NSC is found in the work of its staff. The staff is a unit with 
foreign policy expertise and has been influential when the President has appointed a 
national security adviser to whom he is particularly close (e.g., Henry Kissinger with 
President Nixon). 

President Nixon, appreciative of the strengths of the NSC, wanted a similar type 
organization for the domestic side of presidential responsibilities. In April 1969, the 
President established the President's Advisory Council on Executive Organization 
(known popularly as the Ash Council, after its chairman., Roy L. Ash), to recommend 
changes in Executive Office organization and in the organization of the executive 
branch generally.44 During the period when the Ash Council was meeting, in 1969 
and 1970, the White House staff emerged as the dominant force within the 
presidential advisory orbit. A ware of this trend, and in general agreement, the Ash 
Council recommended to the President that he submit a reorganization plan to 
Congress that would establish a Domestic Council and reconstitute the Bureau of the 
Budget, changing its name to the Office of Management and Budget. In his message 
to Congress accompanying the plan, the President noted that the reorganization plan 
established a Domestic Council with an institutional staff to coordinate policy 
formulation in the domestic arena. To a considerable degree, it was intended to be 
the domestic counterpart to the National Security Council.45 

Formally, the Domestic Council was composed of the President, the Vice 
President, the Attorney General and the Secretaries of the Treasury; Interior; 
Agriculture; Commerce; Labor; Health, Education and Welfare; and Transportation. 
The President could also designate persons to serve on the council relevant to the 
issue at hand. The key to the council was its staff, located in the Executive Office and 
headed by an assistant to the President. The expectation was that ad hoc groups of 
departmental representatives would meet and fonnulate policy options for the 
President, supported by a small, elite staff corps based at the White House. The 
growth in the staff of the Domestic Council during the years 1970 through 1972 

44 As a result of the Ash Council recommendations, President Nixon submitted four bills to 
Congress which would have abolished seven existing deparlments (i.e., Agriculture; Interior; 
Commerce; Health, Education and Welfare; Housing and Urban Development; Labor; and 
Transportation) and created in their place four new departments (i.e., Human Resources; 
Community Development; Natural Resources; and Economic Development). Additionally, 
the functions of a number of independent agencies were to be absorbed within the new 
departments. U.S. Executive Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget, 
Papers Relating to the President's Departmental Reorganization Program (Washington: GPO, 
1971). U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Government Operations, Executive 
Reorganization: A Summary Analysis, H. Report 922, 92nd Cong., 2nd sess. (Washington: 
GPO, 1972). 

45 U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Government Operations, Disapproving 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1970, H. Report l 066, 91 st Cong., 2nd sess. (Washington: GPO, 
1970). Larry Berman, "The Office of Management and Budget That Almost Wasn't," 
Political Science Quarterly, vol. 92, summer 1977: 281-304. 
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reflected the utility of the approach at the time. By the election of 1972, the council 
had 66 persons on the staff, divided into six substantive policy units, each with an 
assistant director. 

Initially, the Domestic Council staff and subcommittees worked reasonably well. 
They studied issues and provided background option papers. The dynamics of White 
House life intruded on the Council and its staff, however: there were fewer and fewer 
meetings and less longer-term planning. Peri Arnold concluded: "[T]he Domestic 
Council never quite folfilled the expectations of the Ash Council. Far from being a 
mechanism for policy formulation, the Domestic Council became a large staff for 
Presidential errands, admittedly increasing Presidential reach but often providing little 
analytic or formulative capacity over policy."46 The President's short-term political 
needs simply displaced any efforts to develop an institutionalized policy process 
within the White House. 

In 1974, the Ford transition team concluded that there was a useful role for the 
Domestic Council and its staff, and Ford named his new Vice President, Nelson 
Rockefeller, to be the vice chairman of the Domestic Council and to head the staff 
This decision, however, quickly drew opposition from the President's chief of staff, 
Donald Rumsfeld, because, in effect, there would now be a "two-track" system for 
political and policy advice for to the President. This arrangement lasted but a short 
time, with Vice President Rockefeller opting to forego his role as "chief' of the 
Domestic Council staff.47 

President Jimmy Carter ended the Domestic Council experiment but maintained 
the Domestic Council staff, renaming it the Domestic Policy Staff, and having it 
headed by a single administrator. The staff has undergone several organizational and 
name changes in subsequent years (President Ronald Reagan changed the title to the 
Office of Policy Development ( OPD ); President Bush to the Domestic Policy Council 
(DPC)), but the unit still retains a separate statutory status and account in the 
budget.48 

In 1973, President Nixon made a second attempt to alter the character of the 
Cabinet. Disappointed that Congress had "rejected" his legislative proposals to 
reorganize the seven domestie departments into four larger departments, Nixon 
decided early in his second tem1 to accomplish much the same objective through 
administratively creating a "super-cabinet" comprised of three departmental 
secretaries (Agriculture; Health, Education and Welfare; and Housing and Urban 
Development) who would be designated "counselors" as well as department 

46 Peri E. Amold, Making the Managerial Presidency: Comprehensive Reorganization 
Planning, 1905-1996, 2nd ed. (Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 1998), p. 298. 
47 (name ieda;ted),"The Domestic Council in Perspective," The Bureaucrat, vol. 5, Oct. 1976: 
251-72. 
48 Margaret Jane Wyszomirski, "A Domestic Policy Office: Presidential Agency in Search of 
a Role," Policy Studies Joumal, vol. 12, June 1984: 705-18. Colin Campbell, "The White 
House and Presidency Under the 'Let's Deal' President," in The Bush Presidency: First 
Appraisals, eds., Colin Campbell and Be1t A. Rockman (Chatham, NJ: Chatham House 
Publishers, 1991), pp. 185-222. 
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secretaries, and who would also have offices in the White House.49 These counselors 
were to be given responsibility for initiating and coordinating broad policy initiatives 
that cut across departmental lines. Each counselor was to have a small staffundcr the 
"oversight" of an assistant to the President. 50 The other domestic departmental 
secretaries would definitely be relegated to an "outer cabinet." This experiment with 
a "super cabinet" was abandoned almost as soon as it was announced, the first 
casualty of the Watergate debacle that would soon consume the President and his 
White House staff. 

Presidents Reagan and Bush made little pretense of promoting a Cabinet 
government. What President Reagan did do, however, at the urging of one of his top 
aides, Edwin Meese, was to create a set of seven Cabinet councils as working groups. 
Each council was assigned a specific substantive area to cover; ( e.g., economic affairs, 
agriculture). 51 The idea was to have Cabinet members and their deputies concentrate 
on those areas of special concern to themselves or to their department. Each council 
was provided some modest staff assistance. The Cabinet council system worked 
reasonably well in Reagan's first term but gradually lost steam. Once Meese left the 
White House to become Attorney General, the seven councils became two councils 
(Council on Domestic Policy and Economic Policy Council), with few meetings and 
relatively little impact on presidential decision-making. 

Under President George Bush, the two policy councils remained and were the 
forum for issues that cut across departmental lines. Both councils, as well a.<; the full 
Cabinet, were supported by staff from a small Office of Cabinet Affairs, which viewed 
its task as being that "of an 'honest broker' between Cabinet secretaries and between 
the Cabinet and the White House staff in-other words, to make certain that the 
President understood without prejudice or bias or distortion what it was the Cabinet 
was doing, what they were concerned about, what proposals they wanted made."52 

The Bush administration experience tended to reinforce the view that the Cabinet 
itself was ill suited for substantive policy development and, that insofar as Cabinet
level input to the President was useful, it was best provided in the setting of Cabinet 
sub-groups or councils. 53 

President Clinton meets with his Cabinet infrequently: just twice in 1998 and five 
times in 1999. Like his recent predecessors, Clinton relies more on his White House 
staff than on Cabinet secretaries for both policy advice and political appointee 
recommendations. With respect to the Cabinet itself, Clinton has delegated to his 

49 Richard Waterman, Presidential Influence and the Administrative Presidency (New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, 1975), chapter 4. 
50 Richard Nathan, The Plot That Failed: Nixon and the Administrative Presidency (New 
York: John Wiley and Sons, 1975), chapter 4. 
51 "Cabinet Councils of Government: Effectively Running the Federal Machine," Government 
Executive, Jan. 1983, pp. 20-30. 
52 "Two Fonner Staffers Discuss Bush Cabinet," Miller Center Report, vol. 13, spring 1997, 
p. 6. 

53 The staff support of such councils, and their relationship to White House units such as the 
Office of Policy Development,has never been institutionalized or viewed as satisfactory. 
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chief of staff, John Podesta, the chairing of"executive" Cabinet sessions which have 
been called more frequently, although the number of meetings held in 1999 and 2000 
has yet to be disclosed. 

Within the White House, three primary sub-Cabinet councils-the National 
Security Council, the Domestic Policy Council, and the National Economic Policy 
Council-dominate the process for establishing administration policy. What makes 
these sub-Cabinet councils different is that the President has ended the practice of 
viewing the departmental secretaries as superior in status to White House staff. With 
respect to the Domestic Policy Council, it is officially composed of departmental 
secretaries, several independent agency directors, and White House staff officials. 
"Unlike the Reagan and Bush administrations," reports Shirley Anne Warshaw, 
"which placed one Cabinet officer in charge of a Cabinet council, the Clinton 
approach was to place presidential assistants directly in charge. White House-Cabinet 
interaction for policy development was purposely structured to ensure that the White 
House staff controlled the process."54 Apparently, it is the belief and practice of 
President Clinton to view Cabinet secretaries and top White House officers as equal 
in status and members of a team. 

White House Staff 

The more serious contemporary alternative to the Cabinet as a source of political 
and policy assistance to the President is the White House staff Presidents generally 
enter office with the view that the White House staff should be tamed in power and 
reduced in numbers.55 They often issue a statement suggesting that the department 
secretaries will be viewed as superior to White House staff. Thus, President Carter 
laid down the law early in his administration: "There will never be an instance while 
I am in office where the members of the White House staff dominate or act in a 
superior position to the members of the Cabinet. "56 This pledge was soon broken. 

While Presidents have always had assistance of one sort or another, complaints 
throughout the 19th century were that it was insufficient.57 As late as 1922, the White 
House staff consisted of a secretary to the President, an executive clerk, and 
approximately 25 lesser clerks plus some detailees from departments. Herbert Hoover 
requested and received from Congress additional formal positions clearly at the 

54 Shirley Anne Warshaw, Powersharing: White House-Cabinet Relations in the Modem 
Presidency (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1996), p. 21 l. 
55 Ann Devroy, "Clinton Announces Cut in White House Staff," Washington Post, Feb. 19, 
1993, p. A-1. President Clinton announced he was cutting the size of the White House staff, 
a term later defined as encompassing the entire Executive Office of the President, by 25 
percent. The reduction never reached the projected figure, and where downsizing occurred, 
it was principally in the National Drug Control Policy Office. The number of senior staff 
positions in the White House proper actually increased. 
56 Edward D. Feigenbaum, "Staffing, Organization, and Decision-Making in the Ford and 
Carter White Houses," Presidential Studies Quarterly, vol. 10, summer 1980, p. 371. 
51 For a discussion of early staff support to the President, see: John Hart, The Presidential 
Branch, 2nd ed. (Chatham, NJ: Chatham House Press, 1995), chapter 4. 
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executive assistant level, but the situation remained extremely lean for a President 
bent upon an activist managerial role. 

In 1936, in preparation for his second term, President Franklin Roosevelt 
appointed Louis Brownlow to head a three-member committee to study how he might 
reorganize the executive branch generally and the White House in particular, to 
enhance his managerial capacity as President. The Brownlow committee (President's 
Committee on Administrative Management) submitted its report on January l, 193 7, 
and proposed, among other things, that some 100 independent agencies, 
administrations, boards and commissions, and corporations be placed within 12 
executive departments. Of these departments, two-Public Works and Social 
Welfare-would be additions to the Cabinet. The principal thesis of the report was 
that the executive branch should be reorganized to create an integrated, hierarchical 
structure with the President as an active manager. In short, it became the foremost 
contemporary statement favoring departmentalism.58 

In terms oflegislative accomplishment, relatively little was directly forthcoming 
from the Brownlow committee work. The two most important results were the 
passage of the Reorganization Act of 1939 ( 53 Stat. 561) with its provision for the 
legislative veto of presidential initiatives to effectuate reorganizations59 and the 
establishment, by way of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1939, (53 Stat. 1423) of the 
Executive Office of the President (EOP).60 The EOP initially consisted of five 
presidential agencies; the White House Office, the Bureau of the Budget, the National 
Resources Planning Board, the Liaison Office for Personnel Management, and the 
Office of Government Reports. 

In the half-century since that time, a number of units have been added and 
removed from the EOP, with the current number standing at approximately 12. The 
two key units of the EOP from the perspective of the institutional Cabinet are the 
White House Office and the Office of Management and Budget (in 1970 the Bureau 
of the Budget was renamed the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)). The 
White House Office consists of approximately 400 persons, not including the Office 
of Administration, Office of Policy Development, National Security Council, and 
other units frequently associated in the public mind witl1 the White House.61 

The staff of the White House, plus the director ofOMB, are competitors to the 
several department secretaries. They differ, however, in their authorities, perspectives, 
resources, and objectives. Departmental secretaries, as heads of departments, are 

58 U.S. President's Committee on Administrative Management, Report with Special Studies 
(Washington: GPO, 193 7). (name reda:ted), "The Brownlow Report: A Timeless Message," 
The Bureaucrat, vol. 16, fall 1987: 45-48. 
59 John D. Millett and Lindsay Rogers, "The Legislative Veto and the Reorganization Act of 
1939," Public Administration Review, vol. l, winter 1941: 176-89. 
60 (name redacted), ed., The Executive Office of the President: A Historical, Biographical, 
and Bibliographical Guide (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1997). 
61 U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal 
Year 1998 (Washington: GPO, 1997), p. A-59. 
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required by law to perform certain functions. Members of the White House staff are 
not generally assigned statutory functions. Cabinet secretaries are subject to 
centrifugal forces working to separate secretaries from the appeals of the President 
Staff generally believe that secretaries succumb to these pressures. 

From their point of view, White House staffers tend to see department 
secretaries as inflexible, politically insensitive, and resistant to interagency cooperation 
or cooperation with the White House Office. Department secretaries, for their part, 
often view staffers as holding less responsible positions with little to no statutory 
basis, and thus tend to resent or resist White House staff directives or initiatives. In 
their view, the departments have the experts, the White House the dilettantes. These 
conflicting perspectives can be useful or harmful to Presidents, depending upon how 
well they harness these institutional forces to achieve their political and managerial 
objectives.62 

Many Presidents and their staffs have tended to see in the executive branch a 
morass of departments, agencies, regulatory commissions, corporations, and other 
units too complicated and numerous to fathom fully. The sheer complexity of the 
structure and system acts as an invitation to politically motivated aides near the 
President to promote reorganization proposals. Many of these proposals, which 
frequently involve the creation, merger, or elimination of whole executive 
departments, are highly charged and erode collegiality. Other efforts to reorganize 
agencies and programs within departments (particularly through the reorganization 
plan process, an authority allowed to lapse in 1984) have been characterized as flawed 
in concept and implementation.63 

If an early enthusiasm for reorganizing departments wanes in a first term, it may 
be replaced by a presidential desire to further politicize the departments and agencies 
through loyalist political appointees and to centralize critical decisionmaking in the 
White House. These twin objectives~oliticization and centralization-are often 
pursued by Presidents pledged to fulfill the opposite, or at least different, goals. 
These two trends away from reliance upon career executives and from decentralized 
policymaking in the departments, while subject to noteworthy exceptions, are often 
accepted as the norm in the evolving institutionalized presidency.64 

62 For a discussion of these contrasting perspectives by one who served both as a White House 
Assistant to the President and later as a Cabinet Secretary, see: Joseph A. Califano, Governing 
America: An Insider's Report from the White House and the Cabinet (New York: Simon and 
Schuster, 198 l ), chapter I 0. 
63 U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Government Operations, Reorganization Act 
Amendments of 1983. H. Rept. 93-128, 98th Cong., ! st sess., (Washington: GPO, 1984). 
(nameredacteai)d (name reda::ted), "Presidential Reorganization Authority: Is It Worth the 
Cost?" Political Science Quarterly, vol. 96, summer 1981: 301-18. 
64 Terry M. Moe, "The Politicized Presidency," in The New Direction in American Policies, 
eds. John E. Chubb and Paul E. Peterson (Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1985): 
235-71. 
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Reinventing Government and the Cabinet 

President Clinton has followed a complex pattern of relating to his departmental 
secretaries and other agency heads. For the most part, Clinton has informally 
delegated responsibility for management of the executive branch to Vice President Al 
Gore Jr. The Vice President embarked in 1993 on a widely publicized program, under 
the heading ofNational Performance Review (NPR), to "reinvent" the government 
to more closely resemble a large corporation in the private sector. 65 "Chief Executive 
Officers-from the White House to agency heads-," the Vice President asserted, 
"must ensure that everyone understands that power will never flow through the old 
channels again. That's how GE did it; that's how we must do it as well."66 

The National Performance Review team was created as part of the Vice 
President's office on a non-institutionalized basis intentionally separate from the 
Office ofManagement and Budget and the Cabinet. In 1994, 0MB was reorganized 
with the "M" side of the agency being integrated into the "B" side and reconstituted 
into five Resource Management Offices (RM Os). This reorganization of 0MB was 
not without its critics, who argued that critical management issues would always be 
subordinated to near-term budget priorities.67 

Two major consequences affecting the Cabinet as an institution have followed 
in the wake of the executive branch reinvention. First, there has been a general shift 
away from reliance upon central management agencies, such as the Office of 
Personnel Management (OPM), to support and hold executive agencies accountable 
to meet governmentwide standards. The thrust of the NPR approach has been to 
assigu wherever possible management responsibilities to the specific department and 
agencies and more directly to "front line" personnel because, in their view, that is 
where accountability properly resides.68 Second, there is increasing emphasis on 
devolving authority within departments and the assigument of fi.mctions to third 
parties, generally private contractors. 69 

65 For a full iteration of Vice President Gore's objectives in "reinventing" the government, 
consult: U.S. Executive Office of the President, National Perfonnance Review, From Red 
Tape to Results: Creating a Government That Works Better and Costs Less (Washington: 
GPO, 1993). 
66 Ibid., p. 68. See also: Vice President Al Gore, National Perfonnance Review, Businesslike 
Government: Lessons Learned from America's Best Companies (Washington: GPO, 1997). 
61 Alan Dean, Dwight Ink and Harold Seidman, "OMB's 'M' Fading Away," Government 
Executive, June 26, 1994, pp. 62-64. 
68 "Effective, entrepreneurial governments transfonn their cultures by decentralizing authority. 
They empower those who work on the front lines to make more of their own decisions and 
solve more of their own problems. National Performance Review, From Red Tape to Results, 
p.7. 
69 For a discussion of contemporary third party administration of government programs see: 
James W. Fesler and Donald F. Kettl, The Politics of the Administrative Process, 2nd ed., 
(Chatham, NJ: Chatham House Publishers, 1996), Chapter 11. U.S. General Accounting 
Office, Government Contractors: Are Service Contractors Performing Inherently 

(continued ... ) 
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"General management laws" is a term of art that refers to those cross-cutting 
laws regulating the activities, procedures, and administration of all agencies of 
government, except where exempted either as a class of agency or on an agency 
specific basis. 70 Such laws ( e.g., Administrative Procedure Act and Title V personnel 
acts) have historically been viewed as crucial to maintaining the integrity of the 
executive branch through departmental secretaries to the President and ultimately to 
Congress. The NPR view of government management, based as it is on the private 
sector corporate model, moves away from the public law, hierarchical basis for 
management and, in its place, seeks to reorganize the executive branch into many 
essentially autonomous government agencies (e.g., Perfonnance Based Organizations) 
competing both internally with other agencies and with non-governmental entities in 
the private sector. 71 

Second, the NPR and much of the current management philosophy addressed to 
the governmental sector seeks to decrease the role of the President's central 
management agencies (Office of Management and Budget, Office of Personnel 
Management, and General Services Administration), and also that of departmental 
secretaries. As devolution of authority within departments to lower levels accelerates 
and as departments are disaggregated (e.g., Social Security Administration made 
independent of the Department of Health and Human Services; National Nuclear 
Security Administration being made "administratively autonomous" of the Department 
of Energy), the role of Cabinet secretaries is correspondingly diminished. Possibly of 
greatest import to the current administrative management government-wide, however, 
is the increasing reliance of departments and agencies upon contracted third parties 
for the perfomiance of their statutory mission. Whole programs, and even agencies, 
could find themselves being held accountable for program management and 
administration, while the actual program resources rest with third parties, often 
private sector, for-profit corporations. 72 

69 
( ••• continued) 

Governmental Functions? GAO/GGD-92-11, (Washington: GAO, 1991). 
70 U.S. Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service, General Management Laws: 
A Selected Compendium, ed. (name redacted), CRS report RL30267 (Washington: July 28, 
1999). 
71 David Osborne and Ted Gaebler, ReinventingGovernment(Reading, MA: Addison- Wesley 
Publishing Co., 1992). Alasdair Roberts, "Performance-Based Organizations: Assessing the 
Gore Plan," Public Administration Review, vol. 57, Nov./Dec. 1997: 465-78. 
72 Donald F. Kettl in his book, Sharing Power: Public Governance and Private Markets 
(Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1993), describes the growing reliance by the federal 
government upon its private partners. "In its eager pursuit of the competition prescription, 
government has-for a remarkable variety of reasons--too often surrendered its basic policy
making power to contractors." p. 13. Writing in 1990, a Senate report concluded: "DOE 
[Department of Energy] relies on private workforce to perform virtually all basic 
governmental functions. It relies on contractors in the preparation of most important plans 
and policies, the development of budgets and budget documents, and the drafting of reports 
to Congress and Congressional testimony.... DOE top management does not have the basic 
information it needs to understand the dimensions of its reliance on a contractor workforce." 

(continued ... ) 
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The point to recognize is that in recent decades, and especially with the 
implementation of the NPR proposals after 1993, the basic functions of departments 
and of departmental secretaries have been altered, in some measure strengthening the 
department and its secretary, in other cases reducing their authority and leverage over 
operations. When the latter is the case, it is not unreasonable to assume that the role 
and importance of the Cabinet has undergone a similar diminution.73 

Utility of The Cabinet 

Most Presidents have complained about the Cabinet as a political institution. It 
rarely has met their expectations. Nearly all memoirs written by persons who have 
served in the Cabinet are equally or more critical in their appraisals and are skeptical 
of its utility to either the President or to the department secretaries. Outsiders writing 
of the Cabinet often are cynical concerning its proceedings and contribution to the 
management of the executive branch. A few of the outsiders (and an occasional 
insider) have proposed reforms for the Cabinet, but these proposals have generally 
come to naught. 

If there are so many people who find fault with the institutional Cabinet, why has 
it survived for two centuries, and why are there no serious proposals to abandon the 
Cabinet? The answer appears to be that, notwithstanding the continuing criticism, the 
Cabinet has utility to Presidents and to department secretaries in meeting their 
respective managerial responsibilities. If the Cabinet is expected to provide the 
President with collective, or even individual, policy advice, the expectations are not 
likely to be fulfilled. Once the Cabinet is considered as a vehicle for management, 
however, its utility becomes both substantial and visible. 

There are at least four areas where the utility of the institutional Cabinet is 
evident and worth discussing more fully. 

1. Political and managerial advice 
2. Interdepartmental conflict resolution 
3. Administrative coherence 
4. Political assistance 

72 
( ••• continued) 

U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Governmental Affairs, Subcommittee on Federal 
Services, Post Office and Civil Service, Report to the Subcommittee Chairman by Majority 
Staff, 'The Department of Energy's Reliance on Private Contractors to Perform the Work of 
Government," in Use of Consultants and Contractors by the Environmental Protection Agency 
and the DepartmentofEnergy, S. Hrg. 554, 101 st Cong., 1st sess. (Washington: GPO, 1990), 
p. 65. 
73 It is interesting to note that, in a comprehensive overview of management reform efforts in 
the federal government since 194 5, the President's Cabinet is not discussed. Paul Light, The 
Tides of Reform: Making Government Work, 1945-1995 (New Haven, CT: Yale University 
Press, 1997). 
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Political and Managerial Advice 

Generally, presidential leadership is defined in terms of persuading the public and 
elected officials to follow the President's policy preferences; providing initiatives in 
international affairs; and being a public symbol for worthwhile national causes. But 
another, less visible, aspect of presidential leadership relates to providing political and 
managerial leadership for the executive branch. It is in this latter field ofleadership 
where the Cabinet can play a highly useful role. 

Information and analytic judgments can flow in both directions at a Cabin.et 
meeting. The President can raise the general question, say, of how best might the 
federal government encourage greater technology research and development and then 
let the Cabinet secretaries exchange ideas before him. In so doing, certain themes 
may develop and need further "fleshing out" by selected secreta1ies. Here, the ideas 
are coming from below to the President. Subsequently, the President, considering the 
advice given, may assign to a particular secretary responsibility for developing options 
for his consideration, and for developing a consensus on what may become the 
administration's policy. Cabinet meetings can facilitate the raising of critical issues 
and the resolution of those issues within an executive branch context, Finally, the 
Cabinet may serve as the basis for building a political consensus sufficiently strong to 
put these ideas, such as vocational education and retraining, into practice. 

Cabinet meetings can help a President to "get a feel" for the management 
problems afflicting the federal government. Presidents, generally familiar and 
experienced in legislative politics, feel comfortable with the process of getting a law 
passed hy Congress. But laws are not self-executing; they must be implemented and 
implementation is a managerial function. 

Recent Presidents have been discouraged by botb advisers and scholars from 
investing time and political capital in executive branch management. 74 Their argument 
is that Presidents should concentrate on political leadership, not managerial 
leadership, the latter being described by some as a mere "clerkship" function. 75 This 
attitude has arguably been costly both to Presidents and to departmental secretaries. 
Today, some government offices and even departments appear to be "hollow,"76 that 
is, they have become dependent (usually because of personnel ceilings) upon a 
contract workforce. This "government by proxy"77 poses a major management 
challenge to departmental secretaries as they must manage more through negotiations 
than through command. 

74 Arnold, Making the Managerial Presidency, 2nd ed., chapter 11. (name redacted), "At Risk: 
The President's Role as Chief Manager," in James P. Pfiffucr, ed., The Managerial 
Presidency, 2nd ed. (College Station, TX: Texas A&M University Press, 1999): 265-84. 
75 Richard E. Neustadt, Presidential Power: the Politics of Leadership (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, 1960), pp. 5-8. 
76 Mark Goldstein, America's Hollow Government (Homewood, IL: Business One Irwin, 
1992). 

77 Donald F. Kettl, Government By Proxy (Washington: CQ Press, 1988). 
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It is a proper role for the department secretaries in Cabinet meetings to bring to 
the President's attention managerial problems associated with the current 
organizational and personnel structures. Policy decisions should be informed by 
resource availability and public law considerations, both subjects on which depaiiment 
secretaries collectively and individually are conversant. The Cabinet, therefore, has 
utility in that it provides a forum where most of the executive branch is represented, 
and where general managerial concerns can be raised and discussed. But the 
management value of the Cabinet is once again solely at the discretion of the 
President. 

Interdepartmental Conflict Resolution 

Our government is a government managed by Jaws.78 For the most part, 
Congress passes a law establishing a prograin or directing the writing ofregulations, 
and assigns this responsibility to a departmental secretary. While this system has the 
virtue of creating clear lines of authority and accountability, it also has limitations. 
Different laws may assign different depatiment secretaries responsibility for 
administering what are in effect similar programs, but are intended to achieve 
conflicting objectives. 

The Secretary of Health and Human Services, for instance, through the 
Administrator of the Food and Drug Administration, is charged with protecting the 
health of the citizenry-at-large. There is a specific provision in law forbidding the use 
of any food additive that is deemed to induce cancer in man or animal, but what 
standards shall apply to this prohibition? If any trace of such an additive is sufficient 
to ban the product, what impact will this have on farmers/growers who consider 
traceable doses of this additive to be essential to their productivity and international 
competitiveness? Clearly, there is the potential in this situation for conflict between 
the secretaiies of Health and Human Services and of Agriculture. 

The Cabinet is itself not a useful forum for resolving this conflict, but the fact 
that two equal-ranked secretaries can meet on neutral territory, possibly with 
presidential prodding, makes resolution of this problem more likely. Cabinet meetings 
permit secretaries to meet each other socially, a situation which is conducive to 
subsequent phone calls and personal meetings. On most issues, two or more 
secretaries can agree to have their principal deputies meet to work out agreements. 

Interdeparimental confiicts are inevitable and even healthy. They are likely to 
increase simply because the government is concerned with more issues than in the 
past, and the issues are becoming more complex. Oftentimes, problems between 
bureaus within different departments resist resolution until they can be considered at 
the secretarial level. While the Cabinet setting docs not guarantee resolution of these 
conflicts, it is reasonable to assume that it facilitates agreements between parties. 

78 (name redxted), "The Importanec of Publie Law: New and Old Paradigms of Government 
Management," in Phillip J. Cooper and Chester A. Newland, eds., Handbook of Publie Law 
and Administration (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1997): 41-57. 
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Administrative Coherence 

When Presidents meet with their Cabinet, they are able to express their views to 
the chief executive officers of most, but a decreasing percentage, of the executive 
branch. The independent agencies (e.g., National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration; National Archives and Records Administration), the independent 
regulatory commissions (e.g., Federal Communications Commission), most 
government corporations (e.g., Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Tennessee 
Valley Authority, Postal Service), and quasi-governmental bodies (e.g., Federal 
Reserve System and Smithsonian Institution) are not represented when the Cabinet 
meets. Similarly, a decreasing percentage of the budget remains "discretionary" and 
represented by the Cabinet officers. These caveats aside, the Cabinet still provides the 
President an audience where most of his responsibilities as the nation's chief executive 
reside. 

The Cabinet collectively, in small groups, and individually, is the institution 
where a President, if so inclined, can give managerial direction in the broadest sense 
to the executive establishment. When the Cabinet meets there is a visible reminder 
that each person present is part of a "team" and that this team is supposed to be 
moving in the same direction, the President's direction. Presidents differ on how they 
use this opportunity for leadership. More often than not, the Cabinet meetings are 
used to send hortatory messages or to invoke across-the-board directives. Typical of 
the latter is where Presidents instruct all secretaries to submit to the White House staff 
prior to the next meeting their recommendations for cutting costs within their 
departments. 

Experience suggests that few secretaries are interested in managing their 
departments in any hands-on manner. Many are selected solely for political reasons 
and see their role in political terms. In support of this view of their job, secretaries 
have substantial political staffa and other political appointees upon whom they rely 
upon for policy advice and administrative loyalty.79 Departmental management, as 
that tem1 is generally understood, usually falls under the purview of the deputy 
secretary. Deputy secretaries tend to view their subordinate agencies with 
ambivalence. For those departments that are "holding companies" (e.g., Department 
of Commerce) for agencies with long-standing missions and independent bases of 
support, the secretary and deputy secretary may see their internal managerial role as 
more that of a "mediator" between the agencies rather than that of policy initiator. 

Political Assistance 

Arguably, the most useful role of the Cabinet to the President is in the political 
realm. As noted, the highest patronage the President has at his disposal are Cabinet 
appointments. In return for these appointments, Cabinet members, with some 
exceptions, are expected make public appearances in favor of the President's policies 
and programs. They must be prepared to spend time on the "campaigu trail." They 

79 Paul C. Light, Thickening Government: Federal Hierarchy and the Diffusion of 
Accountability (Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1995). 
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must speak to trade associations and private organizations to build up the President's 
constituency. 

Cabinet members are expected to be useful to the President in his relations to 
Congress. Cabinet members are the heads of departments, and the President and 
Congress are generally in a conflict over who should supervise what. Even when a 
departmental secretary may differ with the President on a policy affecting the 
department, the secretary is expected to defend the President publicly. This can place 
the secretary in a difficult position, such as in cases when the President is proposing 
to move an agency out a department (e.g., the Social Security Administration out of 
the Department of Health and Human Services). 

Harold Seidman reminds us of the Cabinet officer's role as far as the President 
is concerned: 

While the White House may not consider a Cabinet member's 
participation in the development of a legislative proposal essential, the 
President will hold him to account for assuring its enactment by the 
Congress. So far as the President is concerned, a Cabinet member's 
primary responsibility is to mobilize support both within and outside the 
Congress for Presidential measures and to act as a legislative tactician. 
Major questions of policy and legislative strategy are reserved, however, 
for decision by the White House staff.80 

Finally, Presidents expect that secretaries will keep their subordinate political 
officers in line. This is not an easy task today because there are so many sub-Cabinet 
officers testifying before the myriad of congressional committees and subcommittees 
that the voice of the administration can sound cacophonous. 

In sum, Presidents, even those most critical of the institutional Cabinet, find ways 
in which it can serve their needs, and thus its utility insures its continuance. 

"Reforming" The Cabinet 

It is evident that the Cabinet has rarely pleased those seeking greater political and 
managerial effectiveness for the President. It has also been a disappointment for many 
in philosophical tern1s. The Cabinet has been viewed by some as symbolic of a 
fundamental fault in American political theory. In one form or another, the underlying 
assumption of critics has been that the United States should change from a 
presidential political system to a variant on the parliamentary political system. The 

80 Harold Seidman and Robert S. Gilmour, Politics, Position, and Power: From the Positive 
to the Regulatory State, 4th ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1986), p. 82. 
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Cabinet is seen by these "reformers" as a critical element in a successful institutional 
and philosophical transformation.81 

The young Woodrow Wilson, like so many political and social activists in the 
post-Civil War period, despaired of the American government with its "spoils 
system," and looked longingly across the Atlantic to the emerging parliamentary 
system in England where "responsible parties" appeared to provide the basis for clear 
and effective government. Wilson was particularly incensed at Congress and its 
committee structure, which he believed was corrupt and dominated the presidency. 
He initially advocated a full-blown parliamentary system.82 

In Wilson's early schema, the Cabinet was to be selected by the President but 
only from representatives in Congress. Thus, members of the Cabinet would not only 
hold executive department portfolios, they would also sit in Congress and answer 
questions regarding their policies and administration.83 Wilson believed that the 
dominance of Congress, and particularly its committees, over the President and the 
executive branch was a permanent condition, and, therefore a constitutional 
amendment was necessary. 

Like many reformers, then and now, there was concern that the branches were 
"too separate," that they functioned at cross-purposes and indulged themselves in 
corrosive competition. Furthermore, Congress was seen as the captive of local, 
parochial interests. What was needed was a Cabinet which served as a b1idge 
between the branches. As the years passed, and Congress changed, the views of the 
young Wilson changed as well.84 He was still opposed to what he called "committee 
government" but was not as vocal in his support of drawing Cabinet members from 
the Congress. When Wilson assumed executive positions later on, he began to see 
hope for leadership in the presidency. 85 

81 A typical "reform" proposal from those who desire that the American political system more 
closely resemble a parliamentary system is provided by Hennan Finer in his review of the first 
Hoover Commission Report in 1949. "A foll cabinet system with collective responsibility is 
the crying need of America--of the nation, of the Congress, of the departments, of the civil 
service, and of the presidency. Only if responsibility is truly shared among fifteen or twenty 
men, only if the will to govern is put into commission, will it be possible to integrate the 
Government of the United States, and secure simultaneously that all departments shall be 
heard, that all departments shall take notice, that all personnel shall respect their chief, that 
facts and advice shall not run about free, equal, and wild." "The Hoover Commission 
Report," Political Science Quarterly, vol. 64, Sept. 1949, p. 417. 

82 Woodrow Wilson, "Cabinet Government in the United States," The International Review, 
vol. 7, Aug. 1879: 146-63. 

83 The first of the reformers credited with the idea of having "the principal officers of each of 
the Executive Departments .. . occupy seats on the floor of the Senate and House of 
Representatives" was Senator George H. Pendleton of Civil Service fame. Congressional 
Record, 46 th Cong., 1st sess. vol. 9, num. 1, March 26, 1879, p. 72. 
84 Woodrow Wilson, Congressional Government (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Co., 1885). 

85 Woodrow Wilson, Constitutional Government in the United States (New York: Columbia 
(continued ... ) 
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The appeal of bridging the chasm believed to exist between the branches by 
having the Cabinet sit in Congress (not requiring a constitutional amendment) cut 
across the political spectrum.86 Supporters included such diverse personalities as 
Henry Stimson, Robert La Follette and William Howard Taft. The latter, in his post
presidential exegesis, Our Chief Magistrate and Hz~~ Powers, noted: 

I am strongly in favor of a change in our existing system, by which the 
importance and influence of Cabinet officers shall be increased. Without any 
change in the Constitution, Congress might well provide that heads of departments, 
members of the President's Cabinet, should be given access to the floor of each 
House to introduce measures, to advocate their passage, to answer questions, and 
to enter into the debate as if they were members, without of course the right to 
vote. Without any express constitutional authority, Congress has done this in the 
ease of delegates from the territories. Why may it not do it with respect to the 
heads of departrnents?"87 

In the 1920s, Warren Harding and his Secretary of State, Charles Evans Hughes, 
were ardent supporters of having the Cabinet sit in Congress and answer questions. 88 

There had been instances in the then-recent past when members of the Cabinet had 
appeared individually on the floor and the "reformers" saw this as a salutary sign. The 
underlying assumption behind the varied support for this idea was a tremendous faith 
in the efficacy of debate to change rational minds for the better, a process leading 
ultimately to consensus. Of course, both the liberals and conservatives of the period 
were convinced that discussion and debate would ultimately favor their views. 

Where were the opponents of the idea of having the Cabinet sit in the Congress? 
Given the fact that no action was forthcoming on the various proposals, it is 
reasonable to assume that the opponents were in the majority; but the opponents, for 
whatever reason, rarely published their views or had access to the major newspapers 
or journals. The reformers were never quite able to convince the majority of 
Members of Congress, or Presidents since Warren Harding, of the wisdom of their 
proposals. Indeed, proposals to put the Cabinet "in" Congress were increasingly 
viewed as either utopian, naive, or simply wrongheaded.89 

85 
( ••• continued) 

University Press, 1908). 
86 For a discussion of the historical proposals and debates to assign Cabinet members some 
role in the Congress and, conversely, to pennit Members of Congress to also serve in some 
executive branch capacity, see: Stephen Horn, The Cabinet and Congress (New York: 
Octagon Books, (1960) 1982). 

87 William Howard Taft, Our Chief Magistrate and His Powers (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1916), p. 31. 
88 For an overview of the "question period" proposal for Cabinet members to appear before 
either or both Houses of Congress, consult: U.S. Congress, Congressional Research Service, 
A Question Period Before Congress; Proposals to Bring Cabinet Officials Before the 
Legislature, by Paul Rundquist, CRS archived report 91-3050 (Washington: April 3, 1991 ). 

89 David B. Truman, The Governmental Process: Political Interests and Public Opinion (New 
York: A.A. Knopf, 1951), p. 530. 
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This is not to say, however, that reformers have given up the struggle. In 
addition to the lingering appeal of parliamentary government over presidential 
government, in recent years the impetus for much reform activity has been the spectre 
and practice of "divided government," a term referring to those periods when the 
White House is occupied by one political party and one or both houses of Congress 
are dominated by the other. 

Today's reformers still tend to place faith in the related proposals to have 
Cabinet members "sit" in Congress or to have Members of Congress simultaneously 
hold executive branch offices, but see these proposals as simply one small part of a 
major constitutional reorganization of the national political system.9° For the most 
part, reformers, such as James MacGregor Burns,91 Lloyd Cutler,92 and James 
Sundquist are generally considered to be "liberal" in their political orientation, and 
believe that the natural majority consensus behind their political views is frustrated by 
antiquated and anti-majoritarian institutions.93 They generally favor a presidency that 
is dominant over Congress, and see the Cabinet as an instrument towards this end. 

A second set of reformers also has a long history of offering unrealized 
recommendations on how to make the Cabinet more effective for the President. They 
want the Cabinet to undergo alteration, but are less comprehensive in their vision. 
Their proposals stress modification and changes in emphasis to increase the "policy 
advising role" of the Cabinet. Earlier proposals to alter the Cabinet (e.g., Nixon's 
1973 proposal to create three "super counselors" or "super Cabinet members") have 
been discussed in other contexts. Cabinet reorganization proposals tend either to 
emphasize altered use of existing departmental secretaries or recommend a rather 
different cast of characters to serve in the Cabinet. 

90 Committee on the Constitutional System, A Bicentennial Analysis of the American Political 
Structure (Washington: Committee on the Constitutional System, 1987). Donald L. 
Robinson, To the Best of My Ability: The Presidency and the Constitution (New York: 
Norton, 1987). 

Contemporary "reformers" lean towards a comprehensive overhaul of the American 
political system and do not shy away from proposing many constitutional amendments. James 
Sundquist provides a "menu" of constitutional and non-constitutional changes that most 
reformers favor. Included in the list of changes proposed would be: (l) laws discouraging 
"split-ticket voting;" (2) four-year House terms and eight-year Senate terms; (3) modified 
procedures for selecting the President ( e.g .. , abolish the electoral college); ( 4) permitting 
special elections to reconstitute a "failed" government; (5) removing the prohibition against 
dual office-holding; ( 6) limited item veto; (7) restoration of the legislative veto; (8) making the 
war powers statute into a constitutional provision; and (9) approval of treaties by majority 
vote ofbothhouses. Constitutional Reform and Effective Government, rev. ed. (Washington: 
The Brookings Institution, 1992), pp. 322-24. 

91 James MacGregor Burns, The Power to Lead: The Crisis of the American Presidency (New 
York: Simon and Schuster, 1984). 

92 Lloyd N. Cutler, "Some Reflections on Divided Govennncnt," Presidential Studies 
Quarterly, vol. 18, Summer 1988: 485-92. 

93 James MacGregor Bums, Cobblestone Leadership: Majority Rule, Minority Power 
(Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1990). 
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A typical proposal is that of Grnham Allison in 1980, who called for a 
Presidential Executive Cabinet (EXCAB). "Presidents need stronger and more 
responsive performance from key Cabinet departments. Strength and responsiveness 
are not easy to combine. But making key Cabinet officers the primary substantive 
counselors to the President, and insuring steady face-to-face relations between them 
and the President, will tend to induce both. The recognized participation of 
secretaries in presidential decision-making would also sensitize them to presidential 
perspectives and to interests other than those of their own departments."94 The 
EXCAB would consist of "key" secretaries, such as State, Defense, Treasury, and 
Health and Human Services, plus a rotating mix of other Cabinet officers, agency 
heads and White House staff. The point would be that those permanent EXCAB 
members would have offices in the White House and develop a permanent staff. In 
this way, Allison believes, the President would acquire a collective advisory body with 
knowledge and political clout. Critics suggest, on the other hand, that a departmental 
secretary physically removed from his or her department will tend to lose whatever 
uniqueness of perspective that made the secretary seem valuable in the first place. 
Spending substantial time in the White House, it is feared, will transform the 
secretaries into adjuncts of the White House staff. 

Among the more recent "reform" proposals for the Cabinet is that offered by 
three-time Cabinet member, the late Elliot Richardson. Richardson proposed that the 
Cabinet be radically reconstituted to include those positions with cross-cutting 
.responsibilities, rather than operating responsibilities for departments. He suggested 
that the Cabinet should consist of the President's chief of staff, the director ofOMB, 
the National Security advisor, the U.S. trade representative, plus some advisers on 
economic, domestic policy and science. "This inner circle, augmented by the three 
department heads whose spheres ofresponsibility are most inclusive-the secretaries 
of State, Defense, and Treasury-would constitute a well-balanced policy council."95 

There is no reason to believe that the reformers will cease in their quest for the 
Holy Grail, a Cabinet that wisely advises a receptive President. There is also no 
reason to believe that Presidents will suddenly find the Cabinet, however it may be 
organized, to be a useful collective source for policy advice. 

Concluding Comments 

The President's Cabinet in the American political context is the source of 
considerable debate and frustration. Few are satisfied with the Cabinet as an 
institution. Particularly critical are those who have served in the Cabinet. Presidents 
seek to find uses for their Cabinet-as a collectivity, in sub-Cabinet groups, and 
individually-but generally retreat from this quest as experience overshadows hope. 

94 Graham Allison, "The Advantages of a Presidential Executive Cabinet (EXCAB)," in 
Vincent Davis, ed., The Post-Imperial Presidency (New York: Praeger, 1980), p. 120. 
95 Elliot L. Richardson and James P. Pfiffuer, "Our Cabinet System is a Charade," New York 
Times, May 28, 1989, p. E-14. 
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Rather than succumb to the subtle political agenda of "refonners" with their 
penchant for institutional tinkering, defenders argue that the Cabinet should be 
appreciated for its flexibility and nuances. They believe that the Cabinet, under the 
right conditions, can be a source of political and managerial strength to the President, 
even compensating on occasion for presidential weakness. Under other 
circumstances, however, it can become a political negative as when Presidents are 
forced to fire some departmental secretary or find the person a face-saving job. The 
critical point is, however, that while the Cabinet may be useful to the President, the 
Cabinet itself never governs. The President remains the critical center of the executive 
establishment. 

Infonned persons may debate endlessly respecting the characteristics of a "best" 
Cabinet and staff system for supporting the President in his decisionmaking capacity. 
Should Presidents, for instance, appoint a chief of staff to run the White House staff 
or should they rely on several co-equal assistants to manage their office staff and 
resources? The truth is that there is no single or accepted theoretical model to which 
Presidents can repair. Structure and systems are ultimately no substitute for coherent 
ideas and presentations and for access to the President. Certain secretaries, as well 
as certain staff aides, will always be "more equal than others." It is an unavoidable 
responsibility for Presidents to detennine their own personal needs and managerial 
style and to shape their office, and their Cabinet, accordingly. 

A frnal comment that may help to explain the ambiguous and controversial nature 
of the Cabinet. The President of the United States is both the head of state and the 
head of government-two responsibilities almost invariably split between two persons 
in a parliamentary system. If the President were only the head of government, and if 
governments could fall without affecting the incumbency of the head of state, the 
Cabinet might be assigned and fill more collective responsibility. Presidents cannot, 
however, share their power officially or they place at risk their prestige and authority 
as chief of state, the symbol of national sovereignty. Thus, proposals to modify, 
strengthen, or collectivize the Cabinet that neglect to take into consideration the 
inherent dual nature of the presidency are bound to be deficient. 

The experience of recent Presidents illustrates both the potential and limitations 
of the institutional Cabinet. As a collective body, the Cabinet is but one of the 
institutional resources available to the President for advice and administrative 
leadership of the executive establishment. The range of attitudes toward the Cabinet 
evidenced by recent Presidents suggests that the life of the institutional Cabinet shall 
continue to be uneven and unpredictable. However, few institutions in the world have 
a longer uninterrupted history than the American President's Cabinet, which should 
suggest to the inquiring observer that there must be some intrinsic and deep-seated 
value to the Cabinet, and that in its very adaptability and unthreatening nature to 
succeeding Presidents lies its strength. 



21329

1061 

EveryCRSReport.com 

The Congressional Research Service (CRS) is a federal legislative branch agency, housed inside the 

Library of Congress, charged with providing the United States Congress non-partisan advice on 

issues that may come before Congress. 

EveryCRSReport.com republishes CRS reports that are available to all Congressional staff. The 

reports are not classified, and Members of Congress routinely make individual reports available to 

the public. 

Prior to ou(republication, we redacted names, phone numbers and email addresses of analysts 

who produced the reports. We also added this page to the report. We have not intentionally made 

any other changes to any report published on EveryCRSReport.com. 

CRS reports, as a work of the United States government, are not subject to copyright protection in 

the United States. Any CRS report may be reproduced and distributed in its entirety without 

permission from CRS. However, as a CRS report may include copyrighted images or material from a 

third party, you may need to obtain permission of the copyright holder if you wish to copy or 

otherwise use copyrighted material. 

Information in a CRS report should not be relied upon for purposes other than public 
understanding of information that has been provided by CRS to members of Congress in 
connection with CRS' institutional role. 

EveryCRSReport.com is not a government website and is not affiliated with CRS. We do not claim 

copyright on any CRS report we have republished. 



21330

1062 

Deloitte. 

2014 Board Practices Report 



21331

1063 

Deloitte~ ASOCIETY 
of Corporate Secretaries 

~ & Governance Professionals 

Dear Reader: 

Over the course of a decade, the Society of Corporate Secretaries and Governance Professionals has published the Board Practices 
Report, This ninth edition, in collaboration with the Deloitte LLP Center for Corporate Governance, continues to explore a number 
of areas affecting boardrooms today, including board oversight of strategy, director tenure policies and other mechanisms for 
board refreshment, use of data analytics, and shareholder engagement. 

The 2014 Board Practices Report: Perspectives from the boardroom is based on invaluable contributions from 2 50 public 
companies represented in the Society's membership. Analysis of the survey results reveals, among other interesting find,ng5, that: 

, Strategy topped the list of board focus areas for the coming year, selected by 85 percent of survey respondents. This was 
followed by risk oversight, which is often viewed in tandem with strategy, and board composition, which continues to garner 
shareholder attention. To round out the top five, CEO success,on planning and cyber security were also noted as board priorities 
for 2015. 

• More than half of the respondents sa,d the'r boards are discus1ing strategy at every board meeting. Further, almost all said the 
board 1s bnefed on strategic alternatives and discusses risks associated with those strategies. A majority noted that the level of 
1nformat1on provided to the board on strategic nsk has been enhanced over the past year. 

• A combined chairman and CEO role exists in 60 percent of large cap boards, and most of those have a lead director, while mid 
and small cap companies have combined roles 53 percent and 50 percent of the time, respectively. 

• Common practices pertaining to board refreshment were also i1westigated. Approximately 50 percent of respondents said 
their most recent director joined the board dunng the past year. Age limits are the most prevalent mechanism tr.iggering board 
turnover, and they contmue to rise; director retirement is another reason for change in board composition at 53 percent ot 
all companies. 

• The three most sought-after board skills and backgrounds remain unchanged fron1 the 2012 report related industry experience, 
c-level experience, and international business exposure. One-third of small caps selected mergers and acquisitions experience, 
highlighting a focus area for these companies. 

• The number of women on boards appears TO be increasing; 18 percent of respondents increased the number of women on 
their board in the past year. This is particularly true among large and small caps where women comprise 26%-50% of board 
composition. Similar trends, but on a smaller scale, can be found with respect to minonty representation. Very few boards have 
directors aged 40 or younger. 

, One-third of the companies surveyed educate their boards on big data and data analytics, and this is particularly true among the 
large cap companies (48 percent). Further, 28 percent said they are incorporating advanced analytics into company strategy and 
7 percent are considering doing so. 

• A slight maJOfltY, 55 percent, of the participants noted that their boards have discussed how to prepare for an activist. 

• Boards are receiving education on a number of topics; the most common are company policies, fiduciary duties, insider trading, 
and industry-specific topics. Compared to our 2012 report, topics that have gained in populanty are ethics, company policies, 
and regulatory issues, with 12, 15, and 17 percent point increases. respectiveiy. 

Whether used as a means to stay current, engage in benchmarking, or achieve other goals, our hope is that this report will serve 
as a resource for boards, management teams, governance professionals, and other interested parties. 

Sincerely yours. 

)ar!a C. Stuckey 

Executive Vice President & General Counsel 
Society of Corporate Secretaries and Gover1a11ee Professtona!s 

Maureen f Bujno 

Director 

Deloitte lLP Cente:' for Corporate Governance 



21332

1064 



21333

1065 

Introduction and methodology 

The 2014 Board Practice,; Report· Perspectives from the boardroom is the nin~h editior published by t~e Society of 

Corporate Secretanes and Goverrance Proiess1oria!s. The report presents f1rd1ngs frorn a July 2014 su"Vey of the Society's 

01embersh1p, whicri includes md1v1duais from more than 1,200 public com::ianies of varying sizes a'ld industries. The 

questions cover 16 boa .. d governance areas, 1nclud1ng established boara pract,ces and new trerds 

Tb.e report and its accompanying questionnaire were developed wit'! Delo 1tte LLP's Center for Corporate Governance. 

The survey, adm;ri•stered via an onJ:ne appl:cat1on, contai:led 89 questions, some of which were broken dowri to elicit 

more deta:L Part1cipat1on in the survey was confidential, and the results ca1not be attributed to specific companies. 

I~, ail, 250 ,ndN1duals part,c1pa1ed m the survey. Percertages arc based on the nurnber of respondents to each quest<on; 

in some cases, percentages may not tota! 100 due to rounding. 

Svrvey responses were analyzed and presented by market capitalization (smail, TT1iddle, and iarge) and d1v1ded into 

f1nanc,al serv:ces companies and others. Please iefer to lhe chans and table below for a breJk.down of pa;ttopants :n 

these ca-:cgones 

To the extent possible, resuh:s 'rom the 2012 Boord Practices Report Providing msrght into the shape of things to come 

bave been mcluded 10 provide a companson. These cor1pansons are described 1n percentage points increases and 

decreases. In 2012, there were 158 public compa11y survey panic.pants, whKC'\ cocis1sted of 64 large cap, 70 mid cap, and 

24 srrali cap companies. There were 30 financial se:cvKes companies and 128 nonf1nanoa! sev1ces companies 

When fewer than the total number of part1c1pants responded, an value :s provided to show the number of rcsporiscs 

for the speofic question. lr some cases, certain data points have been excluded from the chart and provided a sidebar. 

2014 Board Practices Report Pc_,rspecLVE'S from the boardroom 5 
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The responses to the survey's first questions provide detail on the industry and size of respondents, as shown in the charts 

and tables to follow. 

2014 respondents 

No.of 
respondents 

Percent of 
total 
respondents 
/by market cap' 
and industry) 

114 

Financial 
Mid cap Small cap services 

108 28 53 

11% 21% 

is .:is of December j 1, 2013, Mafket CJP breakdown is as follo1Ns: 
M1ct cap?: $700 m1ll;on $10 billion; and Small cap· <$700 rrilllon. 

Industry classification 

197 250 

100% 

For analysis purposes, respondents have been grouped into financial services and non financial services companies, 

representing 21 percent and 79 percent of the sample, respectively. 

Consumer & Industrial Products (e.g., aerospace, automotive, 
retail, distribution, manufacturing, travel, leisurej , 

Energy & Resources 
! 

Financial Services (e.g., banking and securities, insurance, ' 
private equity, hedge funds, mutual funds, real estate) ~ 

Technology, Media & Teleccmmunications (e,g., entertainment) 

Life Sciences & Health Care 

Other, please specify 
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Survey results 

B&ard iele1tiom. r;e1i!iLtitffile1nt, H~ ~o~posltion 
' ' 

Board size is nine to 11 m€mbers depending on 

company size 

Board size 1s rP.latively rnns1stent, with 45 percent of 

respondeNs having rine to 11 Members. Board 

appears to be assooated with company as market 

cap increases, the size of the boa•d also rises. Most small 

cap:, have seve11 d:rectors, most rn 1d caps have n1,1e, and 

large caps have 11. The maionty of both f1nanc-al and 
no11financ1ai services companies have nine to 11 boa·d 
pwrrsbers.. While tl'ere 1s no one-s1ze-f1ts-all approach to 

board size, companies should consider this factor with 

1·espect to board efficiency a:1d effectiveness. About halt of 

resoonoents sa1d that their board s,ze c1d not cbarge 

1n the past year. The reman1ng half was so!1t, with 29 

percent sayIrig s1ze decreased and 22 percert saying 

increased m the past year. 

Mixed results on tenure and turnover 

Recertly, ·11any investors have been expressing concern 

over d1recto" terure. Some have raised the issue that iong

stariding d1-ectors could compromise indepe0dence and 

obJect1v:ty, regardless of the 1nst1tt1t1onal krlowledge they 

rave obtained. S011e aiso l;nk lorg-tenured directors with a 

lack of oppotiun:ty for new and/or diverse board carid1dates. 

One iarge ,nvestor now screens companies on director 

tem,re when consioenng votes for or against directors 

One-third of all companies have an average tenure of 

ran-management 1:lrector,; of between five and seven years. 

Small caps have longer tenures, with 29 percent hav,ng 

an averdge tenure of or more years. A similar trend ,s 

apparent for f1nanCial sen11ces cornpdnie:., with 40 percent 

having an average tenure of 11 or rr,ore year:,_ Sixty-one 

percent of compan,es noted their longest-tenured director 

has been on the board for more tnan 1 J years 

Wbile some boards have 

a long-stand1rig member, 

they are st1!1 refre<;,11119 their 

mer'1ber:,h1p regularly; 50 

percent of all rnrnparves 

surveyed said :heir most 

recent director Joined the 

board w1tbin the past year 

and a11other 20 percent sad 

one year ago. Few respondents answered that the most 

recen: board member JOmed More than three years ago. 

Amid increasing age limits, retiring directors drive 

board refreshment 

Retiremem Iri response to age l1m:ts continues to be the 

r:1ost prevalent rnechanIsrr for board refreshn:em. Age 

limits continue to nse; respondents chose ages 72 and 75 

(or older) most frequent age lrn:t poky. In adciit:on, 

more boards are 1ncreas1ng the age limit 30 percent said 

75 or older, un from 18 percent in 2012. Wh•le more 

cornpa11Ies appea' to be :rist1~ctIng terri limits, the rumber 

remains very low. Smee the 2012 report, there has been 

a 3 per(entage pOin: increase to 6 perce:1t of companies 

For tre few compa'ties w1til term limits, the most cornmon 

terr. 1s 11 to 15 years. Ten percent of resoondents t-iave 

"other board tenure cond:t1ons/restrict1ons 1
' In place, up 

frorn 4 percent 1r 2012. 

Desp,te the increase 1n age limits, oirector retirerieflt is 

the rvra1f! reason for change 111 board compos1tio·1 at 53 

oercert ot all comoanies surveyed, particularly arnong 

the large caps. This was foliowed-d1stantly-by the need 

for spec1al1zed krlowleoge and d:rector res1gnat:on. There 

rias been a s1grnfKa!it decline :n "need for spe(1al1zed 

Knowledge," at 19 percent. down from 37 percent 1n 

2012. Th:s may be an md1cat1on that board recruitment 

ora(t1ces are more focused arid strategic 1n onboard:ng 

ci:rectors "to fill skill gaps. Some respondents, mainly 

small caps. supplied a response tn the "other" category; 

responses ,nduded "!oss/d~ange in controil1ng shareholder'' 

ana "CEO and other managerrient trans1t1ors" 

When 1t comes to proact:vely recruiting rew board 

members, responses were vaned. A ma1ority of companies 

turn to their own directors for prospective board member 

recommendations, with 72 percert of respondents 

choos,ng this as their first option. But 56 percE'nt aiso 

use a search firm wher recru1t1ng. An equal number of 

cotnparnes haw a process 1n olace to icient'fy potential 

board cand,'O'ates cont1Pt,ously (44 percent) versus those 

tha! 1dert1fy a µ01ent1al candidate only when there 

::i a clear operw1g (43 percent). Surpr1sing!y, very few 

responde11ts (6 per(ent) sa-d keep a recru1t:ng firm on 

retainer at all tIr11es 

2014 Board Practices Report Perspect,ve~ from lhe boa<d:ooM i 
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Board selection, recruitment, and -composition 

Diversity and ethnicity budge, but few Generation 

X.ers make it to the boardroom 

Divers1ty m boa•d compo'>t!ton continues to gain -attentmn, 
not Just fron, investors but from organizatrons sxh as 

Catalyst, the 30% Coalition, 2020 Women on Boards, and 

Alliance for Board Diversity, whose missions are to ;ncrease 

wo-rnen -and rr:inonty representat:on on boards, Wh:!e '.t 

1s slow. companies appear to be 1nce:asing the nuinber 

of women on their boards. Tht'> year, about one-quarter 

of all -companies said women make up 26 percent to 

50 percent of the board, up from 18 percent in 2012. 

Such are particularly notic;;id arno:'lg Jarge caps, 

small f1nanoal :iervKes companies, \.\'1th l 6, 

and percentage increases, respect1ve\y. Similar 

trends, but on a s1"0ailer S(a!e, ca11 be found w\~h respect 

to ~ninonty repre~entation. The biggest Jump since 20l 2 
1s the 9 percertage point ncrease of financlal services 

companies that have 26 percent to 50 percent mmoriti-es 

on th-err boards. This :s the oppos:te for small caps, where 

none have had an irKre-i'lSe 1n rninonty directcrs during the 

past year. Companies would be well adv·sed to seek out 

business executives and leaders of rn1nonty-represe:1.t;:d 

organizations, 

inexperienced 

White the needle has moved 

slightfy on gender and 

e-thrncity, ,·t appears to be at 

a standst:H when it comes 
to add 1ng younger board 

members. There been 

!'!tie change sn1ce i:he 2012 

r€'port; currently~ more than 
halt of trte companies repor; 

that the,r yo~mgest -director 

rs older tfla.n 50. SrnaH 

caps have \he youngest 

board rnen~ters_ w1t'.l 15 

percent 'laving a d 0rector 

in the age range of 26 to 

40_ Some predict tha~ more 
comp.:1rnes wm likely rake 

chance- on fdhng board 

seats with younger, more 

who are often viewed having 

h1gn t-echno!o91ral aptitude and ingi?nu:ty. 

Wanted: industry, cffsuite, and international 

business experience 

The tap three dewed hoard s.k.iHs and expenen(e ren~a1n 

unchanged frorn tl',e 2012 report: mdustry (similar to 

that of the re.:,pective company). C·suite experieme, and 

international busi'le~s exposure. A breakdown by company 

type shows tr'at one-thrrd of small caps selected merger;; 

arid acauis1t1or:s expenence, high!ightlng -a focus are-a 

for these cornpan-,es !t is :nterestlng to note that :n the 

"other" ca~egory, some respo11dents i,i_diczted social and 

d191tal media were desired board skills, reflecting our 

increasingly d191tal sooety and a greater focus 01"l -cyber 

security. Some vvouk! speculate that th:s could tr:gger 

a younger board members, as many see younger 

generations as being h!ghiy tec!-J savvy and leaders in 

deveiop:ng 1Movat1ve technological ideas. 

A majority of companfes have declassified boards, 

except at small caps 
Across all companies sL<rveyed, there- has beeri no change 

1n board dass1katton, 70 percept have a dedassrhed 

structure. Arey notable changes can be fo;_md among the 

financtal services compan·es, with 75 peifent now having 

a declass1f1ed board versus 67 percent in 2012. But this 

is reversed at srnal! cap cornp-an.ies, where the number of 

classified boards increased 8 percentage points in 2014. lt 

rmss1ble thl':t this figure represern 'lew pt;b/ic -companies 

that may not yet face the same pressure as larger 
move to annual d,irector elections. According 

to a W·ir11erHale LLP report there were 178 !POs in 2013, 

reflecting .,:, 75 oercent increase from the previods year. 

Findings on majority voting vary 

Resui:s ori rnaJonty votrng ooHoes prese~t interesting 

trends. While there is no change among l.arge cap:> smce 

the 2012 report (86 percent/; s1grnfo:::antly fewer mid 

caps implement rnaJOG~Y vot1r:g for uncontested director 

el-e(tions (49 percent, down frorr: 67 p-ercent m 2012). 

A similar yet iess drastK de-d,ne by 12 percentage pomts 

is seen among the srnaH caps. As in the case of board 

dass1ficat1an, a sirn1!ar conjecture can be made hHe 

companies that recently ,ssued ar: !PO :n;::iy not yE't have 

high demand for :mplementing MdJonty voting. 
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4. What is your current board size? 

13% 25% 

28% 11% 

17% 11% -------3 .... 

,~.ml 
m 

a La:gecao 

5. How has your board size changed over the past year? 

52% 50% 

Ill ~,du;n 

Smembers 

6members 

7members 

8 members 

9 members 

10 members 

11 members 

12 members 

13members 

14 members 

15 members 

Greater than 
15members 

1069 

Increased ■--

Board selection, recruitment, and composition 

Dec ceased ---

No change 

2014 Board Practices Report PeFspect,ves rr::,re-; 1i;e board'OOl""I 9 
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Board selection, recruitment, and composition 

Resporderits answer:ng "')01't 

~r>owJ-..ot lpplicablt" w,re "s 
foilows 3% large cap, 4% mid 
cap, 4◊/c S"f1ali coo, 4% f,nc1noal 
serv,ces,3%""10nf1n;:111c1al 
sen:,ces, and 3% all CD;rJpan,es 

"'· ~ponde~ts arisw~r,rig 'Don'~ 
)W/~ot applicable" were as 

ow~ 2% large cap, 3<:;t. m!d 
cap, 7% small cap, 6% 7:nancal 
scrv:ces,2%0onf,'ldrc1al 

serv:ces, and 3% ail co<Y1pa'<1r.s 

10 

6. What is the average tenure of all non-management members of your board? 

-
4%1■ 

1111 
27% 29%, 

11111■ 
4"1•11■1 ·-111• 
1111 
■ Srralicap 

Company is 
younger than 
4 years old 

<4 years 

5-7 years 

8years 

9years 

10years 

11-13years 

>13 years 

111;r: 
11114

% __ ,, 
--11111·% 
11111•¾ 

-I■ 
11111 

7. How long has your longest non-management director been a member of your board? 

'$0'¼ 61% 

8. When did the most recent director join your board? -.. '.·"'. .,. 
C ' ' ~ ••• ••• "II 1• 

■ SMdiiCilC 

<4years 

5-7 years 

8-10 years 

11-13years 

>13years 

Within the 
past year 

One year ago 

Two years ago 

Three years ago 

More than three 
years ago 

1■11 
111111 
11u: 
111::, 
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9. What percentage of board members are women? 

Upto25% 

26%-50% 

2014 

51'>/o-75% 
2012 

More than 75% 

11\.lrCr;;,o 

1071 

Board selection, recruitment, and composition 

...... 2014 

F·M■JP■+++ 2012 

•• 25% 24''. 2014 
24~,,,, 

11113
% 19'"', 2012 

18"? 

2014 

2012 

10. Compared to last year, have you had an increase in the number of women directors serving on your board? Ii' 2014, respondents <ir'swer-ng 
"Don't bWY•/NOt ;appl:cabl~' 
we"e a~ !dlows 1 % !Mg!' 
cao,4%m,dcao. 7%s-nall 

2014 n~ ■i• 
20,2 H~ll-

2014 -+MM+H 
2012 83% 79% 

Yes 

No 

'Ill n~:~ 2014 
18% 

■11!r~ 2012 
, 15«,; 

►ww .... a+ee 2014 

Ni◄ ,o,, 

3% 

answ!'rtng "Don't know/!\iot 
appk.11bl!'" wer!' ilS fo!l0W$ 0% 
larq!' cap, 3% rr:1d Ci:lD, 4% sniall 
cap, 3% f1n.'lnc1~I ~,r.r:c,s, 2% 
i,on:1narical se'\IKes, 1'1d 2% all 
(C'l\pan,€s 

2014 Board Practices Report Dfr~pect:ves frorr trc boardroom 11 



21340

1072 

Board selection, recruitment, and composition 

Ir 2014, respo'1dents a,,swe•,,,g 11. What percentage of board members are minorities? 

cap, 

CBC 

ail cornpa0Ies in 2012, no 

"Do'1't 

2014 .. 86% 89% 

,o,,m&Ej,M 
2014 

2012 

2014 1% t 
2012 

■ 

Upto25% 

26%-50% 

51%-75% 

2012 

• 

In 2014, resoo0derits answering 12, Compared to last year, have you had an increase in the number of minority directors serving on your board? 

ia•ge cap, 3% m,d cap. C% srrial1 
cap, 0% "'.1nancal 
00,,f1na-ic,al secv,ces, and 1%aii 

12 

2014 

20,2 (r~157) ~~y~ II Yes 

2014 LIIIIWWWW 
No 

■ ■ 

13, What ls th¢ age of the youngest director currently serving on your board? 

56% 39% 

• ■ 

25 or under 

26-30 

31-40 

41-50 

Over 50 

_ .... 
Ed lllli& 
■ 

2014 

2012 

2014 

2012 (n-157) 
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Board selection, -recruitment, and composition 

14, What will be the most desired sknts and experience needed to contribute to your board's sucr:ess in the next two years? 

Industry (similar to respective company} 

C~!evel (e,g , CEO. CFO, COO, ClO. or CTO) 

International business exposure 

Risk management 

Technology/IT 

Board committee (e.g., audit, compensation, 
nominating/corporate governance, or risk) 

Financial services 

Operations 

Mergers and acquisitions 

Corporate governance 

Cyber security 

Other(p!ease specify) 

Marketing and/or public rEriations 

Research and development 

Engineering 

Ethics and compliance m 
Human resources 

Outside board service 
(e.g., public, private, nonprofit} 
Proficiency In shareholder and 

investor communications 

Sustainability (indudin:
0
~n:~:.;:•i=) m 

Scientific 
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Board selection, recruitment, and composit-ion 

14 

Question 14 allowed respot1dents to 1supp!y specific sbHs and related to their answer selection, W:th regard 
to desired C-su1te alrr;ost ell respondents said CEO and CFO experience was important, and a few noted CIO 

and COO experierce. Other choKes were compensation co:nmittee experience. For os.1tside board service, a!! respondents 

spedfi.ed p.ibl1c company board expenence as a reqwrernent ln the "other"' category, resoonses ncluded socia! media, 

digital media, .e-rnmmerce, ar-d regulatory experience, 
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Board selection, recruitment, and composition 

15. What triggers drove any recent, or pending, change in your board composition? {Select an that apply) 

47% 39% 

-

Needfor 
specJallze(l 
knowledge 

- r>verSily •• 

• • 

16, fs your board dassifi~'r 

2014 
- 2014 

2012 -2012 

2014 m 64% 36% 

No 

2012 ' 61% I 54% 

• 

2014 8.oard Practices Report Pe1,;oectve-s fro'Tl the b:Jardroom 15 
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Board selection. recruitment, and composition 

nonh1<1nc,afserv1c0s,,;ind6%al! 
C0'1';)ili''i('S. In 7012, f'i,'SOO'lderts. 

16 

17. For uncontested director e-fedions, has your company fmpfemented majority voting? 

2014 

---- 2014 Yes 

PPWf¥■~,o,,,,,,s,1 

■m■ 2014 

No 

1111111 2012 \n- 157) 

ll II 

18. Which of the following des-tribes your board'$ timelin.e and practkes related to di~ctor recruitment? 
(Select all that apply} 

-

, , I Weidentifypot,mtial 

, , : .· ._ . . , - di=i~an:natl\~: 
· ; recruitment effort 

We identify potential 
director candidates only 

when there Is a clear 
opening on the board 

We keep an 
execulivelrecrulting firm 
on retainer at al:I times 

-

Weuseanexecu!Ne/ 
board director recruiting 

firm when needed 

?% --We use human resources Ill M%iiUBlor~:~;;::::tto · : , ; 

-

Welookto 

_ F?Z rec=:=ade 

Ill Ill 

We use a board skiffs 
m,c1trix or Smilar tool 

II 
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Board selection, recruitment, and composition 

19. Does your board have any of the following refreshment policies? (Select aH that apply) 

2014 ;f!·I 
2012 (n~· i 44) ;~ U 

,o,. PW+►fri 
2012(n,,.-144) __ _ 

.... , 
2014 fl~ 

2012 ('lc,144) 

" Ill Ill 

19a. Please specify the term: 

2014{n°14) 

2012 in""S) 

2014il7-"'14) ... 

2014m=14\ 50% 100% 

2012 (0 S) 61% 100% 

2014 (11=14) • 

2012 \n=Sl -• II Ill 

Termlimlts 

Age limits 

Loss of 
independent 
status after a 
prescribed 

number of years 

6 years or less 

7-10years 

11-15years 

More than 15 
years 

2012 ill=144} 

Ill Ill " 

2014 in'"'14J 

2012 (nccS) 

II■■ 2014(n,:c14l 

••• 20141fl-14) 

-- 2012\r..=5) 

II~::,~ 2014 In· 14\ 

Mi+Mllll 2°121"· S) 

• • ,. 

In 2Q14, !ess,,.,111 trebl!survey 

pooulat 1on responded to th·s 

quest10"1, therefore, 'n' vall,e5a'e 

P'Ov,•ded 1'1 me char/ legeno 

2014 Board Practices Report Pespectives frorrs tf'c boa•·ci~oorn 17 



21346

1078 

Boatd selection, recruitment, and composition 

In 2014. l\'~5- thilll"\ th,:, fu!t sc:rvty 
popu!MH>P "escor-den to tl-,:s 
quc~1b;":, t+i~rcforc. 'n' vatuCS.sl't' 

prov1o~d :r- the th~•~ legend 

lri 20~4. cespondlm:, J~>wcrtng 
"71" wvreasfol!ows· 1% toi,gc 
cao, 09' m:d c•P. 0% si•MI! 
CJ;), 0%f,'l<trJ'.'.Jaiserv:cc5, ~% 
nor~i'\iVic,a! ~erv-ccs, arid 1% 

all COMpor:ics h 2C12, ro 

respof'dt'a<ts i:F'.SWC'Cd "71" 

18 

·t9b. Please specify the required retirement age: 

2014 fri,"'\81) it(:

,1::lllrl 
51% 47% 2014 (fi:,,18!) 

20,2(ncc12,r1Fi-El&M-
2014(r.-.:-181) 

• 

s?O 

72 

73 

74 

II;;: 2014('1=181) 

11111~;,; 2012 {:\""124! 



21347

Smaller companies combine ch-airman and CEO roles 
Wh:!e s11\1 an important governance took:, !eadership 

structure remains fluid, wren compared to a sirrdar 
question asked in the 2012 report. there appears to be 

1rcrease of small and mid cap companies having a 
cornbined leadership structure. Almost half (49 percent) of 
t'H:: large caps flavc a combined chairman/CEO model with 

1079 

a lead or presiding director; 38 percent have a separate 
chairman and CEO: orid 11 percerit wrnbire the roles 

without a separa;e leqd or presiding dJrector. Mid caps anC 
small caps have- a larger percentage o-i separate chwirrr1,3r; 
posft1ons {45 percent and 50 perc0r:.t respectively) 

Investors cont!nue to focus on combined models and the 
robustness of the !ead/pres:idmg director role, 

20. Whkh of the following best describes your board leadership structure? 

..... The chairman and CEO •· -■ 11- UIIH■- roles are combined ~ 

-- • The chairman and CEO ~ffliFTT& roles are.combined and we have a separate lead 
, or presiding director .. 45% 1 50% 

Ill • • II! 

Board leadership 
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Board meetings and materials 

1080 

Board meetings and materials 

Most boards hold seven or more board meetings 

a year 
Soard meetrng frequency has rema1n-ed rdatlve!y constant 
since the 2012 report Sixty percent of boards meet seve"t 

or rnorli: times ~1 )1ear, There were slight decreas£:>s In 

number of large 3nd mid companies mect:ng 10 or 

r1ore times .a year, which appear to have moved into the 

range of seven to nine meetings a year. Both fina:1cal and 

nonfinar:ciat serwc-es cor'lpan1es show a decrease ar--iong 

:hose meeting 1 O or rnore times a year_ !ns:tead, more of 

:hese companies a1e now meeting s12ven to nine times a 

year. T'10 overall decrease in rrieeting frequency could be 

result of boards returning a sense of riormak:y aft-er a 

turnl;ltuous period d1.mng and following tne financial cris:s. 

Most boards are me0ting for three to five hours, wh1ch 

1s also ,n line with the 2012 results. The most slgnlf1G.11Tt 

change 1s among SIT'all caos, where more companies 

(25 percentage point increase) are meetng for three to 

five hours ,nstea-d of six to eight hours. 

Sixty-nine percent of all companies send board 
materials six to 1 O days in advance of the meeting 
Eighty-two percer:t o·r !arge respondents (a 1 O 

percent.age pomt )aid boe.rd meeting infonnatlon 
1s prov:ded six to 10 days 1n advance of the- board meeting. 

It was, iiowever, ttie reverse for other companies. Thirty-

11ne perce'1t of sma\1 caps (a ten percentage point iricease) 

ar0 sending materials five days 1n advBnce- of board 

meetings a.nd : 2 percent of mid caps {an 8 p-ercertage 
point increase} are ser.ding less than five days in .advance 

as co'npa.red to 2012. 

Use of board portals is row alM05t ubiquitous, Used by 
84 percerit of all comoan1es surveyed. they are ciearly the 

primary mechanisrr for d1stnbut1ng board matePals. Fns 

rep1·esents a 20 percentage po'nt increase at large arid rmd 

cap comparl.les when rnmpared to the 20 i 2 report 

Slight decrease in companies allowing shareholders 
to caU special meetings 

Desp,te !he uptick shareholder proposals, there has 

oeen a slight decrease since :he 2012 report of large and 

sma!! cap companies allowing shareholders to -call special 

:neetings. Of all companies surveyed, 46 percent permJt 

speoa! rreettr,gs by sriareholders (but wtth a minimum 

ow~ershrp threshold) arid 39 percent do not per.rrit 

trem at aJL T'<ose with a thresho!d typKa!!y chose "10 

percert or less;'' or "25 percent." In the firianci.al servi<es 

industry, there was a 6 percent 1ncrease (up frorr zero) 

numbe: of cornoari:es p12rrriitting shareholders to call 

speoai meetings vvit:1out any restriction; there was virtually 

10 change among :he norifinancia! services wrr1panies, 

which are s;::;nt O!l oermitung this sharc.holder right 
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21. How many times did the board meet indudin.9 special meetings, (whether live or vi,1 
teleconference!videoconference) in the past fuH fiscal year? 

46% 54% 

Ill 

4%111111 
11■1 
Ill 

1~111 
1~■1 
;~■ 

Ill 

,s 

8 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

>iS 

.. 

111111 .. 
111~1: :.Ai -• • I 
12% 

Ill;;: 
II " 

22, H6w many hours does: a typical meeting of the fuU board fast? (Oo not count tin'm spent on ,ommlttee m-eE'tlngs) 

2014-

2014 

2012 

47"k 71% 

2012 ----2014 7%---
>012 ---

II 

4%1' 
2014 ~'t,~ 8%. 
2012 ~~ 

2014 1'1':ll 
2012 ~o/'.lf 
II 

H2hours 

3-5 hours 

6-8 hours 

9-10hours 

More than 
10hours 

Eili■m 20
,. -2012 
lil 

2014 

2012 

Board meetings and materials 

2014 Board Practices Report f>t>tsj:JfC'.:ves 1:n'l'l the bca'df00''1 21 
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22 
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23. How many days in advance are board meeting materials provided to board members? 

2614 1}f: !Ii Less than 5 days Ill 2014 

2012 
1!~ Iii 111~!~ 2012 

2014 nz:1111 1111 2014 
5days 

2012 tJ::1111 1111 2012 

2014 IIIEM4fi-·\d 6-10days ---2014 

2012 14% 58%, 

2014 ~l;:11i 
;i,, i 

2012 I 
• • 

More than 
10 days 

111111!11111112012 
11 
Ii 

Ill 

24. Please spedfy how your company distributes board materials. (Select all that apply) 

Ill 

7Y,o ;I Through unsecvred l'I 
~.~ i email, (e.g., lntemet). f 

" 111· Through secured '111 t3% 1?,;:9 emait,(e.g., company ttF·o 
" 'Cc • emrut server) 1-D'/t, 

86% 61% 
Through an internal. 

. ::,.";;~=I F'fWfJIIIBllUIRIII RN.,, Throughmamngof -.RI 
~ , hard copies Jilf.liii 
--- tnperson.atboard mllil- meetings 

--~~a~~~~=n 
• 
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25. The following members of management regularly attend board meetings: (Select alt that apply) 

&ma 
Rhall 

-·1•011111 ~ru~~~~~u~~ 1;11!1 
97% 89% 

99% 96% 

Chief executive 
officer 

~- Chiefoperatlng Mlillillili officer 

Chief risk officer 

7;lf 1111 Chief technology ■1 1 ~::~ 
1~l0 ffll officer 1h; 

94¾ 100% Corporate 
secretary 

~~ssistant corporate l!P.P.Jl"U 
~iiililili secretary lliilililll• 

-----Genera!counsel ---

l!Z~ I■ Head of i~terna! Ill g:~ 
4 ·1 . audit "12%, 

Ill 

~l'l!fflll!I Heads of .business 111!1'11~~ 
~- units liiiil~ 

Ill 

nz: Ill Investor. relations 
1,y,, officer 

Other (please 
specify) .. " 

A nuTT1ber of responderts supplied an a0swer of "o:her (please spedy) 'Some of the most co>nrnon resoonses were all 
senior vie€ pres1der,ts, the ch,ef hv~an ;eiat1ons of'Ker, and the chief administrative off1Cer 

26. Does your company permit shal'f)holders ta call special shareholder meetings? 

2014 

•%11 5% 
'. ,, , Permitted without 

2014 

40/4 l.·1 any restriction 
2012(n,,,1s1J ,''(>l 

Not pennitted 

2012(11=157) IIIMiM 
2014 1~/o, ... 
2012 (n=157) 10% !I■ 

,. Ill 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

--- 2014 

---2012 (na157) 

2014 

2012 (n""157) 

Iii 

Board meetings and materials 

2014 Board Practices Report Pespec:1ves iron 1he board 0oorn 23 
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26a. Specify the threshold percentage: 

$4% 50% 

m -lllllllmB--

:S10% 

15% 

20% 

25% 

3% I 33% 

ii 50% 

·- >50% 
J% a:I Oth5~~~)se 

" " 

fP. 
II 
IIIID•% 

Trends in minimum ownership threshold required to call speacial shareholder meetings 

Ownership 
threshold 

S10% 

15%, 

20% 

25% 

33% 

50% 

>50% 

Other 

22% 

8% 

i5% 

40% 

0% 

2% 

6% 

8% 

16% 18% 

9% 3% 

5% 12% 

599t, 55% 

0% 0% 

5°,o 6% 

7% 0% 

5% 6% 

Mid cap Small cap Rnant1al services 

2014 2012 2011 2014 2012 2011 2014 4012 2011 

34% 16% 23% 50% 33% 50% 37% 14°/o 17% 24% 18% 

0% 0% 0% 0% 17% Mb 0% 7% 0% 6% 7% 

13% 0% 15% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 17% 16% 3% 

26% 16% 23% 0% 33% 17% 32% 57% 50% 35% 39% 

3% 4% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 

5% 28% 12% 0% 0% 0% 11% 0% 1% 13% 

16% 32% 19% 50% 17% 33~/[) 5% 14% 17% 12°/o 13% 

3% 4% 4% QO;(J 0% 0% 11% 0% 0% 5% 

HIM 

25% 27% 17% 22% 

2% 5tfo 7% 10,{:i 

11% 14% 3% 11% 

34% 34% 43% 391?{) 

2% 1% 1% 2()10 

11% 3% 12% 79"0 

9% 10% 13% 11% 

6°/o 6% 4% 6Cfo 

Source. Boaro pract.ces reports 1ssuec ,n 2011, 2012, and 2014 by the Soc;ety of Corporate Secretaries and Governance Professionals and Deloitte LLP, 

24 
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~ard commit:t~ sttijC'ftmi!s at:1~ r:Qles 
" ' ' 

More risk comm1ttef.'s- 3t fin.Jm:iai 

Jfi'J'>l'Kt':"'S coinp<.rnie~ 

A board~!evd nsk cornrnittee, ofte-n tasked with overseeing 

the nsk rnanagement infrastructu~e and risk exposure, 

assisting w;th r:sk appetite and tolerance, and advising 

the board on ~1sk strategy, 

may not be needed at aH 
companies, ln conapamon 

to the 2012 report, there 

was an 11 percentage point 
increase in the number of 

companies hav1ng standing 

risk c-omrrnttees, up to 70 

percent, and most were 
financial servKes companies 

(where ihose with such a 

cotnm!ttee increased by 
about 30 percentage polnts). 

This could be attnbutable to 

Dodd~Frank Act mandates 

applicable to certam !arge 

banking organizations. Mid 
cap, small cap, a~d nonfi, 

n.andal services companies 
also experienced :ncreases 
in standing risk comm1rtees, 

at 4, 8, and 4 percentage 
points, respectively, up to 11 

percent, 13 percent, and 8 
percent. Aniong all respon~ 

df.'nb, there has been an 

increase in those meeting 10 

or mve times a year, from 

0 percent ln 7.012 to 18 

percent in 2-014. 

Almost one-half of all companies have a stariding 

finance committee, and it appears to be most rnmmon 
among large caps (60 per<ent) and nonfinaPcial services 

companies (52 percent). Only A. percent of companies have 
a standing cyber security and !T committee, but it will be 
mterestmg to see whether th;s changes tn coming years as 

boards m-crease their oversight of this area_ 

Comnii'tte~ ch.1irm·•n rotation rt"1,,~ins hni::ommon 

Similar to rhe 2012 res;.i!ts, the majority of respor,dents 
continue to indicate that their boards do 11ot have rotation 

polices for their committee chairmen (79 percent) or 

committee members {88 percent). For the few that have 

a policy in place, there is very little di)parity 1n whether 

the policy calls for rotation annually, every two years, or 

every three years. A few said rotation pokies are reviewed 

annually or periodically, 

2014 Board Practices Report -Perspectives: from the boardroom 25 
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Board committee structur-es and roles 

27. Please -complete the following table with regard to the specific committ~ practices of your board. 

The tables below present corrp!ete results for tGe large, rnid, and small cap compar.1es, For the f1nanoa[ and nonf:nanoal services compa:-i1es, re.suits 

pertairnng to the risk comrn,ttee are provided, Plca,se refer to Appendix 8 for complc;e results for this quesiion. 

24 

Regulatory and 10 
Compliance 13% 

26 

62 

67 

87% 

10 

56% 

12 

4 

44% 

11 11 

0% 0% 11% 0% 67% 11% 
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Board committee structure:,; and roles 

Number -of members 

2014 Board Practices Report ?ersttenlve-s ¾".l'n ihf" boardroom 27 



21356

Board committee structures and 1;oles 

Science and 
Technology 

Risk 

Risk 

28 

18 

6% 

24 

59% 

10 

8% 

16 

94% 

121 

12 

12 

50% 

60% 

10 

42% 

4 

40% 

1088 

0% 

0% 

4 

40% 

11 

0% 

13 

57% 

40% 10% 

0 

0% 

22% 

10% 

Average length of m-eetings 
( our l 

11 

100% 0% 

0 

0% 

Average length of meetmgs 
{hOt.J!':,1 

39% 26% 

30% 70% 0% 
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28. Provide the frequency with whkh committee chair rotation takes place: 

2014 2014 

Annually 

2012\(1,,,157) 2012(n:::.157) 

2014 2014 4% I 1
2¾ 
1'"_: 

Every2years ; ,~ .. 

2012 (n,.,157) 

2014 ;~ II 
2012{n~157) :z: ID 

2014 ---2012(n;;,.157) --2014 

2012 {n:157) 

,rn·'.111'. 11% 

1~ •• , 
9% . 

Every 3 years 

Wedo not 
have a 

rotation policy 

Other 
(please specify) 

2012(~157) 

1112% I,::~ 2014 

II;:: 20,21r,a1$7) 

FiM·l■Bl20,4 
...... ,n12(n.,157) 

!Ill Lt'f'',: . .;i 

~Nl'sr~ 

2014 

2012(n...,T57) 

29, Pn:n,ide the frequency with which committee membership rotation takes. place: 

2014 

2012(n,,,157} 

2014 

2012 {n:o:157/ 

2014 

2012 {n,cl57) 

2014 

2012 (n"'157) 

IIIIIIFINE+E 

Annually 

Every 2 years 

Every 3years 

Wedo not 
have a 

rotation policy 

11% 111 2014 1•1, ; Ol' 
1,, 1 Her "' 
11

, (please specify) 

2012 (n-c157) 1:~ , 

2014 

I;~~ 20,2 (n=157) 

IHt 2014 

1~~·: 2012(n,.157) 

w .. www20,. 
201:l (n"' 157) 

Board committee structures and roles 

!n 2014, resp!)ndrr.ts answ-e,Tg 
"Don't i<..'10W/NO\ app!,-cabie'' 

Wf:P2 s1> io!lows. 2,:. i,:m~e 
cao,0%f1"'1dcap,7%srr-iil! 
c,p, 2% !inanc1~l 5,4.-.,,ice\ 2% 
nonf111..1nt1.l! str\l•Ct'5, ind 2% ,1,II 
(ompan,o!'t !n ion, ,e~po"ldt:"·g 
•'1swer<'l() "D01°; Know/Not 
.ippl,cllble" were as foi!ows 1% 
large up, 3% rr-iC CllP. 0% 5niall 
can,()% f1n.tr,(at se:v,ces, l'!lb 
no1t11n,1nca( ss:,rv,(tc\ ;nd 2% all 
("()':'1Pi.H'1es 

b 2014, rr,spt'.lt'lde'1"1'!:Sar1$We'l'~g 
"Oo.,·t i.now!~ot app!1c1Jbl,· 
wef!'. as foHows· 4~ l;1rg~ 

.cap, 2% mid cap, !% srnal\ 
a1p, ◄% t1r,i1nc1.li Sirv,cl?s, 3~~ 
norf:nJn,:1;11 serv,c,:., and 3%<:ili 
cor>1pari 1~,. !n :loll, ~,spori-:c;"lt3 
an~wer1n9 "Dor<\ lcnow/No'. 
1Jppl1ce.bl<'" w~re ~s fo!!ow~ 2% 
l,:1rgl' c,:1p, 9% m·d c;,p, O'ti ~l'Tl.ill 
cap, 0% l,rtoilrc,a! servtces. 6% 
nonf,:1-,nc1<"1i,l'rv>(,1. •nd A111io a!I 
,::omp•:--1e,, 

2014 Soard Practices Report Perspecives troff' ti'-e boardrnom 29 
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Board orientation and training 

lri 2014, f('$;:)Or.tl~<;ts i'lr'.SWWing 

"O;hi;,-r" v,10re as follows 3% 
· ·ge ca;,. 2,~ n,tO c.ip, ◄% srrilll! 

p, 0'1if-ra:-ic--.i1~n,rte5, 3% 

1n",;»no;.i5e,w:es,and7%all 
COMparl!eS ,,, 2012,, resoor.dert> 

ar:w,er·11; ··ottie-c~ ... ,.~,c"-~ 
'o!!ow,;· 3.,, ~rg,e <:.tp, 0,1: '111d 

c-,p, Cl% $-r'l?lil u1p, 0% f111ltr(tbl 

1etv,(es, j~.,00fJf'i/'IC1~I 

~erv:cet, .;net"% ~u! corrip,.,1e1, 

Ir. 201.\" respo!'\der,ts ar.swerirt;i 
"Do!'l"t krow,':io\ o!Jpphtable' 
we1e as 'onow-s 1% l~rge 
cc10, !% m,d cap, 4%-smJjl 

cao . .i4cv•••(',arw::1a!:;er-.,1-ce5, 1~t 
nor,•·r,arw::'3:w;--,>,ct-1,,c,•1d1%all 

cornp;in:M- lri ,?Qi 2, resoonde<"ltS 

1n1wcrt"Q '"Dori't ~now/Not 

i.'1pbcab1fl" w•rt -"-' follow~ 0% 

l;irgt cap, 311l m-d on. !% srn.,11 
;:,10, 0% """!"!Gal serv:te~. 3% 

1090 

~/\0ff' i:ifh1ri;i:;, r\·1r(,'V"' 1:~d1,1c,:~\·ion on il ,,~1rit't\' ,~f 1up\z:,; related to the busiriess, This lat::er trend is the same for 

Survey results show that the rna1ority of boards surveyed 1nid caps, which have also had notable: inc;eases m board 

are 1ece1vi:\g training on a riurnber of diff0rent top:cs, education on f,T\anoa! liquldicy and ~:s~ ana on eth;cs, 

ranging fmrn market risk to t'thks and regulatory issu~s. In at 12 and 17 oercert point increases, respernvely (to 42 

2014, the most cornrnon topKs f.or training were repot1ed percent and 56 per(E'n~)- A 16 oercertage paint i:xrease 

to be company polK1es, board fiduoary duties, insider of -small caps (46 Pf''Cerit} say they receive board t=ducation 

::rading, aPd mdustry-speci!1c topics. whicl-, is not surprising on ethics, a 9 percentage prnm inuea~e (18 peccent) say 

91vPn the lrcreased SEC cnforcenwnt focus. they receive ed:Katon on market nsk. bet there Vi a 16 

0;2rcentage poim decrease {32 percent) of thos0 triat have 

Specific to large cap board t•ducat\on topics, 48 percent 

(a 10 percentage point increase) say they are receiving 

:raining on f1nanc1al \iquid!ty and risk and 67 perce"1t (a 

near 2.0 perc-er.tagc poin1 increase) O'l regulatory issues 

training on risk oversight. 

30. Which of the following bes.t describes your board's ongoing director education program? {Select all that apply} 

2014 ~·-·· . . -· 2014 - -Provided m~house 

2012--- bymanagement -2012 

2014 ~:z~1111 Provided in-house Ill~~~:: 2014 

■•■· by a third party Ill"¾ 
2012 Mil z.3•:. 2012 

2014 . IIIIIIJ1!.ltl:a t reimbursed for tliU!ji'jl(~ , .: · 
.. •

, Oitectorsare -

- attendanceat ----

2014 

~---- public forums or 111J\1111LJ12iiiA 
2012 ~- peer g_roup ---~~ 

2014 2J ~ , •• Ou:::n:oes 1111 2014 
, not have a formal 

2012 17% 111·1· director education ■II ;?.;i;'\. 2012 
~':<-- program 2:J"i;, 

2012 

ror1,"la'"!;:,~i ~f'r,;:ce~ and 3% <ill • li';it' ClP 

CO""lpa'l•e'S_ 

30 
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Board orientation and training 

31. Education for new and existing board directors is provided on these topics: {Select all that apply) 

-

AntCcorrupt;on 111111 policies (e.g., · , , , , 
FCPA, U.K. 

'. Anti-Bribery Act) ++a CompanypoHdes ...... ,. 

Boardfiduciary ---duties an_d other • : ' , 11111111 1 · · 

responsibilities 

111-Mi►i◄ .... Ethics 

Financial and 
liquidity risk ------

1111www.- lns;dert,ad;ng ---

18%-· Market risk 

11%1111111 
13¾&1i' 

Political 
contributlons 

----Reg:'ef~fe~i~sues-·, ~-
yourbus1ness --

.. - Riskoversight ...... 

II M1dcari ■ ■ ill Ill 

2014 Board Practices Report ?erspl:'ctives from the boardroom 31 
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Board evaluations 

Rt'SOMder11\.ln'>werng"Otht'" 

wer,.ufollows 5%1arqe 
c.10, .'B'!.>rn1dcao, 1L%srnall 
fclP, f,/!,2, f•r\~ric,a! St'"r1ce-s. 5% 

nQn',:ia,oal se•v1ces, u;1cl S'iOall 
,rip.an:('~ 

Re~porsde~ts "nswewig 'Dori'~ 
i.-.'\OW/~ot .1oobc.1blt" w,,, olS 

follow> 0t)ri./,1rge-c,1p, 3%ritd 

cao, 8",0 -;1r-,c1II um. 0% r,nannol 
5("V'C0S, 2'¾ 'lD'-:~,"olno,;i 
,12,v,c1;1-~, ano !~ 

ailco,.,.:oa0.es 

32 

1092 

Boara ~v:1luations 
0 r: i 

Fewer smalt caps with formal director • Directors engage 1n seif-evaluation for cor1m1ttees or 

evaluation processes wh1Ch they serve and the board. 

Overall, ~he most prorw,ent way ':hat boards corduct heir • Each committee and board does a self-evaluat1or., and the 

evaluations 1s via fac11ita:1on by the board cha1nnan o~ chairman lileets with eacr director for peer evaluations 

other director, as noteo by 45 percent of the respondents. and repo11s results to !ead mdeoe;1dent d·rector 

In 2012, 8 percent of srrall cap companies said they did • Th<" board a1d each committee evalua,:es itself v:a 

not have a forr-1a! director evaluaton process. !n 2014, ~h:s ind:v1duaily comoieted br1ei evaluation foqm, wh1Ch 

111crea'ied to 2S percent. Tnrre are a nurnber of other ways a;e then reviewed arid reoorted on by the chairmen 

that survey resµondents. evaluate directors, such as· of those groups 

32. How are your directors evaluated? {Select all that apply) 

Fun board evaluation 

-■11111111 led by corporate --~~ ~,,n1111rtrr ,secretaryorother riw~BBlidB 
in-house personnel 

Full board 

~""'■· evaluatio~ facl!itated -~- S% &liifa by a third party UM 

Directors meet 
,,. .,.. •• one"on-:anew1th ..... ~~ 
.... a designated llililillfl~~ 

board member 

~ - Directorsevaluate __, ~-!:f1-r ; ·, .board pe~rma~ce ........ 
in group dtscuss1on 

Our company 

6% II- doesoot ha,e a Ill"' '.Y , ' formal director 15",t 
evaluation process 
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Strategy and risk: 

The majority of respondents discuss strategy at 

every board meeting 

Strategy 1s the '1rst priority area for boards 1n 2015 (as 

ird1cated by the iast question of the survey), and results 

show that 52 percent of respondents say that strategic 

OO:ect:ves are discussed at every boord meeting. Another 

29 percent sa10 they are discussed annually. With regard 

to d:scuss1on of strategK ob1ect1ves, some respondents 

selec~ed the "other" answer choice ard gave examples 

svci, as 
• An arnual "deep c,ve" updated aunrg the year 

• Annually pl:.1s d1scuss:on at other meet1rigs 

• Sem1·anriualiy and rno:·e freq:.1e:1:ly wr'en needed. 

Wh le the frequency of 

offs1te strategy retreats may 
have decreased, strategic 

d1sci_:ss1ons have not 

The maiority of respon· 

dents, 87 percent, said the 

board 1s briefed on strategic 

alternatives, ard another 83 
percent said the informa:100 

the ooard receives M nsk 

associated with the cor:1pany 

strategy has been enhanced 

durng the past year. Further, 

68 percent say the full 

board diSCGSses s:g'"l{1cant 

risks to the company more 
frequent!y than once a yeat, 

1093 

Risk oversight is becoming more formalized 

Where and !"\OW board-level risk oversight 1s handled ,s 

frequent quesliOn, and our survey shows 1t :s typically 

handled by either the audit cor1rn1ttee or the full board. 

However, when risk overs:ght 1s shJred by lr'uit1ple board 

corr:mittees, the results show that boards take a variety o.::. 

approaches to coordma'.1on Tre Majority of respondents 

(66 percert) said the board has a deta led d1sc.1ss1on 011 

nsk at full board meetings, a 13 oercer;\age point increase 

s,nce the 2012 report Forty perce11t sa10 cornm1ttee 

meet1rg m:nutes and rnatenais are shared broadly, and 

arother 32 percert sa,d t~ey have cross-membersh,p of 

corrrnttees. More boards are forr1al1z1ng the•r processes 

related to r,s( oversight, 

Boards are considering a number of capital 

alloc.ation strategies 
As part of 1he1r strategy oversight, boards play a critical role 

1n helong managerne'lt cor:s,der alternatives and rnoke 

deos1ons Of\ capita! alloca:1on. Results show that the alter

natives being cons!derea a1·e almos1 evenly spread across 

d1v1dends, stock buy-backs, acqu·s:t1ons, ::ind capital expen

d•tures, Most mid and small caps are focused on acqc1s1-

t1ons a'ld cao1tal expenditures, wllereas the e01phas1s was 

rrore 01 d1v1dends and capital expe'ld1tures for large caps. 

Strategy and risk 

33, Does your board participate in an offsite strategy retreat with management? 1:- 2014, resoo:idert> a.nswf'""9 

2014 --- 2014 

2012 !llll\mllll 64% 79% 
Yes 

-----2012 
201•m.WW 
2012 ,r·1.mma 

2014 

No 
2012 

Ill Ill lll 
cornpan,es 
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Strategy and risk 

Ir. 7014, respondcrts answer 1"g 
"Do...,·t (:"10\•Yl"lot i1ppl1c.:,bie' 

w,rc as 1o!lows Hb lc1rgt 
cao. 1% m1d cap, .1% small 
cap,Q"()t1nanc1c1i)E''VlCE'S. ?% 

rior:1,r-ariual s.erv1cies, ano 2%all 
co,npd,Yes. In ?.O'.?, rpspordents 

ans,\er:''9 '"Don·; rnow/Not 
aopl•cable'· were as follows 2% 
la:ge cc1p, 0% 'll. 1d cap, 0% sr,1all 
cap, 0% f,nanci.'ll serv,ces, 11% 

no•~h1a0:.:1d serv-ces, and 1 % all 
(OMp.iF'•es 

34 

1094 

34. How often does the board discuss strategic objectives? 

2014 11111111 
2012 -· 

2014 1r:III■ 
20121Ifu■-

2014 llllllllllW 
2012 IIIIIIJ--►+• 

•.' .. 1/•.1if 2014 ~:~ ~ II 
·%·11· 

2012 ~/~ 

■ Sr.~;i,cip 

Annually 

Quarterly 

At every 
board meeting 

other 
(please specify) 

35. Has the board been briefed on strategic alternatives? 

■r1■ ... ++1◄ ;~m 
l?III 

Yes 

No 

Don't 
know/Not 
applicable 

---2014 

1111110% 2012 

11111{,; 2014 

llllllli:;, 2012 

----- 2014 

------2012 

111r; 2014 

1111io/: 2012 
ii fr:;~ 

II 

lllrw~"(,JI 
Sf'-'.>!Ct", 

36, In the past year, has the board received enhanced information on risks associated with your company's strategy? 

Yes 

No 

Don't know/Not 
applicable 
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37, If risk oversight is shared by multlpl~ tommitte.es, how does the board coordinate these activities? (Select an that apply) 

2014 

2012 (nc.o.137) 

2014 
··-Cross membership-· 

2014 

--of the committees IIIIRM 
2012{n'"'137) 13'>/u • ,', ~ 2012(ncc137) 

2014 $%11 ■I 2014 

;j:~■ 
Joint meetings 

■I 2012 \n,,,137) 2012(~137) 

2014 2014 

2012\n.,,,137) 

Detailed 
discussions 

at the full board 
meeting 

-■--2014 --- 2012 {n;;c.137) 

2014 flllfflll,.W.··u•"'■'• Sharingof .... -- 2014 -■ •- minutes orothet lii.laill 
1 committee ' 

2012 (n.,,i37; ... meeting materials-■ 2012 (n,,,J37) 

2014 
1~"/o.,_ 

0 

Riskoversight 2014 
:;:; ·.. , is not shared 22%. bymul!iple 1111;~ 

2012 (n=i37) ~?~ . committees • U S~\1 2012(n""137) 

2014 

2012 (n=137) 

.. .. 

Other 
{please specify) 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

2014 

2012{n.:.c137} 

.. 

Strategy and ri!;>k; 
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Strategy and Risk 

CJP, 3% m1d cap, 4'1b SfllQil 

cao, 

36 
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38. How often does the full board discuss the most significant risks to the company? 

Annually 

--■Hi 
More than 

once a year 

•%1111 ,~ ,, ,, : · , Not on our agenda 

~

0

1U Other 
3'% 

(please specify) 

7°/1 Don't know/ 

~ti Not applicabfe 

Ill Ill Iii 

39. With regard to capital allocation, which of the following strategies has the board considered this year? 
{Select all that apply) 

••• Talent acquisition ••• ••. , .• ··- Dividends --■¥■■++ 
Stockbuybacks ma:-

Acquisitions ma: 
Capital Ill 

expenditures · , 

II 

40. If the board is faced with a potential M&A transaction, does it appoint a special committee of the board? 

Ill 
.... au

■1111 
II MdcdP 

Yes 

No 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

11111 

Ill Ill 
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Audit committee 

Audit committees are meeting with more members 

of management 

S:rn:lar 10 what was reported 1n 2012, almost ail audit 

comm:ttees meet witr\ tr'e CFO. Compared to 2012, the~e 

:s abos.1t a 30 percentage point .ncrease of aualt comm,t

tees (58 percent) meeting with their ch1ef corr:pliance

off,cer a~d about a 20 percentage point ,ncrNse (34 

p-!rcent) of those rrieeting with their chief nsk officer. With 

t11e ·ecent rise :n dot.a breJches and related risks, 1t 1s r.o 

:o;urpmi' that more aud 1t committees report meeting with 

tht:1r chief ~echnology/information security officer (C!SO). 

ln 2012, only S percent were meeting wi\h the C!SO, 
compared to 30 pE!r(e"'lt 1n 20'!4, 

With regard to th,! frequ,ncy of r.ace·to-fa..::e audit 

committee mteti1~gs, thtre is !iule change since the 
2012 report 

Increase in the number of internal tips received 
n1e-re rias been !itd~ (hange from the 2012 report with 

regard to the frequN,cy with which audit cornm1t 
tee!i- rece:ve r€por:s on internal tips from the company 

1097 

hotfine; rriost said frequently (f;ye o: more vnes a yea~) or 

SOfl'H':>frnes (two to fo;Jr times a year). However, there has 

been a nse r~ the nurr-ber of tips r-ece1ved, most riotably 

i 15 oercentage point increase for nor.financial se·vices 

compa<"Jies <)fld a 14 percentage pow1t increase ".or both 

!arge ar:d mid caps. Smail caps reported a 7 percentage 

pomt increase; these cornpames reported r10 t1ps 10 2012. 

Limits on audit committee service 

Sirrdar to 2012, about 60 percen~ of respondents have limits 

on audit committee members who also serve or. the audit 

comrr:ittees of other corripanies, Of these, very few allow 

for more than th:-ee other aud,t committees, whtCh is 1n 
,;10:::ordance w1th the NYSE listing st,:.indards and whkh has 

become a general rule of th\..:mb. Furthe1; tht!re h,we bl:len 
slight increases across all company types liIT'iting serv1ee 

to other audit committees. We note that even thou9h 
cornpan,es may not have a formal policy Oft audit commit7ee 

service limits, they may be :eviewing each committee 

member's outside se1v1Ce on a case"by-case basis, 

Audit Committee 
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Audit committee 
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41. How often does the audit committee meet annually via: 

ln~person meetings 

81% 86'% 

Ill M::ica-p • 
Teleconference/videoconference 

•• 

Ill Ill 

$5 

>10 

Don't know/Not 
applicable 

1111 

• 

• 
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42. Does yoQr company's audit committee hofd a separate meeting tQ review the earnings release? 

Ill 

, •. -§~ Ill 
Ill 

Yes 

No -
Varies •. 111 -depending on d'.;;;;;;: 
timing 

Don't l<now/ II 
Not app!i~ble ;I 

111 

43, Which members of management meet with the aud-it-committee? (Sefect all that apply) 

Ill 

Chlefaudit 
executive 

---Chiefcomp!lance - ' ' lifl officer 

81% 79% 

100% 93% 

18%·-
Chief executive 

officer 

Chief financial 
officer 

Chief risk 
officer 

9 WW►lffl!W 

11%11"Ul!!II Chleftechno!ogy/ -
~-■ information officer --

Controller 

Genera! 
counsel 

Treasurer 

, Corporate 
i) development officer ~ 

•%1·1 13% •• 
Ill 

Other business 
unit leaders. 

Other 
{please specify) 

Ill 

Audit committee 
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Audit cQmmittee 
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44. Which of the foffowing describes your company's audit committee education program? (Select aU that apply} 

34% I 21% 

Specific education 
topics are added 

to regular meeting 
agendas 

, Separate time 

1~ 11 ~t~~y~!:!:iris : ,•", I! devoted to a ta!lored 
education program 

Members attend 
third~party training 

No formal 
education program 

is in place 

Don't know/ I jl'-
Not ,,,; 

applicable 

45. Over th~ past year, has your-company's audit committee partidpated in a board training program on these topics; 
(Select all that apply) 

--·Generalcontmuing··· g • · education ·' • ' 

••• Spedficboardor ••• ~ciw · · governance !ssue 

7% ••• Anewregwffiion --- Risk 

• ·1 Ethicsand 
7% :"' II compliance 

2./• II Independent 
.. ·. investigations 

2¾ II .Su1tainabllity risk fil 3-_~ 
:'', and di1do1ure II 2< - Technical 

accoonti.ng topic 

2¾ Other 
(please specify) 

Don't know/Not 
applicable 
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46. Does the audit committee condu(t performance evaluations of its members? 

2014 --

2012 i!\,,-157) --

2014 ·-2012 (~157) ·-· 

Yes 

No 

..... 2014 

--- 2012 (nz157) 

, ... 2014 

••• 2012 {n""157) 

II '"'~nc,1,1 
~C:~'lC~ 

47. How often d~s the .audit t:ommittee receive reports on intemal tips: from a compliance hotline? 

2014 
-.- Frequently 

- (five or more 
2012 {n"'-154/ ----- Umesayear} 

2014 1111:... Sometimes 

- ... , (twotofour 
2012 {n~d54) ~ . umesayear} 

,o,4 II■ 
2012 {n~·154} l■-

2014 1:•11m 
9%ill 2012 (n""1s4i ~Z"' I 

Raraly 
{once a year) 

Never 

111111111 2014 

2012 (n:o, l 54) 

2014 

~ l',,c,,1t,1~•'":dl'll !Ii! J,.i,l (0'1'0.ll"il!l 

1-t,,·c~ 

Audit commit1;ee 

fr- 2014, ~t~pol'?dcnts answering 
· Dor't lo:'<ow/l,,lo~ -'PPhc.1blt-' 
wt:•e as. lofows 4% !-!lrge 

wp, J"'- IT'\d CciP, 4% smc11l 
CIP, ()'lit, f!--,;irin(•<li ~t!\IIU.'\ <HO 

r>or:!1:\•n~,1) ~trv:u~, 11nd 3% ali 

(OrtlpJr\;-!'S-, ti'\ W ! i, r>?,pO'idi'"'t~ 
.1:-.,we,,ng ~Do:'l·t i..now/Not 
<.lp:::ihcabl!"" -...i,e,·e .i-s fo!lo.-.·s· 3% 
large C.iP, 5,-. mid c~o. 4% i•ni.111 
c.-,:;, 7%f,,..,.,..,c1•i:{;'n;1ces, tilt 
nonli'l<l'lGal St'!l/J(E'S, ;;irid 4% u11 

compcir:<es 

!n 20 • 4. rtc-;oonde"\U ~ri,w~ril'Q 
"D,:,n'l kr':0\¾'/Notapp\lcablc:" 
Wf!H':dS'.dk:rvs·s· !'.'liillarg!" 
cao. 6% rr;,d cap, < d,t. wi<!lll 

GlP, 19%f.nanoal Sf'rv•ces, 7% 
11onf,:1anc,a.l st>rv,ces. ano 9% 
aH CO'T'Odfll€5. !n 2012, ~Don"t 

know/ rsJot a;;Db:::ablr" w~is not 
apar--svi,Ncho,ct>. 
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413. In the past year, has your helpline re<:eived an inerease in tips? 

2014 

2012 {ncc:156) 

2014 

2-012 (n.:.,.156) 

II 
II -~---2014 

Yes 

No 

2012 (n"'-156) 

11%1■ 
Don't know/ 

■ Not applicable g~ q~' 

II M1dcop • 

2014 

2012 (n--=156) 

ill 

49. Pf ease specify -the limlt on your board's audit committee members being abie to serve on the audit committees 
of other- companies: 

2014 

2014 

2014 

2012 (r>:c:157} 

2014 

2012 \ncc157) 

4%!1' r: j , 1 other audit 
committee 

2 other audit 
committees 

3 other audit 
committees 

3%f!!I! tit More than 3 other 

2014 ~.,, 44 Wedo not 
have limits 

2012 \n,;,,!5/} --

2014 

2012 (n"'1$7) 

1/i • • 

1111 Don't know/ 

1~ Ill 
Not applicable 

2014 

-2014 

- 2012 (n,,,157) 

••• 2014 

2012: {n0c157} 

2014 

...... 2014 

w1,a:¥111aa 2012 (c,157) 

111 2014 

2012 

• >Ii 
Wrv(l:5 
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50. Has your company done any benchmarking on its internal audit department (e.g., budget. resources)? 

-· Yes 
■rM =--- No 

.... ---
51. Do your audit committee agendas include a discussion on succession of finance talent? 

1111•■ Yes 

■II 56% 71% No 

■ Srniilap 

52, If you have more than one financial expert on your audit committee, does your company disclose all names in your proxy? 

.. .. 
••• =•-

Yes -

No ••• 

Don'tknow/ '■1-
Not applicable : • · ' · -

Ill 

Audit committee 

Respcnde'lt~ ct'lSwt··•ng "Uo•1't 

l:"OW/ ''1ot 11ppl!c,1ok" wf!r~ llS 
follows 8% l3r9c cap, 9% ..,.:,a 
urn, /%,rnclilcan.11%f,,,11nc,11! 
$NY1ces,8:.t, norf11·u,c1,11I 
service\, a<1d 8% 1111 rnrip.ir1cs 
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53. Is your audit committee chair also your financial expert? 

Yes AIM 
No 

Ill Ill 

54. Have you considered an increased level of disclosure in audit committee reports beyond what is required? 

W/4 64% 

'1%11• 1'!"v 1111 

Ill 

Yes 

No 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

--
Ill> " 
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0 C 0 

0 , ll~m11~1slli~11 Ellll~~ , " 
0 

y y ' 

Tv1•o·th1nh of cnrnp,:01it.", ,-m' c.:m,,tdi:'rin9 int:tP~IS\!d respondents said they are considering suppl0r•1er;tal pay~ 

a,mp01F,;'ftior1 disdosm1t for-performance d·sclosure 1n their corrpany proxy state· 

Whde clawback po!ic:es are not a new toprc. they conti~:ue rrcnts-th1s includes 72 percerit of large cap, 53 perce11t 

to ga1:-1 •nterest from shareholders and proxy advisory of finanCial services compa111es, and 63 pe:-cent of nonf1-

"1"ns; 1r: add:t:on, the Dood-Frank Act requires rule-making nannal services companies. Furtk.er, when CO'Tlpared to the 

rela~ed to c!awbacks, enhanced disclosure or pay for 2012 report, more companies l"\ave an anti-hedging pohcy 

performa~1ce, ercployee and director f)e<Jg1ng poiic1es, and that applies to directors, part:culariy among the large and 

~'>e CEO/rDed1a;11Norker pay ratio, Thus, 61 pe(ent of rr-1d cao comparves and r,onf1na•1c1al sefVlccc; CO'l'1par1es 

55. Has your company considered supplemental pay-for-performance disclosure, in addition to the summary compensation 
table, in its proxy statement? ... __ 
■--■ 

Yes 

No 

56. Which board committee oversees your company's dawback policy? 

ii =- \◄:Pl 
4

% 11' 1% 
l 

Compensation 
committee 

Nominating/ 
governance 
committee 

Wedo not 
have a policy 

-

Compensation matters 

Rt~o~nd~na er-~wer:':g "Don·: 
K"Ow/Notapp!:cable"were 
as 1oliows 8% i11rge u10, 
11% rr1(1 (ClO, Id% SfT1f.li (llp, 

21% fo,,nc:al st·v1c~~. 7% 
nonf:n;,n( a! ~NY'CtS, ind 1 0% 
al!c:1..,,pa"11es 

Rfspond~·•ts•'"\$WP.r,r•g "oine-" 
,w.>r<.' a, 1ollow~ 4% la•ge 
cap, 1 % ryi,ci cap. 4% ~"1.;!i 

J%';n1nc-•isery,re5,3% 
serv:(es,Jnd2%11H 

Respcv1d'i'nts ;iir,s,.,,!"nng '"00<1't 
l::.now/~ot aopl,n1bl!"" wt1re ,15 

ioibw~ :S% ldrge cao. 8% rn,d 
cap, 4'/~ ~rndli cao, 11% f na..,cai 
\P./Yi:!"s, 5fo non•ir,anc1al 
',E'fV<s"E'S, dr\d 64 Ji! C0fY'l..ld'i'C) 
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Compensation matters 

1'7 2014, 11:$pondents .answering 
"Do'l't ~riow!Not.appi:cabk•'" 
we~e 11s •cilows_ 4% iarg, c,:,p 
5% mid ,:ao, -; df,i S'1"';tll C1'ip, 
11 ~ t1n1noai st1Y,ce-~. 4% 
Mni,o:;arierai sl;"t.,.ic,s, Md 6% au 
'-Ort1pd;1-cs_ b 20'. /, resoMdE"'.tS 
<i"SW(!r::19 -Don't Know/Not 
appl,caolct WC'rt "~ foHow5 3% 
i1•ge- cap, 7~ ~id c.ap, 13% 
1'"1"\c1ltc.ap,3%f1r,aric1lser-.1c,s, 
7% t\0t~:)~tl"C<a1 Stf'o'l(t"S, and 6'ilb 

Iii (Or'l'\03!',its. 

46 
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57. Has your company established an anti~hed-g.ing policy that applies to directors? 

2014 

2012 (n"'155) ' Yes 
69% I 46% 

2014 11~-
No 

2012 (n:::-155) 

2014 No, but we are 
considering the 

17'Jf, ■ establishment 
2012 (n=1S5) 1:~ . of such a poficy 

• 2014 

Ill 2012 {n,,.,55) 

II!~ 2014 

■ ~~~ 2012 (n=:c155) 

2014 

2012 (n=155} 
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So·rH? common pra(tkes include: 

members of the cornrnlttee, "Other'' members include 

the corporate secretary .an,d ;-,e(unt1es counsel. 

• More than 90 p0rcent of respondents said ~hey have a 
management disclosure cOMm1tt0e, 

cotnnlttee appears to nave representation across 
business with :he general counsel, controHPr, and 

chief f1nanc1al o,'f.>cer beirlg the· most h:que11t!y oted 

• The comml:tee is over\Nhelmir,gly chaired by the chiet 

finanoai o~f1cer and, accordmg to 89 percent of respon

dec1ts, rreets quarterly, 

58. Which of the following individuals are members of your company's management disdosur-e committee? 
(S~lect all that apply) 

!11111111 _..,. ---

• 

General oounset 

Chief audit 
executive 

Chief executive 
officer 

Chief financial 
officer ..... ------1 &kH 

Disclosure committee 

2014 Board -Practices Report ?ersoedves: ;ro'TI !~('.I boilrdrMrn 47 
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Disclosure committee 

R.c~po:'\aent~ an5wt-r;n9 
"Annually" wert ll~ tol!ows: 1 % 
l<'l"Ji!-CdCl!nd 1~ no•1~1r:;1,i_c•il 

strv•ce, 

fl.~1po'"1de-rits M$wl!':,.,9 "l\t eac'1 
boa-d 11"◊eti'"11f were iH 'olk:iw~: 
2%1acgecao, 2%f:nar,ci.ai 
ser>'C?S, ?%nor'\f,:-1anc1a! 
~erv,ct"s, Jrd 1 ~ Jli cor"T'lp<'l"lie,. 

Less :~an :hr full s'.Jrvcy 
poocd.a~'O'l responded tC ~'\is 
oue~t•o:\ ti"eretore, '•,· .. aiue-, 2!re
prcv·1ed :r- vie ch,Vt legend 

48 
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58a. How often does your management disdosure committee meet? 

• 

90% I ••% 

ltM<dc1p 
{;.-91) 

■ 5mallt,lp 
{:,-'.9) 

Quarterly 

Only when 
needed 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

58b, Who chairs your management disdosure committee? 

• l~""J;('O-P 
/',,\()j) 

ti ~Jl'ct,:.1p 
(">·,~:) 

1r·t - Generalcounsel 

II Corporate or 
11% securitles counsel 

Chief financial 
officerlcontroller 

tnvestment 
relations officer 

Ill ;;,,.,,;ni:,-,i ~ Nonfni"lc,;i! ~ A.ii c:o,.,..o.1not•~ 
t,("'f•~CS ("1-4 j\ :1~'\/•CI', ("l- l7:C1 (".~213' 

II f1n:i1x:11' ■ •~orl,.,•n(al ■ 4.'! (0"'1ptl-•i:-, 

,.,-~.(t\{'1·.·-'!l !>r'\'1(!:\ tn- 17~\ 
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C!i:O ~~fij~ssion pf~~1ng , : ', :" ' 
" " \ !Cc "' " '"' 

Varied responses on the successfon plan prQcess 
Respoises were spread when it came to who has pr·irr-ary 
respons1bi!:ty over the CEO succession planning process. 
Across aH rE-spondert catego'ies, most said the fuli board 
bears the respons1b1h~y, foliowed dos:ely by the cor.pen~ 
sat1on cornmitte0 and the norninattng/corporate gover

nance comrr,ittee. Trends related to how often boards 

review CEO suc(ess1on plans ar0 mixed. Srxty percent of 
1P.sp0ndents review the plans anndaHy. Most notable is an 
11 percentage point :nc.reBse ln large taos (32 percent) 

review1rg succession piar,s more tha11 once a year as 

rnrtpared wic:h the 2012 responses. Ir. 2014, more small 
caps are reviewing succession either annually or w'len 
c1rcumstanc0s warrarit 

Slight increases in the level of succession 
phm disdosure 
This year's survey shovved that th€ majority of companies 
(60 percer:t) had rio change ,n the level of success:on p!an 

process d1sciosure. A fe\A{-11 percent of large cap, 13 
percer:t of 1rlld cap, and 7 percent of small cap companies 
mcreaserl their disclosure. 

59, How often does the full board review CEO :succession plans? 

2014 

2012: (ncc:157} 
I 

56o/a l 54'% 

2014 

Morethari 
once a year 

Once a year 

Only when a 
change in 

circumstance 
requires 

Less than 
once a year 

•• 11'% 2014 

••• 20U(n,,,l;i7) 

C:EO succession planning 

In 2014, •·t1~por,dt..-.-:'> d"~V,:~rit>g 
"Ns>ve''1A-,ere.as"0Hm.,·~- i'lit 

large cap, oqi.~,dt•p. ,4~rr-.. a!! 
Gl0,/1\'1•1,1rc:l!lit';.>•Ct'~, ,% 
1100f1:-,aric1at se:1H:-es. and 1% 

all (Or:'.;:;af\f€$ tn ?OU, '!'10 

respon.'.:iertts ;,ns:wered ''N011rr" 

Iii }014, rt~pondt-ms,:1r:swtring 
"D0r1·1 l.f\Ow/~ot i,pp!,cablt' 
were lll foltowi · S'4> t.rge 
cc10, ◄% m•cl c.10. 7% small 
c,p, 4CW. 11'11l"C,at St'~1Ct'5, 5,-;, 
t:of!f,n1'lo11! \.-fV,ct'i. and 5% all 
cc..,,part,es in 2012, r-esvondenH 

<H11wenno "Dor/~ inow/Not 
1i::01,c11bl; .. ""'"1"' M 'o!low,: ::m, 
1-,rgl!' t:IP. 3~ rn•Ci cap. 0% ~rn1!i 
;;11p,J%{,n~r>(:ll51!'-l¥1Ce~. 2% 
ront,.,~ric,a! ser\',tt'5, 11:-io 3'ill)tll 

t0'TliJa'"l1e1 
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CEO succession planning 

R<'s,1ond0nt~ ;rn5wc:,1-g "Oth1:1" 

were.,, follow~ 4% lcl-rgc 

caP, 3% m,d oip, 7% small 

c.ip, 4%f::·,ci•ittal~c....,,tc1,4% 

i,ort;•a1nc,.:il ~C'Y·<:c~. ana ii:% all 
(Of"lj.'.'J"'C~ 

RC'1PO'~dt!•l5 oltHW~ll'"l;;:i "Dori't 

i:•1GVY/'-/01.1ppbc.ablc" wrrc a~ 
follows A% larg!" qp, 5~~ •nid 
c.:io. 11/ili ~'11aH cao. 6% fr·,a•1z1a! 
scrv,cc~, 5% "lOni·r:iilrc1.,I 
scr,11cc~,a"d)%allw'Tlp.cw,c, 

R~,po:--i'.l~"'ti .Jl1"1!W!"r11'1~ "Don't 

._"LWi/Not aool!cablt'' w~rt at 
!ollov1-•s· 2% 1ar9e c.1p, 8% rnid 

). J¾'t~r'l,lli c;ip, 2% l,f'1.ll"l(iJI 

so 

1110 

60. Who has the primary responsibility over the CEO succession planning process? 

4% I 1% 

Fut! board 

Compensation 
committee 

Nominating/ 
corporate 

governance 
committee 

Independent 
directors 

Independent 
chair or 

lead director 

CEO 

li1f11"ll/\(lli 

St'\',\tS 

61, fn the past year, how has tha level of disclosure on your succession plan process changed? 

Increased 

56% l s7% No change 

.. Afedonotdisdose-., ,r-• 0Uf1?UCCeSSiOO ~ 
plannmg process 

■ Ncnk1-.~,;;.: II A1: comp,1" ~s 
~('rn't'l 
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Shareholder engagement and activism 

Shareholder engageme101t and activism 

level of shareholder engagement 
remains consistent 
fo'ty-four percent of responde;-its roted that the:r board 

members had no dire<t con.tact w,th shareholders, wf'ich is 

u:Jchanged from the 2012 report. Another 22 percent said 

at least one board member had shareholder contact, aiso 
sirrn!at to 2012, The rnajofity of respondents, SS perct!nt, 

sa 1d that requests from s.'1;;n~t1olders to have dini!ct cor;\,!lCl 

wth 'the board have not increased over tf\e past two 
y~ars. Per!',aps ths is because more companies are doing 

A niJmber of "other'' respo11ses 1r.cluded polJCy prov1s,ons 

such as 

• Allowed at the request of management or the board and 

with knowledge of management O" the board 

• Allowed by the 0::0 and sep<.'lrate cha.rman 

• tnrnurages d1rectors to route d1scuss1ons ·~hrough 
rnanage:Ylent but are 10v1ted to oar:1c1pate 1r some 

shareholder contacts or everts 
• AHowed by a des:g,,ated outside director, 

proac:we shareholder outreach, increasing the dialogue on Sfight cledine in shareholder activism 

'SS,.;es that are importan, to th€lf investors, and adctressmg More tharc ha!f of the comparnes :surveyed have had board~ 

investor req.Jests. level discussions on how to prepare for an activist l'l the 

Approximately one-th:rsJ of all respondents have a poky 

reia:1r.g to contact behN€€n directors a:10 sha'eholders 

(other thar the NYSE and Regulat1011 S~K commun1catforis 

disclosure requirements) and two-thvas do -not. Of the 34 

percent that have a policy, the contours of the pol:cy are 

var·ed, some respondents do not allow a director to have 

contact with shareholders; others only allow the 1ndeoer~ 

dent chairman- or independent lead director to do so 

past year. A rurr-ber of compari·es have stepped up their 

efforts :n t'1e past few years :o queH shareho!der actv1ty 

th,ough vanous means, stJch as getting to know their 

s>-iaref'lolders better and by ma1nta:rw1g per,odK share-

holder cor;ta(t throughout the year. Con:pared to 2012, 

thee ,s nearly a 4 percentage point decrease (31 percent) 

1ri the r-umber co:-nparnes that were aporoached by a 

shareholder activist in 2014. The only except1or ts with 

srna!! cap companies, which saw an 8 percentage ooint 
increase (21 percent) in activ•st approaches. 

62, Does your company have a policy relating to c:ontat::t between directors and shareho!ders {other than the NYSE 
communications/Reg. S·K communic.ations disclosure requirements)? 

Yes 

58% 71% No 

rn 2014, rcsponde-rits ar:swering 
.. OD" ·t l..:r:ow/t<lot ~ppl1cab!e" 
w!X"e a:, folbw; G% l•rgf' 
,-a.:i_ 5% ff':d cap, 0% sr:lall 
c20_6%fi11a,.,c:a1serv,c.es,S,o 
1:or.fJ\iF1Clol$E"V,C~s. and 5%aH 
-::onpan1es 

2014 Board Practices fteport ~rsoedfv~s fro-m ihe boardroom 51 
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Shareholder engagement and activism 

Less:nan:hefo!lsLrvey 
pop~lat,on resoo0d1:c to th,s 
a"1es:,o·\ :"lerefort-, 'n' va!Utj are 
p'cv,ded 10 t"lechar:legend 

52 

62a. The policy provides for the following: 

1111\'1dcao 

Only independent 

4% II chaffoclead ■I''"' ~Y: i~~~f:on~t~1=~k ¥;,; 
to shareholders 

Only independent 
chairor!ead 

2% II independent ?lrector II 3':, 
,\ and committee 2•,_, 

chairs are authonzed 
to speak to 

shareholders 

■II 

:~~I■ 

Any director 
can speak to 
shareholders 

No director 
fs authorized to 

speak to 
shareholders 

(ljhe,-
(please specify) 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

Ill,;;; 

111,~~ 

-llll•n.1rac•o1• 

63. What percentage of your company shareholders did the corporate secretary, the board, or senior management 
interact with over the past year? 

~~1111 
Ill 1• 

■~a:FHMl◄ 

.. II■ .... 
Ill M'llC<>P 

{r-40; 
■ S--nai·c•? 

('1-~' 

None 

S:10% 

11%-25% 

26%-40% 

41%-50% 

>50% 

Don't know/Not 
applicable 

11~,, -111111 ..... •• ... 
■I■ 

Ill r "1anc,a! ■ Norif,"t'1u~I Ii Ai! cor1p1n ~~ 

,er\'·a-~ ('1- 'A) H'fV(C~ (n-·7.:1.l (<'-88) 
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64. Have members of your board had direct contact with shareholder(s) or shareholder groups over the past year? 

2014 ..... 

2012 (ncccl55) mew■ 

• ~iifC!C'C~P 

\n.tO) 

2014 11111 
20,2 (ntc155) 10%-■I■ 

2014 13%•11 
2012 (n.,,i:>5) 13%--

2014 ~%11 
2012 (n-,155) ~;:;11 

2014 

2012 (ncc155) 

Ill Vi:l(dt) 

r>ec.1101 

1r1·II■ 

1111 
■ ~'l'•!i(•P 

1~ .. s; 

No board 
member had 
direct contact 

One board 
member had 
direct contact 

More than 
one board 

member had 
direct contact 

All board 
members had 
direct contact 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

----2014 •--11111 2012 (n·1551 

Ill■ 1••,. 2014 

■II 20,2 (f'=155) 

••• 14% 2014 

■II 20,2 (n, 155) 

II 1~-~ 2014 

I I 1~J: 2012 (n=::155) 
I ~;o,. 

•11 ~i~: 2014 

Ill ~~~ 2012 (nc:c155) 
~3•\, 

Ill r,r.1rc ,, ■ Nor':"";inc:J' ll Ai' co""p;Ip-,e~ 

o;erv,c,s;r ... 1'-) >e'v<e,.1·-74) ("'88; 

65, Have requests from shareholders to speak directly to board members increased over the past two years? 

!~~ II Yes, significantly 

:+: 1111 Yes, slightly 

56% 54% 
No, they 

have remained 
constant 

Ill M:dc;io 

No, they have 
decreased 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

II r .,. 

Ill•¾ 

Shareholder engagement and activism 

1r,2014,less:1w,:0efull>L:rvcy 

po01.,iM:on rtsporocd \o 1rrs 
quest,011, ht;~for~. 'n' valuts Mt 

provided n the chart legend 
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Shareholder engagement and activism 

GIP, 10% mid cap, 11% small 

cap, Seit f:>:•ctc,di ser.-,ce~, 8% 
ror::ranc:al ~f'rv1ce~, arid 6%:,11 
(0Mp,l'11("S. !n ,?017, rf':'SP00derts 

ariswer,"g "Don't k.now/\!C 

,!1pphc,?1bie" were dS follows 6% 
l,!Jrge (.!I.'.}, ,'% rn:d Clip, 8% S'Tlall 
Cil0,3%f,..,ancalsecv,(e5,8% 

norf,~.aric:al se'\/'(I:'~, ano Ffo all 

cornparl'eS 

Resocn,oe0ts a'lswe11r•g "Do,,·t 
kr:cw/Not apolicaole" wen:-
Js follows 9%largetao, 
':,% rr•d (JLl, 1 :l'/o ~,nail cap, 

11% '•r,mc,dl1t1v•ce~, 6% 
ror'•",11c,41! "'r.,,ce~. D'ld 79t o1ll 

54 

66. Has your company been approached by a shareholder activist within the past 12 months? 

2014 20"/,11111 
2012 (n::0157) 13°/o mtlil 

2014 -~ 

2012 (n-0157) ---➔➔ 

Yes 

No 

1111■ 2014 

••• 2012 (n,,,157) 

---2014 

--- 2012 (n=157) 

67. Has your board discussed how to prepare for activism in the last year? 

53% 32% Yes 

--- No II .• Don1know/Not 1•1w .. 
· · applicable M 

Ill ~,dao 

68. Your company's social media policy applies to: (Select all that apply) 

81% 71% AH employees 
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Technology and data analytics 

Most have social media policies 
With t're r'se 1n use of sooal media for both persona! and 

busness reasons and the potential damage to a company 
if 1t is misused, 1t ,snot surprising that 84 oercem of 

companies su•veyed have a soC1al ~ed1a oolicy. Of the 

cor1oan1es that have pol1c1es, 78 pem:-nt said the pol1c)1 

app:1es to employees and 31 percent said 1t aopl1es to 

directors l his 15 co0s1stent with the fact triat less thar 20 

percent of companies allow board 11errbers :o corvnent 
on the company via social media, and those lf'at do 

usually 'lave ~estr,,trO'lS in place. Half of all co111pan:es do 

not kriovv wriether directors per•Tff'.ted to comment 

on sooal media, and about 30 percent have had a reoort 

on sooal r;,ed1a use by customers, e•nployees, or 

boa:d members 

Nearly half of all large caps are educated on 

"big data" 
B,g data :S structured and uristrvctured data generated 

from diverse sources real time, n volumes too la:ge for 
t1'ad1t1onal technolog,es to capture, m,nage. a1d process 

111 t'meiy 111anner. ·1 he concept 1s not 1ew, but •n the 

past few years, boards arid the,r mJ~agement tearns have 

been paymg more attention to 1t and t!le value 1t can add 

to company strategy and Piere :s Just a 
1:, percentage point difference between comoar1es that 

educate their boards 01 b:g data and data a:-ialytiCS (33 

percent) and those that do no;_ (48 percem) cao 

cor1;parnes part10,.1la; are focused 01 :hrs (48 percent of 

the:r boards receive training on big cvta, compared to 23 

percent arid 7 percent of m,d and srnali cap cornpan.es, 

resoect1vely). Twenty-eight percert of lhose surveyed said 

they are incorporat109 advanced analytics ,nto compary 

stra:egy and 7 percec1t are cons1dering do1ng so 

69. Board members are permitted to comment on our company and industry via various social media 
{e.g., Twitter, Facebook, Linkedln): 

■ 

6%, •¾·•.11 Yes 

1111 Yes, butwithcertaio 1111 
proVISl(?n~ and/ '' ,, 
orrestrict1ons 

44% 50% 

■ 

No, company policy 

members from Wf4-, . . prohibits board .... 

usingsocialmedia -••
mrelationto 
our company 

Don't know/ 
Not appllcable 

■ 

.,. 
" 

Technology and data analytic;s 

2014 Board Practices Report PpspN.lwes from tre boarQrciom 55 
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Technology and data analytics 

56 

1116 

70. In the past year, has your board received a report on, or disc;~ssed the usage of, sodaf media by employees, customers, 
or board members? {Sete<:t alt that apply} 

-■ Yes, the board Ill 12%BII receivedareport ', 
, on employee usage , 

'"' II YH,th•bolrd 1111· .. ,., 12% '' ~•eda,-port , 1-.'.,. 

69% 79% 

on cu•tom•r o .. g• 

3" 1· Yes,theboaro 111 •~• se ~ receivedareporton I .1~--. 
• board member usage: . ;,n•• 

No sueh rePortS 
are provided 
to the board 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

71. ln the past two years, has your board been educated on the evolving use of big data and advanced analytics, 
and their potential return on investment? 

No 

No, but we.are 
-considering 

this topic 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

72. Does your board discuss how to incorporate and imp«!ment advanced analytics {e.9,, data mining, pr~dktlve modeling, 
optimization, .segmentiltion) into company strategy? 

BldllliE Yes Nii. l~ ' 
54% l 46'%, No h"E 

7%. No,butweare ■- f'k It;)- considering ., , 
this topic 7~.;, 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

■ No~'1Pii"t'ili II Ali cOl'l"Pl!nl!':I 

S{"Vl(f''i 
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' 
Iii~~ 1Bil0t. 

0 ! \ z "" " 

Cyber secmty r1as qu1ckiy oecome ari :mportant topic 

companies and boards, particularly n i1ght of recePt data 

brt'acires, l"iack:ers are becorn1rg sr1artt'r and thf' 

ar.:ount of data coilecteci by comparnr.s increases their 

of attack. ,'\ccord1ng ro survey r('sults, tbe level of 

hoarrl awarene<;s on cybcr security 1s moderate to h1gf1 

acro5s all compan·r.s ;;urveyed, with tbie exception of srriail 

Only 11 percent of srnail cap corn~lar11es 

indicated their board has a h:gh ievel of awarc>•10ss, most 

the level ·s e1mer macer-ate or low, but dn:>ctors 

b,xoming more knowiedgeahle 

0 

The survey results show that inost often the +uii board or 

the audit rn1~m11ttee ·s responsible for the overs1giit of 

cybcr secur•ty matters. Audit rnmm:ttec> l"VOIV('.meN here 

1s rot surpris:ri9 given that cyber secur,ty 1s dten m!e

grated with nsk rnanage'ric-,it programs, No respondent 

said thf' board hns a separate cybc-r secur ty rnmrn,ttee. At 
the 1nanagernc-nt level. re,;uit,; show that t~e (h1e~ ,n•or

rr1at1on o"f1cer and chief' teci1Poiogy of•1cer, at 55 percent 

and 30 per< erit. respectively, are respors1bie for rnariagmg 

cyber sec-ur:ty at the orgarwat1on They a:e a1:,o two 
1nd1v1duals most likely to provide board ed~cat,on ori tr.c 

73. Has your company experienced a cyber security breach during the past two years? 

1111-;,,- Yes 

No 

7%1111 Don't know/Not 
10% applicable 

lll Ill Ill 

2014 Board Practices Report Per.spert:ves ''O'n 

Cyber security 

57 
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Cyber security 

Resoonjent~ answo!'r:.ng "Don'; 
bow/r-.:nt appl:cab)e · were as 
1ollo.vs 8% large cap, 7% mid 

cap, 11%srnal!cao.4'libf>nanc,al 

~er .. :ce~, 9% '.1or,f,na1,c,.il 

Se'v·ces, a"d 8% all ccmpan•es 

58 

1118 

74. What level of awareness does the board have on cyber security? 

35% 46% -111\M(aO ■ Srna'!op 

High level 

Moderate level 

low level but 
becoming more 
knowledgeable ---••• 

75. Who has educated your board on cyber security? (Select all that apply) 

~it 1111 
?1111 
, 11111 ----4. •.y. Ill 2% 

,. -
l!B• 

•¾Ill 
ri: II 

4% l!ll!llft 
5% ~ 

9%=• 

Board member 
with expertise on 

the subject 
Chief executive 

officer 

Chief financial 
officer 

Chief information 
officer 

Chief operating 
officer 

Chief risk officer 

General counsel 

Third party 

None of the 
above 

Other (please 
specify) 

Don't know/Not 
applicable 
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Cyber security 

76. Which committee of the board oversees cyber security issues? 

28% 43'% 
Fullboard ---

53% 29% 

4%11 5% 

' 

11111 
Ill Ill 

Cyber security 
committee 

Information 
technology 
committee 

Audit committee 

Risk committee 

Other (please 
specify) 

Don't know/Not 
applicable 

77, Who within management is responsible for cyber security? 

~---· Chfeftechno!ogy IJililll ' ' officer 

Ill 

;;z Ill Chief risk officer 

?% II ~% (plea~t~~~cify) 

I■ 
Ill 

Don't know/Not 
applicable 

Ill 

Ill .. 

2014 Board Practices Report Derspec/:ves irorf' the boardr;'.JQrn. 59 
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Sustainability 

60 

1120 

In 2014, the most comfllon shareholder proposals or 
~oc1al issues addressed oolrt1cai contributions and lobbying, 

envirowne;1tal practices and reporting, hurnan rights, 

and susta1nab1Lty reoort:ng. T11e companies that engage 

1ri sustainab·l1ty reporting are r:ost!y large caps, w1:h 75 

percent responding that they f,ave a report available or-i 

"their website. The reverse 15 true for small cap comp,Y1ics, 

percent of whch do no susta1rab1Lty reoon1ng. 

Ore-third of mid cap companies provide a report. Despite 

:,mall rlecrf>ases at most companies s:nce the 2012 repor;:, 

about 40 perce'l': of ail respondents said their boa:-ds are 

involved 1n tr'ie overs,ght of rnrporate sona! respons1b1!1ty, 

SlJsta1nab1lity, a>1d related public disclosures_ About trie 

same. 36 oercent, their compan:es have :rcorporatcd 

susta1nabi11ty 1n1t1at1ves 1rto strategy. 

11' 

just 36 oercer:t of those surveyed ;1oted that !he SEC's 

disclosure ruie on conflict m,nerab applies to their 

companies, ard this mostly consisted of !arge caps, rr11d 

caps, and nonf,nanc1al services cornparnes. Of these, about 

one-hal~ said 1t 1s a topic on the aud:t committee agenda 

Compared to resu!ts from the 2012 report, there is little 

change among large and r11C cap cornparnes that mah:' 

ool1t1Cal contnbut:ons, at 71 percrnt and 37 percent, 

respectively. However, small cap corrparwc's 1TJak1ng 

ooi1t1cal contributions decE'ased by 9 percentage po,nts, 

to 8 pecent. Arriong !arge caos, 1t :s rnmrr1on to charg0 a 

spec1f1c board comrrntlee wth oversight of such contr:bu

t1ons, while srndli cap compar1es ass191 the duty 10 the fuil 

board or a board co,1mIttee 

shareholde~ proposals related to poiitkal issues 1n 

/014 vv0re rnm11on1y reiatec to increased disclosure 01 

ool1t1cal spending aridior lobbying costs and, in so•ne 

cases, cai:ed for an adv·sory vote or proh,b1t:on 00 pohtteal 

spending. TwePty-two percent of :e-spo::dents sa1rl they 

d,sclose the amoun: cheir company spends on lobbying 

an,d ar1ottier 28 oercerit said they d1sciose membership 

trade assoc1at 1ons that may make polmcai contnbut,ons 

with some I m1tat1ons. 

78. Is your company's corporate social responsibility or sustainability report available on its website? 

:SO% 75% 

,. ,. 

Yes 

No 

We don't --
do sustainability mrr•~~ 

reporting 

.. .. 
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79. Is the board and/or a board committee involved in the: oversight oi the company's corporate soda! responsiliifity or 
su§;tainability effort and related public disclosures? 

2014 

2012 (rh156) 

2014 •w 
2012 (n<=156) 49% 38% 

2014 

Yes 

No 

Don'! know/Not 
applicable 

-2014 
- ZOU {n=156) 

111-,:,i:-c::-i 
\~/'f'lr•~ 

80, In the pa::i't year,, has your rnmpany's strategy incorpocrated new sustainability Jnitiatives? 

Ill 45% I 61% 

IWiil 

Yes 

No 

No, but we 
are considering 

this topic 

Don't know!Not 
applicahfe 

81. Does the new SEC conflict minerals disclosure rule apply to you? 

"¾iiiiht Yes 

56% 86% No 

• 
... 

Sustainability 

Re:i:pondt~t~ an~Wfl•ing "Doi'\': 
l:"OW/~ot .ippliC.JOle'· W{'lt a~ 

iollov,:~ 9~ l.'lr9e C.JP, 74i:, rr11d 
cao, 4~,t. ~...-,;iill c•o. 8% r,,., ... nc:111 
:H'"',;,ce~. e% nonf:rianc1,,i 

wrv,ces, arid 8% all comparw's 

2014 Board Pfactkes Report ?('rspecl'ves f•orn the ooardroorn 61 
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Sustainability 

Le'is!'liJfl theh,!lswrvey 
populo1taon •esponcttd to ~h,s 
0.1~~)0'': tritr'i''or,, ·r,· v,1:l\;t) are 

P'D<'•oea Tl tl"lt> chBft legend, 

Less ::7<Jr' the fur! s, .. FV0J 
p0O1,l~;.o'l ,esponded to \h's 
o.,l:%or, therefore, f' vak,es ¥2 

pr::::•1:ced ,;: :he c,..artlf'genc 

l1mhontlit>fdi,t.11Ve)' 
poN.!iit:o"! rf'rnO'lO~ to ~r.·o;. 
q0e~t·o•1, '.l-w1('for':', 'n' v•k•~i Jre 

pr0,,..:oed 0: th?rha1t 1,,;ier,,t 

62 

1122 

81a. Is conflict minerab re-porting regularly induded on the audit committee's ag-end,a? 

$o/c 67% 

- 33% 33% 

• 

Yes 

Nottheaudrt. 
committee but 
another board 
committee 

'Atth!st1me,ncither ·our ooard nor any 
of its committees 

is-dis-cussm-g 
thistopi-C 

Don't know/ 
Not applicable 

ii L,rl!"1lsJ: Im ~oqf,,:;_,ir(i;)i ill A:! t;:)'l\ □di' -~ 

~e'l'<t{'~ \-n-1.\ s1n.•,c-,s '."' --88) (n--':lOl 

82. Does your company make political contributions? 

2012 (n,"'157) 

Yes 

No 

W/4 67% 

2014 1~~. Don'tknow/ 

17,,_ ;. Not applicable 

2012 {n~c157) 1~1 j : 

...... 2014 

--- 2012 (!1=157) 

---- 2014 

--- 2012 (nec:157) 

lllfl~ 2014 

II 1t~ 2012 (~157) 

• 111 µoa,p 
(''· 61.'l} 

ii ~::i;)"\(:~1 ■ .i.-0r:f1,•ol1c,11: S A'i (ornp,r1i•i 
~{'(Vl(;f'~ {o,,,}iJ) ~(''~•('!', (r1 '1 11) (";;c' 6)) 

82a, Does your company's board or a board committee oversee such t:ontributions? 

• 

- m +I 

• !,.t~,,j(1tp 

{'1~:;'5; 

0 111 
■ s~o1iico1p 

;:-:ccT: 

Yes, oversight 1111 ""-!" 
by the o 1« 

full board 

Yes, oversight 
by aboard 
committee 

No 

Don't know/Not 
applicable 

I! r,.-,,..-,,1' • No"'in~0nc1J B Ni t()rr-p,r1i.,-., 

i:tnict•s (rio.)6) ~,r;,-ce1 (n-<;A) ('1--80: 
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83. Does your company disclose membership in trade associations that may make independent political expenditures? 

B¾IIII 
rH 

62% 64% 

II ~/:.J (rtP 

Yes 

Yes, for some 
memberships, 

but not all 

111,, .. , 
15'·1~ 

1n: 

No FfEME■FN 
Don't know/ 

Not applicable ll■ll 

84, Does your company disclose the amount spent on lobbying? 

2014 

2012 (n= 155) 

2014 4% .... ,1 
8%-

2012 (n,,,155) 
1 ~~ Ill 

68% 52% 

2014 ··-

Yes 

No 

Don't know/Not 
applicable 

•• 13%2014 

I■ 13%, 20,2 (n""155) 

■■112014 
■II. 2012 (flc,.15',) 

.. 

Sustainability 
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64 

Com1li1ii'111ie, cuitur1, a,nc:i settin~ tffie tt~I at the top 
1 ' 

A variety of approaches to setting the tone 

at the top 
Results show that companies are employing a number of 

tactics to help create a tone at the top and foster a culture 

:hat supports profess,onal1srr and 10tegnty. In addition to 

a code of eth!Cs or conduct. more than ::io percent provide 

othe• commun1ca:1ons, svch as newsletters and break 

roo"l postings, town hal! mee:ings, and trainngs. The 

0uc1t comm:ttee 1s most often tasked with oversight of the 

company co11pl1ance-re!ated act1v1t1es across of those 

surveyed, but a quarte~ of s~aii cap compan,es s<.rd the fuil 

board oversees compliance activ1t·es 

Compliance oversight and education practices 

The board should consider !T'a1'1ta1ning a v:ew of the 

organ1za:1ori's cul:L;re th~ougri 'larids-on observat1or 

and consuitat,on with managerient as well as regular 

reporting on a variety of cultJral topics. Ti-ie type of 

reporting prO\ncied to the board was spread across a 

variety of areas. R.eportng on compliance v1olat1ons, ,ssues 

tracking and resol0t1on, and comp!1a1ce program perfor~ 

rna'lce were most commori lop:cs at the large ard mid cap 

companies. ror srnail cap corr;pari1es, 1he most common 

topics were compliance v·oia~1ons, regulatory co1;1pl1ance, 

and repor:s o··, new regulat1ors 

85. Which activity does your company engage in to create tone at the top of the company? {Select all that apply) 

- _11,~1 Cu!turalsuNeys --

Acode of 
conduct/ethics 

--· Town hall meetings ,,', ,. · : · 

77% 68% 
Newsletters and 
email messages 

68% 57% 
Annualorother -:-~-
peri8~~~~~~ing/ ciGmUfm ', 

--(e.~:~~~:~~~~s) __ _ 

4% engage in I We currently do not 

3% suchactiv1t1es 

Ill Ill ,. .. 
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86. Who is primarily responsible for ttie oversight of the compliance program at the board tev~I? 

··I
~~ II --?'.': I 1• 

The full board 

Regulatory/ 
compliance 
commHtee 

Audit committee 

Risk committee 

Governance 
committee 

Ill..,% 
I r: 

3% 

87, What type of compliance program reporting does your company (or chief compliance officer) provide to the 
board and/ot executive management? (Select atl that apply) - Reporting on 

compnanoo v1c!at!ons 

-

- Genernl-rts ·111111111, llfli on eth1cs and culture ' · ' 

7%··· 
II Md cap 

7% I 1% 

Emptoyee 
discipHnary 

actions 

None 

Ill •-r-~nc-.1: 
\!'''l"CeS 

Compliance, -culture, and setting the tone on top 

Rt'-spondents answe•,.-,g "Otl-ic~" 
werQ <1s follows, 5% large 
CilP, 0% rr1d (ill). 4% srn<Jli 
Clip. 2% fo10."l<:1fll ~t''YIC.-~, 396 

n.o0f1na,ic1al s~..,,:ces, arid 3%c)il 
co.r:,pan1es. 

Re5por,dent1 .;m~w-,r,ng '•i)ori't 

know/Not ~pplic~ble'' Wt'"!;- as 
follows· 1C),l,/Jr9lilciF,3%'T!1d 
ta;), 7%1m11llo1p,2%fl"ll'"'(,lli 
Sl"tW::es, 3% nonh1~ar;nai 
serv1tes, and 2% al! corripan:es 

Rcspondt:-its a,,~weri•~9 ''Oth1:r" 
wtrt) IS folb~: 1 % l,!'11 r,ie 

Lip, 3% m1rl (•P, 7'X, ~mall 
cap,2%fin1nc:.'!l-;t1v1cu,31J.·O 
nonf1r11,~::11I 5e•v:us. and 2% a!i 
i·cHnpui;•,;: 

R,:,poqd,'11$ l"lSWt"I'~~ "DM"l 
l.'101.i.•!Not •P.ol,c•bi11" wi,1e as 
follows 11% !1r9t cao, ~~ "lid 
tlP, 11%sr,allcao,9~f,r•ns"iai 
ser,..,c,,,8%rior-!1:~anc1.i! 
s,,,.,c,s, ,r,d a~ e1i corripa1H•5, 
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66 

88. Which individual(s) are responsible for reporting ethics and compliance matters to the board? (Select all that apply) 

,. • Ill Chief risk officer 1111 

Chief financial 
officer 

Chief audft 
executive 

---Generalcounsel 

Ill■ 

Ill • 

Corporate 
secretary 
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C:omEluaing question 

Board priorities in 2015: strategy, risk, 
board composition 
These are :riterest,ng times for US cor-ipan:es and the 
board and management tea'lls that lE'a-d them_ They need 
to :"1av1gate mynaci issues and topKs, mcbdmg d1F1cult 

econoG\C and political erv1ronrneni:s, lntemational unrest 

and a'"'I uptlcK :n startups and disrupnve technologies, 

which challenge their competitiveness and opportun1" 
for growth, As they head into 2015, tlw ind1v1duais 

swrveye-d sa:d that :he top three areas o: boc,rd focus wH 
be strategy, nsk, and boa~a composition, followed by 
s,xcess,or. p!anrnrg and cyber seo.,Pty_ 

A large 'TlaJority of resporidents (85 percerit) chose strategy 
t"\e top focus .area, The next~h1ghest se!ect:on of 44 

percent wem to two topKs go 
hand as bo.::irds "ema:n v19:larit and focused on rnonitonng 
strategy and related metr1cs arid alternatives, while aiso 

overseeing and mt1gat1ng risks to the strategy and the 

busir:ess :ts-elf {e.g., operat101af and repu::atmnal risks\ 

1127 

-

Next on the 11st of boJrd priorities in 2015 is board compo-
according to 36 percent of survey respond€nts, 

Amid press~re from sharenolders, boards shou!d consider 
placing greater consiaeration 0-1 'ecru·tment efforts, 

part!Culady on recrllitirg diverse board me-nbers {e.ga, 

d;vers1ty of thougt't. race, and gender) while a!so consid
enng director tenu-e and hov-J 11 influences over.ail board 

composition and 1ndeoend€nce, 

Rounding out the top fve focus a~eas fo:· 2015 were CEO 

suc(ession plannir1g, noted by 24 pe'ce'it of respo'ldems, 

and cyber secunty, at 16 perce'lt. J.ormaliz1:rg and door 
mentrg C[O succession pians 1s a leacing board practtee. 

As we move further nto the d1g1tal age, the potentia! 

for hackers to ga•n access to conf1ctent1al cu·::aorrer -and 

employee data and property as.sl:'ts 

mcreases, Not surpns1ngly, boards are talki19 rr.ore about 
-cyber s€cur ty, and tt ,s lrke!y that the- CISO (or eqwvalent) 

rr:.ay have a rnore active ro1€ in the boararoom 

Concluding question 
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58 

1128 

89. Considering the topics indud-ed in this survey, which will be the top three areas of focus for your board in the n-eJ{t year? 
to rna~e three Sf>lect1<)ns 

Strategy 

Risk oversight 

Board setection, 
recruitment, and cornposltion 

CEO succession planning 

Cyber security 

Compensation matters 

Shareholder activism 

Compliance activities am 
Technology and dala analytics Ila 

Board meetings and materials B'U 

Other (please specify) 

Culture and tone at the top 

Board leadership 

Shareholder engagment 

Board committee structures and roles :I 

Board orientation and training 

Sustainability 

Board evaluations 

Poltlcial contribuiions 

" 
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Concluding question 
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Appendix A - Question 27 

27. Please complete the following table with regard to the specific committee practices of your board. 

standing 
committee? 

Number of 
member$' 37 

;,10 0% 0 0% 0% 

Meeting 1~3 0% 0 0% 1% 6% 0 0% 1'Hi 

frequency 4-6 16 239{1 35 49% 11 39% 15 42% 47 38% 62 39% 
(number of 
meetings 7-9 32 46% 30 42% 6 43% 11 31% 57 46°;[) 68 43% 

annually) ::c:10 21 30% 8% 0 17% 8 22% 19 15% 27 17% 

Average. length <2 3,I% 2.3 32% t1 12 33% 48 6\J 38% 
of mee?tJngs 38 55% 46. 65% 8 56% 58% 
(hours) 

,>3 7% 3% 0% 4 11% 3 2% 4% 

Meeting 1-3 4 4% 14 13% 4 15% 12% 16 8% 22 go;o 

frequency 4-6 74 67% 76 72% 18 69% 27 54% 141 73% 168 69% 
(number of 7-9 26 23% 16 15% 12% 12 24% 33 17% 45 19% 
meetings 

;;;:10 6% 0% 4% 10°/o 2% 8 
annually) 

Average.lel)glh <2 42 38% 61 19 73% 27 54% 95 49% 50% 

.of meetings 6'l 5)% 40 38% 7 27% 18 36% 92 48% 
(hours) >3 .6 5% 4 4% () 0% 10% 5 3% 10 4% 

2014 Board Practices Report ?erspec'.:ves frorp the- b0tvdrno"'1 71 



21400

1132 

Complete results fot question 27 

Meeting 1-3 13 12% 30 29% 15 S8% 16 33% 42 22% 58 24% 

frequency 4-6 85 77% 68 66% 10 38<?,(l 28 57% 135 71% 163 68% 
(number of 7-9 12 11% 4 4% 4% 5 10% 12 17 7% 

210 0 0% 1% 0 0% 0% H{1 0% 

81 74% 84 41 84% 148 79% 80% 

2,) 8 16% 40 20% 

0 0% 0 0% 0 0% '() '0% IJ 0% 

Meeting 1-3 26 81% 87% 8 67% 21 72% 33 87% 54 81% 

frequency 4-6 9% 4% 17% 10% 8% 6 9%, 
(number of 7-9 0 0% 4% 0 0% 0 0% 1% 
meetings 

210 3 9% 4% 17% 4 14% 5% 6 9% 
annually) 

Average length <2 26 84% 23 96% 11 n% 25 86% 35 90% 

of meeting~ 2-3 16% 0 0% 8% 3 1'0% 8% 6 
(hours) >3 0 0% 4% 0 0% 1 0 0% 

72 
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Complete results for question 21 
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Complete results for question 27 
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Complete results for question 27 

Meeting 1--3 0% 33% 33% 0% 0% 22% 13q,o 

frequency 4-6 8 89% 0% 67% 83% 5 56% 10 67% 
(number of 7-9 11% 33% 0 0% 0 0% 2 22% 13% 
meetings 

?.10 0 QO;{.) 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 
annually) 

Average fen!Jth 22% 3 100% '1 B 53% 

of meetings 0 Q% Q 0% 33% 4 " 40% 
(hours) 11% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 11% 7% 

Meeting 1-3 33% QD/o 0 0% 33% 4 33% 33% 

frequency 4-6 10 67% 0% 0 0% 67% 8 67% 10 570;;, 

(number of 7-9 0 0% 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0% 0 0% 
meetings 

?.10 0 0% 0% 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
annually} 

Average length <2 13 87%, 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% H) 83~/o 13 

of !l)e<!l!ngs 2 0 0% Q 0 0% 2 17% 
(hours) 

0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 
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Complete results for question 27 

76 
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Complete results for question 27 
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Appendix B- 2014 Board 
practices survey questionnaire 
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Director 
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Director 
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Executive Summary 

The fight against corruption in Ukraine received a welcome boost in November
December 2004 as a result of the Orange Revolution. A year after the change in 
administration, some positive rhetoric has been heard and some reform activities have 
been accomplished, but a strong and clear national policy and strategic direction against 
corruption, with accompanying programs to increase transparency, strengthen 
accountability and build integrity, are still absent. This report analyzes the status of 
corruption and the anti-corruption program in Ukraine, focuses on several principal 
sectors, functions and institutions in depth, and offers priority programming options for 
USAID to consider in support of enhanced anti-corruption initiatives in the coming years. 

Corruption in Ukraine still remains one of the top problems threatening economic growth 
and democratic development. Administrative corruption is widespread and visible in the 
everyday lives of citizens and businesspeople, and grand corruption is also widespread, 
though not as visible, in the higher levels of government where large sums of money and 
political influence are at stake. 

Ukraine can be categorized as a closed insider economy1 
-· a country strongly influenced 

by elite cartels. Top political and business figures collude behind a fayade of political 
competition and colonize both the state apparatus and sections of the economy. 
Immediately after independence, these influential elite and their organizations grew into 
major financial-industrial structures that used their very close links with and influence 
over government, political parties, the mass media and the state bureaucracy to enlarge 
and fortify their control over the economy and sources of wealth. They used ownership 
ties, special privileges, relations with government and direct influence over the courts and 
law enforcement and regulatory organizations to circumvent weaknesses in governmental 
institutions to their own private advantage. Their tactics and their results can be viewed 
as a clear exercise of state and regulatory capture. At the san1e time, there is a high 
tolerance for corrupt practices throughout society, facilitating a trickle-down effect that 
allows petty, administrative corruption to flourish. 

This corrupt environment is a clear obstacle to future sustainable economic growth and 
integration into the European Union and world economy. It hinders fair competition, 
encourages under-the-table deals and collusion between state officials and business, 
promotes rent-seeking behaviors, discourages foreign investment, and decreases 
adaptability over time. 

In more recent years, several of these Ukrainian cartels/clans have grown and subdivided; 
increasing the number of clans that compete with one another for wealth and power. 
Sometimes, for convenience, these clans coalesce on political issues. After the Orange 
Revolution, the network of "bosses" within the government bureaucracy that could 
"make things happen" for the cartels/clans was partially dissembled, resulting in some 

1 World Bank, Ukraine: Building Foundations for Sustainable Growth, A Country Economic 
Memorandum: Volume l (August 2004). 
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uncertainty and a slowdown for major businesses. It is to be seen if the Yushchenko 
government rebuilds with a responsive, accountable and professional bureaucracy. 

While the current situation may appear to the Western eye as an incipient competitive 
market economy, the system still operates largely in a collusive and opaque fashion, 
subverting the rule oflaw, and with apparent disregard for the public good. 

Why is there corruption in Ukraine? 

There are many factors that contribute to and facilitate corruption in Ukraine, including: 
• An incomplete and inadequate legal framework. 
• Selective enforcement of existing laws and regulations and the exercise of 

excessive discretion by public and elected officials at all levels. 
• Excessive regulation of the economy by the state. 
• Excessive executive control and influence over the judicial branch and the civil 

service, while at the same time, inadequate oversight of the executive branch by 
the Verkhovna Rada. 

• Collusive ties between the political and economic elite, where the former use the 
state to enhance their wealth and the latter use their wealth to enhance their 
power. 

• Low capacity for advocacy in civil society. 
• Weak accountability mechanisms within government and in civil society to 

control potential abuses. 
• Uneven public access to information of government decisions and operations. 
• Resistance to decentralizing authority and resources to the regional and local 

levels which could break corruptive networks. 
• High tolerance for corrupt practices among the population and the general belief 

that corruptive abuses and misconduct for public officials are low risk events and 
can be conducted with impunity. 

Despite this discouraging picture, there are many positive factors in Ukraine that have the 
potential to inhibit corrupt behaviors and facilitate the promotion of good governance, 
assuming the necessary commitment and sincere political will of leaders. These include: 

• The Orange Revolution, which mobilized popular frustration about corruption, 
strengthened the voice of civil society, and brought the issue to the top of the 
political agenda. 

• President Yushchenko, who has pledged to deal effectively with the problem. The 
President has directed several ministries and agencies to develop a National Anti
Corruption Strategy and to formulate a new interagency Anti-Corruption 
Commission. 

• A range of anti-corruption reform activities in the State Customs Service, the 
State Tax Administration, and the Civil Service - departments typically identified 
as the most corrupted institutions in government. 

• Important legislation that appears to be on the verge of approval and adoption by 
the Rada to reform the judiciary and enhance other anti-corruption laws. 
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• Civil society, business associations and the mass media that were energized by the 
revolution but require additional support to further develop their capacity to 
effectively use their resources and power. 

What needs to be done? 

While USAID/Ukraine has supported major anti-corruption programming in the past, 
increased attention to reinvigorate and expand these initiatives is now essential. The 
proposed strategic direction for future USAID anti-corruption programming includes 
several major themes - (a) establishing the legal, institutional and economic conditions 
within which anti-corruption programs will thrive, (b) promoting capacity building within 
key government institutions, the civil service, and the judiciary if they demonstrate a 
serious political commitment to change, (c) strengthening civil society and business to 
advocate for change and oversee government including activities at local levels and 
transparency initiatives, and (d) mainstreaming anti-corruption programs so that the 
problem is attacked at many levels, but concentrating efforts in major sectors and 
promoting high level diplomatic dialogue and multi-donor coordination. 

Promote 
professional 
bureaucracy 

Promote 
independent 

judiciary 

Support 
economic 

competition 

Promote high
level diplomatic 

dialogue 

Implement 
transparency 

initiatives 

Based on these strategic directions, the report recommends priority programs in various 
sectors and functional domains, as well as in several cross-sectoral areas, to fight and 
control corruption in Ukraine. These recommended programs are described more fully 
later in this report. 

Cross-Sectoral and Prerequisite Conditions. Many activities need to be conducted that 
will establish the basic foundation upon which continued anti-corruption programs across 
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all sectors can be launched. These include: supporting the design and execution of a 
national and coordinated anti-corruption strategy, supporting the passage of missing anti
corruption legislation and the establishment and strengthening of anti-corruption 
institutions in government, and improvements in public procurement procedures and 
institutions. In addition, the demand-side of fighting corruption needs to be enhanced: 
advocacy skill of citizen, business and media groups must be strengthened, citizen 
oversight/watchdog groups must be formed, and civic education programs related to 
corruption must be supported. To facilitate these activities and encourage the inclusion of 
anti-corruption elements into existing programs, an anti-corruption mainstreaming 
workshop should be conducted for USAID program officers, as well as implementing 
partners. 

Judicial Sector. Key activities must be supported to reform the judicial selection process 
and bring it into line with modem meritocracies. In addition, reforms in court 
administration and procedures need to be promoted to increase transparency. 

Health Sector. Major remedies need to be promoted to make the procurement of 
pharmaceuticals more transparent and accountable. In addition, it is critical to develop 
tracking systems to monitor and oversee budgetary expenditures to stem leakages. 
Overall, organizational, management and institutional reforms are needed to improve the 
efficiency and effoctiveness of healthcare delivery and reduce mismanagement which can 
encourage corrupt practices. 

Education Sector. It is important to support CSO budget oversight initiatives to put 
external pressure on the educational system to be accountable for its use of public funds 
and to encourage greater transparency. Continued expansion of standardized testing 
procedures for higher school entrance exams is merited. 

Public Finance. Support should be given to ensure effective implementation of new 
procurement laws and ongoing tax reform initiatives. In addition, the accounting 
chamber and the Chief Control and Auditing Administration should be strengthened, 
especially in the enforcement of their findings and recommendations. Finally, budget and 
expenditure oversight- internally and externally - should be promoted. 

Private Sector. The business community needs to be mobilized to advocate for conflict of 
interest and transparency laws, and to support regulations that promote the business 
environment and eliminate administrative barriers. Expanded support should be given to 
private sector associations to conduct continuous monitoring of the implementation of 
business laws and regulations. 

Parliament. Continued pressure and support needs to be applied to the Rada to promote 
adoption of an adequate anti-corruption legal framework. MPs need to be made more 
accountable to their constituents and various monitoring and transparency programs can 
be supported. Legislator skills training and resources need to be provided to improve 
legislative drafting, coalition building and negotiation/compromise skills. 
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Political Parties. Programs are needed to build more transparency into party financing. 

Subnational Government. Local government institutions need to be strengthened so that 
they can deliver services in a transparent and accountable fashion. CSO advocacy and 
watchdog capacity building at the subnational level is also a major requirement to control 
corrupt tendencies. 

Where to Start 

Logically, it is important to begin a comprehensive anti-corruption program by ensuring 
an adequate foundation - an acceptable legal and institutional framework that is sensitive 
to corruption issues on which other refonns can be built. Such activities should 
certainly be started immediately. However, it must be understood that these prerequisites 
often take time to establish and they should be considered as medium- to long-tenn 
efforts. At the same time, it is essential not to wait until these fundamentals are in place 
to begin other initiatives that could yield early and visible successes. In this regard, 
strengthening demand-side capacity is critical to sustain the pressure on government and 
for the public to believe that progress is being made. As well, an additional early step 
should involve conducting mainstreaming workshops and providing one-on-one technical 
assistance to current USAID implementers to help them incorporate targeted anti
corruption elements quickly into their projects. 

Suggested Starting Points for a USAID/Ukraine Anti-Corruption Program 

1. Mainstream anti-corruption goals in ongoing USA.ID projects 

2. Establish the Prerequisites 
- Promote passage of key corruption-related legislation in the Rada 
- Promote better implementation of current corruption-related laws 
- Support design and implementation of a comprehensive national anti-

corruption strategy 
- Begin activities to reform the judiciary 

3. Support Demand-Side Capacity Building 
- Establish civil society monitoring and watchdog groups in key areas, such 

as budgeting, procurement, the courts, and the legislature 
- Establish constructive civil society-government dialogues 
- Support a network of Citizen Advocate Offices that provide citizen victims of 

corruption with legal services to act on grievances 

4. Target a Key Government Sector 
- Select a major public service delivery sector, such as health, and initiate a 

comprehensive anti-corruption program there, to serve as a model for other 
future efforts 
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1. Introduction 

The Orange Revolution and the election campaign leading up to it clearly highlighted the 
new leadership's· interest in dealing with the longstanding problem of corruption in 
Ukraine. The rhetoric of the revolution raised expectations and provided an outlet for 
massive citizen frustration concerning official abuse and weak rule of law. The 
installation of the Yushchenko government elevated the hopes of many, both 
domestically and internationally, that the traditional systems of Ukrainian corruption 
would be drastically changed, quickly and decisively. However, a year later, only a little 
has been accomplished and in a disorganized and not so visible fashion -- to actualize 
the anti-corruption promises of the campaign, and public disappointment and cynicism 
have grown. 

In this report, we analyze the status of Ukraine's policy and legal framework to fight 
corruption, constituencies for and against reform, and several of the principal government 
sectors, functions and institutions that Ukrainians and country specialists believe to be 
highly vulnerable to. corruption, but open to reform. These include the judicial, health, 
education, and private sectors; public finance functions; and Parliament, political parties 
and subnational governmental institutions. We offer recommendations and programmatic 
options in each of these areas to foster transparency, accountability and integrity reforms. 

The most important findings of this study touch upon larger questions than the "who, 
what, where and how" of corrupt behavior in any given sector. The why of corruption is 
a far more critical question and the answer has to do with the evolving nature of 
democracy in Ukraine. Full democracy is still emerging in Ukraine and the problems that 
undermine democracy are in large part the same ones that facilitate corruption-lack of 
transparency, the reduced importance of serving the public in the political calculus of 
leaders, impunity, and minimal checks and balances on government officials. 

The proposed program options presented later in this report have as much to do with 
improving the quality of Ukraine's democracy as with new prevention or control regimes 
targeted at corruption weaknesses. It is important to recognize, in this regard, that the 
fight against corruption in Ukraine will not occur overnight - as the Orange Revolution 
promised - but will take time and considerable effort. Thus, one of this study's most 
central recommendations . involves the need to strengthen indigenous organizations and 
institutions that can serve to balance the power of the executive in Ukraine, producing 
greater oversight and improved accountability. These organizations and institutions 
include Parliament, the judiciary, civil society groups, the mass media, and private sector 
groups. 

The question of true and demonstrated political will must be addressed as well. An 
axiom of corruption studies is that real change rarely happens in the absence of 
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committed and motivated political leadership. Without a sincere and demonstrated 
commitment from the very highest levels of government in Ukraine, current corruption 
trends are likely to persist. Serious and coordinated pressure for change from the 
diplomatic and donor communities can help; their leverage, in conjunction with 
indigenous demands for change, can be a critical voice determining the path for change. 

Structure of this Report 

The objectives of this assessment are twofold. First, this report provides a broad analysis 
of the state of corruption in Ukraine - taking into account the political-economic context 
that facilitates or inhibits com1ption, the legal/regulatory/oversight framework that can 
control corrupt tendencies, the constituencies for and against reform, ongoing anti
corruption programs, and entry points for appropriate anti-corruption initiatives. In 
accordance with the new USAID Anticorruption Strategy, 2 this assessment examines 
multiple levels of corruption (petty, grand and state capture) and the key sectors and 
functions where corruption has impaired governance capacity and the achievement of 
development objectives. 

Second, the assessment reaches certain conclusions and provides particular guidance to 
the USAID mission in Ukraine concerning programmatic options it might consider to 
deal with corruption vulnerabilities. The report offers suggested programs, sector-by
sector and function-by-function, that the mission can use to design its anti-corruption 
strategy and promote targeted anti-corruption activities in its existing programs as well as 
new initiatives. Cross-cutting recommendations that apply to several sectors are 
intentionally included in each relevant section of the report so that the sectoral 
discussions are complete unto themselves. 

This assessment was conducted using a new Corruption Assessment Methodology which 
has been developed by Management Systems International for USAID/DCHA. 3 The 
methodology is organized to minimize time and effort and to help the assessment team 
hone in on the real problems, whose solution are likely to make a difference. It starts by 
integrating existing studies, surveys and analyses about corruption in the country and 
drawing upon local experts to help pinpoint areas of greatest vulnerability to corruption. 
A corruption syndrome analysis follows that helps to frame the broad nature of the 
problem in the country by characterizing its particular proclivities to corruption. 
Together, these analyses help delimit the sectors and government .functions that are most 
vulnerable to corruption, but that have the greatest opportunities for reform and are of the 
greatest interest to major domestic and international stakeholders. These areas are then 
diagnosed in depth and detailed recommendations are identified and formulated into an 
overall plan. 

2 Adopted in 2005, the USA!D Anti-Corruption Strategy addresses four broad actions: (I) confront the 
dual challenges of grand and administrative corruption, (2) deploy Agency resources to fight corruption in 
strategic ways, (3) incorporate anti-corruption goals and activities across Agency work, and (4) build the 
Agency's anti-com1ption knowledge. 
3 Management Systems International (2006) Handbook jor Conducting a Corruption Assessment. 
Washington, DC: MS!. 
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This study was conducted by a small assessment team composed of USAID/Washington 
and Management Systems International staff between November 2-18, 2005 during 
which they held meetings with governmental and nongovernmental stakeholders, 
gathered data, reviewed documents, and analyzed the results. The MSI team consisted of 
Drs. Bertram Spector, Svetlana Winbourne, Vladimir Dubrovskiy and Svetlana Gomaya; 
the USAID team consisted of Jerry O'Brien and Dr. Eric Rudenshiold. 

This team would like to extend its thanks to the USAID/Ukraine cross-sectoral team that 
was established to advise our efforts and especially to Kathryn Stevens and Irina 
Bogomolova of the DO Office and Katherine Kuo, the USAID Desk Officer for Ukraine, 
Moldova and Belarus, for facilitating our access to people and information. We are 
grateful to all those who granted us their time and thoughts on these sensitive issues -
from the community ofUSAID implementing partners, international donor organizations, 
government officials, and local NGOs, institutes, businesses and journalists. 

The content and conclusions of this report are the authors and do not necessarily reflect 
the policies or opinions of the United States Agency for International Development 
(USAID). 

2. Overview of Corruption in Ukraine 

The Orange Revolution signaled the beginning of a new transformation in Ukrainian 
social, economic and political life. During this transfonnation process, many 
transparency, accountability and integrity issues have emerged as laws, rules, institutions, 
procedures and incentives change and Ukrainians at all levels - in and out of government 
- seek to develop truly democratic governance, a fair market economy, and equitable 
delivery of essential public services. During such times of major upheaval and change, 
corruption can be both tolerated and nurtured - to get necessary things accomplished in 
the short run under uncertain conditions. However, the distortions generated by 
corruption to the social, economic and political fabric of Ukraine need to be counteracted 
quickly to avert permanent damage and a deceleration of development objectives. 
Certainly, the pronouncements of the Yushchenko government to fight corruption and its 
pledge to work toward European Union accession are positive signals that need to be 
translated into implementable programs that yield visible results. 

Much of the corruption that is discussed in this report deals with institutional and 
procedural weaknesses that contribute to pervasive corruption at the administrative 
level-the near-daily bribes required by citizens and businesspeople to obtain 
government services, permits, licenses, etc. However, grand corruption and state capture 

where elites use their wealth to seek power or vice versa -- are also pervasive features 
of abuse of public office in Ukraine where accountability is weak and transparency in 
government operations is uneven. Without significant changes in the incentives faced by 
these elites and a significant strengthening in the capacity of civil society and the 
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business community to effectively demand accountability from public officials, little is 
likely to change in this corruption environment. 

Ukraine's Corruption Syndrome 

A country's political-economic dynamics strongly influence the degree and nature of 
corruption in that country. The way corruption manifests itself differs from country to 
country depending upon the ways that people seek and use wealth and power, the 
strengths or weaknesses of the state, and political and social institutions that sustain and 
restrain these processes. Differences in these factors give rise to several major syndromes 
of corruption.4 On the basis of Ukrainian expert evaluations that were supported by 
interviews with additional specialists in Ukraine, our analysis characterizes corruption in 
Ukraine as fitting into the Elite Cartels syndrome (described in the text box below). The 
implications of being in this syndrome play out later in this report in terms of the kinds of 
programmatic options likely to be effective in reducing com1ption in Ukraine. 

In Elite Cartel countries such as Ukraine, top political and business figures collude 
behind a fas:ade of political competition and colonize both the state apparatus and 
sections of the economy. From the early 1990s, powerful officials in government and 
politics acquired and privatized key economic resources of the state. As well, shadowy 
businesses, allegedly close to organized crime, became powerful economic forces in 
several regions of the country. 5 Over the course of the past decade, these business 
groupings - or clans - as they became called, grew into major financial-industrial 
structures that used their very close links with and influence over government, political 
parties, the mass media and the state bureaucracy to enlarge and fortify their control over 
the economy and sources of wealth. They used ownership ties, special privileges, 
relations with government and direct influence over the courts and law enforcement and 
regulatory organizations to circumvent weaknesses in governmental institutions. Their 
tactics and their results can be viewed as a clear exercise of stale and regulatory capture; 

A recent report by the World Bank6 refers to this clan-based Elite Cartel syndrome in 
Ukraine as a "closed insider economy" that can be an obstacle to future sustainable 
economic growth and integration into the EU and world economy. It hinders fair 
competition, encourages under-the-table deals and collusion between state officials and 
business, promotes rent-seeking behaviors, discourages foreign investment, and decreases 
adaptability over time. 

4 Michael Johnston, Syndromes of Corruption: Wealth, Power, and Democracy (New York: Cambridge 
University Pross, 2005) 
~ Roman Kupchinsky, "Analysis: The Clan from Donetsk," RFE/RL Poland, Belarus and Ukraine Report 
~January 12, 2003) ~/ Artl~.MUQ304.sh.!J]J.l 

World Bank, Ukraine: Building Foundations for Sustainable Growth, A Country Economic 
Memorandum: Volume 1 (August 2004). 
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Elite Cartels Corruption Syndrome Defined 
Elite Cartels are extended networks linking diverse elites who share a strong stake in the 
status quo and in resisting political and economic competitors. Such competition, in most 
cases, is intensifying at least gradually. Elites in the cartel may include politicians, party 
leaders, bureaucrats, media owners, military officers and business people-in both private 
and, often, parastatal sectors-in various combinations. Corruption wm be moderate to 
extensive, but tightly controlled from above, with the spoils shared among {and binding 
together) members of the elite network. Leaders of nominally competing political parties may 
share corrupt benefits and power among themselves, again as a way of minimizing 
competition. Elite cartel systems are often marked by ineffective legislatures, extensive state 
power in the economy, politicization of development policy and banking, and a process of 
mutual "colonization" among business, political parties, and the bureaucracy. 

Elite cartel corruption underwrites a kind of de facto political stability and policy predictability, 
partially compensating for moderately weak official institutions; as a result, international 
investors may find the situation tolerable or even attractive. Elite Cartels may be an 
attractive alternative to more disruptive kinds of corruption in the short to middle term, but it 
delays democratization and/or the growth of genuine political competition, while the shared 
interests of interlinked elites may make for inflexible policy and reduced adaptation over the 
longer term. Elite cartel corruption often features large and complex corrupt deals, frequently 
marked more by collusion than outright theft or violence, orchestrated from above, and 
closed to outsider elites. 

-- Michael Johnston, Syndromes of Corruption: Wealth, Power. and Democracy (New York: 
cambridge University Press, 2005) 

In more recent years, several Ukrainian clans have grown and subdivided, increasing the 
number of clans that compete with one another for wealth and power, and establishing 
what appears to the Western eye as an inc-ipient competitive market economy. 
Sometimes, for convenience, these clans coalesce on political issues. 

After the Orange Revolution, the network of "bosses" within the government bureaucracy 
that could "make things happen" for the clans was partially destroyed by Prime Minister 
Tymoshenko, resulting in instability and uncertainty and a slowdown for major 
businesses. It lies in the hands of the Yushchenko government to take hold of this current 
opportunity to create new administrative procedures and institutions that are based on fair 
and equitable rules and a professional, meritocratic and disciplined bureaucracy. Ukraine 
appears to be at a crossroads -- from a clan-based Elite Cartel system to a more Western 
market economy based on transparency, the rule of law and fair competition. and patterns 
of good governance. 

To move Elite Cartel countries, such as Ukraine, away from corruptive clan practices, 
state, political, and social institutions need to be strengthened, and existing trends toward 
increasingly open political and market competition must continue on a gradual path. The 
behind-the-scenes collusion, favoritism, and the colonization of bureaucracies and 
economic sectors that mark Elite Cartel corruption suggest that the "consensus package" 
of liberalization, improved public management, and enhanced transparency may be 
productive, as long as change is accompanied by institution-building in the state, 
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political, economic and social realms. The Yushchenko government professes these to be 
their goals. If directed action follows the words of this government, the political
economic habits of Elite Cartel societies may change quickly in Ukraine. Otherwise, it 
may take a series of genuinely competitive elections, and of alternations of power, to 
reduce their corruptive impact. But if citizens can reward effective government and 
punish the most corrupt over time as evidenced by the thousands that staged 
demonstrations in Independence Square in 2004 - strong disincentives to collusion will 
have been created. 

Factors that Contribute to the Spread of Corruption 

What are the particular factors that facilitate the spread of corruption throughout a wide 
range of sectors and government functions in Ukraine? Many of the legal and 
institutional preconditions for dealing effectively with the problem of corruption have yet 
to be put in place. A year into the revolution, the existence of demonstrated political will 
among the new leadership to control corruption is still questionable and the government's 
capacity to actually manage such a considerable adjustment to Ukraine's widespread and 
pervasive corruption - even in the presence of strong rhetorical political will -- is 
debatable. Ukraine's major anti-corruption deficiencies include the following: 

• Inadequate Legal Framework. The legal fran1ework as it relates to corruption, 
transparency, accountability and integrity requires major revisions, amendments 
and additions. According to some counts, more than 28 laws need to modified 
and/or adopted anew. Drafts of many of these legal changes have been on hold in 
the Parliament for years. Public discussion on these needed reforms has been 
uneven. 

• Selective Enforcement of Law. Enforcement of existing laws and regulations is 
selective, subject to political and business influence and corrupt practices. 
Excessive discretion is exercised by public and elected officials at all levels. 

• Excessive Regulation of the Economy. There is excessive regulation by the state 
of the economic sphere which yields many opportunities for corrupt behavior. 

• Excessive Executive Control. The executive branch exercises control and 
influence over the judicial branch, reducing its independence and its capacity to 
provide equal and fair justice to all citizens. The legislative branch conducts 
minimal oversight of executive power. 

• Business-Government Ties. There are strong ties between the political and 
economic elite in Ukraine. Many political leaders have extensive business 
interests. And business leaders seek to enhance their wealth through their close 
connections with the state. Despite the goals of the Orange Revolution, vested 
interests both political and economic - do not want to see these relationships 
fade. 
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• Manipulation of the Bureaucracy. The activities of the civil service are subject 
to political manipulation. This situation is fostered by clan influence in hiring, low 
salaries, and the minimally adequate candidates for bureaucratic positions due to 
low salaries. The absence of a strong ethic of professionalism and enforced 
performance standards within the bureaucracy, along with unclear regulations and 
poor procedures, create opportunities for excessive discretion and abuses of 
office. 

• Low Capacity in Civil Society. Civil society organizations are numerous, but 
lacking in the capacity and experience to. oversee government operations 
effectively or in exercising firm pressure on government to reform itself. 

• Weak Accountability Mechanisms. The government has few effective 
accountability mechanisms and external guarantors of accountability are very few. 
Internal and external audits and inspections are not conducted frequently enough 
and are insufficiently funded, and if abuses are identified, there is minimal follow 
up authority within the judicial or administrative systems. Supervision and 
management within the civil service is generally ineffective. Citizen watchdog 
groups that monitor and oversee government departments and their use of the 
public budget rarely exist. Investigative journalists, often natural watchdogs of 
government operations, have not been a major force for transparency and 
accountability. 

• Uneven Transparency. Transparency in government decisions and activities is 
uneven. Public accessibility exists to some information, but not all. Even where 
there is public access, citizen awareness is low and the ability to use the 
information effectively is inadequate for advocacy activities. 

• Resistance to Decentralization. Government operations and decisions in Ukraine 
are highly centralized, which helps to maintain collusive practices among political 
and economic elite. The movement toward devolving power and resources to 
regional and local levels, a goal of the current administration and a possible tool 
in breaking corruptive networks, has already been derailed, at least temporarily. 

• Impunity for Corrupt Behavior. Abuse of power, rent-seeking behaviors, and 
other corruption actions are viewed as low risk events for public officials. 
Management and supervision, internal and external audits, and checks and 
balances are relatively weak in most sectors and functions of government. As a 
result, public officials believe that they can engage in corrupt activity with 
impunity. Moreover, the public has high tolerance for corrupt practices. 

Even in this kind of environment, if political will existed at the top levels, some positive 
actions could be taken by executive decree at a minimum. However, many of the 
presidential decrees that have been put forth have primarily been rhetorical platforms and 
have not yielded real change. Moreover, recent Presidential directives to several 
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ministries and top level agencies have led to a confusing situation where there are 
multiple uncoordinated draft national anti-comiption strategies and proposed 
organizational structures to manage a yet-to-be-approved anti-corruption program. 

Factors that Reduce the Spread of Corruption 

Despite this discouraging picture, the team 'identified many factors in Ukraine that have 
the potential to inhibit corrupt behaviors and facilitate the promotion of good governance, 
assuming the necessary commitment on the part ofleaders. 

• The New Government. The Orange Revolution mobilized popular frustration 
about corruption and President Yushchenko has pledged to deal effectively with 
the problem. The recent sacking of the Cabinet, primarily over corruption 
problems, may be an indication of political will to follow up on these words. The 
President has also directed several ministries and agencies to develop a National 
Anti-Corruption Strategy and to formulate a new Anti-Corruption Commission. 

• Preventive Measures Taken. A recent memorandum issued by the Presidential 
Secretariat outlines successful actions taken over the past year to deal with the 
problem of corruption. 7 They include: 

Reforms in the State Customs Service have resulted in large increases in 
revenues collected. 

- The State Tax Administration has conducted a large number of workshops 
for its officers on corruption issues. 
The Central Department of the Civil Service has increased its activities to 
enhance the legal literacy of public officials. 
There is more stringent adherence to recruitment procedures for applicants 
into the civil service. 
Enhancements to the legal framework related to corruption issues have 
progressed, with several new draft laws under consideration. 
There is an increasing trend in corruption cases submitted to and 
considered by the courts during 2004. 

Corruption Indicators 

These trends in corruption have been captured in several aggregate indicators measured 
by the World Bank and other organizations. 

Aggregate Indicators 

The state of corruption in Ukraine can be seen in broad perspective by reviewing 
aggregate governance indicators. 

7 Presidential Secretariat, General Tnfonnation on Measures on Combating Corruption in Ukraine in 2005. 
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Transparency International issues an annual aggregate index for corruption in 159 
countries. This index is based on a composite of survey results on the perception of 
corruption by experts and businesspeople. As portrayed in Exhibit 1, Ukraine's score has 
fluctuated over the past six years, but has remained consistently in the category of 
countries that are scoring worst on corruption (10 is least corrupt and O is most corrupt). 

Exhibit 1. Transpare ncy I I' C nternatlona s orruption p 'on Index for Ukraine erceptI 
Year Corruption 

Perception Index 
2000 1.5 
2001 2.2 
2002 2.4 
2003 2.3 
2004 2.2 
2005 2.6 

The World Bank Institute regularly monitors key governance indicators over time for 
many countries. 8 These governance indicators are one way of assessing change in 
corruption levels over time and comparing levels with other countries. One of the World 
Bank indicators is "Control of Corruption," - which measures the extent of corruption in 
a country, defined as the perceived exercise of public power for private gain. 

The Exhibit 2 identifies Ukraine's results on the corruption indicator (a) between 1996 
and 2004 and (b) in comparison with the average of lower middle income countries in 
2004. (The ratings are indicated as percentages; the lower the percentage, the worse off 
the country on that indicator.) ,---------------------, 

Exhibit 2. World Bank Institute 
Corruption Indicator: Ukraine 

40.0% 

30.0% 

20.0% 

10.0% 

0.0% 
Ukraine Ukraine Lower 
2004 1996 Middle 

Income 
Countries 

2004 

Source: D. Kaufmann, A. Kraay, and M. Mastruzzi, Governance Matters JV: Governance Indicators.for 
1996-2004 (~~1), 2005. 

8 D. Kaufmann, A. Kraay, and M. Mastruzzi, Governance Matters JV: Governance Indicators for J 996-
2004 (1~w.~m:W!2.ank.orglwhil.ggy~manqe/pubs/govmatters4,ht1nl), 2005. 
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Ukraine's trend of backsliding on corruption during the Kuchma administration is starkly 
portrayed. From a 26. 7 percent corruption index in 1996, Ukraine measured 18. 7 percent 
in 2004, indicating a substantial increase in corruption. Comparing Ukrainian corruption 
levels with the average of the world's lower middle income countries in 2004, Ukraine 
scores worse on the corruption indicator - 18.7 percent •· in comparison to the other 
country average of 38.6 percent. Overall, these findings suggest a definite negative trend 
toward more embedded corruption in Ukraine. 

While more recent measurement to account for the Yushchenko presidency has yet to be 
released, improvement in these scores is not likely to be evident in the near term. A 
public opinion survey conducted by the Razumkov Center between November 3-13, 2005 
indicated that only 12.4 percent of voters backed Yushchenko's Our Ukraine Party for 
upcoming parliamentary elections (in March 2006), lagging behind Yanukovych's 
Regions Party (17.4 percent support) and Tymoshenko's bloc (12.8 percent support).9 

Respondents indicated that public sector corruption is still rife, while the economy is 
faltering. In another survey by the same organizatio~ 10 34.3 percent of respondents 
indicated disappointment with the lack of visible success in fighting corruption, while 
only 4.6 percent admitted a decrease in corruption as a visible achievement of the new 
government 

Public Perceptions of Corruption 

Another approach to understanding the state of corruption in Ukraine is to review public 
opinion surveys on the subject. While public perceptions of corruption do not always tell 
an accurate story about the nature and spread of corruption in a country, they do provide 
useful insights on the "culture of corruption" by which citizens interact with their 
governments and how that culture changes over time. According to a survey taken in 
2003 under the Partnership for a Transparent Society Program, 75 percent of respondents 
believed corruption to be very widespread in the central government, while 62 percent 
indicated they had actual personal encounters with corrupt officials over the previous five 
years. 11 The most corrupted institutions identified were health care (33 percent), small 
and medium sized businesses (19 percent), municipal services (15 percent), educational 
institutions (15 percent), and land privatization offices (13 percent). Forty-three percent 
of respondents indicated that bribery, by far the most common form of corruption 
identified by the respondents, was initiated by government officials, but 29 percent of 
respondents indicated that citizens also often initiate the transaction. Almost half of the 
respondents (49 percent) said that they have very low confidence in the government and 
41 percent believed that it would be impossible to eradicate corruption in Ukraine. The 
basic direction of these survey findings are confirmed by other, more recent, polling 

9 Daryna Krasnoslutska, Yushchenko's Party May Lose Ukraine Election as Economy Slows (November 
28, 2005) http://www.bloomberg.com/apps!news?pid~ J 00000SS&sid=a.pv AFQelR.g&refeFeurope 
10 Razumkov Center, http://www.zerkalo-nedeli.com/ie/showl573/5l852 
ll Image Control Research Center, Ukrainian Citizen's Attitudes towards Corruption and Transparency in 
Society (Kyiv: PTS, 2003) 

FINAL REPORT 10 



21432

1164 

results. 12 While these results are pre-Yushchenko, focus group discussions conducted by 
the assessment team suggest that popular perceptions now are at similar levels, if not 
worse. In fact, an IFES survey conducted in November 2005 found that only 21 percent 
of respondents believed that there was some improvement in the government's fight 
against corruption. Forty percent believed there was no change and 29 percent believed 
that there was a decline in government's commitment. 13 

3. Policy and Legal Framework to Fight Corruption 

Fighting corruption was highlighted among the top three objectives of the current 
administration in the governmental program, Towards the People. 14 However, after 
almost a year in office, no significant, consistent and visible actions have been 
accomplished. The legal framework remains incomplete, in particular in the corruption 
prevention area, though some laws and amendments have been drafted. Implementation 
of law remains a critical problem. There is no governmental institution empowered to 
lead anti-corruption efforts in the cmmtry. National policy and priorities are not defined. 
Rhetoric about fighting corruption on the highest level is not translated in a clear message 
and in deeds. Several agencies are drafting different versions of a national anti-corruption 
strategy with limited coordination. Few agencies have developed or are implementing 
internal anti-corruption programs. On the other hand, the government has signed or 
ratified several international conventions, committing itself to join the Coun.cil of Europe 
Group of States Against Corruption {GRECO) and implement its recommendations, and 
reactivating its cooperation under the OECD-sponsored Anti-Corruption Network for 
Transition Economies (ACN). 

The Status of National Anti-Corruption Policy 

Until the end of 2005, the Concept on Fighting Corruption for 1998-2005 served as the 
principal policy document directing national efforts in fighting corruption. The Concept 
outlines major strategic directions, but did not provide benchmarks and specific terms. 
Year after year since 1997, the government drafted Plans of Action to Fight Organized 
Crime and Corruption and year after year, Parliamentary hearings on their 
implementation were concluding unsatisfactorily. Typically Soviet-style in their format 
and evaluation procedures, these Plans proved to be ineffective and often harmful. Since 
its adoption, the Concept has never been revised to align it with changing situations or 
international guidance. There have been a number of Presidential Decrees, Cabinet of 
Ministers Ordinances, and legislation issued over the past ten years to patch gaps in the 
deficient institutional and legal framework. The Presidential Coordinating Committee on 

12 Institute of Applied Humanitarian Studies, Comiption in Ukraine: An analysis of its nature and causes 
(CIDA, 2004). 
13 IFES, Preliminary Findings: IFES November 2005 Survey in Ukraine. 
http://www.ifes.org/publication/cbbe l bfld5fcafe778b3785f3642b8d9/lJkraine _Public_ Opinion_ Key _Findi 
ngs_2005.pdf 
14 http://www.kmu.gov.ua/control/en/pub lish/article?art _id= 159985 59&cat_id= 15998458 
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Combating Corruption and Organized Crime, an institution that was supposed to assume 
responsibility for coordinating and monitoring implementation of the national policy, was 
not effective either. 

Failure to achieve meaningful results in implementing the Concept or the annual plans 
can be explained: the government never spelled out clear objectives, did not establish 
benchmarks, never revisited its policy, did not identify result indicators, and did not 
establish a credible monitoring system. According to the Ministry of Justice, the Plan of 
Anti-Corruption Actions for 2004 approved by Cabinet of Ministers Decree 383 of 17 
June 2004 (the Decree is not a public document) produced a review of the national legal 
framework and developed a concept for a corruption monitoring system. Since 
documents describing the results of these efforts are not publicly available, it is 
impossible to determine their effectiveness or utility for the future. 

A recent Decree of President Yushchenko, On urgent measures to deshadow the economy 
and counteract corruption (No 1615/2005), was the first policy document by the new 
Administration calling for strengthened measures in several corruption areas: defining 
corruption and the subjects of corruption, public monitoring of corruption, conflicts of 
interest and financial disclosure, separation of business and public duties, securing 
privatization, and defining political appointees versus civil servants, among other items. 
While the Decree touched upon a number of important issues, the measures appear rather 
random and disconnected. Some of the measures are being developed already in the form 
of draft laws or amendments, and the decree can be viewed as a demonstration of the 
President's commitment to address the corruption problem. 

At the current time, there are at least three new draft national anti-corruption strategies 
and concepts that employ a cross-sectoral approach developed by three separate agencies: 
the Parliamentary Committee against Organi:,..ed Crime and Corruption (CAOCC), the 
State Security Service (SBU), and the Ministry of Justice (MOJ). Although the 
government seems to be aware of these dispersed efforts, little has been done to reconcile 
and consolidate these drafts into one document, though each party appeared to be in favor 
of joining forces and were ready to start a dialogue. Recently, with assistance from 
USAID/Kyiv and the US Embassy, these parties agreed that the National Security and 
Defense Council will serve as the coordinator of anti-corruption reforms within the GOU. 

Recommendations 

The Government needs to define its priorities for preventing and fighting corruption and 
to formulate them in a systematic single national strategy (or program) supplemented 
with plans of action. In view of Ukraine's intention toward joining the European Union, 
the priorities should be harmonized with EU standards. Adopting and implementing 
GRECO principles, EU Conventions, and other EU legal instruments should be mqjor 
benchmarks in the strategy. OECD's ACN recommendations and the UN Convention can 
serve as additional sources to help define the strategy. 
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The Strategy should establish benchmarks and milestones. Indicators of results and a 
system of monitoring and evaluation should be developed. This is very important to 
assess progress. The Strategy should be a dynamic document and subject to review on an 
annual basis along with the action plans. 

The Strategy should have short- and long-term priorities. The short-term priorities should 
be highly visible and have an impact on the broad public and its most insecure sectors. 
Activities and results should be broadly publicized. 

New opportunities for Ukraine came about in November 2005 when the Millennium 
Challenge Corporation approved Ukraine for participation in the Threshold Country 
Program, making it eligible for intensive technical support in implementing anti
corruption efforts. Some of this assistance can be focused on designing, gaining 
consensus for and implementing a national anti-corruption strategy. 

The Status of Anti-Corruption Enforcement Legislation 

Ukraine's anti-corruption legislation remains incomplete and inconsistent. The principal 
legal enforcement documents that directly address corruption are the Law of Ukraine on 
Fighting Corruption and the Criminal Code (Part 17, in particular). The Law of Ukraine 
on Fighting Corruption was passed in 1995 and went through nine insignificant 
amendments since then. Most experts and practitioners agree that this law needs further 
modification or replacement with a new law to harmonize it with today's international 
legal standards and requirements. 

There are several recent draft amendments in the Rada. The latest one was submitted on 
15 April 2004 by the Parliamentary Committee on Fighting against Organized Crime and 
Corruption to extend applicability of the law to high level officials in the executive 
branch, including the Prime Minister, Vice Prime Ministers, and Ministers. This draft is 
currently being prepared for its second reading. On 14 July 2004, a draft Law on the 
Basis for Preventing and Fighting Corruption (I1po 3acar1n 3ano6iraJIIDI Ta rrporn,r(ii' 
Kopy~ii) was submitted to the Parliament (registration number 5776). The Main 
Scientific-Expert Department (fononHe HayKOBo-eKcnepTHe ynpannimrn) reviewed the 
draft and recommended some changes prior to submitting it to the first reading. This draft 
law is supposed to replace the current Law of Ukraine on Fighting Corruption. Although 
it is not clear if it is still under consideration, the government has referred to it at several 
recent international forums and in official reports and statements. There are several other 
draft laws at different stages of development. 

Implementation of this anti-corruption enforcement legislation is generally problematic. 
Until recently, it has been used against low-level public officials and bureaucrats for 
small and often questionable offenses; higher level officials generally are untouched. 
Sometimes the law is used as political retribution or as an instrument of suppression. 
After the Yushchenko administration came to power, many investigations into high 
profile corruption allegations were initiated, but there have been few court hearings to 
date. 
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Recommendations 

Rapid adoption and implementation of new law enforcement legislation can be a useful 
addition to the government's overall anti-corruption program. 

Donor pressure can be placed on the administration to bring some high profile cases to 
court. While "frying big fish" is not effective as a sustainable anti-corruption program by 
itself, it can be a useful and draniatic demonstration of the Yushchenko government's 
determination to crack down on high level abuse of office. 

The Status of Corruption Prevention Legislation 

Several pieces of important corruption prevention legislation are currently under 
consideration as described below. 

Conflict of Interest and Code of Conduct. There is no particular law on conflict of 
interest (COI), though COI provisions can be found in the Civil Service Law and the 
Main Rules of Civil Servant Conduct (both are applicable to career civil servants and 
local public officials, but not to officials at the ministerial level), the Ukrainian 
Constitution, the Law on Public Deputies of Ukraine, and some other pieces of 
legislation. These provisions generally interpret conflicts of interest in a very limited 
fashion. They prohibit public officials and civil servants from being involved in any 
business activities or holding any other office and restrict them from supervising or being 
supervised by a family member. There are no policies or procedures for resolving 
conflicts of interest once detected. Rather, current provisions stipulate that these conflicts 
should be dealt with prior to taking public office otherwise the official will be subject to 
the Law of Ukraine on Fighting Corruption or other enforcement laws. 

As for high-level public officials in the executive branch, the only law that regulates them 
is the Constitution. The Law on Public Deputies of Ukraine has a very brief article on 
Deputies' ethics. All existing legislative documents are very sketchy about COI 
provisions and not very practical. A Draft Code of Conduct of Public Officials [Ko,n:e1<c 
.no6poqecHOl IlOBC)llHKII oci6, ynoBHOBff)KeHHX Ha BHKOHaHHll tpyHKUiR ,nep)!(aBH] was 
developed by the Ministry of Justice and is posted on their website for public comments. 
This draft discusses, with some specificity, the conduct of public officials, conflicts of 
interest, employment upon retirement, and other issues. In addition, the Draft Law on 
Administrative Procedures is being developed by the MOJ and is supposed to define the 
administrative procedures and responsibilities of public officials and civil servants 
clearly. 

Public Hiring and Appointments. Hiring is regulated by the Civil Service Law and 
regulations developed by the Main Department of the Civil Service of Ukraine. The 
Department has issued guidance on hiring procedures, but nepotism and favoritism 
remain a common practice to fill open positions. A new Draft Civil Service Law was 
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drafted and discussed with the international community at a June 2005 conference and 
with the public via discussions at the administration's Public Collegia. The principal 
objective of this new law is to bring Ukraine in harmony with EU standards. However, 
the problem lies not so much in the law but in the way it is implemented. 

Assets Disclosure. Several laws require financial disclosure for candidates and holders 
of public office and for civil servants and their immediate families. Only information on 
candidates running for elected office is available to the public. Financial disclosure 
information for public officials and civil servants is not publicly available due to privacy 
and personal safety restrictions. However, there is much skepticism about how these 
requirements are implemented in practice and how they can be used to control corruption. 

Access to Information. There are several laws, presidential decrees and other legislative 
acts that regulate information availability to the public, among them: the Law on 
Information, the Law on Providing Infonnation about the Government to the Media, the 
Law on Television and Radio, the Law on the Press, the Presidential Decree on Further 
Measures to Ensure Openness in Government, the Cabinet of Ministers Order On 
Measures to Develop a System of "Electronic Government", etc. Although all of these 
pieces of legislation discuss different aspects of how information is provided to the 
public, implementation of these laws by different governmental institutions is very 
uneven and the level of detail and the format in which information is provided are 
generally not adequate for meaningful use by citizens or organizations. 

For example, the annual budget that is published on the government's website is 50 pages 
long and provides information at only the highest levels of generality. Governmental 
institutions, even those that have the most informative websites, publish press releases 
and information on legislation, but do not post reports and analysis of their performance. 
Studies conducted by several NGOs on governmental transparency at the central and 
local levels have revealed frequent abuses of citizen rights related to information access. 
On the other hand, civil society rarely demands better and more detailed information. 

Citizen Complaint Mechanisms and Whistleblower Protection. There is a law that 
regulates citizen inquiries and complaints submission and handling procedures by 
governmental agencies. Every governmental institution is obligated to have mechanisms 
to collect and respond to citizen complaints. In addition, almost every governmental 
agency recently has introduced telephone and web-based hotlines. But most studies of the 
effectiveness of these mechanisms identify the public's general frustration and 
skepticism. To strengthen these options or provide an alternative, Presidential Public 
Reception offices were opened recently in all oblasts and report a mounting number of 
complaints. It is too early to say if this new initiative is helping to improve tl1e 
situation. 15 

On the other side of the coin, there is no particular law that provides protection for public 
officials or civil servants who report on corruption or misconduct in their offices. Some 
general provisions are included in existing laws that ostensibly protect any citizen. For 

15 ABA-CEELI is currently conducting a study of these offices for USAID. 
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example, the Law on Citizen Inquiries prohibits retribution against citizens and their 
family members who submit complaints or criticize any governmental or private 
institution or officials. In the Criminal Code, persons who report paying extorted bribes 
are not liable for the crime if at the time they report it there was no open case against 
them. 

Sunshine Law (laws requiring that meetings of boards or commissions must be open to 
the public) and Citizen Participation. Sunshine laws do not exist in Ukraine. However, 
parliamentary sessions are broadcast on TV in full and there are no particular restrictions 
for civil society groups to attend Parliamentary Committees (if they know when they are 
convened). As for the executive branch, there are no regulations and there is no practice 
to allow citizens to attend its meetings. On the other hand, a recent Presidential Decree 
obligated all governmental institutions at the central and local levers to establish public 
councils or collegiums to involve civil society in policy development and decision 
making processes. A new Draft Law on Openness and Transparency of the Government 
was drafted by the Ministry of Justice and posted on the Ministry website for public 
comment. 

Recommendations 

Technical assistance can be provided to develop meaningful legislation in these areas in 
harmonization with EU and international standards. Support should include not only 
comparative analysis of laws and legal drafting but assistance in implementation of the 
laws once adopted. This could take the form of establishing an Office of Governmental 
Ethics, development of web technology for infonnation access, and expansion of the role 
of the Ombudsman office, for example. 

4. Anti-Corruption Stakeholders in Ukraine 

The enactment of anti-corruption reforms requires active promotion and mobilization by 
multiple constituencies and stakeholders that want to see greater transparency, 
accountability and integrity. Government and nongovemment actors need to be activated. 
The principal institutions and groups that are likely to be involved and may need support 
from donors are described below. Among these actors are the current and future 
champions of Ukraine's anti-corruption programs. 

Governmental Institutions 

Cross-Sectoral Institutions 

Until recently, there was no single institution in the executive branch or any interagency 
institution that was responsible for fighting corruption in a comprehensive cross-sectoral 
fashion in Ukraine. Although the functions of the· former Coordination Committee on 
Combating Corruption and Organized Crime that existed under the Presidential 
Administration since 1993 were transferred to the National Security and Defense Council 
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(NSDC) by one of the very first decrees of the new President in January 2005, NSDC did 
not take any significant step to assume this responsibility. 

According to the Secretary of the NSDC in an official statement on 25 November 2005, 
an Interregional Commission against Corruption is supposed to be established soon to 
coordinate the anti-corruption-related activities of the Security Service of Ukraine, 
Ministry of Internal Affairs, Prosecutor General, and representatives of the court system. 
It is planned that the Commission will also include representatives from the legislature 
and civil society organizations, but it is unclear if it will represent other agencies from all 
branches of government. 

The other institution that may play a very substantial role in anti-corruption efforts is the 
recently established Presidential Commission on Democracy and the Rule of Law chaired 
by the Minister of Justice. The major objective of the Commission is to align Ukrainian 
policy with the Copenhagen criteria toward joining the EU and to implement an EU
Ukraine Action Plan. Under the Action Plan, there are a number of activities that directly 
or indirectly relate to fighting and preventing corruption. 

The recent agreement establishing the NSDC as anti-corruption coordinator within the 
GOU is the starting point for real dialogue among governmental agencies on how an 
interagency anti-corruption institution should be organized, under whose auspices, with 
what membership, and with what responsibility and authority. 

Oversight Institutions 

There are several governmental institutions whose mission it is to oversee the executive 
branch and some of them are directly involved in overseeing corruption abuses. They 
include the following: 

The Parliament has conducted oversight over issues of corruption since 1992 when 
the first Temporary Parliamentary Commission was established. Since 1994, the 
Parliament has a permanent Parliamentary Committee against Organized Crime and 
Corruption. The Committee is very active in promoting anti-corruption policies and 
initiating new legislation. Among other functions, it reviews governmental and other 
annual reports on corruption. Recently, the Committee drafted an Anti-Corruption 
Strategy on its own initiative. According to the Committee head, they wanted to set 
an example and push the executive branch to develop and implement a national anti• 
corruption policy. 

The Ombudsman does not play a significant role in fighting or preventing corruption. 
While it collects thousands of citizen complaints, it does not analyze this infonnation 
to identify problem trends but rather acts on a case-by-case basis and rarely passes 
this information to the offending governmental institutions to bring their attention to 
abuses and violations. The Ombudsman's Annual Report to Parliament primarily 
contains statistics on complaints and complainers but no systematic analysis or 
recommendations for reform. 

FINAL REPORT 17 



21439

1171 

The Accounts Chamber is an independent governmental oversight institution that is 
empowered to conduct performance and financial control and analysis of all 
governmental programs and institutions, as well as review of how legislation is 
implemented. In 2004, the Chamber uncovered the misuse. or ineffective use of 
budget and extra-budget funds totaling over USDl.5 billion. The Chamber is 
proactive in its efforts to reach out to governmental institutions to improve legislation 
and practices. It cooperates with the Prosecutor's office and monitors the further 
development of cases it passed to them for investigation. 

The Main Control and Revision Office of Ukraine under the Ministry of Finance 
conducts financial audits of budget expenditures. It conducts such audits for over 
15,000 organizations and agencies funded from the public budget throughout the 
country on an annual basis. During the first 9 months of 2005, it audited over I 1,000 
organizations and uncovered the unlawful use or misappropriation of public funds in 
the amount of about USD 200,000 and recovered about USD 71,000. 

Law Enforcement Institutions 

Most of Ukraine's law enforcement agencies (police, tax police, prosecutor's office) that 
have the responsibility to fight corruption are typically rated in public opinion surveys as 
being the most corrupted governmental institutions. Law enforcement reform is currently 
under development, but it is too early to tell how it will affect internal controls and law 
enforcement effectiveness in fighting corruption. 

In March 2005, the President issued an order to establish a working group to draft a 
concept to establish a National Bureau ofinvestigation with responsibilities to investigate 
high profile crime and corruption. Such an institution is not a new idea in Ukraine. An 
attempt to establish such a bureau in 1997 failed, in part, because of a disagreement 
among law enforcement agencies about the role of the bureau and the division of 
responsibilities. Since then, there have been at least seven drafts to establish a new 
bureau. The current idea is being forcefully debated and many experts believe that 
strengthening and reforming existing agencies would be more effective. 

Other Governmental Institutions 

Many governmental institutions could be instrumental in preventing corruption, but are 
not currently involved. Some would rather maintain the status quo. A brief overview of 
some of these institutions follows. 

The Main Department of Civil Service of Ukraine became very active in 2005 in 
issuing guidance to prevent and detect corrupt behavior, for example, guidance 
for state and local self-governance institutions on setting up corruption prevention 
frameworks, guidance on drafting professional responsibilities for public servants 
to prevent abuses, and guidance on monthly compliance reporting with anti• 
corruption regulations. All these documents attempt to establish better control 
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over corrupt practices in the civil service system at all levels and jurisdictions. 
However, there is no evident attempt to establish indicators to measure the 
effectiveness of these measures and to monitor implementation. 

The Tax Administration adopted an Anti-Corruption Action Plan for 2004-2008. 
According to this plan, a Code of Ethics was adopted, a special Anti-Com1ption 
Department was established in addition to the Internal Control Department, and 
regulations on job responsibilities are being drafted. The Anti-Corruption 
Department issues monthly reports on internal investigations and results. These 
reports are posted on its website. According to the latest summary report for the 
first eight months of 2005, regional branches conducted 2,259 internal 
investigations, among which about 30 percent were triggered by citizen 
complaints, resulting in administrative sanctions against 1,078 employees 
including 142 that were fired. The Department also conducts preventive measures 
through training of Administration staff and public outreach programs. 

The Customs Administration aggressively pursues a campaign against corruption 
and abuses of power in its operations. Over the past year, it removed or rotated 
executive staff members, conducted about l 00 internal investigations resulting in 
over 200 dismissals and administrative sanctions, opened a hotline for citizens, 
imposed a set of rules and restrictions for its personnel, and limits for cash that 
officers are allowed to have while on duty. The Customs Administration 
introduced a One-Stop Shop for processing freight customs clearance to reduce 
business-government interactions and opportunities for bribe-taking. The Customs 
Administration also issued a "Stop-Card" that businesses can use against customs 
officers who create unjustified delays or other barriers during customs procedures. 
Officers that receive these cards will be investigated by internal control units. 

Civil Society Organizations 

Civil society organizations and business associations are potential sources of important 
demand pressure on government to reform. The number of NGOs in Ukraine has been 
increasing, from 25,500 in 2000 to approximately 40,000 in 2004, of which about l 0 
percent are active. 16 Many of these operate on the demand side: helping their 
constituencies voice their concerns and interests and advocating for change with official 
bodies that will help their constituents. According to a 2003 report, the largest percent of 
Ukrainian NGOs are involved in advocacy and lobbying, training and information 
dissemination. 17 However, despite the incredible force they exerted during the Orange 
Revolution, Ukraine's civil society and business do not present a cohesive and mature 
front for change vis a vis the government. In general, there are few strong advocacy 
groups, few strong watchdog groups, uneven access to information about government 

16 Vera Nanivska, NGO Development in Ukraine. Kyiv: International Center for Policy Studies, 2001; 2004 
NGO Sustainability Index for Central and Eastern Europe and Eurasia, 8th edition, USAID, 2005. 
17 Counterpart Creative Center, Civil Society Organizations in Ukraine: The State and Dynamics (2002-
2003. Kyiv, 2004. 
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operations and decisions, and limited experience in using infom1ation as a valuable tool 
in forcing government action. Their deficiencies are attributed to the fact that many have 
stayed away from highly political policy debates, they have minimal management 
capacity, and they are overly dependent on foreign donors. The business community is 
also poorly organized into associations ( only about 25 percent of businesses belong to 
associations). Most businesses are very skeptical about their associations' willingness and 
capacity to provide services to members and represent member interests. 

That said, there are many local and national NGOs and business groups that conduct very 
effective advocacy and watchdog functions related to anti-corruption reforms. For 
example, the All-Ukraine Network for People Living with AIDS gathered difficult-to
access cost data on pharmaceutical procurements conducted by the Ministry of Health 
(MOH) and compared them with similar procurements conducted in l.Jkraine by the 
Global. Fund. They uncovered extremely wide cost differentials - procurements by the 
MOH as high as 27 times the cost of Global Fund procurements for the same 
medications. Apparently, collusion and special deals ben:veen the MOH procurement 
commission and the vendors were producing extremely unfavorable results and greatly 
endangering the public at large which is being deprived of necessary drugs. The Network 
presented their results to the MOH, the Ombudsman, the Prosecutor's Office, and 
international donors. Further investigations are now under way to validate their findings. 

Other groups, such as the Laboratory for Legislative Initiatives, conduct very 
professional watchdog monitoring activities of Rada deputies. They maintain a website 
that contains deputy campaign promises, complete voting records of deputies that reveal 
if campaign promises were kept, and deputy linkages to business interests. 

Among business associations, the Coordinating Expert Center of the Entrepreneurs' 
Union of Ukraine that currently unites over 60 business associations has been successful 
in promoting business-friendly legislation. Another strong voice for business interests is 
tile Council of Entrepreneurs, the advisory body to the Cabinet of Ministers. Although it 
is established under government decree, it has recently become very active and vocal in 
monitoring regulatory reform implementation and serving as a channel for direct dialogue 
between government and the business community. 

Mass Media 

While there are certainly many exceptions, the mass media in Ukraine is generally 
deficient in investigative reporting, a major channel by which journalists can serve as 
effective public watchdogs. The media suffers from tile lack of public access to 
government information and from a poor understanding of the linkages among the law, 
the judicial system and corruption. Since the revolution, the strong control of media 
outlets bl clans/cartels has lessened and repressive actions against them have been 
relaxed. 1 

1
~ Nations in Transit 2005, Freedom House. 

FINAL REPORT 20 



21442

1174 

Recommendations 

Government Institutions: Several key anti-corruption institutions are in transition or 
under development. If they are established and visibly demonstrate early connnitments, 
donor support and technical assistance can be offered for implementation of programs. 
Encouragement should be given to government agencies to coordinate their efforts and 
develop partnerships with civil society groups. Monitoring and evaluation programs 
should be developed to measure and track progress of these government institutions 
toward achieving their anti-corruption objectives; those institutions that achieve their 
results can be rewarded through additional technical assistance programs. 

Civil Society, Business Associations and Media Organizations: Capacity building 
progran1s should be supported to upgrade civil society organizations and business 
associations as effective advocacy and watchdog groups. Investigative reporting training 
and competitions can be supported for journalists. Freedom of information and public 
access to information law refonns can be supported as well. Additional assistance can be 
provided to support the establishment of anti-corruption coalitions across NGOs and 
business associations, and among journalists to bolster their activities, facilitate sharing 
of experiences, and promote a single voice demanding reform. 

5. Proposed Strategic Directions for USAID 

The preceding analysis of corruption and anti-com1ption trends, policies, legislation, and 
institutions in Ukraine suggests several strategic directions for future USAID and donor 
support to promote anti-corruption programs. These directions address the problems 
associated with Ukraine's corruption syndrome as a closed insider economy/elite cartel 
grouping. The core and intermediate strategies are depicted below. Specific anti
corruption program options that operationalize these strategic directions are identified in 
subsequent sections of the report. The table in Section 8 links the proposed initiatives to 
these strategic directions. 

We propose several major strategic themes - (a) establishing the legal, institutional and 
economic conditions within which anti-corruption programs will thrive, (b) promoting 
capacity building within key government institutions, the civil service, and the judiciary 
if they demonstrate a serious political commitment to change, (c) strengthening civil 
society and business to advocate for change and oversee government including activities 
at local levels and transparency initiatives, and (d) mainstreaming anti-corruption 
programs so that the problem is attacked at many levels, but concentrating efforts in 
major sectors and promoting high level diplomatic dialogue and multi-donor 
coordination. 
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Proposed Strategic Directions for USAID/Ukraine Anti-Corruption Programs 

Promote 
professional 
bureaucracy 

Promote 
independent 

judiciary 

Core Strategies 

Support 
economic 

competition 

Concentrate 
efforts in key 

sector programs 

Promote high
level diplomatic 

dialogue 

Implement 
transparency 

initiatives 

• Support establishment of the prerequisite conditions for effective anti
corruption programs. The legal, policy and institutional frameworks for the 
government and civil society to pursue major and comprehensive anti
corruption programs are not fully established. Since the Orange Revolution, it 
appears as if the political will and trajectories exist to upgrade or revise these 
frameworks to establish a strong foundation for future activity. USAID and 
donor support is warranted to bring these frameworks to the required levels of 
competence. The MCC Country Threshold Program can serve as a major 
resource to bolster the prerequisite conditions for effective anti-com1ption 
programs. 

• Support the development of strong demand-side pressure for anti
corruption reforms. The revolution clearly demonstrated the power and 
inclination of Ukrainian civil society and media to make their voices heard 
and demand for reform. More capacity building is needed, as well as 
organizational coordination across civil society organizations, to establish 
them as a permanent and forceful source of external demand on government 
Support for watchdog and advocacy activities should be provided. 

• Support supply-side institutions contingent upon visible demonstration of 
their political will. There is much rhetoric by government leaders about their 
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desire to reduce and control corruption, but little demonstrated action or 
progress. The recent selection of Ukraine to participate in the Millennium 
Challenge Account Threshold Program provides Ukraine with a major 
incentive to tum its words into deeds. In addition, USAID and major donors 
can be encouraged to enhance their dialogue, coordination and messages to 
the government. Moreover, they can develop a set of clear benchmarks and 
initiate a monitoring and evaluation program by which positive actions and 
results demonstrating the government's sincere commitment to anti-corruption 
goals can be measured and tracked. If demonstrated progress can be 
presented, then the government should be rewarded with appropriate technical 
assistance and resources. 

• Mainstream anti-corruption activities throughout the portfolio of donor 
programs. USAID and other donors should seek ways to inject anti• 
corruption objectives and activities into all their programs in Ukraine - across 
all sectors and functions. This mainstreaming approach will yield a more 
comprehensive and visible assault against corruption. Moreover, USAID and 
other donors should encourage the Ukrainian government and civil society 
groups to do the same. Technical assistance to USAID implementing partners 
to incorporate anti-corruption elements in their projects can be helpful. Mo 

Intermediate Strategies 

• Support implementation of transparency initiatives. Many Ukrainian laws 
and regulations mandate transparency, publication of government information, 
and openness in government operations. However, implementation of these 
requirements does not always meet the necessary standards. USAID and other 
donors should apply pressure to government agencies to achieve their 
transparency objectives quickly. Where technical assistance is reasonably 
required to meet these goals, it can be offered. Demand from civil society for 
improved government transparency should be generated and supported. 

• Support programs at the central and local levels. While the drama of the 
Orange Revolution and political pronouncements against corruption occurred 
in Kyiv, much can be done to deal with the problem at the regional and local 
levels, where the effects of corruption are felt most personally. As a result, 
USAID and other donor programs should be targeted at both central and 
subnational levels to allow for trickle down and trickle up effects. 

• Promote an independent judiciary and improve access to information: 
Support programs for court reform that ensure a separation of powers that will 
reduce executive interference in judicial decision making. A major objective 
of donor support should be not only to strengthen public and media access to 
information, but to build the capacity of civil society, business and the media 
to use the information that they gain access to effectively monitor and oversee 
government functions. 
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• Promote a professional bureaucracy: Emphasize efforts to shore up 
administrative quality, autonomy and professionalism in the civil service, and 
sustain them over the long run. 

• Support economic competition: Strengthening and expanding ongoing 
programs to enhance economic competition will reduce opportunities for state 
capture by monopolistic forces. The subdivision of business-administrative 
groups into competing units is a positive sign that will dilute the influence of 
each particular elite group. Promoting economic and political competition at 
all levels will reduce the extent of state capture by economic elite over time. 

• . Promote anti-corruption programs in key sectors and functional areas. 
This and other assessments have shown that corruption in Ukraine is 
widespread and affects almost all government sectors and functions. However, 
it is not reasonable to expect USAID and other donors to direct their anti
corruption efforts against all sectors and functions. As a result, this 
assessment identifies key areas where corruption weaknesses are high, but 
opportunities to deal with the corruption problems are available and strong. 
These areas include the judicial, health, education and private sectors; the 
public finance function; and the institutions of the parliament, political parties, 
and municipalities. 19 

• Promote high-level diplomatic dialogue and multi-donor pressure: Since 
the revolution, anti-corruption has risen on the Ukrainian political agenda to 
the highest level. To capitalize on this status, high level diplomatic dialogue 
and multi-donor pressure is needed, along ,vith anti-corruption donor 
programming, to mobilize Ukrainian counterparts and ensure that there 
continues to be strong movement forward. 

It is important to maintain diplomatic and donor pressure on the top 
leadership so they stay the anti-corruption course and that they maintain 
pressure, in tum, on their mid-level managers 

- There is a need to maintain pressure to mobilize Parliamentary leaders as 
well, so that they adopt major pieces of legislation that have been 
languishing in committee. 

-- NGOs need to know that donors are strongly behind their activities - both 
in terms of financial and moral support. This is especially important due 
to the sensitive and dangerous nature of corruption issues they deal with. 

19 The sectoral and functional priorities referred to and elaborated on in subsequent sections were 
established based on a systematic questionnaire completed by six Ukrainian experts who rated a large 
number of government sectors and functions in tenns of the extent of corruption, the existence of a 
legal/regulatory framework in each sector/function to deal with corruption problems, and the adequacy of 
the implementation mechanisms to handle corruption in a practical and operational fashion. Sectors and 
functions were prioritized for future support when the corruption problems were rated high and the 
framework and implementation were also strong. The results of this questionnaire were validated against 
open-ended interviews conducted with additional Ukrainian specialists. Detailed assessments of these 
sectors, functions and institutions are presented in the following sections. 
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The MCC threshold program can be used as a carrot to push leadership to 
strongly initiate anti-corruption actions. Ukrainian leadership needs to 
demonstrate their political will and achieve solid progress within a two
year time frame to be eligible for larger MCC compact funding. 

6. Corruption in Government Sectors and Functions 

6.1 Judicial Sector 

Overview 

The judicial system usually scores as one the most highly corrupted institutions in public 
opinion surveys in Ukraine. It is supposed to offer citizens access to fair and equal 
justice, but as currently configured its operation falls short of necessary independence 
from the Executive branch of government, it suffers from excessive discretion on the part 
of judges and court administrators, it lacks sufficient internal controls to effectively 
reduce abuse of power, and it is not as transparent in its procedures and decisions as it 
ought to be. While many of these problems stem from inadequate legal, regulatory and 
institutional frameworks, the chronic underfunding of the judicial budget certainly does 
not help. Several draft laws are under consideration in the Verkhovna Rada that would fix 
some of these problems. Adoption of these laws, followed by meaningful and rapid 
implementation, will demonstrate the government's political will to reduce corruption in 
the judicial sector in a visible way. (A recent positive step is the enactment by the Rada of 
a new law establishing a registry of judicial decisions.) Based on passage of these 
prospective reforms, additional donor support programs to fully implement change 
activities will be warranted. 20 

There are planned and ongoing USAID/USG programs to strengthen commercial Jaw, 
administrative courts, and criminal judicial reform, through both implementing partner 
programs and the work of the Regional Legal Advisor. Other USG providers also offer 
support to reform initiatives in the judicial area, including INL, OPDAT, FBI and others. 
The OSCE has been providing assistance to help establish the new Administrative Court. 
The World Bank is just starting to plan a judicial reform program that is likely to focus 
heavily on court facility rehabilitation. EC/TACIS in conjunction with the Council of 
Europe are supporting judicial training, court administration, and procuracy reform to 
bring the Ukrainian practice into harmony with European approaches. 

Corruption Vulnerabilities 

The principal components of the judicial sector are each severely vulnerable to 
corruption: 

20 See the recent assessments of the judicial system by J.T. Asscher and S.V. Konnov, Ukraine Justice 
System Assessment Report (TACJS, June 2005) and David Black and Richard Blue, Rule of Law 
Strengthening and Anti-Corruption in Ukraine: Recommendations for USAID Assistance (USAID, May 
2005) for more detailed reviews of the judicial sector and potential reform options. 

FINAL REPORT 25 



21447

1179 

• Judicial Selection. Despite a thin veil of merit-based competition for judicial 
recruitment and appointments, there are extensive corruption-prone problems in 
the selection process. Patronage from the Heads of Court (who are appointed 
themselves by the President) is essential to get appointed to a court seat. In larger 
cities, where competition is greatest, seats allegedly can be bought from the Head 
of Court for USD 2000 for the general jurisdiction courts. The process of testing 
in the Qualification Commissions is not transparent. The Presidential Secretariat, 
which has no role in the appointment process by law, has inserted itself into the 
process and can pull or insert judicial candidates. The result of these problems is a 
judiciary that is plagued by favoritism, nepotism, and political int1uence. 

• Judicial Discipline. There is minimal monitoring and oversight of judicial 
conduct. Disciplinary investigations, hearings, and punishment are very 
infrequent. In this atmosphere, judges are likely to believe that they can act with 
impunity. 

• Court Procedures and Administration. Interference in judicial decision-making by 
the executive and parliamentary branches, higher level judges, and businesspeople 
is common. As a result, the law in not applied equally or without excessive 
discretion. The Heads of Court are responsible for case allocation, vacation 
vouchers, bonuses, and equipment and facility budgets; there is little control over 
their discretion on these matters. Open trials are not common in Criminal Court 
and oral hearings are not common in Commercial Court; as a result, there is little 
transparency in these proceedings. Moreover, court decisions are not published. 
Oversight of court clerks is minimal. The State Judicial Administration, whose 
Head and Deputy are appointed by the President, is responsible for the court 
system's budget, facilities and logistics; this arrangement places the judicial 
system into an overly dependent position relative to the executive branch. As a 
result of these factors, the incentives for corruption in the judicial process are 
increased. 

• Enforcement of Judicial Decisions. Enforcement of judicial decisions is in the 
hands of the Ministry of Justice's State Enforcement Department, which is not 
extremely effective and allegedly subject to corrupt practices. 

Opportunities and Obstacles 

Some recent actions bode well for meaningful judicial reforms: 
• A major salary increase for all judges will go into effect on l January 2006. The 

intention of this raise is to eliminate the excuse of low wages for taking bribes. 
• The Rada Committee on Legal Policy is a key actor that appears to be ready to 

support judicial reform. A working group of this committee is synthesizing 15 
draft laws into a single draft that will be proposed to amend the existing 2002 
Code on the Judicial System. It is hoped that this integrated draft will be 
discussed and adopted by the Rada immediately after the legislative elections in 
2006. 

• The Rada has just approved a new law to establish a registry of judicial decisions. 
• The establishment of the new Administrative Court offers a new venue to deal 

with citizen-government problems. However, the court is operating without an 
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Administrative Procedures Code, its planned regional and appellate division 
expansion is not sufficiently funded, and its judicial selection procedures suffer 
from the same problems as the other jurisdictional courts. 

• The current Minister of Justice is seen as a genuine reformer and now leads a 
national commission to develop a strategy to tackle rule of law and judicial 
reform issues. 

• The Council of Judges, a self-governing body of judges, is an entity that can be 
called upon to handle several of the executive independence issues that currently 
plague the judiciary. 

There are certainly many obstacles confronting effective judicial reform, among them:: 
• The continuing problem of extreme case overload, which is in large part due to 

the fact that over 1500 judicial positions are currently vacant. 
• The budget for the court system is wholly inadequate. It barely covers salary 

costs and there is extensive leakage of funds in the distribution of the budget to 
the courts. 

• Many judges are inadeqtiately trained for their jobs. 
• The Criminal Procedure Code is an outmoded holdover from Soviet times and 

needs to be modernized. 
• Excessive political and economic influence over judges is difficult to control. 

Recommendations 

Contingent upon the adoption by parliament of effective judicial refom1 laws, the 
following progranlming options would be useful in support of Ukrainian implementation 
of those reforms. USAID programs should be carefully integrated with the activities of 
other donor organizations already working in this sector in judicial and procuracy reform, 
including the World Bank, OSCE, and EC/TACIS-Council of Europe. Specific initiatives 
are identified within each component area. 

To address problems in the judicial selection process, 
• Technical assistance for the Qualification Commissions to design criteria, 

improve testing procedures, develop merit-based assignment procedures, and 
conduct training programs at the Academy of Judges. Develop control 
mechanisms to reduce the influence of the Heads of Court in the selection 
process. 

• Support development and training for an electronic registry to track judicial 
candidate processing and support assignment and placement of judges. 

To address problems in the judicial discipline process, 
• Provide support that emphasizes prevention, including randomization of case 

allocation and strengthening of the Code of Judicial Conduct with associated 
monitoring and enforcement of the Code by the self-governing body of judges 
(the Council of Judges). 
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To address problems in court administration procedures, 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

Provide technical assistance to transfer the State Judicial Administration under the 
authority of the Supreme Court, supporting design of its internal regulatory 
framework, and providing organizational and budgetary training. 
Support the systematic publication of court decisions on the web. This will make 
judges more accountable for their decisions. 
Support further development and adoption of Alternative Dispute Resolution 
mechanisms to reduce case overload. 
Provide support to clarify and strengthen court administration procedures and 
make them more transparent. Support training of court management staff. 
Support development and adoption of civic education programs for high schools 
that includes, among other topics, the workings of the judicial system. 

To address problems in the execution of judicial decisions, 
• Provide technical assistance to reinforce the bailiff function and develop stronger 

control and oversight mechanisms. 

s , ummaryo fA 'C nt1- orruption p roiram o· ,ptions 21 

Anti- Major Potential Potential Impact Short-term Impact 
Corruption Counterparts Obstacles on Corruption success Timing 
Program 
Ontion 
Support reform Academy of Heads of Court High impact - Some early Mid-term-
in judicial Judges, and Presidential more professional success are organizational 
selection Qualifications Administration and qualified feasible if and IT changes 
process Committee, that will lose judges recruited judiciary to the process 
(Qualifications Council of clout and placed emhmces these will take some 
Committee, Judges reforms time to put in 
Academy of wholeheartedly place 
Judges, 
electronic 
re1tistrv, etc.) 
Support reform Council of Sitting judges Moderate impact Not likely Mid-tenn-
in judicial Judges and existing - continuous except if requires many 
discipline judicial system oversight of examples are organizational 
process judges and actual made of a few and procedural 
(strengthen and disciplinary highly corrupt changes, as 
enforce code of action taken judges well as changes 
conduct, against corrupt to existing 
prevention judges "culture of 
measures, etc.) impunity" 

21 Many of these recommended options are or will be supported by ongoing or planned USAID programs. 
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Anti• Major Potential Potential Impact Short-term Impact 
Corruption Counterpart, Obstacles on Corruption success Timing 
Program 
O11tion 
Support reform SJA,Council Business and High impact - Early successes Mid-term ---
in court of Judges, political reforms will be are possible -- Requires many 
administration NGOs interests that visible to public; egpecially in changes to 
and procedures seek to more professional increased current 
(SJA transfer, circumvent administration transparency procedures 
publish court judicial system; 
decisions, ADR, Heads of Court 
transparent court 
procedures, 
civic education) 
Support reform MoJ, State Business and Moderate impact Early successes Mid-term-
in execution of Enforcement political -- reforms will are possible - Requires 
court decisions Agency interests that yield judicial especially if changes to 
( controls and seek to results that will examples are current 
oversight of circumvent be visible to the publicized of procedures and 
bailiff function) judicial system public; more judicial organizational 

professionalized decisions culture 
bailiff service carried out 

6.2 Health Sector 

While Ukraine faces fast growing HIV and tuberculosis epidemics, government health 
expenditures are low (ranging between three and five percent of gross domestic product 
as compared to a European Union average of 8.5 percent) and equity and access to health 
care services are problematic.22 The ratio of doctors to population is very high - 4.5 
doctors per 1000 population ih Ukraine versus 2.9 doctors per 1000 in Gennany, for 
example -- but these medical staff are disproportionately concentrated in urban areas. 23 

Moreover, expert teams have called for a major reorganization of the Ukrainian health 
system, indicating that accountability by authorities to initiate changes required to meet 
these looming health crises is lacking, management capacity in the health system is weak, 
and governance practices in health care provision need to be improved. 24 

Corruption Vulnerabilities 

Many of the common healthcare corruption problems found in other countries exist in 
Ukraine: abuses in public procurement tenders, leakage in budget resources from the 
center to the facilities, small bribes to obtain services that are supposed to be provided for 
free, and lack of transparency in the provision of services. Other problems that are often 

22 World Health Organization, World Health Report 2005, Geneva; Guy Hutton, Equity and access in the 
health sector in five countries of Eastern Europe and Central Asia: A brief review of the literature, Swiss 
Agency for Development and Cooperation, November 2002; World Health Organization, Summary 
Country Profile, July 2004. 
23 US Foreigo Commercial Service/US State Department, Ukrainian Market for Health Care Services, 
2001. 
24 United Nations Country Team, Common Country Assessment for Ukraine, October 2004. 
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found elsewhere apparently are not major issues for Ukraine. These include the presence 
of ghost workers that draw salaries but do not provide services, and conflict of interest 
situations for healthcare providers who are both on the public payroll and operate private 
services at the same time (the private health care market is l>iill very small). 

Studies have found that in 66 percent of cases, the patient knows it is necessary to make 
an under-the-table payment to receive proper services, while in 25 percent of the cases, 
healthcare providers ask for p1ment outright.25 In a cash-strapped health system, several 
schemes have been observed:2 

• Charity: State hospitals that cannot accept cash legally for medical care 
provided requests charitable contributions, which may accrue to the hospital 
or be pocketed by the staff. 

• Local coverage: Local hospitals have been known to offer their own insurance 
policies to patients that provide holders with special privileges. 

• Virtual clinics: Doctors or hospital administrators establish private clinics 
illegally within their hospitals and ask patients to pay. 

• Special hospitals: Clinics or hospitals administered by government 
departments or ministries other than the Ministry of Health receive extra 
payments from private insurance companies. 

• Barter: Private companies have been known to pay off the debts of public 
hospitals in return for free healthcare for their employees. 

Opportunities and Obstacles 

Healthcare providers and citizen groups at a local level are both motivated stakeholders 
for anti-corruption refonn: an increase in transparency, a reduction in budget leakage, and 
a decline in procurement abuses would provide immediate and visible returns to both 
providers and consumers. The All-Ukrainian Network for People Living with AIDS, for 
example, is an excellent example of an NGO that has mobilized its resources to become 
an effective citizen watchdog of healthcare pharmaceutical procurement. Another 
example is a healthcare provider in Donetsk that is working under a USAID grant and 
found solutions to overstaffing in the hospital maternity ward; reorganization and 
reengineering of existing institutions and procedures are likely to reduce costs 
extensively and release funds that can be used to provide basic services. 

On the positive side, the salaries of healthcare providers have recently been increased, 
diminishing wage levels as an excuse for extracting bribes from citizens seeking services. 
President Yushchenko has recently stressed his intention to establish a national health 
insurance fund soon, in part to help solve the problem of illegal payments in the 
healthcare system. 27 

25 Hutton, op cit. 
26 John Marone, "Ukraine's Health Care System: Finding the Right Cure," The Ukrainian Observer, Tssue 
208, 2005. 
27 V. A. Yushchenko, "Current State of Ukraine's Medical Sector One of the Most Disturbing Problems," 
Presidential radio address, November 12, 2005, www.president.gov.ua/en. 

FINAL REPORT 30 



21452

1184 

As to possible obstacles to anti-corruption action, it has been alleged that popularly 
considered reformers within the Ministry of Health have recently been dismissed. 
Obviously, the powerful stakeholders that benefit from procurement kickbacks are likely 
to oppose reforms. 

Recommendations 

The recommendations listed here are illustrative of anti-corruption initiatives that would 
promote greater accountability and transparency across several basic healthcare 
components. First, there are several program options available to strengthen the public 
procurement of pharmaceuticals and medical supplies/equipment, including: 

• Support for strengthening the procedures and controls used by the Tender 
Commissions. This would include enhanced transparency measures in their 
procedures. 

• Support for citizen and business watchdogs to monitor and oversee public 
procurements. 

• Support for establishing a Procurement Audit Unit within the Ministry of Health 
to oversee tenders. 

Leakage from already inadequate healthcare budgets reduces the quality and quantity of 
service delivery in this sector. Several program options can help detect and stem these 
leaks, for example: 

• Support a study that tracks budget expenditures from the Ministry of Health 
budget plan to the oblast, rayon and city levels to detect leakage. 

• Train health providers and managers at the local level (eg., hospital and clinic 
administrators) to how to monitor the flow of budgetary resources from the center 
to their facilities, and then how to track the expenditure of those funds. This effort 
can help to improve the transparency and accountability of the health budget. 

• Support the establishment of Community Health Review Bl)ards, involving the 
participation of citizens, NGOs, business groups, and health service providers at a 
community level, to monitor the expenditure of health resources and detect 
misuse. 

Support can be provided to the Ministry of Health in formulating a national health 
insurance fund that will deal effectively with problems of corruption and control for 
informal payments, while providing for fair and equal access to healthcare services for 
all. 

The healthcare system and healthcare facilities, in particular, are in need of 
organizational, management and institutional reform. There is some evidence from 
USAID programs (for example, the Maternal and Infant Health Pro&rran1 in Donetsk) that 
some healthcare facilities or departments may be overstaffed, while others are 
understaffed .. There is a concentration of doctors in urban areas and sparse resources in 
rural areas. In addition, small bribes and informal payments for health services that are 
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supposed to be free have become customary in Ukraine, allegedly to compensate for low 
salaries. These imbalances can produce deteriorating effects on healthcare delivery, 
especially in situations where budget resources are inadequate. As a result, several 
program options are desirable: 

• Support technical assistance in several pilot healthcare facilities to reassess, and 
reengineer staffing plans to bring them in line with the demand for services. 
Downsizing of staff, beds and hospitals; overall reorganization and redeployment 
of resources in relation to usage; and the introduction of "family doctors" to 
manage healthcare services at the local level are issues that can be addressed. 

• Support several pilot tests introducing official "fee for services," where the fees 
are openly posted and the revenues accrue to the healthcare facilities' coffers. 

s ummarvo fA ·c ntI- orru11tmn p ro2ram o· ,pt1ons 
Anti-Corruption Major Potential Potential Short.term Impact Timing 
Program Option Counterparts Obstacles Impact on success 

Corruption 
Strengthen the public MoH Vested High impact - Yes-more Near-term-
procurement of procurement business public funds medications oversight and 
pharmaceuticals and committees, interests and will go further purchased at procedural 
medical healthcare corrupt tender in purchasing lower prices changes can be 
supplies/equipment NGOs committees needed drugs implemented 
(Tender Commissions, and supplies quickly 
citizen watchdogs, 
Audit Units) 
Support detection and Local NGOs, Intermediate High impact -- Yes-- Mid-term-
monitoring of budget local actors that more money oversight long-lasting 
leakage ( track budget healthcare siphon off available to bodies can changes to 
expenditures, providers funds provide probably budget 
Community Health healthcare identify allocation and 
Review Boards, etc.) services problems expenditure 

quickly and may take some 
seek near• time 
term remedies 

Support Ministry of MoH Vested Moderate Not likely Long-term-
Health in fonnulating a interests that impact - more establishment 
national health benefit from rational and of fund will 
insurance fund that under-the- better funded probably take 
deals effectively with table approach to some time 
problems of corruption payments providing 

healthcare 
Support organizational MoH, Vested High impact - Yes-Pilot Long-term-
and management particular interests in rationalized testing of reengineering 
reforms of healthcare healthcare existing structure and reforms in the entire 
system ( reengineer facilities system deployment of sample healthcare 
staffing plans, pilot test resources to facilities system will take 
"fee for service" provide best time 
oro1m1ms, etc.) service 
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6.3 Education Sector 

The Ukrainian educational system is still in need of major reform and overhaul. As with 
many Ukrainian state structures, the Education Ministry lacks transparency and 
accountability at many levels. There is little involvement of CSOs in the Ministry's 
work, but the education system touches most families in the country and civil society is 
involved to a degree at local levels. With corruption widely perceived as rampant from 
the classroom on up, education is one area that motivates many families to care and be 
concerned. 

Widespread acknowledgement of low teacher salaries lends some credibility to the 
practice of students making payments under the table at schools. However, it is also 
quite prevalent for normal, graduation and entrance exams all to require the payment of 
special fees or bribes. The pervasiveness of corruption in this sector poses three serious 
development concerns-( 1) a further financial strain on families with children in school, 
(2) an attendant increase in frustration with Government's inability to deliver promised 
services, and (3) the further institutionalization of bribe payment as an acceptable norm 
for young people attending schools. 

Corruption Vulnerabilities 

A number of issues plague the education sector in Ukraine which contributes to a serious 
problem of corruption at all levels in the school and higher education systems. From 
procurement to grading to entrance examinations, corruption is currently fused into 
Ukraine's education system. Centralized financing without transparency to show the 
allocation and spending of funds down to the local school level has resulted in what 
appears to be misappropriation and misallocation of monies and has frequently resulted in 
shortfalls at the local level. The lack of involvement and participation of CSOs in various 
school and Ministry processes also inhibits transparency and accountability. Some 
officials may seek to sell grades and passing scores for higher school placement. 

Opportunities and Obstacles 

The President has mandated that computerized higher school entrance exams be 
administered nationally to reduce corruption and to provide equal opportunities. The 
period prior to the elections has enabled parties, politicians and CSOs to address the need 
for higher wages and reform of testing standards nationally, while combating corruption 
as a cross-cutting issue. Education reform has powerful salience among voters and is not 
an extremely divisive issue among politicians. Current government officials see reform 
in this sector as achievable. 

First and foremost, parents are constituents for reform; they seek better educational 
opportunities for their children and more responsiveness from the government on this 
matter. Most academics are opposed to and even shamed over the need to take bribes. 
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There also appears to be a willingness to reform in the Ministry itself, but this is at least 
partially tied to policy issues as well. Many government officials and parliamentarians 
are sensitive to the frustrations of families and feel this is a safe issue to tackle. Even 
corrupted politicians do not generally feel threatened by reform in this area. 

Administrative practice and bureaucratic intransigence appear to be the major stumbling 
blocks to reform, outside of a few who may benefit from the status quo system. 

Recommendations 

• Meetings between CSOs and budget watchdog groups with teacher organizations 
should be promoted to work on common strategies to solve corruption issues in 
schools and the Ministry. They should target transparency in the expenditure of 
budget and extra-budget funds. 

• Assistance on standardized testing remains a serious entry-point opportunity to 
have an immediate impact on families and show progress in the fight for reform. 
The US Embassy's Public Affairs Section has piloted standardized testing at three 
sites, 

• Programs that enhance legal literacy among students should be promoted, in order 
to build a broader, more educated constituency for anticorruption behavior and 
reform. 

s ummarvo BI• orrutJ mn fA t' C f p ro2ram Of Jl}I IOBS 

Anti.Corruption Program Major Potential Potential Impact Short• Impact 
Option Counterparts Obstacles on Corruption term Timing success 

Strengthen demand-side Ministry, CSOs Medium. Medium to high. Mid-to Mid-to 
pressure and oversight of Capacity needs to long,-tenn long-
education budget; promote be developed. tenn 
budget transparency 
Mainstream ale provisions Ministry, CSOs, Medium. Medium to high High Mid-
into school entrance testing Center for Ministerial and perceived impact in term 
procedures and all testing Testing intransigence and nationwide by short-term 
throughout Technology capacity to almost every 
schools/universities refonn. family. 
Promote legal literacy Ministry, CSOs, Medium. Medium to high. Medium. Mid-to 
through civic education UCAN Ministerial Builds long-
programs capacity to constituency for tenn. 

chan11e. reform. 
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6.4 Public Finance 

The use of public funds stretches across a broad arena of government functions and 
departments. It is an area of critical concern both in tenns of understanding corruption in 
Ukraine and designing approaches to combat it It includes the entire cycle of the budget 
process (budget formulation, approval, execution and audit/oversight) and involves the 
executive and legislative branches at both national and sub-national levels. It also 
involves looking at IT capacity and financial management systems across ministries and 
government agencies. Procurement and government purchasing are central aspects of the 
budget execution phase. Both internal audit and controls, as well as external audit by the 
Verkhnova Rada's Chamber of Accounts are critical components. Intergovernmental 
finance includes policy and fonnulas for transfers as well as implementation. And 
finally, the important role of civil society participation and oversight must be examined. 

Corruption Vulnerabilities 

Public finance is a critical government function that affects all areas of public activity, 
and it encompasses the vast majority of corrupt behaviors in one way or another. 
Vulnerabilities in this area typically stem from three weaknesses: a poor legal/regulatory 
framework, weak capacity (technological, organizational, hun1an and resource), and/or a 
lack of transparency/oversight. In Ukraine, the problems in the public finance area 
emanate clearly from a lack of transparency and oversight, both by the appropriate 
government bodies and civil society. 

Specific technical problems, such as the fact that the GOU uses the cash basis28 of 
accounting rather than the more appropriate accrual basis, certainly exist. Strengthening 
government capacity might have a positive impact. But no interviewees suggested that 
the GOU lacked the necessary capacity to perform well in this area. 

Likewise, the legal/regulatory framework in Ukraine is far from ideal. For example, there 
is no comprehensive FOIA-type legislation. But a number of existing laws, decrees and 
regulations provide for obligatory transparency and accountability, notably in the budget 
and procurement areas. The GOU, however, fails to comply with these existing 
requirements in important ways. While the GOU claims to be transparent, and gets credit 
from the international community for being so, it falls far short of real transparency. It 
appears that the GOU is either unwilling or unable to create an environment of real 
transparency and accountability. 

Civil society appears to have strong analytical capacity in this area, but we did not 
identify many NGOs working in the area of budget oversight and advocacy, procurement 
watch, or other watchdog roles. Neither the media nor the business community appears 
to be aggressively engaged in this area in a major way. 

28 Diagnostic Report: Fiscal Transparency and Openness in Ukraine by Institute for Economic Research 
and Policy Consulting, 2003, p. 17 
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It should be noted that transparency in the use of public funds does not attack corruption 
directly. However, it creates the environment in which it is much more difficult to divert 
these resources and in which the risk of discovery and punishment is dramatically higher. 
It is a necessary enabling precondition for the success of any other anti-corruption efforts. 

Budget 

The legal and technical aspects of the budget process in Ukraine generally comply with 
international standards (such as IMF and OECD requirements) and are consistent with 
EU requirements in many regards. There are, however, two concerns in this area. The 
GOU does not appear to offer extensive opportunities for citizen involvement in the 
process either at the national or local levels. While there may be public hearings or 
opportunities to present testimony or analysis to the VR, there is little evidence that such 
input has any impact on the budget. The GOU appears to be following the letter rather 
than the spirit of public participation in the budget process. More importantly, the 
transparency of the budget and its execution is quite low. A superficial analysis shows 
that the GOU does, indeed, provide extensive information to the public. The budget is 
posted on the Verkhovna Rada website. However, a more complete analysis shows that 
the VR website posts the government's budget proposal, but not necessarily the 
amendments to it or their discussions surrounding them. Many budget numbers are 
available only in summary form and additional detail is not available. Interbudgetary 
transfer calculations use complicated formulas that often have plugged~in numbers that 
do not have justification. The government does not typically report on variances from 
budget either on the expenditure or the revenue side, even when the variance is 
significant. Annual reports lack important information on certain assets and there are no 
longer-term budget forecasts. The numbers released by the social funds are particularly 
opaque. 29 Budget information not posted is typically difficult or impossible to obtain. 
Although accessibility to infonnation has improved in recent years, this lack of 
transparency is a critical vulnerability for corruption. 

Sub-national governments typically release even less information on their budgets and 
their execution. Generally, access to public information at these levels is usually 
restricted. Even information which is public by law is often not provided. "Officials use 
excuses like 'the information is not available temporarily,' 'the requested data has not 
been collected yet' and 'the data can not be disseminated because of technical 
difficulties. "'30 

29 "Documents of [the] pension fund are not fully available to the public; only general figures on budget 
execution and the amount of arrears are published. {The p Jlanned budget is not published .... " Diagnostic 
Report: Fiscal Transparency and Openness in Ukraine by Institute for Economic Research and Policy 
Consulting, 2003. 
'
0 Diagnostic Report: Fiscal Transparency and Openness in Ukraine by Institute for Economic Research 

and Policy Consulting, 2003, p. 8 l. 
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Procurement 

The practice of competitive tendering is relatively new to Ukraine. No interviewees 
suggested that the current legal/regulatory framework was inadequate. But the issue of 
corruption in procurement was regularly raised. Without doing a comprehensive analysis 
of this complex and highly technical area, it would be impossible to comment extensively 
on it. It appears that the percentage of public funds that are competitively bid grows 
steadily, however, a large portion is still spent through a multiple bid system which is far 
short of full and open competition and inherently more susceptible to political or corrupt 
manipulations. 

The concerns about corruption are more likely to stem from policy weaknesses and lack 
of transparency and external oversight than from technical or legal/regulatory 
weaknesses. For example, very few government entities publish a comprehensive 
procurement plan for the upcoming year. l!lformation of specific procurements can be 
difficult to locate, and tenders may not be announced publicly until shortly before the 
deadline. Arbitrary pre-qualification requirements can exclude otherwise qualified 
bidders from the running. There does not appear to be a procurement review board 
including non-government actors, the policies for contesting a decision are weak and 
there appears to be little citizen input into what is to be procured in the first place. 

A new amendment to the Procurement Law was passed in 2005 to create a more 
competitive environment in the area of public procurement while ensuring transparent 
procedures. In particular, there are provisions on additional procedures of publication of 
procurement plans in the internet, electronic tendering, guarantees for nondiscrimination 
of participants and equal access to procurement information. New wording includes 
guarantees against unfair acts of bidders. The law also has provisions to control conflicts 
of interest: it prohibits participation in procurement committees of close relatives of 
bidder's representatives; officials of consolidated companies; and their representatives 
and close relatives of these persons. Violation of these restrictions will result in 
cancellation of the tender or its outcome. In addition, the Law has a section on "social 
control in the area of public procurement" and establishes a new independent controlling 
body the Tender Chamber - a non-profit union of NGOs. The Law provides for 
procedure and guarantees of activities of this body: administration of complaints, 
conducting inspections, conducting public discussions of bidding procedures, etc. 

Taxation 

The State Tax Administration (ST A) oversees all taxes in Ukraine. The main revenue 
sources are personal and business income taxes, VAT, and excise taxes on items such as 
alcohol, tobacco, and certain entrepreneurial activities. Tax laws and regulations are not 
always clear, change often, contain numerous loopholes and can conflict internally, 
Administrative procedures for tax collection and management are likewise unclear. This 
results in a high level of tax evasions, very large collections arrears and an extremely 
large shadow economy.31 In addition, citizens complain that taxpayers' rights are 

31 Estimated by the Ministry ofEconomy and European Integration as 42.3% of GDP. 

FINAL REPORT 37 



21459

1191 

routinely violated. Tax exemptions or tax breaks are typically granted by the legislative 
branch as a result of lobbying, a clear manifestation of state capture by influential 
business. A tax reform designed to reduce tax rates, simplify legislation and eliminate 
many loopholes and exceptions was implemented in 2004. It lowered the profit tax for 
enterprises from 30 to 25 percent and introduced a flat 13 percent tax on personal 
incomes. 

Large-scale corruption is suspected in the VAT refund scam that allegedly constituted 
about $1 billion in 2004, involving kickbacks to tax officials of 30-50 percent of the 
amount refunded. Currently, the Tax Administration is considering a new reform to deal 
with this problem by developing a list of "low risk" firms that would be allowed to file 
electronic VAT tax returns. 

To look at the tax system in a more systematic way, a working group at the Presidential 
Secretariat was established to draft a new Concept to Reform the Tax System in Ukraine. 
The Concept has been drafted and is being discussed broadly among stakeholders. This 
document suggests a further reduction in the tax burden but also stabilization of the tax 
system, making it more transparent and streamlined. In addition, a National Commission 
on Developing Main Directions for Tax Reform in Ukraine was established in 2005 with 
representatives from the business community and the government. The Commission has 
drafted a Charter on Ta,x Relations, which is now open for public discussion. 

Audit 

The GOU has appropriate internal and external audit agencies. The external audit (or 
Supreme Audit Institution, as it is generically called) is accomplished by the Accounting 
Chamber of Ukraine (ACU). It is independent, reports to the VR and appears free from 
political and operational interferences. The internal audit function is the Chief Control 
and Auditing Administration (CCAA), reporting to the Ministry of Finance. Both of the 
bodies appear to have significant technical capacity. They conduct not only financial 
audits, but also compliance audits of various types, as well as performance audits (value 
for money audits) of government programs. 

The ACU reports findings to the VR and the agency under audit and makes 
recommendation for improvements. However, compliance with these recommendations 
by the audited entity is not high. The ACU publishes extensive data on its website, 
including the detailed findings of certain audits. However, critics of the ACU point out 
that the results of sensitive. audits are not published or only summary results are released. 
Audits of the four Social Funds, thought to be particularly susceptible to corruption, are 
typically not released. 

Opportunities and Obstacles 

Existing legal instruments that require transparency are important tools in demanding 
greater compliance from government. The relatively free press and the growing business 
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community, together with the extant capacity of NGOs are important forces that could 
harness these instruments. The points of access for information which are already in 
place (VR website, etc.) indicate that organizational strnctures and capacity do not have 
to be created from scratch. Some governmental institutions, such as the Tax 
Administration and Chief Control and Auditing Administration, demonstrated recently 
under the new administration a willingness to improve their functions and implement 
reforms. All of these tools suggest that, with firmer political will and greater demand 
from civil society, the GOU could make real progress on public finance reform in the 
short term. 

Virtually anyone interested in reducing corruption should recognize the importance of 
increasing transparency and accountability in the public finance area. Not only NGOs 
whose specific mission relates to budget, procurement, municipal finance and the like, 
but also sectoral NGOs should be more engaged in advocating and overseeing these 
functions. Business, whether large or small, domestic or international, also has a natural 
interest in how government spends public money. Finally, international donors, 
especially those who provide direct budget support, should be much more concerned 
about transparency of public funds. 

Those who benefit from the corrnpt status quo will commit significant efforts to ensure 
that these government functions remain opaque and unaccountable. The oligarchs and 
senior government officials, current and prospective, who benefit from state capture and 
other corrupt practices are likely to be the strongest of these opponents. 

Recommendations 

As in other areas, we recommend that USAID/Kyiv design a top-down/bottom-up 
approach. The top-down aspect should concentrate on supporting political will of the 
GOU through concerted donor coordination and focused diplomatic dialogue on the need 
for increased transparency. It should also provide the GOU assistance in policy 
implementation in order to comply with its transparency obligations under current law. 

The bottom-up aspect should focus on mobilizing the range of interested actors to 
increase their advocacy and demand from transparency by engaging directly with 
government actors and by collaborating in activist coalitions for refonn. 

To increase demand for transparency, a coalition of CSOs (for example, an "access to 
information" coalition) can be formed among existing civil society groups or existing 
coalitions can be strengthened around anti-corrnption issues. Such a coalition might 
ultimately seek the passage of a FOIA-type law, but in the short term, it could mobilize 
actors across sectors and in the media to push for greater transparency on specific issues. 
USAID and others have supported access to information efforts in a number of countries 
using a variety of approaches. 
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USAID needs to clearly articulate its demand for transparency in the IFMS sector and 
embed this demand as a conditionality for future assistance whether in the form of 
training, technical assistance or equipment. It appears that the lack of transparency is not 
a capacity or resource problem, but rather one of political will. 

Here are some specific recommendations in each sub-sector; 

For budget: 

• 

• 

Promote implementation of the OECD Best Practices for Budget Transparency 
policies32 in budget planning, implementation, reporting, and monitoring. In 
particular, among other policies: limit possibilities for discretion in budget revenue 
planning and the interbudgetary transfer system by introducing clear formulas and by 
promoting performance-based budgeting. 
USAID/Kyiv should consider supporting a budget advocacy organization, such as 
those supported by the International Budget Project33 in other countries, to lobby for 
greater participation and transparency in the budget. Such an NGO could also 
provide training and technical assistance to sectoral NGOs to assist them in 
advocating for such reforms in their sectors. 

For procurement: 
• Ensure the division and separation of functional responsibilities for implementing and 

monitoring; consider establishing a central internal supervisory body; provide support 
for documentation and communication systems and e-prt'lcurement. 

• Monitor implementation of the recent amendment to the Procurement Law requiring 
better transparency, conflicts of interest management, and external oversight. Involve 
business associations in public procurement monitoring. 

For taxation: 
• Support ongoing efforts to reform the tax system in Ukraine to ensure that it reduces 

incentives for tax evasion and limits the discretionary power of tax officials. 
• Reform regulations on VAT refunds to make it impossible to create bogus firms, to 

eliminate opportunities for extortion by tax inspectors evaluating tax return claims, 
and to streamline tax return procedure for reliable businesses. 

For audit: 
• Support efforts to improve· enforcement of recommendations from the Accounting 

Chamber (ACU) and the Chief Control and Auditing Administration (CCAA). 
• Promote greater transparency and detail in audit institutions' reports. 
• Support CSOs and the media in conducting watchdog activities to monitor and 

investigate public abuses in public funds spending. 

32 OECD Best Practices for Bu<Jset Tlimsparency policies , 
hUJl.:i/www.~~)/l~Q~~~f 
33 y,ww .intematiQ~!.S 
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llWJQET: i\R.llJA : :' ,,:··\.c : i i '.'.' <'·· . 
Promote implementation of the Parliamentary 
OECD Best Practices for Budget Budget Committee 
Transparency policies34 in budget and Sub-Committee 
planning, implementation, on Local 
reporting, and monitoring. In Government 
particular: remove possibility for 
discretions in budget revenue 
planning and interbudgetary 
transfer system by introducing USAID partners 
clear formulas and promote (RTI, EMG), WB, 
performance-based budget. EU 

Support CSOs to serve as CSOs (such as, for 
Budgeting Watchdog Groups example: Institute 
( similar to tbose tbat are supported for Economic 
by tbe "International Budgeting Research and Policy 
Project" in otber countries) Consulting) 

USAID partners 
(!SC, lnternews, 
DA]) 

PUBtlCfRQQJ'l~l:Mll~! ... :• .. , .. ·; ·. ': 

Ensure division and separation of Department of 
functional responsibilities for Coordination of the 
implementation and monitoring; Public Procurement 
consider establishing a central (Ministry of 
internal supervisory body; support Economy) 
of documentation and 
communication systems and e• USAID partners 
procurement (RTl,EMG) 
Monitor implementation of the CSOs ( such as, for 
recent amendment to tbe example: Institute 
Procurement Law requiring better for Economic 
transparency, conflicts of interest Research and Policy 
management, and external Consulting) 
oversight. Involve business 
associations in public procurement USAID partners 
monitoring (ISC, lnternews, 

DAI) 

34 OECD Best Practices for Budget Transparency policies, 
http://www.Q_~~Q.Y.lfil.'lili.~tJ!.<!_J 
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Support ongoing effort in 
refonning tax system in Ukraine 
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incentives for tax evasions and 
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tax officials. 

Refonn regulations on VAT 
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State Committee on 
Regulatory Reform 
and 
Entrepreneurship, 
Presidential Working 
Group on Tax 
Reform, Business 
Council, Tax 
Administration 

USAID partners 
DAI) 

-Tax Administration, 
the business 
community 

Accounting Chamber 
(ACU),Chief 
Control and Auditing 
Administration 
(CCAA), 
Parliamentary 
Committees. 

USAID partners 
MG 

ACU,CCAA, 
Parliamentary 
Committees. 
CSOs. 

USAID partners 
ISC, Intemews 

USAID partners 
(!SC, Jntemews) 
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Corruption in the business sector is widespread due to flaws, loopholes, and 
inconsistencies in legislation, but even more so due to negative practices in interpreting 
and enforcing the law and intentional abuses and disregard for the law. Recent revisions 
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of all business-related legislation uncovered over 5,500 regulations that do not comply 
with state regulatory policy, or are outdated, contradictory or excessive. Such regulations 
and wide discretion have resulted in 82 percent of businesses making unofficial payments 
to deal v,rith public officials, and 84 percent of businesses operating in the shadow 
economy and not paying their taxes in full. 35 Corruption occurs on a petty, grand and 
state capture level. While small businesses pay frequent rents to bureaucrats, millions of 
dollars are embezzled from larger firms through lucrative procurements, privatizations, or 
massive VAT tax scams. 

The business community is very poorly organized. Only 25 percent of businesses are 
members of business associations. Generally, they are not prepared to provide their 
members with necessary services or advocacy support. Businesses, in particular small 
ones, lack legal knowledge of their rights or of constantly changing regulations. 

In the late l 990s, the Government of Ukraine undertook some steps toward improving the 
business environment and simplifying business regulations, but soon these efforts slowed 
down and faded. The new Administration that came to power in 2005 revived and 
reinforced the course. Within a very short period of time, an effort to review all business 
regulations was initiated throughout the country with the participation of all interested 
parties. Mandatory streamlining of procedures for business registration and the issuing of 
permits in hundreds of municipalities was conducted, a new procurement law was passed, 
customs reform was begun, and a business advisory council was reactivated, among other 
reforms. It is too early to determine the impact of these efforts on reducing corruption, 
but the initiatives were started in the right direction. There are still many gaps and 
priorities that need to be addressed to prevent and reduce corruption in business
government transactions. 

Corruption Vulnerabilities 

A number of surveys show that corruption is ranked as one of the most significant 
problems that hinder business development in Ukraine. According to the IFC survey of 
2004, 75 percent of businesses identified corruption as the second major barrier, after 
unstable legislation, for business operations.36 Corruption has had an almost 25 percent 
increase in significance in comparison with the 2002 survey and almost a 30 percent 
increase since 2000.37 The recently issued EBRD-World Bank Business Environment 
and Enterprise Performance Survey (BEEPS) report places corruption among the top four 
significant problems for Ukraine out of a list of 21 business development obstacles. 

Petty corruption - extortion, bribery, speed money, influence peddling, and favoritism - is 
common practice in most business-government transactions starting from business 
registration, numerous government permits issuing, inspections, and leasing of public 

35 IFC. Business E.nvironmenl in Ukraine. - 2004 
36 !FC. Business Environment in Ukraine. 2004. page 6 
37 JFC. Business Environment in Ukraine, 2003. page J 7 
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property. These forms of corruption have the greatest impact on small and medium-sized 
businesses that feel insecure and helpless to confront authorities and bureaucrats. 

Thousands of regulations issued by more than a dozen governmental agencies that 
regulate almost every aspect of business activity are often complicated, contradictory, 
outdated or difficult to comply with. Some of the regulations have not been reviewed or 
updated since the 1950s or earlier. Others are subject to broad interpretation. Rather than 
pursuing business compliance with regulations, governmental agencies often establish 
fiscal targets for inspection agencies, thus creating quotas for fines collection. 
Entrepreneurs often lack knowledge of existing and frequently changing legal and 
regulatory requirements. On the other hand, governmental agencies do not rush to 
educate businesses on the law, but rather take advantage of them to collect rents. 
Businesspeople often are aware of the major laws and newest an1endments, but do not 
necessarily have knowledge of agency-specific regulations that are vital for day-to-day 
business operations. High legal fees and widespread corruption in the courts usually 
result in entrepreneurs paying the rents. 

Corruption in tax administration is one of the most disturbing and it occurs as a result of 
extensive flaws in legislation and discretion in implementation practices. Businesses 
consider tax administration as one of the most overly burdensome, complicated, 
contradictory and severe transactions, but at the same time, one of the most flawed and 
unstable. For example, tax legislation creates numerous opportunities for abuses by 
providing a wide range of fines that can be imposed for the same violation, the right of 
granting postponements for tax payments, and some others. 

Large-scale corruption is also suspected in the VAT refunds scam that allegedly totaled 
about $1 billion in 2004 and caused long delays in legal VAT refunds to law-abiding 
exporters. Allegedly, VAT refunds are possible in exchange for a kickback of 30-50 
percent of the amount refunded. At the same time, tax evasion in the amount of just 
US$350 (about two average monthly salaries) can be subject to criminal investigation and 
prosecution. On such charges of tax evasion, the tax police have the right to occupy a 
firm's office, abuse its employees, arrest all of the firm's assets and documents, and 
basically destroy the business. Supposedly, this right has been widely abused both for 
suppressing political an<i economic competitors and mere harassment. 

Grand corruption in the form of kickbacks, nepotism, and clientelism are frequent in 
public procurement, privatization, in granting tax privileges and subsidies, and in export• 
import operations. These types of corruption apply primarily to large and medium-sized 
businesses and often involve the collusion of both partiers. When the auctions or 
procurements are conducted, the conditions, requirements and criteria can be influenced 
by the interested parties in exchange for kickbacks promised to officials. Poorly regulated 
and controlled subsidies are often provided for political reasons (in coal mining and 
agriculture, for instance). Tax privileges are granted to some companies and localities, 
allegedly in exchange for kickbacks. Tax evasion and VAT tax manipulation that involves 
public authorities are well known and well documented. Privatization of lucrative 
property and enterprises is accomplished behind closed doors and often involves 
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kickbacks and other illegal financial and non-fiscal transactions. Protectionism, at least 
within some markets {vehicles, sugar, vegetable oil), was allegedly lobbied with massive 
buying of votes in parliament. Business-administrative groups ( or clans) emerged in the 
l 990s in control of vital industries and influence political leaders allegedly by buying 
votes or government and court decisions, financing election campaigns, and populating 
the legislature or civil service ranks. The absence of effective conflict of interest policies 
is a major problem resulting in business and political leaders easily crossing the line of 
propriety. 

Governmental policies to improve the business environment, promote small businesses, 
and deregulate business operations had some positive results at the beginning but quickly 
slowed down and became highly bureaucratized. More recent efforts by the new 
Administration in mid-2005 to review regulations throughout all governmental agencies 
(9,866 regulations were reviewed as of September 1, 2005) have resulted in identifying 
over 5,500 regulations at all levels that need to be eliminated or modified. Unrealistically 
short deadlines set by the central government may jeopardize the quality of future reform 
legislation. The Customs Service, for example, has demonstrated its intentions to clean 
up its agency and introduce new policies and procedures to prevent corruption; this has 
resulted in a significant increase in customs revenue collected during the last quarter. It is 
too early to say if this initiative will bring results. 

Constituencies for reform 

Central level government. The current Administration has declared an aggressive course 
of action toward business deregulation using several Presidential decrees. The State 
Committee of Ukraine for Regulatory Policy and Entrepreneurship (SCRPE) which is at 
the vanguard of this effort has a long history of promoting regulatory reform and 
supporting business development. With support from the President and the Cabinet of 
Ministers and with clearly defined objectives, SCRPE has been successful in reaching out 
to governmental agencies at all levels and jurisdictions. The current "guillotine" reform 
towards improving the legal framework and removing major barriers and obstacles is 
expected to become a significant step forward to improve the overall business 
environment and ultimately reduce opportunities for corruption. 

Government on a local level, represented by three different jurisdictional branches - local 
self-governmental bodies, regional administrations, and local branches of the central 
executive government agencies often represent different interests and objectives. Dual 
subordination of some executive branch departments and resource dependency of local 
elected self-governmental bodies on regional administrations make it difficult to mobilize 
all parties along common goals, such as anti-corruption. There have been some 
successful examples of anti-corruption initiatives at the local government level, but these 
often depend on the personalities of local officials. 

The business community remains poorly organized and very passive, especially among 
the smallest firms. However, being a frequent victim of corruption and abuse, small 
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businesses are looking for opportunities to deal with this problem and business 
associations might be very instrumental if further developed. The Council of 
Entrepreneurs, an advisory body to the Cabinet of Ministers, has recently been activated 
with a change in leadership and demonstrated focus on pursuing business interests. To 
date, the Council has proved to be an effective mechanism for public-private dialogue, 
but risks being captured by government interests, since it is not a self-organized group. 

Another example of effective mobilization of the business community is the 
Coordinating-Expert Center of the Entrepreneurs' Union of Ukraine that currently unites 
over 60 business associations, two-thirds of which are regional associations. The major 
mission of the Center is to promote business interests by commenting on laws and draft 
laws. 

Opportunities and points ofentry 

The current Administration has opened the door to positive improvements in the business 
environment. Several laws and Presidential Decrees issued over the past year demonstrate 
political will and an intention to make a difference. The central government was able to 
move forward deregulation reform quickly; this initiative creates a favorable path for 
further promotion of corruption prevention reforms. 

The business community, small and medium-sized enterprises in particular, is by any 
means the very path to promote anti-corruption programs. The business community needs 
to be mobilized and organized into strong and vocal associations with the capabilities to 
advocate for their constituency interests. 

The prospects for WTO and EU accession offer a good opportunity for building 
coalitions for increased transparency, trade liberalization, and limited special privileges. 
The need to increase social spending was used as an excuse for eliminating tax privileges. 
Similarly, the need to maintain price stability was successfully used for advocating for 
trade liberalization. Similar opportunities can be marshaled to fight corruption relative to 
the business community. 

Recommendations 

Support in drafting and implementing new legislation that separates public and private 
interests and improves transparency in government: 

• Support drafting, approving, and implementing conflict of interest legislation to 
prevent biased decision making and collusion among public and private interests. 
The legislation should be applied to public officials at all levels, including 
members of Parliament. 

• Support drafting, approving, and implementing legislation: (1) on regulating 
lobbying activities and reducing opportunities to buy votes of parliamentary 
members and other corrupt practices influencing legislation; and (2) on public 
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access to infonnation to ensure that essential governmental information is 
available to the public in a timely and comprehensive fashion. 

Support development and implementation of specific regulations to promote a better 
business environment: 

• 

• 

• 

Support developing and implementing transparent and fair regulations and 
controls for further privatization of state-owned enterprises, land, and other kinds 
of state and municipal property. 
Support policies to change the incentives of controlling and inspecting agencies 
from collecting revenue through fines to promoting better business compliance 
with regulations. 
Improve the regulatory framework for taxation to reduce incentives for tax 
evasion and to limit the discretionary powers of tax officials. Reform regulations 
on VAT refunds to make it impossible to create bogus finns to scam VAT 
refunds, to eliminate opportunities for extortion by tax inspectors evaluating tax 
return claims, and to streamline tax return procedures for reliable businesses. 

Support monitoring of legislation and refonns: 
• 

• 

• 

Support regulatory refonn policy that will improve the business environment and 
make laws and regulations consistent, straightforward, enforceable, and fair. 
Support should be provided to the central government (SCRPE in particular) as 
well as local governments and the business community. 
Support implementation of the Law on State Regulatory Policy that requires that 
all drafts laws should be broadly discussed by all interested parties prior to 
adoption, cost-benefit and social impact conducted, indicators of effectiveness are 
established, and monitoring mechanisms are developed. Consider including 
requirements to assess draft laws on their "corruption risk" and their likely impact 
on reducing corruption. 
Ensure proper implementation of the recently passed legislation to improve public 
procurement practices - the Law of Ukraine "On Introduction of Amendments to 
Some Legal Acts of Ukraine with Respect to Additional Guarantees of Protection 
of Financial Interests of the State" that amended the Law of Ukraine ''On 
Procurement of Goods, Works and Services at Public Expense." 

Implement programs to support business association strengthening and promote corporate 
governance practices: 

• Support development of business associations that advocate business interests, 
government transparency and accountability. Train and provide support to 
business associations in advocacy and lobbying, and in providing services and 
legal support to association members. 

• Promote the drafting and implementation of a corporate governance law. Support 
introducing corporate governance practices in large businesses. 
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s ummarvo fA 'C nt1- orruotmn p ro2ram o· ,ottons 
Anti.Corruption Major Potential Obstacles Potential Short- Impact 
Program Option Counterparts Impact on term Timing 

Corruntion success 
Support in drafting Parliamentary Opposition to some High impact • Visible Impact 
and implementing committees, Civil laws can come from lflaws success should be 
new legislation that Service interests groups. drafted and can be in amid-
separates public and Administration, enacted they obtained tenn 
private interests and State Committee on Laws might not be will have big within 
improves Regulatory practical or impact mid-tenn 
transparency in Refonn, Business implementation period 
government Council. mechanisms are not 

established. 
USAID partners, 
CIPE,EU 

Support Civil Service On privatization and High impact- Success Results 
development and Administration, taxation a strong Impact should should be can be 
implementation of State Committee on opposition can come be very visible and achieved 
specific regulations Regulatory from interest groups. visible and can be within 
that promote a better Refonn, Business On inspections significant achieved mid-tenn 
business Council, sectoral mindset "to catch" within time 
environment governmental rather than "to short and period 
(privatization, institutions. prevent" can mid-term 
taxation, inspecting dominate to oppose period 
agency incentives) USAID partners, refonn 

ClPE,EU 
Support monitoring Business There is always a High impact• Success Results 
of enacted community, State risk that newly Impact should should be can be 
legislation and Committee on enacted law will not be very visible and achieved 
refonns (Law on the Regulatory be properly visible and can be within 
State Regulatory Refonn. implemented and significant achieved mid-tenn 
Policy, Procurement new initiatives will within time 
Law, 'guillotine' USA!D partners, fade out. Regular short and period 
initiative) WB monitoring and mid-tenn 

evaluation are period 
essential 

Implement programs Business Poorly organized Medium Success Results 
to support business associations and skeptical impact will not be can be 
association business community. very achieved 
strengthening and USAID partners, Lack of incentives visible. within 
promote corporate CIPE,EU for corporate Can be mid-or 
governance practices governance. achieved long-term 

within time 
mid-term period 
neriod 

7. Corruption in Institutions 

7 .1 Parliament 

Whereas political will appears evident at the highest levels of Ukraine's executive branch 
of government, the legislature's record suggest<; the prevalence of only discrete pockets 
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of interest for anticorruption reform initiatives. Indeed it appears that many if not most 
legislators have amassed fortunes through business interests and other means while in 
office, with little transparency or accountability, due to parliamentary immunity 
provisions. Though the legislature currently displays a variety of political viewpoints and 
represents geographic, ethnic, business, oligarchic and other often competing interests, 
individual conflicts of interest along with the inability of parties and blocs to coalesce 
have slowed and even buried critical pieces of reform legislation, 

Constitutional reforms, going into effect after January 2006, will have a significant 
impact upon the operational abilities of the subsequent parliament (to be elected in 
March), changing the style of government to a parlia1nentary-presidential system. 
Though most presidential systems in the FSU have suffered from abuse of power issues, 
the impact of implementing these systemic changes in Ukraine remains unclear. 
Relations between the executive and the legislature will be subject to changes and an 
evolutionary process. It is important to note that, though Parliament should begin to play 
a more substantive role in overall governing, this capacity will likely be held hostage to 
internal developments and dynamics. 

Party discipline may well be strengthened in the legislature through the closed-list party 
system of candidate selection, yet there will be no regional accountability to voters. The 
alignment of parties into ruling coalition and opposition blocs in the new Parliament will 
require negotiation and pragmatic dealing on a number of issues. It is estimated that 70% 
or more of currently seated MPs will return to office, resulting in a contradiction between 
old styles of conducting business and the new realities of the party-list system. However, 
with so many incumbents likely to be reelected, there is questionable impetus for the new 
parliament to engage in self-initiated reform. 

Further complicating any assessment of post-electoral legislative capacity will be the 
need for parties to coalesce into blocs in order to reach a ruling majority. Alignments 
between the almost evenly divided major political parties are very uncertain and subject 
to negotiation. Given the uncertainty of parliamentary internal relations and balances 
between reformist and status quo forces, it is difficult to foresee the rapid establishment 
of working relationships in the newly elected body. 

Corruption Vulnerabilities 

The corruption syndrome model indicates that the state, political and social institutions 
are weak and highly open to manipulation by oligarchs in Ukraine. Nascent civil society 
is divided, intimidated, and impoverished, with political parties and political followings 
weak, personalized, and too narrow and numerous to produce broad-based mandates. 
Many MPs are heavily engaged in business activities which may well pose a challenge to 
their legislative objectivity. Political campaigns in Ukraine are very expensive and both 
parties and candidates are susceptible to bribery or taking payments to recover their 
expenditures. Parliamentary immunity can be a guarantor of legislative independence, 
but may also well obscure any ability to corruption i.nvestigations against MPs. 
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As privatization and other key financial issues continue to be discussed and decided in 
the legislature, the· lack of conflict of interest provisions for MPs, a code of ethics or a 
high-profile legislative watchdog becomes more acute in the current post-Revolutionary 
climate. A pervasive "what is not forbidden is allowed" post-Soviet legacy among many 
old guard legislators is a hindrance to the passage of needed reforms. When combined 
with a lack of transparency on political finance and other related issues, the lack of a 
stronger civil society mechanism to lobby and oversee legislative function and 
performance is a serious weakness. Also lacking are mechanisms and practices for 
parliamentary oversight of the executive bodies and structures. 

Constituents for/against reform 

There are MPs both in favor of anticorruption reform, as well as those opposed to it. This 
mirrors the political party spectrum that will be represented in the new legislature and 
theoretically exert more influence on policy after the elections. The Parliament's 
Anticorruption Committee serves as an important forum for discussion on the general 
issue of combating com1ption and providing a venue for CSO involvement in the debate. 
Individual and collective business interests appear to be serious impediments to the 
passage of critically needed reform legislation. 

Opportunities 

In the period before the elections, diplomatic and donor pressure may be exerted upon 
key legislators to push for needed reforms, for the passage of key legislation and for 
further increasing transparency provisions in the legislature. MCC discussions will be 
occasions for further discussion on priorities and necessities, if further assistance is to be 
forthcoming in key areas. Existing coalitions and committee constellations in the 
Parliament may be more capable of addressing key legislation in the period up to the 
elections, using corruption as a campaign issue, than waiting until after the elections. 

After the March elections, there will necessarily be a period of alignment and adjustment, 
committee assignments and coordination of party and bloc policies. Continued 
diplomatic and donor pressure will be needed to reinforce a unified message to disparate 
political elements as they formulate their post-electoral strategies. During this period, 
combating corruption can be again used as a unifying area of discussion and a legislative 
agenda focal point. Societal frustration over corruption, as embodied in the Orange 
Revolution, does exert some oversight and pressure on legislators, resulting in an opening 
for MPs to address anticorruption issues. Media enfranchisement after the Revolution 
also places greater scrutiny on legislative activity or inactivity in this area of needed 
reform. 

Recommendations 

Support the development of an anti-corruption legal framework, regulations, institutions 
and procedures: 
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• The backlog of critical reform legislation must be addressed (i.e. civil service 
reform, etc.), to create a legal framework for the foundation of how business, 
government, life in Ukraine is to be conducted. 

• The impact of Constitutional and electoral law changes on the new parliament is 
unknown at this time. The modus operandi of the existing legislature is a known 
quantity and should be a target of programming and diplomatic efforts to pressure 
for the passage of reform legislation. 

• A code of ethics for MPs and conflict of interest issues need to be addressed, 
probably through an amendment to the Law on the Status of Deputies. 

• Parliamentary programming needs to supplement the legislative calendar so that 
legislation can be discussed and passed more rapidly. 

Promote high-level diplomatic dialogue on anti-corruption issues: 
• High-level diplomatic pressure needs to be applied to the Government and 

Legislature to pass critical reform-enabling laws before and after the elections. 
(Anticorruption can be used as a common-cause rallying point to build majority 
votes.) 

• Diplomatic pressure needs to be placed on key faction leaders to process and pass 
essential legislation. 

Promote legislative accountability by bringing CSOs and elected officials together: 
• With corruption more openly discussed in Parliament, media and popular pressure 

are at least a distant threat to those in elected office. These are entry points for 
media, civil society, party and parliamentary programming to focus on 
anticorruption as a key area of concern to raise issues and try to hold elected 
politicians accountable. 

• Critical pieces of legislation need to be lobbied by CSO's in parliamentary 
committee hearings, reinforcing the needed advocacy and watchdog roles that 
civil society needs to play. Media needs to be a tool of CSO strategies. 

• Assistance should support citizen watchdog organizations to monitor MPs and 
party factions, voting records, conflicts of interest, campaign finances, etc. 

Support training and resources to improve legislative drafting, coalition building, and 
negotiation/compromise skills 

• Legislative drafting training appears necessary, as the current situation results in 
only selective implementation of impractical laws. Clarification of many pieces 
of legislation is needed to plug loopholes, but also to enhance transparency for 
civil society and enhance the accountability of officials. 

• Training for MPs should also .include negotiation and compromise skills to 
transform the current winner-take-all approach to a win-win approach. 

• Parliament/legislators can be trained to promote general awareness on what the 
laws and rights of citizens are. 

• New member orientation progran1s for after the elections need to focus on 
anticorruption as a priority for legislation. 

• Coalition building among parties for bloc relations will be vital. 
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• Parliament needs access to external sources of comparative information (what is 
and is not acceptable elsewhere-comparative legislation and international 
standards). 

Support strengthening of legislative oversight of executive: 
• Parliamentary committees should be supported to assist them in exerting their 

executive oversight function. 
• Assist legislative support for enhancing the transparency of collllllittee operations, 

including skills training for MPs and their staffs. 
• The parliamentary Collllllittee on Corruption needs to pressure the Government 

for consolidation of the five draft working plans into a single national 
anticorruption strategy. CSO, legislative and party programming can support this 
legislative effort. This can begin a process of using this Committee as a check on 
the Executive. 

Summarv of Anti-Corruption Pro2ram 0 1ptions 

Anti-Corruption Program Major Potential Potential Impact Short- Impact 
Option Counterparts Obstacles on Corruption term Timing success 

Support development of anti- Parliament, Medium. Some High. Laws will High. Short-
corruption legal framework., CSOs, JR!, ND!, legislators will facilitate change, to mid-
regulations, institutions and UCAN,PDP oppose passing transparency, term 
procedures ale laws. accountability. 
Promote high-level Parliament, Low High. Raise High Short-
diplomatic dialogue on anti- parties, CSOs, awareness in to mid-
corruption issues Embassies, Gov't on int'! term 

donors, ND!, !RI concerns over ale, 
conditionalitv 

Promote legislative CSOs, media, Medium. Some Medium to high. Medium Mid-to 
accountability by bringing parliament, ND!, legislators will WillraiseCSO long-
CSOs and elected officials !Rl,UCAN, balk;CSO interest and term. 
together PDP capacity, interest. empowerment 
Support training and Parliament, Medium. Medium. Will Medium. Mid-to 
resources to improve ABA·CEELI, Parliamentary facilitate better long• 
legislative drafting, coalition PDP capacity is legislation. term. 
building, and limited, 
negotiation/compromise skills especially staff. 
Support development of Parliament, Medium to high. Medium to High. Mid-to Mid-to 
legislative oversight of Ministries, IR!, ManyGov't Some areas of long- Jong-
executive. NDI,PDP officials and gov't will be held term. term. 

bureaucrats will to high scrutiny 
obiect. 
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7 .2 Political Parties 

There is a comparatively small group of major political parties that will predominate in 
the new Ukrainian legislature, once Constitutional changes take effect. The forging of 
alliances and political coalitions between these organizations is not likely to take place 
before the election, as some parties are likely to gain more electoral support by remaining 
independent in the pre-election period. Nevertheless, there will be a serious battle for 
creating coalitions and blocs in the period after the elections. Parties are currently 
divided on pre- and post-election strategies. 

Despite threshold provisions that should eventually reduce the number of political parties 
in Ukraine, the electoral campaign has already seen the creation of a number of new 
smaller parties that feature both oligarchs and familiar faces. These structures will also 
play a role in the pre-election period, seeking to become vehicles to project key 
personalities into the elections process and eventual coalition blocs. 

Parties will need to play a more decisive role in articulating platforms and programs, 
enforcing party discipline during campaigns and after the elections, and in creating and 
lobbying for positions in legislative blocs. At the same time, parties will be subject to 
criticism for the selection of some MPs in the closed-list system and will have to bear the 
brunt of civic discord over the impact of Constitutional changes and the lack of direct 
accountability of elected officials. 

The lack of accountability and transparency in the party system mirrors what is seen on 
the broader, national scale. There is a general skepticism over major party figures and 
politicians in general. The Yushchenko presidential victory has not been able to translate 
its stated goals and ambitions into a successful reform agenda. Political parties are using 
this issue as a major campaign issue. Whereas political competition is real in Ukraine, 
and citizens may choose from a discrete nun1ber of parties and well-known names, this 
competition has yet to provide for a truly effective check on corruption. With 
constitutional changes in effect, some parties may become an initial force for enhanced 
transparency, oversight and control. 

However, high levels of poverty in Ukraine mean that budgets are not generated from 
party membership fees, but from elsewhere. To this end, some parties-and their 
leaderships--have become vehicles for business interests. Virtually all powerful and 
active Ukrainian political parties receive funding from business interests. To a degree, 
party finances are dependent upon these alternative sources of funding and, therefore, 
vulnerable to various forms of capture and corruption. Some of these susceptibilities may 
change, given the implementation of Constitutional and election· law amendments. 
Although parties may oppose these reforms, persistent pressure from civil society can 
keep these issues high on the public agenda and result in positive change over time. 

The tradition of a powerful Presidency in Ukraine will evolve in January, requiring more 
politicking and compromise in the political system. The requirement to create coalitions 
will be a further step in breaking Soviet, winner-take-all legacies. However, it is likely 
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that the former ruling forces will levy charges of corruption and undue influence on the 
electoral processes which have been subject to charges of corruption in the past. A lack 
of transparency and accountability in campaign finance processes may further exacerbate 
social frustration with politicians in general. State funding ·will be provided for 
campaigns after this election, according to electoral showing, heightening competition to 
pass the threshold bar and not lose out altogether. 

Ukraine's political landscape has changed somewhat after the Revolution, but the 
topography still reflects a deep cleft between East and West and between party 
ideologies. President Yushchenko's ruling party is not widely seen as effective in 
translating its platform and promises into policies. The party itself has been rocked by 
the split in the ruling coalition and with the former Prime Minister. Efforts to govern by 
reaching out to opposing political forces has not helped solidify the ruling party's 
platform, message and commitment to reform for many citizens. Still Yushchenko's 
party maintains an organized base of support and has been successful in keeping 
volunteers mobilized and active. This style of organization comes as a sharp contrast to 
the cronyism and clientelism of the prior ruling forces. 

Corruption Vulnerabilities 

Individual business interests and the influence of oligarchs remain major challenges to 
combating corruption in political parties. Party structures in some regions of Ukraine are 
still tied to old-style patronage and clan networks in local administrations. Party finances 
are still murky, with a strong dependence upon business contributions, as opposed to 
membership dues and private contributions. Immunity provisions that extend all the way 
down to local-level positions provide powerful incentives to get elected at all costs and 
for the influence of illicit funding to enter party campaigning efforts. Closed party lists 
may result in some candidates seeking to buy their way into party graces. 

Constituents for/against reform 

Changes to the Constitution and election law will bring about a number of pivotal 
changes for political parties. State financing will promote greater transparency over 
campaign funding and expenditure, yet immunity provisions for more than 250,000 
elected positions provides a powerful incentive for corruption. Parties will need to 
coalesce and stand by platforms and messages in the Parliament, meaning a greater 
opportunity to hold parties accountable. Legislators will be elected from closed party 
lists, eliminating single-mandate accountability. Social pressure and frustration with 
politics as usual in Ukraine, along with media more willing to address and discuss the 
issue of corruption, are credible sources of reform pressure on parties. 

Opportunities 

The period prior to the elections enables parties to address corruption as a cross-cutting 
coalition-building issue. Corruption is a powerful electoral issue with voters. Campaign 
promises and platform planks on combating corruption will provide a measure of 
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accountability after the elections and an opportunity for civil society to hold party 
officials at least somewhat accountable for the actions ( or inactivity) of their 
representatives on this topic. 

Recommendations 

• Political party training should promote anti-corruption themes; hopefully, these 
themes will become more than party rhetoric. Technical assistance can help 
parties develop specific anti-corruption goals and practical and measurable 
approaches to achieve them and articulate them to the public. 

• Technical assistance should be provided to MPs and parties for the adoption of 
codes of conduct that would highlight a no-tolerance policy for corruption. 

• CSOs need to work closely with parties and advocate for specific anticorruption 
policies. 

• CSOs and the media should be trained and assisted on how to demand passage of 
regulations party financing, including n.."quirements for regular audits. They 
should also be trained how to take on the responsibility of monitoring these audit 
reports. 

• Training for party leaders in faction leadership and negotiation skills should be 
strengthened. Training should also be provided to help party leaders work more 
productively with CSOs on critical civic issues such as corruption. 

f Summarv o Anti-C orruntion Pro ram o· 1nt10ns 

Major Potential Potential Short- Impact 
Anti-Corruption Program Option Counterparts Obstacles Impact on term Timing Corruption success 

Strengthen demand-side pressure on CSOs,NDI, No party will Medium to Me<liumio Near term 
political parties to be accountable IR! want to appear high. This will high. Can 
through common anticorruption pro-corruption empower CSOs be very 
platform and will believe to hold parties visible in 

they can control and elected near term. 
any downside officials 

accountable. 
Strengthen accountability provisions ABA-CEELI, Some MPs will Medium to Near term 
for MPs and political parties PDP, ND!, IR! oppose, but high. Again, 

popular officials held 
pressure will be accountable by 
powerful set standard. 
weapon to 
promote this 
work. 
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Major Potential Potential Short• Impact Anti-Corruption Program Option Counterparts Obstacles 
Impact on term Timing Corruption success 

Build closer lobbying relationship NDl,IRI, Some parties Medium to High.As Mid- to long• 
between CSOs and parties UCAN may oppose high. Parties parties term 

will want to organize 
appear cutting after 
edge and elections, 
responsive in they will be 
the new approachab 
Parliament le by CSOs 

and open to 
influence 

Increase youth involvement in NDI,UCAN Few to no Medium to High. This Mid- to long-
combating co1TUption obstacles. high. isa tem1 

Depending motivated 
upon how population 
politicized they segment 
become, these and 
groups can be COITUption 
very vocal. is a strong 

rallvinQ ctv 
Build transparency into party NDl,TRl, Parties will High. Party Medium. Mid- to long• 
financing UCAN,ABA- oppose. fmancing is Popular tem1 

CEELI very suspect pressure is 
and closed. strong 

threat to 
Gov't. 

7 .3 Subnational Government 

Overview 

Ukraine's highly centralized government provides a perfect vehicle for retaining strong 
control throughout the country, transmitting instructions to the local level and 
manipulating decisions. As a result, corrupt practices at the central level often become 
adopted at the sub-national and local levels. Although greater responsibilities for service 
delivery were delegated to local officials over the last several years, financial dependency 
on the center was strengthened and the risk of corruption increased. 

The levels of corruption and anti-corruption efforts are very uneven throughout the 
country. ln most instances, the situation depends on the political will of local leaders. 
Civil society and the business community in the majority of municipalities remain weak 
and unsophisticated in terms of developing demand pressure and advocating for reforms. 
Several donor programs have been successful in developing the local capacity of 
communities and local groups to address these issues. USAID has championed this effort 

FINAL REPORT 56 



21478

1210 

among donors since the 1990s, but more needs to be done and existing experience should 
be rolled out. 

The status of decentralization reform in Ukraine remains ambiguous. Ambitious reform is 
rather controversial and incomplete. After extensive discussion in 2005, it has been 
postponed awaiting further developments. 

While decentralization in government can produce decentralization of corruption as well, 
it also offers another level on which to fight corruption and additional highly motivated 
constituencies for reform, closer to citizens. 

Corruption Vulnerabilities 

Strongly vertical executive power serves as a perfect structure to extend central policies 
and practices to subnational levels. Appointed from the center, oblast and rnion heads 
often overshadow elected regional councils' authority and exercise complete control over 
their regions. 

The subnational level mirrors national level corruption patterns: state capture, 
embezzlement, kickbacks in procurement and privatization, nepotism, patronage, etc. But 
in addition, corruption has arisen in specific sub-national level functions, such as service 
delivery, local business regulation, taxation, and healthcare. 

Local branches of the central controlling and law enforcement agencies, such as tax 
administration, inspecting agencies, the police, the prosecutor, and the courts are viewed 
by the public and businesses as the most corrupt institutions on the local level. Quotas to 
collect fines established on the central level for most of the inspecting agencies 
establishes additional incentives to harass local businesses and extort bribes. Local 
courts, the prosecutor and the police can be very selective in their actions and judgments 
due to their financial dependency on the center and the local budget that can supplement 
deficient allocations. As a result, often only the lowest local officials and very small 
financial mismanagement cases (as small as US$100) are prosecuted for corruption while 
large illegal activities remain untouched. On the other hand, local departments on fighting 
economic crime are also given a quota from the center to "find" corrupt officials and they 
often waste their time looking for those officials turning anti-corruption programs into 
witch hunts. 

Municipalities have been given a range of responsibilities for the provision of services 
such as health, education and urban services. However, the planning and decision 
making processes, along with the financial decisions, are still controlled from the center. 
Financial dependence leads to political and administrative dependence. Distribution of 
the scarce budget is subject to shadow deals and favors between all levels. The formula 
for intergovernmental transfers is not completely transparent, therefore it is difficult if not 
impossible for cities to hold the central government accountable for the revenue they 
receive (or fail to receive). As a result, many municipalities and raion level governments 
are not provided sufficient funds for the vital services and responsibilities delegated to 
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them. Further allocation of budget funds at the local level is easily influenced by vested 
interests. 

Elected local/municipal governments are freer to make their choices on policies and 
practices. However, lack of accountability, a passive civil society, and ineffective law 
enforcement breeds temptation among some mayors and councils to consolidate complete 
control over all aspects of financial and administrative matters. This can easily result in 
widespread abuse of power in property leasing, privatization, issuing of permits, granting 
tax benefits, etc. But this is not necessarily a widespread practice. Some mayors are 
increasingly recognizing the value of increased citizen participation and greater 
government transparency, both in terms of legitimizing their mandates and in terms of the 
improvements in decision making that result. 

Low salaries, in particular at the raion and municipality levels, cause high-level 
professionals to find alternate employment. For example, town mayors sometimes have a 
salary that is lower than the official minimum monthly wage in Ukraine (about. USD 70). 
But even these positions are often bought or transferred through nepotism or clientelism. 
Low salaries and low professionalism result in low performance and widespread abuses. 

Some reforms to improve transparency and accountability of local administrations have 
been implemented over the la,;;t two years: the local budget is published in the local media 
and in many cities discussed at public hearings, city council meetings are open to the 
public, public councils have been established as advisory bodies -within administrations, 
and business registration has been simplified. However, many aspects of governmental 
functioning remain closed for citizens, reinforcing public perception of potential 
wrongdoing. 

Civil society and the business community remain weak in most municipalities and do not 
generally mobilize demand for government openness and accountability. The media is 
often controlled by the local administration. 

Opportunities and points of entry 

It is reasonable to assume that Ukraine will continue down a path of greater 
decentralization. USAID should encourage this direction vigorously. Political leadership 
at the municipal level, in some localities, is keen to embrace more European approaches 
to local governance and sees in them a comparative electoral advantage. This, too, 
should be strongly encouraged. The inflated expectation that arose during the revolution, 
and the resultant disappointment, can be harnessed to convert dissatisfaction into demand 
for reform. 

Local programs to promote transparency and accountability in government, build 
professionalism, implement best practices, improve legal literacy of the public and 
government staff, and strengthen civil society and business community advocacy and 
government monitoring skills will bear fruit in reducing corruption on a local level. 
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Local civil society and citizens' groups, along with the emerging SME community are the 
logical champions for reform. However, mayors and other city officials who recognize 
the political benefit they can derive from being seen as transparent, participative, 
accountable and honest are perhaps the most important allies. The possible role of the 
Association of Cities as an anti-corruption force should be further explored. 

Recommendations 

The most effective way to address corruption on a local level is to involve both the 
government and non-governmental sectors. Action requires political will and readiness 
on both sides which is not always there. If there is a political will on the side of 
government, a set of initiatives should be undertaken to align government efforts with the 
priorities of the local community by establishing an effective dialogue and coordinating 
activities. If there is little or no political will, the focus of the program should be on 
building local civil society capacity to effectively demand reforms from government. 
Here are several specific recommendations for programming options: 

Local government: 
• Assist local government in implementing professional administrative management 

practices: promote professionalism by establishing job requirements and offering 
training; develop and implement programs to eliminate conflicts of interest; 
introduce performance-based incentives, internal control, and reporting 
requirements; implement computerized reporting and decision record systems. 

• Assist municipal governments in implementing reforms to standardize and 
simplify administrative procedures and provide better services to the public. 
Conduct public service report cards. 

• Assist local government in developing and implementing effective and proactive 
transparency policies and involving citizens in decision making processes. 

• Promote effective public-private dialogue mechanisms that involve all local 
stakeholder groups to coordinate efforts in addressing corruption 

Civil society program options: 
• Support civil society programs to build citizen activism to oversee service 

delivery and make demands for greater transparency. Promote establishment of 
citizen watchdog groups to conduct meaningful and professional monitoring of 
governmental institutions and functions (budgeting, procurement, service 
delivery, etc.) 

• Support to improve citizen legal literacy of their rights and government's 
responsibilities. 

• Support establishing independent legal support offices to provide legal services 
and legal education to victims of alleged corruption and excessive bureaucracy. 
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Decentralization: 
• Assist government in decentralization reform to ensure that it will not breed 

"decentralized corruption" but rather establish a clear division of responsibilities 
and resources. Call for transparency. Introduce strict checks and balances. Ensure 
citizen participation in government decision making processes. 

s fA 'C nt1• orruption ummarvo p roe:ram o· ,pt1ons 
Anti-Corruption Major Potential Potential Impact Short-term Impact 
Prol!ram Ootion Counteroarts Obstacles on Corruotion success Timinl! 
Local government Local governments Frequent directive High impact• Short-term Near and 
anti-corruption primarily on the from the center can Citizen and successes can mid-term 
initiatives: municipal level either help or businesses be achieved. impact and 
management, (also possible on destruct. satisfaction with results 
professionalism the raion and Possible upcoming service delivery 
internal controls, oblast levels} that decentralization and improved trust 
openness, public• expressed political reform may in local 
private dialog will forreforms. preclude from government. 

effective work on Report cards on 
USAID partner the raion level. public services can 
current local serve as a useful 
government tool to evaluate 
nroiects imoact. 

Civil society Civil society Lack of High impact• Short and Near and 
advocacy and groups. professionalism of Society will be mid-term mid-term 
watchdog groups theCSOs. more informed and successes impact and 
trained, established Opposition and proactive in results 
and active obstacles by local monitoring 

government government and 
lacking political thus opportunities 
will in reforms. for corruption will 
Tendency of the be reduced. 

USAID partner CSOs to either 
current civil became adversary 
society, business, to the government 
and media projects instead of being 

constructive. 
Promote anti- Central and local Complexity and a Medium impact - It is likely Long-term 
corruption (elected) cost of the refonn. Depends on how will have results. 
embedded in governments and Domination reform is designed Jong-term 
decentralization non-governmental currently of the it can have either impact 
reform sector. Think tank proposed by the positive or 

groups. central government negative impact on 
reform. corruption. 

USAID partner Opposition from 
current projects in the central and 
all sectors. local executive 
Potentially EU and governments to 
the WB and other implement 
donors. comprehensive 

reform 
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8. Priority Recommendations for Anti-Corruption 
Programming 

The recommendations for USAID programming options in this report are guided by the 
proposed strategic directions discussed earlier in Section 5. Those strategic directions 
take into account Ukraine's corruption syndrome as a closed insider economy/elite cartel 
grouping and the study team's assessment and insights. 

In the following table, each recommended programming option from the sectoral 
discussions in this report has been ranked as either high (in bold) or medium priority for 
USAID based on its potential impact on corruption and its potential in achieving early 
and visible success. In addition, each option is linked to its core strategic target. For more 
detail on each option, refer to the earlier sectoral discussions. 

Major existing USAID programs are also included in the table as they relate to each of 
the sectoral or functional areas. 38 Many of these programs already include anti-corruption 
components, but others can, with minor modifications of emphasis, incorporate anti
corruption tasks that could produce meaningful impacts. 

Highlighted Recommendations 

The following highlights summarize the recommended programs: 

Cross-Sectoral and Prerequisite Conditions. Many activities need to be conducted that 
v.ill establish the basic foundation upon which continued anti-corruption programs across 
all sectors can be launched. These include: supporting the design and execution of a 
national and coordinated anti-corruption strategy, supporting the passage of missing anti
corruption legislation and the establishment and strengthening of anti-corruption 
institutions in government, and improvements in public procurement procedures and 
institutions. In addition, the demand-side of fighting corruption needs to be enhanced: 
advocacy skill of citizen, business and media groups must be strengthened, citizen 
oversight/watchdog groups must be formed, and civic education programs related to 
corruption must be supported. To facilitate these activities and encourage the inclusion of 
anti-corruption elements into existing programs, an anti-corruption mainstreaming 
workshop should be conducted for USAID program officers, as well as implementing 
partners. 

Judicial Sector. Key activities must be supported to reform the judicial selection process 
and bring it into line with modem meritocracies. In addition, reforms in court 
administration and procedures need to be promoted to increase transparency. 

Health Sector. Major remedies need to be promoted to make the procurement of 
pharmaceuticals more transparent and accountable. In addition, it is critical to develop 

38 The discussion of USAlD programs in the table is only illustrative of major ongoing activities and not 
meant to be comprehensive. 
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tracking systems to monitor and oversee budgetary expenditures to stem leakages. 
Overall, organizational, management and institutional reforms are needed to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of healthcare delivery and reduce mismanagement which can 
encourage corrupt practices. 

Education Sector. It is important to support CSO budget oversight initiatives to put 
external pressure on the educational system to be accountable for its use of public funds 
and to encourage greater transparency. Continued expansion of standardized testing 
procedures for higher school entrance exams is merited. 

Public Finance. Support should be given to ensure effective implementation of new 
procurement laws and ongoing tax reform initiatives. In addition, the accounting 
chamber and the Chief Control and Auditing Administration should be strengthened, 
especially in the enforcement of their findings and recommendations. Finally, budget and 
expenditure oversight internally and externally - should be promoted. 

"--'-'--'-"""'--"'"""'~ The business community needs to be mobilized to advocate for conflict of 
interest and transparency laws, and to support regulations that promote the business 
environment and eliminate administrative barriers. Expanded support should be given to 
private sector associations to conduct continuous monitoring of the implementation of 
business laws and regulations. 

Parliament. Continued pressure and support needs to be applied to the Rada to promote 
adoption of an adequate .anti-corruption legal framework. MPs need to be made more 
accountable to their constituents and various monitoring and transparency programs can 
be supported. Legislator skills training and resources need to be provided to improve 
legislative drafting, coalition building and negotiation/compromise skills. 

Political Parties. Programs are needed to build more transparency into party financing. 

Subnational Government Local government institutions need to be strengthened so that 
they can deliver services in a transparent and accountable fashion. CSO advocacy and 
watchdog capacity building at the subnational level is also a major requirement to control 
corrupt tendencies. 

Where to Start 

Logically, it is important to begin a comprehensive anti-corruption program by ensuring 
an adequate foundation - an acceptable legal and institutional framework that is sensitive 
to corruption issues - on which other reforms can be built. Such activities should 
certainly be started immediately. However, it must be understood that these prerequisites 
often take time to establish and they should be considered as medium- to long-term 
efforts. 
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At the same time, it is essential not to wait until these fundamentals are in place to begin 
other initiatives that could yield early and visible successes. In this regard, strengthening 
demand-side capacity is critical to sustain the pressure on government and for the public 
to believe that progress is being made. Thus, civil society, private sector and mass media 
initiatives should also be promoted early in USAID's anti-corruption program. In 
addition, we found great potential among many existing USAID projects in Ukraine for 
meaningful anti-corruption activities within their current domains; these areas for anti
corruption intervention need to be designed and implemented. So, an additional early step 
should involve conducting mainstreaming workshops and providing one-on-one technical 
assistance to current USAID implementers to help them incorporate targeted anti
corruption elements into their projects. 

Suggested Starting Points for a USAIO/Ukraine Anti-Corruption Program 

1. Mainstream anti-corruption goals in ongoing USAIO projects 

2. Establish the Prerequisites 
Promote passage of key corruption-related legislation in the Rada 

- Promote better implementation of current corruption-related laws 
- Support design and implementation of a comprehensive national anti-

corruption strategy 
- Begin activities to reform the judiciary 

3. Support Demand-Side Capacity Building 
- Establish civil society monitoring and watchdog groups in key areas, such 

as budgeting, procurement, the courts, and the legislature 
Establish constructive civil society-government dialogues 

- Support a network of Citizen Advocate Offices that provide citizen victims of 
corruption with legal services to act on grievances 

4, Target a Key Government Sector 
- Select a major public service delivery sector, such as health, and initiate a 

comprehensive anti-corruption program there, to serve as a model for other 
future efforts 
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~ro~~-Sectoral and Prereguisite ~onditions The CURE project can be expanded to include corruption-specific 

H Conduct mainstreaming and TA for USAID & partners • • awareness campaigns on particular topics. The Intemews media projeet 

H Support design/execution of anti-corruption strategy • • • can be expanded to include more components specifically related to 

H Support passage of anti-corruption legislation • • investigative reporting on corruption issues. The lJNCAN projeet can 

H Support government's anti-cotrnption institutions • • expand and direct its advocacy programs toward rule of law and anti• 

H Advocacy skills citizen, business & media groups • • corruption issues. It can also suppo1t citizen watchdog groups. 

H Strengthen public procurement procedures/institutions • • • 
H Strengthen citizen oversight/watchdog groups • • 
H Sunnort civic education related to corruntion • • 

Judicial Sector ABA-CEELI's Rule of Law Development and DoJ-sponsored 

H Support reforms in judicial selection process • programs can be expanded to enhance regional public complaint 

H Support reforms in court administration & procedures • offices, donor coordination on anti-corruption legal initiatives, law 

M Support reforms in judicial discipline process • enforcement reform, criminal justice initiatives, and work with the 

M Support reforms in execution of court decisions • Council of Judges, the High Council of Justice and the State Judicial 
Administration. The Commercial Law Project activities related to 
iudicial enforcement and case mana.,ement can be exoande-0, 

Health Sector Existing health programs - including Policy II, Families for Children, 

H Stren2then nrocurement nractices • Policy Dialogue and Implementation can incorporate enhanced 
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Priority Program Options 
(H = High priority) 

(M = Medium priority) 

H Support oversight of budget expenditures 
H Support management and organizational reforms 
M Support formulation of national health insurance fund 

Education Sector 
H Support CSO budget oversight initiatives 
H Mainstream anti-corruption into testing procedures 
M Promote civic education on legal literacy 

Public Finance 
H Support budget and expenditure watchdogs 
H Monitor implementation of new procurement law 
H Support ongoing tax reform initiatives 
H Strengthen Accounting Chamber and CCAA 
M Promote budget transparency policies 
M Strengthen procurement institutions and procedures 
M Support streamlining of VAT refunds and tax returns 
M Promote transparency in audit reoortimz 

Private Sector 
H Support conflict of interest and transparency laws 
H Suuuort re1mlations to promote business environment 
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Ongoing/Planned USAID Programs 

advocacy and oversight activities to promote greater transparency and 
accountability over budgeting, financial management, staffing, and 
procurement of pharmaceuticals purchases and healthcare delivery. 

Eurasia's Promoting Democracy and Market Reforms project can 
mobilize CSOs to have a greater voice with regard to education 
budgets and programs. 

The Municipal Budgeting Project can continue to make the budget 
process more transparent and reduce opportunities for corruption in the 
tax system. The FM! Capital Markets project needs to emphasize good 
corporate governance procedures and can be expanded to address 
transparency and accountability issues related to the pension fund and 
tax reform. 

BIZPRO activities that promote business regulatory reforms and one-
stop shops can be expanded to include additional advocacy and 
dialogue by businesses. Business oversight groups could be established 
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Priority Program Options 
(H = High priority) 

(M = Medium priority) 

H Support monitoring of supportive business laws 
M Strengthen business associations & corporate governance 

Parliament 
H Support adoption of anti-corrnption legal framework 
H Promote legislative accountability 
H Support training and resources for legislator skills 
M Promote diplomatic pressure/dialogue with Parliament 
M Stremrthen Parliamentarv oversi11ht of executive 

Political Parties 
H Strengthen demand pressure on parties 
M Strengthen accountability for MPs and parties 
M Support party financing transparency 
M Build CSO-party lobbying relationships 
M Promote vouth involvement in combalin11 corruotion 

Subnational Government 
H Support strengthening of local government institutions 
H Support CSO advocacy & watchdog capacity building 
M Promote decentralization policy as path to fight corruption 
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at the regional level to ensure that tenders are conducted properly, for 
instance. The UL Tl/NLAE land titling project can be continued and 
stremrthencd. 
The Parliamentary Strengthening Program can be continued to build 
legislative capacity to conduct effective oversight of the executive 
branch. 

The Political Party Building Program can expand its efforts to support 
transparency in party financing, citizen-party dialogue, and citizen 
monitoring of party activity. 

The Municipal Budget Reform Project can be expanded to additional 
localities and specific anti-corruption elements, such as citizen budget 
watchdog groups can be added. The ERUM Project can be expanded to 
additional cities and particular anti-corruption components can be 
added such as nublic ethics trainin"' for local officials and municinal 
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complaint centers. The UCAN Project can be expanded to promote 
government transparency and citizen participation in a wider range of 
sectoral issues and municipalities. 
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Gryncvych, Lilia, Center of Independence Testing, Director 
Gusyna, Lidia, Rule of Law Foundation 
Kochuyev, Valeriy, CPP, Director of Eastern Regional training Center (Donetsk) 
Kohut, Ihor, Agency for Legislative Initiatives 
Kovryzhenko, Denis, Agency for Legislative Initiatives 
Kuybida, Roman, Centre for Political and Legal Reforms 
Latsyba, Maxym, Ukrainian center oflndependent Political Studies 
Leshenko, Natalia, Institute for Economic Research and Policy Consulting 
Liapin, Dmitryi, Institute for Compepetive Society 
Maidan, Oksana, Serhiy Kokeziuk, Ukrainian Center of Education Reform 
Maksimova, Svetlana, "Justinian" Edition 
Medvedev, Victor, Rotary Club, Lubny 
Ovsepyan, Arthur, All-Ukrainian Network of PL WH 
Proskuryakov, Alexey, National Center for State Courts 
Shcerbakov, Ruslan, Foundation "Regional Center of Economic Studies and Business 

Support" (Lubny) 
Shkotnikov, Volodymyr, Pensioners' Organisation (Lubny) 
Soskin, Oleg, Institute of Society Transformation 
Spomykov, Oleg, Rule of Law Foundation 
Velichko, Volodymyr, Coalition "Volunteer" (Lubny) 
Yakota, Volodymyr, Poltava Branch of the Committee ofVotersVoters 
Zakalyuk, Anatoliy, Academy of Legal Sciences 
Zanoza, Mylkola, Ukrainian Human Rights Committee (Globin Branch), Poltava oblast 
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Zhovtyak, Volodymyr, National Coordination Council on the Prevention of the Spread of 
HIV/AIDS 

Ukraine Government Organizations 
Bilak, Daniel A., Ministry of Justice 
Denysenko, Larisa, Ministry of Justice 
Hurzhiy, Serhiy, State Committee for Financial Monitoring ofUkraine 
Kasian, Olexiy Petrovych, Appellate Court Judge, President of the Ukrainian 

Independent Judges Association 
Khmelik, Volodymyr Borysovych, Senior Warrant Officer, Ministry ofinternal Affairs 
Kirsanov, Valerii, State Committee for Financial Monitoring of Ukraine 
Kluvchnikov, Danylo Victorrovych, Deputy Head, Department to Combat 

Trafficking in Persons, Ministry oflntemal Affairs 
Klyuchnikov, Daniil, Ministry oflnternal Affairs of Ukraine 
Markeyevam Oksana, Head of International Department, Council of National Security 

and Defense of Ukraine 
Moysyk, Volodymyr, Head, VR Committee on Legal Enforcement Provisions 
Oleshchenko, Vyacheslav L, Secretariat of the President of Ukraine 
Ostash, Ihor, Parliamentary Member 
Palyanytsia, Andrii, Advisor to the Secretariat of the President of Ukraine 
Parkhomenko, Andriy A., State Committee for Financial Monitoring of Ukraine 
Pasenyukm Oleksandr, Head, High Administrative Court of Ukraine 
Pylypets, Svitlana, High Administrative Court of Ukraine 
Sheybut, Viktor, State Committee for Financial Monitoring of Ukraine 
Skulishm Yevhen, Head of Anti-Corruption Department, Security Service ofUkraine 
Stretovych, Volodymyr M., Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine 
Teres, Valeriy Mykolayovych, Ombudsman's office 
Tsap, Valeriy Volodymyrovych, Head oflntemational Department, Ministry of Internal 

Affairs 

Local Governments 
Alekseenko, Victor, Head of the Iubny Raion Administration 
Grymchak, Yuriy, Deputy Governor of Donetsk Oblast 
Pluzhnik, Vasyl, Deputy Mayor of the city ofLubny 
Sobolev, Anatoliy, Mayorofthe city ofLubny 
Tereschenko, Grigoriy, Lubny Raion Administration 
Yanovskiy, Deputy Head of the Lubny Raion Administration 
Mayors from Khorol and Kremenchug 
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V 

St3itement on th,e Appomtnirent of 0,311a Boente as Acting Attorney General: 

Mark S. Zaid 0 
V 

#coup has started. As one falls, two more will 
take their place. #rebe!iion #impeachrrient 
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SUBPOENA 

BY AUTHORITY OF THE HOUSE OF Rt:PRESENTATIVES OF THE 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

You arc hereby commanded to be and appear before the 
Permanent Select Committee on intelligence 

of the House ofReprcsen1ativcs of the Unite<! Sl'.ites a1 the place, date, and time specified below. 

0 to produ~ the things ideutified on the attached schedule touching matters ofinquiry committed to said 
committee or subcommittee; and you are not to depart without leave of said committee or subcommittee. 

Place of production: ____________________________ _ 

Date: _______ _ Time: _________ _ 

0 to testify at a deposition touching 1mitters of inquiry committed to silid committee or suhcommittc.c; 
and you are n,)t to depart without leave of said committee or ,uhcoinmittee, 

Place of testimony: Penmment Select Committee on Intelligence, HVC-304, U.S. Capitol 

0 to testify at a he11ri11l{ tollChing matters of inquiry committed \0 said committee or subcommittee; and 
you are not to depart without lcavtc of said committee or subcommittee, 

I 

""" ,.-... ;~,,, 

Date: ________ _ 
Time: 

To The ll.S, Marshals Service, or any authorized Member or congressional staff 

______________________________ to serve and make return. 

Witness my hand and the seal of the House ofRcprcsentativ the United States, at 
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SUBPOENA 

BY AUTHORITY OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

You arc herchy commanded to be and appear before the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

of the House of Representatives oflbc Uniied States at the place, date, and time specified below. 

0 to produce the tilings identified 011 the attached sclledule touching matters of inquiry committed to said 
committee or subcommittee: and you are not to depart without leave of said committee or subcommittee. 

Place of production: ___________________________ _ 

Date: _______ _ Time: ________ _ 

IZ) to testify at a dcp(>sitio11 touching matters of inquiry committed to said commi!!ee or subconunittee; 
and you are not to depart without leave of said committee or subcommittee. 
r~-·'"· 

Place oftt,stimony: Permanent Select Committee on llltelli&cncc, HVC-304, U.S. Capitol 

Time 9, ~ 00 ll\M 

0 to testify at a he.ari11g touchins matters of inquiry committed to said committee or subcommittee; and 
you are not to depart without Jc,ave of said ,,ommittee or subc.ommittec, 

I 
Pl~ of ""'mo0y 

. Date:________ Time 

To The U.S. Marshals Service, or any authorized Member or congressional staff 

-----------------------------
Witness my hand and !he seal of the House of Represc 

the city of Washington, D.C. this~ d/Gf. 

to st>rve and make return. 

of the Uni led States, at 
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Case 1:19-cv-03224-RJL Document 26-1 Filed 11108/19 Page 1 of 4 

Exhibit l 
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Case l:19-cv-03224-RJL Document 26-1 Filed 11/08/19 Page 2 of 4 

, ,om: Noble, Daniel 
Sent: Thursday, November 7, 
To: Mulvaney, Mic 
C 

Subject: Subpoena • House Impeachment Inquiry 

Mr. Mulvaney, 

Please see the attached subpoena commanding you to appear for a deposition as part of the House of Representatives' 
impeachment inquiry at the previously noticed date, time, and location: November 8, at 9:00 a.m. in HVC-304, The 
capitol. 

This subpoena is being issued by the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence under the Rules of the House of 
Representatives in exercise of its oversight and legislative jurisdiction and after consultation with the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and the Committee on Oversight and Reform. The deposition transcript shall be collected as part of the 
House's impeachment inquiry and shared among the Committees, as well as with the Committee on the Judiciary as 

ipropriate. Your failure or refusal to comply with the subpoena, including at the direction or behest of the President, 
,all constitute further evidence of obstruction of the House's impeachment inquiry and may be used as an adverse 

inference against you and the President. Moreover, your failure to appear shall constitute evidence that may be used 
against you in a contempt proceeding. 

Attached for your reference are the House deposition regulations and HPSCl's Rules of Procedure. 

Please confirm receipt. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel S. Noble 
Senior Investigative Counsel (Majority) 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
The Capitol (HVC-304) 
Desk: 
Cell: 
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Case 1:19-cv-03224-RJL Document 26-1 Filed 11/08/19 Page 3 of 4 

SUBPOENA 

BY AUTHORITY OF THI<; HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

To ~ tl.,1>1.,AA&1.i. ::l'\>111'> MH~A"1- (" !J,11.1-('') ,Mv1-\)i,1,1.;y 

You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the 
Permanent Select Committee on lnlelfigence 

of the House of Representatives of the United States at the place, date, and time specified below. 

D to produce the things ide11tified on the attached schedule touching matters ofinquiry committed to said 
committee or subcommittee; and you are not to depart without leave of said committee or subcommittee. 

I 

r,,~ , r ""''"''"' 
. Date: ________ _ Time: ________ _ 

to testify at a deposition touching matters of inquiry committed to said committee or subcommittee; 
and you are not to depart without leave of said committee or subcommittee. 

to testify at a bearing touching matters ,1f inquiry committed to said committee or subcommittee; and 
you are not to depart without leave of said committee or subcommittee. 

I 

Pl~ of<o•i~oy, 

. Date:________ Time 

To The U.S. Marshals Service, or 'any authorized Member or congressional staff 

_____________________________ to serve and make return. 

Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives of the United States, at 



21502

1234 

Case 1:19-cv-03224-RJL Document 26-1 Filed 11/08/19 Page 4 of 4 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

Subpoena for 

Address ------------------------------
before the Permanent. Select Committee on Intelligence 

U.S. House of Representatives 
I 16th Congress 

Served by (print name) _M_a_he_r_B_1_'ta_r ____________________ _ 

Title General Counsel 

Manner of service Electronic Mail --------------------------

Signature of Server 
I 

Address Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, HVC-304, U.S. Capitol 
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SENATE { TREATY Doc. 
106-16 

TREATY WITH UKRAINE ON MUTUAL LEGAL 
ASSISTANCE IN CRIMINAL MA'I"fERS 

MESSAGE 

FROM 

THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
TRA.i'lSJ\UTTING 

TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND 
UKRAINE ON MUTUAL LEGAL ASSISTANCJi; IN CRIMINAL MAT
TERS WITH AN'NR.'<, SIGNED AT KIEV ON JULY 22, 1998, AND 
WITH AN EXCHANGE OF NOTES SIGNED ON SEPTEMBER 30, 
1999, WHICH PROVIDES FOR ITS PROVISIONAL APPLICATION 

NOVEMBER 10, 1999.-Treaty was read the first time, and together with 
the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela• 
tions and ordered to be printed for the use of the Senate. 

79-118 

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

WASHINGTON : 1999 
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

THE WHITE HOUSE, November 10, 1999. 
To the Senate of the United States: 

With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Senate to 
ratification, I transmit herewith the Treaty Between the United 
States of America and Ukraine on Mutual Legal Assistance in 
Criminal Matters with Annex, signed at Kiev on July 22, 1998. I 
transmit also, for the information of the Senate, an exchange of 
notes which was signed on September 30, 1999, which p1·ovides for 
its provisional application, as well as the report of the Department 
of State with respect to the Treaty. 

The Treaty is one of a series of modern mutual legal a.,:,,~1,,,ca.1.1\Cv 

treaties being negotiated by the United States in order to counter 
criminal activities more effectively. The Treaty should be an effec-
tive tool to assist in the prosecution of a wide vari of crimes, 
eluding drug trafficking offenses. The Treaty is -executing. It 
provides for a broad range of cooperation in criminal matters. Mu
tual assistance available under the Treaty includes: taking of testi
mony or statements of persons; providing documents, records, and 
articles of evidence; serving documents; locating or identifying per
sons; transferring persons in custody for testimony or other pur
poses; executing requests for searches and seizures; assisting in 
proceedings related to restraint, confiscation, forfeiture of assets, 
restitution, and collection of fines; and any other form of assistance 
not prohibited by the laws of the requested state. 

I recommend that the Senate give early and favorable consider~ 
ation to the Treaty and give its advice and consent to ratification. 

WILLIA1\i1 J. CLINTON. 

(III) 
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The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 
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LETTER OF SUBMITTAL 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, October 19, 1999. 

THE PRESIDENT: I have the honor to submit to you the Treaty Be
tween the United States of America and Ukraine on Mutual Legal 
Assistance in Criminal Matters with Annex ("the Treaty"), signed 
at Kiev on July 22, 1998. I recommend that the Treaty be trans
mitted to the Senate for its advice and consent to ratification. 

Also enclosed, for the information of the Senate, an exchange 
of notes under which the Treaty is being provisionally applied to 
the extent possible under our respective domestic laws, in order to 
provide a basis for immediate mutual assistance in criminal mat
ters. Provisional application would cease upon entry into force of 
the Treaty. 

The Treaty covers mutual legal assistance in criminal matters. 
In recent years, similar bilateral treaties have entered into force 
with a number of other countries. The Treaty with Ukraine con
tains all essential provisions sought by the United States. It will 
enhance our ability to investigate and prosecute a range of of
fenses. The Treaty is designed to be self-executing and will not re
quire new legislation. 

Article 1 sets forth a non-exclusive list of the major types of as
sistance to be provided under the Treaty, including taking the tes
timony or statements of persons; providing documents, records and 
other items of evidence; locating or identifying persons or items; 
serving documents; transferring persons in custody for testimony or 
other purposes; executing requests for searches and seizures; as
sisting in proceedings related to immobilization and forfeiture of 
assets, restitution, and collection of fines; and, rendering any other 
form of assistance not prohibited by the lmvs of the Re ed 
State. The scope of the Treaty includes not only criminal enses, 
but also proceedings related to criminal matters, which may be 
civil or administrative in nature. 

Article 1(3) states that assistance shall be provided without re
gard to whether the conduct involved would constitute an offense 
under the laws of the Requested State. 

Article 1( 4) states explicitly that the Treaty is not intended to 
create rights in private parties to obtain, suppress, or exclude any 
evidence, or to · e the execution of a request. 

Article 2 pr for the establishment of Central Authorities 
and defines Central Authorities for purposes of the Treaty. For the 
United States, the Central Authority shall be the Attorney General 

(V) 
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or a person designated by the Attorney General. For Ukraine, the 
Central Authority shall be the Ministry of Justice and the Office 
of the Prosecutor General. The article provides that the Central 
Authorities shall communicate directly with one another for the 
purposes of the Treaty. · 

Article 3 sets forth the circumstances under which a Requested 
State's Central Authority may deny assistance under the Treaty. A 
request may he denied if it relates to a military offense that would 
not be an offense under ordinary criminal law. A further ground for 
denial is that the request relates to a political offense (a term ex
pected to be defined on the basis of that term's usage in extradition 
treaties). In addition, a request may be denied if its execution 
would prejudice the security or similar essential interests of the 
Requested State, or if it is not made in conformity with the Treaty. 

Before denying assistance under Article 3, the Central Authority 
of the Requested State is required to consult with its counterpart 
in the Requesting State to consider whether assistance can be 
given subject to such conditions as the Central Authority of the Re
quested State deems necessary. If the Requesting State accepts as
sistance subject to these conditions, it is required to comply with 
the conditions. If the Central Authority of the Requested State de
nies assistance, it is required to inform the Central Authority of 
the Requesting State of the reasons for the denial. 

Article 4 prescribes the form and content of written requests 
under the Treaty, specifying in detail the information required in 
each request. The article permits other forms of requests in emer
gency situations but requires written confirmation within ten days 
thereafter unless the Central Authority of the Requested State 
agrees otherwise. 

Article 5 requires the Central Authority of the Requested State 
to execute the request promptly or to transmit it to the authority 
having jurisdiction to do so. It provides that the competent authori
ties of the Requested State shall do everything in their power to 
execute a request, and that the courts or other competent authori
ties of the Requested State shall have authority to issue subpoenas, 
search and a1Test warrants, or other orders necessary to execute 
the request. The Central Authority of the Requested State must 
make all arrangements for representation of the Requesting State 
in any proceedings arising out of an assistance request. 

Under Article 5(3), requests are to be executed in accordance 
with the laws of the Requested State except to the extent that the 
Treaty provides otherwise. However, the method of execution speci
fied in the request is to be followed except insofar as it is prohib
ited by the laws of the Requested State. 

Article 5(4) provides that if the Central Authority of the Re
quested State determines that execution of the request would inter
fere with an ongoing criminal investigation, prosecution, or pro
ceeding in that State, it may postpone execution or, after con
sulting with the Central Authority of the Requesting State, impose 
conditions on execution. If the Requesting State accepts assistance 
subject to the conditions, it shall comply with such conditions. 

Article 5(5) further requires the Requested State, if so requested, 
to use its best efforts to keep confidential a request and its con
tents, and to inform the Requesting State's Central Authority if the 
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request cannot be executed without breaching confidentiality. This 
provides the Requesting State an opportunity to decide whether to 
pursue the request or to withdraw it in order to maintain confiden
tiality. 

This article additionally requfres the Requested State's Central 
Authority to respond to reasonable inquiries by the Requesting 
State's Central Authority regarding the status of the execution of 
a particular request; to report promptly to the Requesting State's 
Central Authority the outcome of its execution; and, if the request 
is denied, to inform the Requesting State's Central Authority of the 
reasons for the denial. 

Article 6 apportions between the two States the costs incurred in 
executing a request. It provides that the Request State shall pay 
all costs, except for the following items to be paid by the Request
ing State: fees of expert witnesses, costs of interpretation, trans
lation and transcription, and allowances and expenses related to 
travel of persons pursuant to Articles 10 and 11. If during the exe
cution of the request, it becomes apparent that extraordinary ex
penses will be entailed, the Central Authorities shall consult to de
termine the terms and conditions under which execution may con
tinue. 

Article 7 requires the Requesting State to comply with any re
quest by the Central Authority of the Requested State that infor
mation or evidence obtained under the Treaty not be used for pro
ceedings other than those described in the request without its prior 
consent. Further, if the Requested State's Central Authority asks 
that information or evidence furnished under this 'l'reaty be kept 
confidential or be used in accordance with specified conditions, the 
Requesting State must use its best efforts to comply with the condi
tions. Once information is made public in the Requesting State in 
accordance with either or these provisions, no further limitations 
on use apply. Nothing in the article prevents the use or disclosure 
of information to the extent that there is an obligation to do so 
under the Constitution of the Requesting State in a criminal pros
ecution. The Requesting State is obliged to notify the Requesting 
State in advance of any such proposed use or disclosure. 

A1·ticle 8 provides that a person in the Requesting State from 
whom testimony or evidence is requested pursuant to the Treaty 
shall be compelled, if necessary, to appear and testify or produce 
items, documents and records. The article requires the Central Au
thority of the Requested State, upon request, to furnish informa
tion in advance about the date and place of the taking of testimony 
or evidence pursuant to this Article. 

Article 8(3) further requires the Requested State to permit the 
presence of persons specified in the request and to permit them to 
question the person giving the testimony or evidence. In the event 
that a pei·son whose testimony or evidence is being taken asserts 
a claim of immunity, incapacity, or privilege under the laws of the 
Requesting State, Article 8( 4) provides that the testimony or evi
dence shall be taken and the claim made known by written notifi
cation to the Central Authority of the Requesting State for resolu
tion by its competent authorities. Finally, in order to ensure admis
sibility of evidence in the Requesting State, Article 8(5) provides a 
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mechanism for authenticating evidence that is produced pursuant 
to or that is the subject of testimony taken in the Requested State. 

Article 9 requires that the Requested State provide the Request
ing State with copies of publicly available records in the possession 
of government. departments and agencies in the Requesting State. 
The Requested State may further provide copies of any documents, 
records or information in the possession of a government depart
ment or agency, but not publicly available, to the same extent and 
under the same conditions as it would provide them to its own law 
enforcement or judicial authorities. The Requested State has the 
discretion to refuse to execute, entirely or in part, such requests for 
records not publicly available. Article 9(3) provides that records 
produced pursuant to this Article shall, upon request, be certified 
by the appropriate form attached to the request. Article 9(3) also 
provides that no further authentication shall be necessary for ad
missibility into evidence in the Requesting State of official records 
pursuant to this Article. 

Article 10 provides a mechanism for the Requesting State to in
vite the voluntary appearance in its territory of a person located 
in the Requested State shall indicate the extent to which the ex
penses will be paid. It also states that the Central Authority of the 
Requesting State has discretion to determine that a person appear
ing in the Requesting State pursuant to this Article shall not be 
subject to service of process or be detained or subjeded to any re
striction of personal liberty by reason of any acts or convictions 
that preceded his departure from the Requested State. Any safe 
conduct provided for by this article ceases seven days after the 
Central Authority of the Requesting State has notified the Central 
Authority of the Requested State that the person's presence is no 
longer required, or if the person has left the Requesting State and 
voluntarily returns to it. 

Article 11 provides for temporary transfer of a person in custody 
in the Requested State or in a third State to the Requesting State 
for purposes of assistance under the Treaty (for example, a ·witness 
incarcerated in the Requested State may be transferred to have his 
deposition taken in the presence of the defendant), provided that 
the person in question and the Central Authorities of both States 
agree. The article also provides for voluntary transfer of a person 
in the custody of the Requesting State to the Requested State for 
purposes of assistance under the Treaty (for example, a defendant 
in the Requesting State may be transferred for purposes of attend
ing a witness deposition in the Requesting State), if the person cone 
sen ts and if the Central Authorities of both States agree. 

Article 11(3) further establishes both the express authority and 
the obligation of the receiving State to maintain the person trans
ferred in custody unless otherwise agreed by both Central Authori
ties. The return of the person transferred is subject to terms and 
conditions agreed to by the Central Authorities, and the sending 
State is not required to initiate extradition proceedings for return 
of the person transferred. The person transferred receives credit for 
time served in the custody of the receiving State. 

Article 12 establishes the authority of the Requested State to au
thorize transit through its territory of a person held in custody by 
a third State whose appearance has been requested by the Re-
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questing State. 1'he Requested State further has the authority and 
the obligation to keep the person in custody during transit. The 
Parties retain discretion to refuse to grant trai1sit of their own na
tionals, however. 

Article 13 requires the Requested State to use its best efforts to 
ascertain the location or identity of persons or items specified in a 
request. 

Article 14 obligates the Requested State to use its best efforts to 
effect service of any document relating, in whole or in part, to any 
request for assistance under the Treaty. A request for the service 
of a document requiring a person to appear in the Requesting State 
must be transmitted a reasonable time before the scheduled ap
pearance. Proof of service is to be provided in the manner specified 
in the request. 

Article 15 obligates the Requested State to execute requests for 
search, seizure, and delivery of any item to the Requesting State 
if the request includes the information justifying such action under 
the laws of the appropriate. The Central Authority of the State re
ceiving such information is required to inform the Central Author
ity that provided the information of any action taken. 

Article 17 also obligates the Contracting States to assist each 
other to the extent permitted by their respective laws in pro
ceedings relating to forfeiture of the proceeds and instrumentalities 
of offenses, restitution to victims of crime, and collection of fines 
imposed as sentences in criminal prosecutions. This may include 
action to temporarily immobilize the proceeds or instrumentalities 
pending further proceedings. The Contracting State having custody 
over proceeds or instrumentalities of offenses is required to dispose 
of them in accordance with its laws. Either Contracting State may 
transfer all or part of such assets, or the proceeds of their sale, to 
the extent permitted by the transferring State's laws and upon 
such terms as it deems appropriate. 

Article 18 states that assistance and procedures provided in the 
Treaty shall not prevent either Contracting State from granting as
sistance to the other Contracting State through the provisions of 
other applicable international agreements or through the provi
sions of its national law. The Contracting States may also provide 
assistance pursuant to any bilateral arrangement, agreement, or 
practice which may be applicable. 

Article 19 provides that the Central Authorities of the Con
tracting States shall consult, at times mutually agreed, to promote 
the most effective use of the Treaty, and may agree upon such 
practical measures as may be necessary to facilitate the Treaty's 
implementation. 

Article 20 provides that the Treaty is subject to ratification and 
the instruments shall be exchanged at Washington as soon as pos
sible. The Treaty enters into force upon the exchange of instru
ments of ratification. Article 20 further provides that either Con
tracting State may terminate the Treaty by written notice to the 
other Contracting State, with termination to be effective six 
months following the date of notification. 

A Technical Analysis explaining in detail the provisions of the 
Treaty is being prepared by the United States negotiating delega
tion, consisting of representatives from the Departments of Justice 
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and State, and will be transmitted separately to the Senate Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

The Department of Justice joins the Department of State in fa
voring approval of this Treaty by the Senate as soon as possible. 

Respectfully submitted, 
STROBE TALBOTT. 
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TREATY 
BETWEEN 

THE UNITEIJ STATES OF AMERICA 
AND 

UKRAINE 
ON 

MUTUAL LEGAL ASSISTANCE IN CRIMINAL MA TIERS 

(1) 
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The United States of America and Ukraine, 

Desiring to improve the effectiveness of the competent authorities of both countries 
in the investigation, prosccut!on, and prevention of crime through cooperation and 
mutual leg11.I assistance in criminal matters, 

Have agreed as follows; 

ARTICI,El 
SCOPE OF ASSISTANCE 

1. The Contracting States shall provide mutual assistance, in accordance with the 
provisions of this Treaty, in connection with the investigation, prosecution, and 
prevention of offenses, and in proceedings related to criminal matters. 

2. Assistance shall include: 

(a) taking the testimony or statements of persons; 

(b) providing documents, records, and other items; 

( c) locating or identifying persons or items; 

(d) serving documents; 

(e) transferring persons in custody for testimony or other purposes; 

(f) executing searches and seizures; 

(g) assisting in proceedings relaied to immobilization and forfeiture of assets, 
restitution, and collection of fines; and 

(h) any other form of assistance not prohibited by the laws of 1.he Requested State. 

3. Assistance shall be provided without regard to whether the conduct that is the 
subject of the investigation. prosecution, or proceeding in the Requesting State 
would constitute an offense under the laws of the Requested State. 

4. This Treaty i~ intended solely for mutual legal assistance between the 
Cnntracdng States. The provisions of this Treaty shall not give rise to a right on the 
part of any private person to obtain, suppress, or exclude any evidence, or lo impede 
the execution of a requesL 

ARTICLE2 
CENTRAL AUTHORITIES 

1. Each Contracting State shall have a Central Authority to make and receive 
requests pursuant to this T1eaty. 

2. For the United States of America, the Central Authority shall be the 
Attorney General or a peThon designated by the Attorney General. For Ukraine, the 
Central Authority shall be , he Ministry of Justice and the Office of the Prosecutor 
General. 

3. Each Central Authcrity shall make only such requests as it considers and 
approve.~. The Central Autliority for the Requesting State shall use its best efforts ro 
ensure that a request is not made where, in it~ view: 
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(a) the offense on which the reque,t is based does not have serious consequences; or 

(b) tlte extent of the a'!Slstance to be reque<;ted is disproportionate to the sentence 
expected upon convictbn. 

4. The Central Authorities shall communicate directly with one another for the 
purposes of this Treaty. 

ARTICLE3 
Lll'.nTATIONS ON ASSISTANCE 

1. TI1e Central Authority of the Requ<)Sted State may deny assistance if: 

(a) the request relates to an offense under military law that would not he an offense 
under ordinary criminal law; 

{b} the request relates to a political offense; 

(e) the execution of the re(luest would proJudk.e the security or similar essential 
interests of the Requested State; or 

(d) the request docs not co,1form to the requirements of this Treaty. 

2. Before denying assis;,anee pursuant to this Article. the Central A uthorlty of 
the Requelited State shall consult witli the Central Authority of the Requesting State 
to conaider whether assistance can be given subject to such conditions as it deems 
necessary. If the Requesting State accepts assistance subject to t11esc conditions, ii 
shall comply with the conditions. 

3, If the Central Authority of the Requested State denies assistance, it shall 
inform the Central Authority of the Requesting State of the reasons for the denial. 

ARTICLE4 
FORM AND CONTENTS OF REQUESTS 

1. A request for assistance shall he in writing except that the Central Authority 
of the Requested State may aeecpt a request in another form in urgent situations. If 
the request is not in writing, lt shall be confirmed in writing within ten 

days unless the Central Authority of the Requested Slate agrees otherwise. The 
request shall be in the language of the Requested State unless otherwise agreed. 

2, The request shall include the following: 

(a) the name of the author'ty conducting the investigation, prosecution, or 
proceeding to which the request relates; 

(b) a description of the naurc and subjoc!. matter of the investigation, prtls'l.lcntlon, 
or proceeding, and the ipplicable provisions of law for each offense; 

(c) a description of the evidence, information, or other assistance sought; and 

(d) a statement of the purpose for which the evidence, information, or other 
assistance is sought. 

3. To the extent necessary and possible, a request shall also inelude: 
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{a) information on the identity and location of any person from whom evidence is 
songht; 

(b) information on the identity and location of a person to he served, that person's 
relationship to the proceedings, and th.e manner in which service is to be made; 

(c) information on the identity and suspected location of a person or item to be 
located; 

(d) a precise description ofthc place or person to be searched and of the item to he 
seized; 

(e) a description of the manner in which any testimony or statement is to be taken 
and recorded; 

(f) a description of the testimony or statement sought, which may include a list. of 
questions to be asked of a person; 

(g) a description of any particular procedure to be followed in executing the request, 
including certifications specified in Articles 8, 9, and 15 of this Treaty through 
completion of the appropriate forms annexed io this Treaty; 

(h) information as to the expenses related to travel and subsistence of a person 
asked to appear outsldc the Requested State; and 

(i) any other information that may be brought to the attention of the Requested 
State to facililate its exc;cutlon of the request. 

ARTICLES 
EXECUTION OF REQUESTS 

L The Central Authority of the Requested State shall promptly execute the 
request or, when appropria,c, shall transmit it to the authority having jurisdiction to 
do so. The competent authorities of the Requested State shall do everything in their 
power to execute the reque',L The competent authorities of the Requested State 
shall have authority to issue subpoenas, search and arrest warrants, or other orders 
necessary to execute the request. 

2. The Central Authority of the Requested State shall represent or make 
arrangements for representation of the interests of the Requesting State in the 
execution in the Requested State of a request for assistance. 

3. Requests shall be ex,icuted in accordance with the laws of the Requested State 
except to the extent that this Treaty provides otherwise. However, the method of 
execution specified in the request shall be followed except insofar as it is prohibited 
by the laws of the Requested State. 

4. If the Central Authmity of the Requested State determines that execution or 
a request would interfere w th an ongoing criminal investigation, prtlsecuti011, or 
proceeding in that State, it may postpone execution, or make execution subject to 
conditions determined to be necessary after consultations with the Central Authority 
of the Requesting State. If the Requesting State accepts the assistance subject to the 
conditions, it shall comply with the conditions. 

5. The Requested State shall use its hcst efforts to keep confidential. a request 
and it.~ contents Jf such confidentiality is requested hy the Central Authority of the 
Requesting State. If the request cannot be executed without breaching such 
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confidentiality, the Central Authority of the Requested State shall so inform the 
Central Authority of the Requesting State, which shall then determine whether the 
request should nevertheless be exeeuted. 

Ii The Genital Authority of the Requested State shall respond to reasonable 
inquiries by the Central Aothority of the Requesting State concerning progress 
toward execution of the request, 

7. The Central Authonty of the Requested State shall promptly inform the 
Central Authority of the Requesting State of the outcome of the execution of the 
request. If the execution of the request is denied, delayed, or postponed, the Central 
Authority of the Requested State shall inform the Central Authority of the 
Requesting State of the reasons for the denial, delay, or postponement. 

ARTICLE6 
COSTS 

t The Requested State shall pay all costs relating !C! the execution of the 
request, except for the following: 

(a) the fees of expert~; 

(b) the costs of interpretation, translation, and transcription; and 

(e) the expenses related to travel and subsistence of persons travelling either In the 
Reqncsted State for the convenience of the Requesting State or pursuant to 
Articles 10 and 11 of this Treaty. 

2. If duriog the execution of a request ii becomes apparent that complete 
execution will entail expenses of an t:xtraordirrnry nature, the Central Authorities 
shall consult to determine the terms and conditions under which execution may 
continue. 

ARTICI,E7 
LIMITATIONS ON USE 

1. The Central Authority of the Requested State may require that the 
Requesting State not use any evidence or information obtained under this Treaty in 
any investigation, prosecution, or proceeding other than that described in the request 
without the prior consent of the Central Authority of the Requested State. In such 
situations, the Requesting State shall comply with the requirement. 

2. The C',entral Authority of the Requested State may requO!\t that evidence or 
information furnished under this Treaty ho kept confidential or be used only subject 
to terms and conditions that il may specify. If the Requesting State accepts the 
evidence or information su\-Jjcct to such condilions, the Requesting State shall use its 
best efforts to comply with .the conditions. 

3. Nothing in this Article shall preclude the use or disclo.~ure of evidence or 
information to the extent that there is an obligation to do so under the Constitution 
of 

the Requesting State ln a criminal prosecution. The Requesting State shall notify the 
Requested State in advance of any such possible use or disclosure. 
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4. Evidence or information that has been made public in the Requesting State in 
a manner consistent with paragraph 1 or 2 of this Article may thereafter be used for 
any purpose. 

ARTICLES 
TESTIMONY OR EVIDENCE INTHE REQUESTED STATE 

1. A person in the Requested State from whom testimony or evidence is 
requested pursuant to this Treaty shall be compelled, if necessary, to appear and 
testify or produce items, induding documents and records. A person who gives false 
testimony, either orally or in writing, in execution of a request shall be subject to 
prosecution in the Requested State in accordance with the criminal laws of that 
State. 

2. Upon request, the Central Authority of the Requested State shall furnish 
information in advance about the date and place of the taking of the testimony or 
evidence pursuant to this Article. 

3. The Requested State shaH permit the presence of such persons as specified ln 
the request during the execution of the request, and shall allow such persons to 
question the person giving the testimony or evidence. 

4. If the person referred to in para!,'Taph 1 asserts a claim of immunity, 
incapacity, or privilege under the laws of the Requesting State, the testimony or 
evidence shall nonetheless be taken and the claim made known by written 
notification to the C'entral A.uthority of the Requesting State for re.,;olution by the 
competent authorltles of that State. 

5. If specified in a request, evidence produced in the Requested State pursuant 
to this Article nr referred to in testimony taken under this Article shall be certified 
by the appropriate form attached to the reque.,t. Business records certified as 
authentic by the approprla1e form, or the form certifying the absence or non
existence of such records, s:1all be admissible in evidence in the Requesting State as 
proof of the matters set fonh therein. 

ARTICf.E9 
OFFICIAL RECORDS 

L The Requested State shall provide the Requesting State with copies of 
publicly available records, including documents or information in any form, in the 
possession of government departments and agencies in the Requested State. 

2. The Requested Stat"' may provide copies of any records, including documents 
m information in any form. that are in the possession of a government department or 
agency in that State, but that are not publicly available, to the same extent and under 
the same r.onditions as such copies would be available to its own law enforcement or 
judicial authorities. The Requested State may in its discretion refuse to execute, 
entirely or in part, a request for records not publicly available. 

3. If specified in a rcque~t, evidence produced in the Requested State pursuant 
to this Article shall be certified by the appropriate form attached to the request. 
Official recQrds certified as authentic by the appropriate form, or the form certifying 
the absence or non-existen,;e of sud1 records, shall be admisslble in evidence in the 
Reque.'iting State as proof of the matters set forth therein. 
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ARTICLE 10 
TESTIMONY OR EVIDENCE OUTSIDE THE REQUESTED STATE 

1. When the Requesting State requests the appearance of a person in that State 
or in a third State, the Requested State shall invite the person to appear before the 
appropriate authority in the Requesting or in the third State. The Central Authority 
of the Requested State shall promptly inform the Central Authority of the 
Requesting State of the person's response. 

2. The Requesting State shall indicate the extent to which the person's expenses 
will be paid. A person who·agrees to appear may ask that the Requesting State 
advance money to cover these expenses. This advance may be provided through the 
Embassy or a consulate of the Requesting State. 

3. The Central Authorty of the Requesting State may, in its discretion, 
determine that a person appearing in the Requesting State pursuant to this article 
shall not be subject to service of process, or be detained or subjected to any 
restriction of personal liberty, by reason of any acts or convictions tliat preceded the 
person's departure from the Requested State. 

4. The safe conduct provided for by this Article shall cease after a competent 
authority of the Requeslin!; State has notified a person appearing pursuant to this 
Treaty that the person's prii'sence is no longer required, and that person, be.ing free to 
leave, has not left within seven days or, having left, has voluntarily returned. 

ARTICLEU 
TRANSFER OF PERSONS IN CUSTODY 

1. A person in the custody of the Requested State whose presence in the 
Requesting State or in a third State is sought for purposes nf assistance under this 
Treaty shall be transferred from the Requested State to the Requesting State or to 
the third State for that purpose iC the persoit consents and if the Central Authorities 
of both States agree. 

2. A person in the custody of the Requesting State whose presence in the 
Requested State is sought for purposes of assistance under this Treaty may be 
transferred from the Requesting State to the Requested State if the person consents 
and if the Central Authorities o( both State.s agree. 

3. For purposes of this Article; 

(a) the receiving State shali have the authority and the obligation to keep th-0 person 
transferred Jn custody unless otherwise agreed by both Central Authorities; 

(b) the receiving State shall return the person transferred to the custody of the 
sending State as soon a., circumstances permit or as otherwise agreed by both 
Central Authorities; 

(c) the receiving State shali not require the sending State to initiate extradition or 
any other proceedings !or the return of the person transferred; and 

( d) time served in the custody of the receiving State by the person transferred shall 
be credited toward the service of the sentence imposed in the sending State and 
shall not exceed the time remainin~ to be served on that sentence. 
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ARTICLE12 
TRANSIT OF PERSONS IN CUSTODY 

1. The Requested State may authorb:e the transit through its territory of a 
person held in custody by a third State whose personal appearance has been 
requested by the Requesting State to give testimony or evidence or otherwise 
provide assistance in an investigation, a prosecution, or a proceeding related to a 
criminal matter. 

2. The Requested State, shall have the authority and the obligation to keep the 
person in custody during tr:msit. 

3. Each Contracting St1te may refuse 10 grant transit of its nationals. 

AR11CLE13 
LOCATION OR IDENTIFICATION OF PERSONS OR ITEMS 

If the Requesting State seeks the location or identity of persons or items in the 
Requested State, the Requested State shall use iLs hest efforts to ascertain the 
location or identity. 

ARTJCLE14 
SERVICE OF DOCUMENTS 

1. The Requested State shall use its best efforts to effect service of any 
document relating, in whole or in part, to any request for as.;;istance made by the 
Requesting State under the, provisions of this Treaty. 

' 
2. The Requesting State shall transmit any request for the service of a document 
requiring the appearance of a person before an authority in the Requesting State a 
reasonable time before the scheduled appearance. 

3. The Requested State shall return a proof of service to the Requesting State in 
the manner specified in the Request. 

ARTICLE15 
SEARCH AND SEIZURE 

1. The Requested State shall execute a request for the search, seizure, and 
transfer of any item to the Requesting Slate if the request includes the infonnation 
justifying such action under the Jaws of the Requested State. 

2. Jf specified in a request, every official in the Requested State who has had 
custody of a seized item shall certify, through the use of a form attached to the 
request, the identity of the :tern, the continuity of custody, and any changes in 
condition. Such certificates shall be admissible in evidence in the Requesting State as 
proof of the matters set forth therein. 

3. The Central Authority of the Requested State may require that the 
Requesiing State agree to tile terms and conditions deemed necessary to protect 
third party interests in the item to be transferred. 
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RETURN OF ITEMS 

The Central Authority of the Requested State may require that the Central 
Authority of the Requestmg State return, as soon as possible, any items, in.eluding 
documents and records, furnished to it in execution of a request under this Treaty. 

ARTICLEl7 
ASSISTANCE IN FORI<'EITIJRE PROCEEmNGS 

1. !fthe Central Authority of one Contracting State becomes aware o(proceeds 
or instrumentalities of offenses that are located l.n the other State and may be 
forfeitable or otherwise subject to seizure under the laws of that State, it may so 
inform the Central Authority of the other State. If the State receiving such 
information has Jurisdiction in this rcsard, It may present this information to lts 
authorities for a determination whether any action is appropriate. These authorities 
shall issue their decision in accordance with the laws of their country. The Central 
Authority of the State that received the information shall inform the Central 
Authority of the State that provided the information of the action taken. 

2. The Contracting States shall assist each other to the extent permitted by their 
respective laws in proceedings relating to the forfeiture of the proceeds and 
instrumentalities of offenses, restitution to the victims of erime, and the collection of 
fines imposed as sentences ;n criminal prosecutions. Tllis may include action to 
temporarily immobilize the proceeds or instrumentalities pending further 
proceedings. 

3. The Ctmtracting State that has custody over proceeds or instrnmentalities ot 
offenses shall disp080 of them in accordance with its laws. Either Contracting State 
may transfer all or part of such assets, or the proceeds of their sale, to the other 
State, to the extent permitted by the transferring State's laws and upon such term.q as 
it deems appropriate, 

ARTICU: 18 
COMPATIBILITY Wl'fH OTHER TREATIES 

Assistance and procedures sel forth in this Treaty shall not prevent either 
Contracting State from granting assistance to 1he other Contracting State through the 
provisions of other applicable international agreements. or through the provisions of 
its national laws. The Contracting States may also provide assistance pursuant to any 
bilateral arrangement, agreement, or practice that may be applicable. 

ARTit.'LE 19 
CONSULTATION 

The Central Authorities of ,he Contrae-tlni States shall ct)nSult, at times mutually 
agreed to by them, to promote the most effectivc:1 use of thls Treaty. The Central 
Authorities may also agree on such practical measures as may be necessary to 
facilitate the implementaticn of this Treaty. 

ARTICLE20 
RATIFICATION, ENTRY INTO FORCE, AND TERMINATION 

1. This Treaty shall be 5Ubject to ratification, and the instruments of ratification 
shall be exchaneed at Washington as soon as possible. 
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2. This Treaty shall enter into force upon the exchange of instruments of 
ratification. 

3. · Either Contracting 8tate may terminate this Treaty by means of written notjce 
to the other Contracting State. Termination shall take effect six months following the 
date of notification. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the respective plenipotentiaries have signed this Treaty. 

DONE at Kyiv this twcnty~seoond day of July, 1998, in duplicate in the English and 
Ukrainian languages, both texts being equally authentic. 

FOR THE UNITED STATES FOR UKRAINE: 

OFAMEP/4/~ 
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ANNEX 
TO THE TREATY 

BETWEEN 
fflE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

AND 
UKH.AINE 

ON 
MUTUAL LEGAL ASSISTANCE IN CRIMINAL MATTERS 
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Form A: Certification of Btt.;iness Records 

Form Certification of Absence or Non-EAistence of Business Records 

Form Certification of Official Records 

Form D: Certification o[ Absence or Non-Existence of Official Records 

Form E: Certification w1th respect to Seized Items 
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FORMA 

CERTIFICATION OF BUSINESS RECORDS 

I, (name) having been advised as a witness that a false attestation subjects me to 
a penalty of criminal punishment, attest as follows: 

I am employc-d bytas.'\Ociated with (name of business from whlch document§ are 
SOJlihl) in the position of (busineS§ positign or title) and by reason of my 
position am authori:r.ed and qualified to make this attestation, 

Each of the records attached hereto is a record in the custody of the above-named 
business that: 

(A) was made, at or near the time of the occurrence of the matters set forth therein, 
by, or from lnformatio:1 transmitted by, a person with knowledge of those 
matters; 

(B) was .kept in the course of a regularly conducted buslnes.,; activity; 

(C) was made by the business as a regular practice; and, 

(D) if not an original record, is a duplicate of the original. 

(date of execution) 

(place of execution) 

(siggature) 
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FORMB 

CERTIFICATION OF ABSENCE OR NON•EXISTENCI~ OF BUSINESS 
RECORDS 

f, ~. (name) , having been advised as a witness that a false attestation subjects me to 
a penalty of criminal punishment, attest as follows: 

I am employed by/associated 
=-"""-- in the position of (business jlflsitiQn or title) and by reason of my 
position am authorized and qualified to make this attcstatlon. 

As a result of my employment/association with the above-named business, l am 

familiar with the business records it maintains. The busines& maintains business 
records that 

(A) are made, at or near the time of the occurrence of the matters set forth therein 
by, or from information transmitted by, a person with knowledge of those 
matters; 

(B) arc kept in the course ,if a regularly conducted business activity; a:nd 

( C) are made by the business as a regular practice. 

Among the records so maintained are records of individuals and entities that have 
accounts or otherwise transact business with the above-named business. I have made 
or caused to be made a diligent search of those records. No records have been found 
reflecting any business acti,ity between the business and the following individuals 

and entitif.'$: ------------------------· 

If the business had maintained an account on behalf of or had participated in a 
transaction with any nf the foregoing individuals or entities, its business records 
would reflect that fact. 

(date of execution) 

(place of execution) 
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FORMC 

CERTIJ'ICATION OF OFFICIAL RECORDS 

I, _ (mime) , certify as follows: 

L (name of 11ub!ic authority) ls a government offiee or agency of (cpuntry) 
and is authori:1:ed by law to maintain official records setting forth matters 
authorized by law to be reported and recorded or filed; 

2. my position with the above-named public authority is ~iliilltl_; 

3. in my official capacity I have caused the production of true and accurate copies of 
records maintained by that public authority; and 

4. those copies are described below and attached. 

Description of records: 

(Official Seal or Stamp) 

{date) 



21527

1259 

17 

FORMD 

CERTIFICATION or ABSENCE OR NON-EXISTENCE OF OFFICIAL 
RECORDS 

1. (name of public authority} is a government office or agency of_( country)_ 
and is authorized by law to maintain official records setting forth matters that are 
authorized by law to be reported and recorded or filed; 

2. records of the type described below set forth mailers that are authorized by law to be 
reported and rt-corded or filed, and such matters regularly are recorded or filed 
by the above-named public authority; 

3. my position with the above-named public authority is _(official title)_; 

4. in my official capacity I have made, or caused to be made, a diligent search of the 
above-named public authority's records for the records described below; and 

5. no such records have been found to exist therein. 

Description nf records: 

(Official Seal or Stamp) 

(date) 
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FORME 

CltRTIFICA110N WITH RESPECT TO SEIZED ITEMS 

I,-~-• having been advised as a witness that a false attestation subjects me to 
a penalty or criminal punishment, attest as follows: 

1. I am employed by .....(wlJilln'.L._ and my position or title is _(pomion .. or.lilkL; 

2. I received custody of the items listed below from _,_.,....UL<.,.....,..., 
(d1U ) at ... .iJ:lllll61L; and 

3. I relinquished custody or the items listed below to ( a si < pc son) on 
(date) al u,lare) in the same condition as when I received them (or, if 

different, as noted below). 

De!ieription of items: 

Changes in condition whik in my custody: 

(date of cxeeutL:m) 

(place of cxeeut;on) (Official Seal or Stamp) 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

September 30, 1999 

Excellency: 

I have the honor to refer to the Treaty Between the 

United states of America and Ukraine on Mutual Assistance 

in Criminal Matters (hereafter "the Treaty") signed on 

July 22, 1998. 

'l'he Government of the United States of America plans 

to submit the Treaty in the 11ear future to the United 

States Senate for Senate advice and consent to 

ratification, and to seek favorable action by the Senate at 

the earliest possible date. Because of the pressing need 

to enhance law enforcement cooperation between our two 

governments to the extent possible at this time, I have the 

honor to propose that until such time as the Treaty enters 

into force through an exchange of instruments of 

ratification between our governments as provided for under 

Article 20{2) of the Treaty, our governments apply the 

terms of the Treaty to the extent possible under the 

respective domestic laws of the United States and Ukraine, 

I have the further honor to propose that if the 

foregoing is acceptable to the Government of Ukraine, Your 

Excellency confirm this fact in a note in reply. 

His E,rcellency 

Anton Buteiko, 
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Accept, Excellency, the .renewed assurances of my 

highest consideration. 

For the Secretary of State: 
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U11official translation 
into English 

· I have the honor to acknowledge receipt the note of Your 
Excellency's note dated of September 30, 1999 which reads as 
follows: 

"I have the honor to refer to the Treaty between the United 
States of America and Ukraine on Mutual Assistance in Criminal 
Matters (hereafter "the Treaty"~ signed on July 22, 1998. 

The Goverment of the United States of America pl.i,Qs to 
submit the Treaty in the nea;r future to the Senate for Senate advice 
and consent for ratification, and to seek favorable action by the 
Senate at the earliest possible date. Because of the pressing need to 
enhance law enforcement cooperation between American and 
Ukrainian Parties to the extent possible at this time, I have the 
honor to propose that until such time as the Treaty enters into force 
through an exchange of instruments of ratification as provided for 
under Article 20(2) of the Treaty, American and Ukrainian Parties 
apply terms of the Treaty to the extent possible under the 
respective domestic laws of the United States of America and 
Ukraine. 

I have the further honor to propose that if the foregoing is 
acceptable to the Ukrainian Party, Your Excellency confirm this 
fact in a note in reply, 

Accept, Your Excellency, the assurances of my highest 
consideration." 

I have the honor to confirm that the proposal set forth in the 
note of Your Excellency is acceptable to the Ukrainian Party. 

Accept, Your Excellency, the assurances of my highest 
consideration. 

H.E. Madeleine Albright 
The Secretary of State 

0 

Anton Buteyko 
Ambassador 
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ed, note~actual speech was mucll longer; see ttm video, parUal transcript at bcnom,.. 

Donald Trump 
Announcement of Candidacy 

Trump Tower 
New York, NY 
June 16, 2015 

[Remarks as Prepared for Delivery I C~SPAN vid~ 

Our country is in soriou1' trouble. We are not respected by anyone_ We are a taughing stock all 
over the world. 

tS!S, China, Mexico are ~II beating us. Everybody is beating us. Our enemies are getting 
!tronger and we are getting weaker. 

Politicians ara all talk -and no action. They will never be able to fix our country. They will never 
bring us to the Proml$ed Land, and I cannot sit back and watch this incompatence any longer. 

Ladies and gentlemen, ! am officially running for President of the United States. 

While flow my company and what I have bu!lt, I love my country even morlli. When was the 
tee.t time the US won at anything? When was the last time we beat China or Jnpan in trade? or 
Mexico st the border? or anybody in negotiation? When was the laet time we hed a military 
..,,ictory that was eo complete and totl!II that the other sid& juet said ''WtJ Quit!'' It ju1t dossn't 
happen for the US einymore. 

OU!' country needs find de1t&N&1 a oomeback,,,but, we are not going to get that comeback with 
politiciane, Politicians are not the iolution to our problems-~ they ere th• problem. They are 
almost cornpl.et&ly controlled by lobbyieta, donor& end the epedal intere1ts-they do not have 
th& best interoaw of our pe.opltl- at heart. 

We will oe..,,er achiev& our full potential if we send yet another politician to the White Hol/88, 
They 'Nill grow government, not cut tt~~theiy 141ill grow debt, not $top it We are right now in a 
masaiw,, bubble that could be ~ady to explode---real unemployment !n tho renge of20%. 
artifldally induced low 1nterast rates, and a stock market that bea~ no ~lation to reality- ara 
symptans of .somethlng that could be catMtrophic, We better have a great lend•r whO truly 
unden~tlmds what's going on. 

Our country has a debt 'M'llch will soon pass $20 trillion. We have unsecured bon::ler11. Them srn 
over 90 million Americans who have given up looking for work. We have 46 million Americans 
on food stamps and nearly 50 million American• living in poverty. 

Clearly, our so called "leadert" in Wethington are failing us. They have feiled to honor their 
sacred duty to can, 1or our veterans and their families. They have failed to keep oor military 
strong and vibrant Through gross 1ncompetence, wa give billions of dollars of high grede 
military aqu~ment to our enemies. Our President truly doe$n·t have a duet 

At the same time, the ..orld is becoming far more dangaroua e..,.ery day. 1nm is racing tow~ 
deve.loping nuclear weepons. China il'l &xponentieUy exp.ending ft.e military pcrNer, !SIS i• 
beheading Christians simply for being Chrletian. In Ber1ghezi, ll'llernlo t$rroriats killed our 
diplomats without any conaequences. I rain end 131S, s0perstely, are teklng over vast areas in 
the Middle Ea•t and with Jt the largest oH reservea in the world. Our President has no plan. 

The America w& Jove will continue its decline b,caus& Weshington is broken. We will never fix 
Wa&hington from th• inside unless we Mnd some<m• to Wuhington from the outaida. It is time 
Cor government to be run efficiently and effectively. It 18 Orne to Qet thinga done, and by done I 
mean ~~roperty done! 

Ttii~ is our time to once again make our government a government of the peopie, by the people
and for tha people. Th-at is why today I am declaring my ci.1ndidecy for Pre&id8nt. I wil Make 
America Great AQclilinl 

W& wm cha.nga Waihington together and defeat the ,pedal interests. tam not a politfdan, l 
ca-n't be bought. I won't be running around the oountry begging pi!!0ple for money for my 
campe.lgri. I won·t owa anybody anything. l won't be beholden to anyon" except to yoo, tho 
Americen people, lf yoo elect me to serve as your President. 

It is time to take -our country in a bold new direction. 
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It is time to get Americans back to work. 

It is way past time to build a massive wall to secure our southern border - and nobody can build 
a bigger and better wall than Donald Trump. A country without borders is, quite simply, not a 
country. Mexico is not our friend. They are beating us at the border and hurting us badly 
economic development. They are sending people that they don't want-the United States 
becoming a dumping ground for the world. 

It is of primary importance to take care of our veterans and their families -- to make sure that 
every veteran has access to great medical care and attention. Our veterans are our heroes but 
are treated as third class citizens. 

It is essential to rebuild our military so we have a strong presence that will send a clear 
message to our enemies that America is the leader of the free world. As President Reagan 
proved, there is only peace through strength. 

The government must honor its obligations to our seniors. We must protect Social Security, 
Medicare and Medicaid, without cuts ... there will no longer be any waste, fraud and abuse on 
my watch. 

ObamaCare must be repealed and replaced with something far superior and at far less cost. 

likewise, we must greatly simplify our tax code. Our middle class, which has been totally 
forgotten, will thrive once again under President Trump. 

It is time to stop sending jobs overseas through bad foreign trade deals. We will renegotiate our 
trade deals with the toughest negotiators our country has ... the ones who have actually read 
"The Art of the Deal" and know how to make great deals for our country. 

It is time to close loopholes for Wall Street and create far more opportunities for small 
businesses. 

It is necessary- that we Invest in our infrastructure. stop se\'lding foreign atd to countries that 
hate us and use that money to rebuild our tunnels, roads, bridges and schools---and nobody 
can do that better than me. 

We have to stop Common Core. We must keep education local and under parental control. 
Unelected Washington bureaucrats shouldn't determine what is best for our children. 

I! is important for our allies to know they can once again depend on us. We will no longer bow 
down to our enemies. 

We must stand by lsraef. We wm remind the world that a threat against Israel is a threat against 
the United States. 

We need to stop Iran from developing nuclear weapons. We cannot allow a nuclear arms race 
in the Middle East. 

It is time to defeat ISIS. With a proper plan, it can be done quickly and effectively. 

It is time to get tough with the Chinese on currency manipulation and espionage. We will ia:x 
China for each bad act, and if they continue then we will tax them at an even higher level. 

Quite simply, it is time to bring real leadership to Washington. 

The fact is, the American Dream is dead .. but if I win, I will bring it back bigger and better and 
stronger than ever before. 

Together we will Make America Great Again! 

Thank You! 

Introduction by lvanka Trump 

Today, I have the honor of introducing a man who needs no introduction. His legend Ms been 
built and his accomplishments are too many to name. That man is my Father. 

Most people strive their entire lives to achieve great success in a single field. My father has 
succeeded in many---at the highest level and on a global scale. 
He's enjoyed success in a vast diversity of industries because the common denominator is him 
-his vision, his brtlllance, his passion, his work ethic, and his refusal to take no for an answer, 

I've enjoyed the good fortune of working alongside my father for 10 years now and I've seen 
these principles in action---daily. 

I remember my father telling me as a little girl, "lvanka, if you're going to be thinking anyway, 
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you might as well be thinking big," That's how he approaches any task he undertakes--he 
thinks big. 

He has employed tens of thousands of people throughout his career and has inspired them to 
do extraordinary things, He has the strength to make hard decisions and motivate tl1ose around 
him to achieve the impossible. He is an optimist who chases big dreams and sees potential 
where others do not. He leads by example and will outwork anyone in any room. 

He is the opposite of politically correct-he says what he means and means what he sa,--s. My 
father is also the best negotiator I have ever met. Countless times, I've stood by his side and 
watched hlm make deals that were seemingly impossible lo get done. He has the discernment 
to understand exactly what the other party needs and then get exactly what he wants. 

My father knows how to be a fierce opponent, but also how to be a very loyal friend. When it 
comes to building bridges, he can do so figuratively, but also has the rare ability to do so literally 
-on time and under budget. 

Throughout his career, my father has repeatedly been called upon by both local and federal 
governments to step in and save long-stalled, grossly over-budget public projects. Whether 
building a skating rink in Central Park, meticulously restoring the exterior fa<;ade of Grand 
Central Terminal, enabling the development of NYC's Jacob Javits Convention Center, creating 
a championship public golf course for the City of New York, or redeveloping the Iconic, but 
underutilized, Old Post Office Building on Pennsylvania Avanue, my father succeeds, time and 
time again, where government has failed before him. 

I consider myself fortunate to have learned fmm the best-both as an entrepreneur, and, most 
importantly, a parent. My father is a man who is deeply grounded in tradition. He reised my 
siblings and me to work hard and strive for excellence in all that we do. He taught us that we 
have a responsibility to make a positive contribution to society. Here today, my father is again 
leading me by example. 

My generation finds itself at a crossroads. Our leadership has been mired in bureaucracy ofits 
own creation. lfwe don't adapt politically and economically our country will be left behind. 

To address the many challenges we face, we don't need talk. We need action! We need 
execution! We need someone who is bold and independent, with a proven track record of 
successfully creating, building and running large, dynamic and complicated organizations--and 
in the process enabling many Americans to better their Jives, 

I can tell you that there is no better person than my father to have in your corner when you ate 
facing tough opponents or making hard decisions. He is battle-tested. He is a dreamer, but, as 
importantly, he is a doer. 

Ladies and gentlemen, it's my honor to introduce to you today, a man who I have loved and 
respected my entire lrre, my father, Donald J. Trump. 

Cruz for President 

Cruz Welcomes Donald Trump to Presidential Race 

HOUSTON, Texas U.S. Sen. Ted Cruz, R-Texas, issued the following statement following Donald 
Trump's announcement that he will seek the 2016 Republican nomination far President of the 

United States: 

''l'm pleased to welcome Donald Trump into the race for the 2016 Republican nomination for 
President of the United States. His experience as a successful businessman and job creator will 
prove crucial to ensuring the eventual GOP nominee is not only well-equipped to defeat Hillary 

Clinton in November, but also to make Ameri-Ca great again." 

Democratic National Committee 

DNC Statement on Donald Trump 2016 Announcement 

Washington, D,C, - With Donald Trump's announcement that he is running for president, DNC 
National Press Secreta1y Holly Shulman released the following statement: 

'Today, Donald Trump became the second major Republican candidate to announce for 
president in two days. He adds some much-needed seriousness that has previously been 
lacking from the GOP field, and we look forward hearing more about t1is ideas for the nation," 

### 
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Trump Smashes Social Records Following Presidential 
Announcement 

Trump First Candidate to Announce on Periscope While Trending 
Worldwide on Twitter and Facebook During Declaration Speech 

(New York, NY) June 1 ?111, 2015 - Yesterday, Donald Trump declared his candidacy for 
President of the United States of America, Immediately following his historic announcement, Mr. 
Trump was the most searched Republican Presidential candidate in every state in the country. 
3.4 million Facebook users in lhe US generated 6.4 million interactions regarding the launch of 
his campaign, the highest by far, among all 2016 GOP candidates, 

Google Trends is reporting that in addition to being the most searched republican candidate in 
every state in the US yesterday, one hour after his announcement his search interest was at 
87%, Comparatively, another GOP candidate also launching his campaign this week, registered 
just 13% interest the previous day, Additionally, Mr. Trump was the first 2016 candidate to use 
Periscope to announce his candidacy. 

Mr, Trump has a tremendous audience across the country and he will continue to utilize his 
reach via various social media platforms to share his vision to Make America Great Again, 

Visit llilllilJjjjtrumP.£Q!'.!J. for more information and follow @realdonaldtrump via Twitter, Periscope 
and lnslagram. Follow Mr, Trump at Facebook,com/DonaldTrump. 

Press Contact: 
Hope Hicks 

Partial Transcript (beginning of speech.,,) 

Wow, That Is some group of people, Thousands. So nice. Thank you very much, That's 
really nice. Thank you, 

It's great to be at Trump Tower, It's great to be in a wonderful city, New York, and it's an honor 
to have everybody here, This is beyond anybody's expectations. There's been no crowd like 
this. 

And I can tell you, some of the candidates, they went in, they didn't know the air conditioner 
didn't work, They sweated like dogs, They didn't know the room was too big because they 
didn't have anybody there. How are they going to beat ISIS? I don't think it's going to happen, 

Our country is tn serious trouble. We don't have victories anymore. We used to have victories; 
but we don't have them. When was the last time anybody saw us beating, let's say China in a 
trade deal? They kill us, I beat China all the time, all the time, When did we beat Japan at 
anything? They send their cars over by the millions-and what do we do? When was the last 
time you saw a Chevrolet in Tokyo? It doesn't exist, folks. They be-at us all the time, When do 
ws beat Mexico, at the border? They're laughing at us, at our stupidity. And now they're 
beating us economically, They are not our friend, believe me, but they're killing us 
economically, 

The U.S. has become a dumping ground for everybody else's problems. 

[shout from attendee] Thank you, 

It's true. And these aren't the best in the finest When Mexico sends its people, they're not 
sending their best. They're not sending you, [gesturing to audience] They are not sending you, 
{pointing to audience] 

They're sending people that have lots of problems, and they're bringing those problems with 
us, They're bringing drugs, they're bringing crime, they're rapists, and some, I assume are 
good people, but I speak to border guards and they tell us what we're getting. And it only 
makes common sense, It only makes common sense, They're sending us not the right 
people. It's r.oming from more than Mexico, It's coming from all over South and Lalin America, 
and it's coming probably, probably from the Middle East, but we don't know because we have 
no protection and we have no competence. We don't know what's happening. And it's got to 
stop, and it's got to stop fast 

Islamic terrorism is eating up large portions of the Middle East, They've become rich, I'm in 
competition with them, They just built a hotel in Syria. Can you believe this? They built a 
hotel. When I have to build a hotel I pay interest. They don't have to pay interest because !hey 
took the oil that when we left Iraq l said we should have taken. So now ISIS has the oil, and 
what they don't have, Iran has, 

And in 19•-And I will tell you !his, and I said it very strongly-years ago I said -- and I love the 
military and I want to have the strongest military that we've ever had and we need it now more 
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then ever -- but I aeid don't hit Iraq because you're going to totally de8tabilize: the Middle Eatt. 
Iran is going to take over the Middle East. Iran and !:omebody elM will get the oll. And it turned 
out that Iran 19 now taking over Iraq. Think of it lrftn ia tek.fng over lr8Q, and they're teklng it 
over big league. We spent $2 trillion in Iraq. Two \rillion. We lost thousand.s of lives, thousand! 
in Iraq. We have wounded soldiers who I love, i love; they're great. All over the place 
thousands and thous.ands of wounded soldiers. And we have nothing. 

We can't even go there. We have nothing, and every time we give Iraq equipment, the first time 
a bullet goes off 1n the air, they !eave it Last week l read 2,300 Humvees--these ere big 
vehicles~-were left behind for the enemy. Two thous-~ you would say maybe two, maybe klur. 
2,300 sophisticated vehicles. They ran and the enemy took them. 

[audience member shouts: We need Trump now!} 

You're right 

Last quarter, it was just announced, our gross domestlc product, a sign of strength, right? But 
not for us. It was below zero. Who ever heard of thls? lt's never below zero. Our labor 
participation rate was the worst since 1978, But thlnk of it. GDP below zero. Horrible labor 
part!c!pat!on rate. And our real unemployment is anywhere from 18-20%. Don't believe the 
5.6, Don't beHeve !t 

That's right A lot of people up there cant got Jobs, They can't get jobs because there are no 
jobs, because China has our jobs and Mex!co has our jobs. They all have. our jobs. But the 
real number, the real number is anywhere from 18, 19 and maybe even 21% and nobody talks 
about it because it's a statistic that's full of nonsense. 

Our enemies are getting stronger and stronger by the day, and 

Juno 25, 2015 
E41Jmit over remarks about Mexicans in speech. 

July 27, 2015 
AQJ.E.fJl&l:;Qlllll.!ll.i!lLB>llowlogE!lill!ll!IJ:lqnaltLTnlm!L'liQ!aliQa 
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Donald J. Trump• 

The United States is spending far more on 
NATO than any other Country. This is not fair, 
nor is it acceptable. While these countries 
have been increasing their contributions since 
I took office, they must do much more. 
Germany is at 1 %, the U.S. is at 4%, and NATO 
benefits ...... . 
4:5S AM - 9 Ju! 2013 

Q 9.SK U t5K <:, 661( 
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"@BackOnTrackUSA:While Obama is partying 
at The WH with corrupt African leaders, 
Christians are being killed by ISIS with 
American weapons." 
8;06 PM · 8 .A.ug 2014 

Q 87 U 308 (.') ?S6 
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Donald J. Trump• 
@realDonaldTr~1rr,p 

Can you believe that the corrupt and pathetic 
South Africa police force has yet to arrest the 
sign language guy. Such danger-give 10 
years! 

507 R1?tweets 140 Ukes ••• Jt •••• • 

o 21-1 n 501 CJ 1-10 
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billion going to Africa 
stolen - corruption is 
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Mexico's totally corrupt gov't looks horrible 
with El Chapo's escape-totaHy corrupt U.S. 
paid them $3 biUion. · 
9:21 .AM, n k,12015 

Q 715 U UllC () 2.1K 
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. "· 
( Poll- ) v ·~---

Instead of attacking me, Ashish J. Thakkar 
should worry about the culture of corruption 
plaguing Uganda bitly/'l4MUXnd 

43 Rerwe<?ts 20 Likes •• fl 8 '! •••• 
<) 5,4 t]. ,43 () 20 
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Donald J. Trump• 
Follow y 

\g}realDonakfTrump 

500 of the most vicious prisoners escaped 
from an Iraq prison today. That country is a 
time bomb waiting to happen-a total corrupt 
mess! 
4:25 A~ .. , 23 Jtil 2013 



21544

(((Rep. Nadler))) 
@RepJerryNadler 

1276 

Joining @HouseJudDems for hearings on IRS 
misconduct - a fake impeachment meant to 
distract from important issues 

1 Retweet 4 likes • ~ 9 8 
Q 2 tl.1 4 

Randy Credico @Credico2016 · 5 Oct 2016 V 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Petitioner, v. Richard M .... , 1974 WL 174854 (1974) 

1974 WL 174854 (U.S.) (Appellate Brief) 

Supreme Court of the United States. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Petitioner, 

v. 
Richard M. NIXON, President of the United States, et aL, Respondent,. 

Richard M. Nixon, President of the United States, Petitioner, 

v. 
United States of America. 

Nos. 73-1766, 73-1834. 
October Term, 1973. 

June 21, 1974. 

Ori Writs of Certiorari to the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit 

Brief for the United States 

Leon Jaworski, Special Prosecutor, Philip A. Lacovara, Counsel to the Special Prosecutor, Watergate Special Prosecution Force, 

Department of Justice, 1425 K Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005, Attorneys for the United States. 

*I INDEX 
Opinion and orders below ............................... .................... .. ................................................... .. 
Jurisdiction ... , ............. ., .............................................................. ,,, ......................................................... . 
Questions presented ................................................................................................. . 
Constitutional provisions, statutes. rule, and re!,ttllations involved ....... ,., ...................... .., ... ,, ............... . 
Statement ................................. ............................. .. ........................................... . 
Summary of argument ........................... ........................ .. ......................... .. 
/\rgument .... ,.., ... ,.......... . ................................................ . 
Introduction: The issues before the Court present a live, concrete justiciable controversy .............. . 
A. This case comes within the judicial power of the foderal courts .................. . 
B. The United States, represented by the Special Prosecutor, is a patty distinct from the President ........ 
C. The Special Prosecutor has authority to seek, and the federal courts have power to grant, a 
production order addressed to the President even though the Special Prosecutor is a member of the 
Executive Branch ................................................................. ,....................................... . ..................... .. 
I. Whatever power the President may have to circumvent an adverse ruling by taking steps to abrogate 
the Special Prosecutor's Jndepen<lence cannot serve to render the controversy non-justiciable .. .,, 
2. There is no lack of a true case or controversy because the opposing parties are boti1 members of the 
Executive Branch ............................... . 
D. The speculative possibility that the President may disregard a valid eomt order does not deprive the · 
Court of jurisdiction . ................... .... ................ .. ................ .. 
*II L The courts have both the power and the duty to detemiinc the validity of a claim of executive 

piivi!cge when it is asse,tcd in a judicial proceeding as a ground for refusing to produce evidence ....... 
A. The courts have the power to resolve all issues in a controversy properly before them, even though 
this requires detcnnir>in:,, mith,oriiafrvelv, the powers and responsibilities of the other branches ..... 
B. The judicial power to of executive authority when necessmy to resolve a 
justiciable controversy jndudes the power to resolve claims of executive privilege made with regard 
to evidence sought by the prosecutor for use in a pending criminal case ........................................ , .. .. 
C. Courts have the power to order the production of evidence from the Excclllive when justice so 
requires ............................ ,...... . ............................................................................. . 
II. The President is not immune from judicial orders requiring the production of material evidence for 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Petitioner, v, Richard M .... , 1974 WL 174854 {1974) 

A. The power of the courts to issue subpoenas to the President, long recognizen by the courts, Hows 
from the fundamental principle that no man is above the law . . .................................................... . 
B. There is no basis either in the Constitution or in the intent of the Framers for conferring absolute 
immunity on the Pres.ident ..................................................................... , ........................... .. 
C. The courts can issue process to the President where, as here, it docs not interfere witli his exercise 
of discretionary power but merely requires ministerial compliance with a legal duty ......... . 
Ill. The conversations described in the subpoena relating to Watergate lie outside the executive 
privilege for confidential communications ................................................................................. , ........... . 
A. Executive privilege based upon a need for candor in governmental deliberations does not apply 
where there is a primafacie showing that the discussions were in furtherance of a continuing criminal 
conspiracy ....................................................................................... ., ................ _. ........... , ........................ . 
*HI 1. The grand jmy's finding is valid and is sufficient to show prim a .fi1cie that the President was 

a co~conspirator ........... H, .......................... , ................................................................ " .......................... .. 

B. The public interest in disclosme of relevant conversations for use at lTial in this case is greater than 
the public interest served by secrecy ................................................................................................... .. 
l. The balancing process followed by the dis!Tict court accords with decisions of this Court ............... .. 
2. There is a compelling public interest in trying the conspiracy charged in United States" Mitchell, et 
al., upon all relevant. and material evidence ... .. ......................................................................... .. 
3. Disclosmc of the subpoenaed recordings will not significantly impair the interests protected by 
secrecy ........................................................... .. 
4. The balance in this case overwhelmingly mandates in favor of disclosure ....................................... .. 
IV. Any privilege attaching to the subpoenaed conversations relating to Watergate has been waived as 
a result ofpcrva>:>ive disclosures made with the President's express consent ........ ,,. .... ,,,. .. ., ....... , ... 
V. The district court properly detel1llincd that the subpoena duces tecum issued to the President 
satisfied the standards of Rule 17( c ), because an adequate showing had been made that the 
subpoenaed items are relevant and evidcntiary ..................................................................................... . 
A. Rule l 7( c) permits the government to obtain relevant, evidentiary material sought in good faitl1 for 
use at trial ........................................... ,.............. ..... .. .......................................................... . 
B. There was ample support for the finding of tlie district court that the government's showing of 
relevancy and evidentiary value was adequate to satisfy Rule 17(c) ............................... . 
1. Relevance .............................................................. .. ........................................................... .. 
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The district court's order of April 18, l 974 (Pet. App. 47;) issuing the subpoena duces tecum in question is unreported. The 

district court's opinion and *2 order of May 20, l 974, denying the motion to quash the subpoena, enforcing compliance 

therewith, and denying the motion to expunge (Pet, App. 15) is not yet officially reported. 

,fURISDICTION 

The order of the district eourt(Pet. App. 23) was entered on May 20, 1974. On May 24, 1974, Richard M, Nixon, Presidemof 

the United Statcs1 filed a timely notice of appeal from that order in the district c.omi, and the certified record was docketed in 

the United States Court of Appeals for the District ofColmnbia Circuit that same day (D.C. Cir. No. 74-1534). Also on May 

24, 1974, the President filed a petition for a \vTit of mandamus in the court below seeking review of the district court's order 

(D.C. Cir. No. 74-.1532). 2 

On May 24, 1974, the Special Prosecutor filed a petition for a writ of certiorari before judgment on behalf of the United States 

(No. 73-1766), 3 and certiorari was granted on May 31, 1974. On June 6, 1974, President Nixon filed a cross-petition for a 

writ of certiorari before judgment (No. 73-1834), which was granted on June 15, 1974. The jurisdiction of this Court rests on 

28 U.S.C. 1254(1), !651, and2i0l(e). 

*3 ln response to the Court's order of.June !5, 1974, two jurisdictional questions are being discussed in our Supplemental Brief'. 

WESTlAW 
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QUESTIONS PRlcSENTED 

ln No. 73-1766: 

l. Whether a federal court must determine itself if executive privilege is properly invoked in a criminal proceeding or whether it 
is bound by the President's assertion of an absolute "executive privilege" to withhold demonstrably material evidence from the 
trial of charges of conspiracy to defraud the United States and obsunctjustice by his own White Honse aides and party leaders. 
npon the ground that he deems prodnction to be against the public interest. 

2. Whether the President is subject to a judicial order directing compliance with a subpoena duccs tee um calling ttw production 
of evidcncc1 under his sole personal control, that is demonstrably materiaJ to a pending federal criminal prosecution. 

3. Wbeth,,r the Pn,sident's claim of executive privilege based on the generalized interest in the confidentiality of goveniment 
deliberations can block the prosecution's access to marcri,rl evidence for the trial of criminal charges against the fonner officials 
who participated in those deliberations, particularly where there is a prima.facie showing that the President is a co-conspirator 
and that the deliberations occurred in the course of and in furthcrnnce of the conspiracy. 

4. Whether any executive privilege that orhe,wise might have been applicable to discnssions between the President and alleged 
co~conspirators concetning the \Vatergate matter has been waived by previous testimony *4 given pursuant to the Presidenfs 

approval and by the President's public re.lease of edited transcripts of forty-three such conversations. 

5. Whether the district court properly dctem1incd that the subpoena duces tecum issued to the President satisfied the standards 
of Rule l 7(c) of the Federal Rules of Crin1inal Procedure because an adeqnatc showing had been made !bat the subpoenaed 
items arc relevant to issues to be tried and will be admit)siblc in evidence. 

ln No. 73-1834: 

6. Whether the district court acted within its discretion in declining to expunge the federal grand jmy's naming of the President 
as an unindictcd co-conspirnt{)r in offenses for which the ,s.rrand jury returned. an indictment. 

The two questions the partic\> were requested to hrief and argue by the Court's order of June 15, 1974, are discussed in our 
Snpplemcntal Brief. 

CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS, STATUTES, RULE, AND REGULATIONS I'.'IVOLVED 

The constitutional provisions, statutes, rule, and regulations involved, which are set fbrth in the Appendix, infra, pp, 141-53, are: 
Constitution of the United States: 

Article lL Section l 

Article ll, Section 2 

Article ll, Section 3 

A1ticlc m, Section 2 

Statutes of1he United States: 
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30l 

u.s.c. 509, 515-519 

*5 Ruk: 

Rule 17(c), Rules of Criminal 

Reguiatiorn~: 

DepmtmentofJustice Order No. 551-73 (November 2, !973), 38 Fed. Reg. 30,738, adding28 C.F.R. ~~ 0.37, 0.38, and Appendix 

to Subpatt G- l 

Depaliment of Justice Order No. 554-73 

G-l 

19, 1973), 38 

STATEMENT 

Reg. 32,805, amending 28 C. JC~R. Appendix to Subpatt 

This case presents for review the denial ofa motion filed on behalfofrcspondent Richard M. Nixon; President oftbe United 

Stales, pursuant lo Rule I 7(c) of !he Rules of Criminal Procedure, seeking to quash a subpoena duces tecurn issued in 

a criminal case, directing the President to produce tape recordings and documents relating to sixty-four specifically described 

Presidential conversations. This subpoena (Pet. App. 39) issued on behalf of the United States at the request of the Special 

Prosecutor covers evidence which is demonstrably material to tile trial of charges of conspiracy to defraud the United Slates 

and obstmct justice by former aides and associates of the President. 

1. APPOINTMENT OF A SPECIAL PROSJ!'.CUTOR 

On May 25, l 973, Attorney General Elliot L. Richardson established the Office of U1e Watergate Special Prosecution Force, 

to be headed by Special Prosecutor *6 Archibald Cox, with "foll authori!y for investigating and prosecuting offenses against 

U1c United S1a1es arising out of the unanthorizcd entry into Democratic National Committecheadqum1crs at !he Watergate.'' 4 

The appointment of the Special Prosecutor, together with his specific duties and responsibilities, including full authority for 

determining whether or not to contest the assertion of"~executive privilege~" was settled in connection with the hearings of the 

Senate Judiciary Committee on the nomination of Mr. Richardson to be Attorney General. 

2. ENFORCEMENT OF nm 1973 GR4-ND JURY SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM 

On July 16, 1973, Alexander Butterfield, fmmerly chief administrative omcer at the While Honse, testified before the Senate 

Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities that at !he President's direction the Secret Service as a matter of course 

bad been recording automatically all conversations in the President's omces in the White Honse and Old Executive Office 

Building." Because there had been sltaqily contradictory testimony regarding the relationship between several Presidential 

meetings and telephone conversations and an alleged conspiracy to conceal the identity of the persons responsible for the 

Watergate *7 break-in, the Special Prosecutor issued a grand jury subpoena duces tecum to the President, who had assumed 

sole personal control over the recordings, 7 requiring him to produce the recordings of these meetings. 

When the President refused to comply with the subpoena, the grand jmy unanimously instructed the Special Prosecutor t() apply 

for a court order requiring prnduetion. After a hearing, the court ordered the President to produce ihe subpoenaed items for in 
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camera inspection, rejectlng the President's contentions that he is immune from compulsory process and that he has ab-solute. 

unrevi.cwable discretion to \Vithh-oid evidence from the courts on the ground of executive privi1egc. Jn re Grand Jury Subpoena 

Duces Tccum Issued to Ricluml M 360 F. Supp. !973), The Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 

Cil'cuit upheld this order, with nwdifieations, in an en bane decision denying the President's petition for a writ of mandamus. 

,: Sir/ca, 487 F. 2d 700 (1973). The court of appeals sua sponte then stayed its order to pern1it the President to seek 

review by this Court 

3. DISMISSAL OF nrn SPECIAL PROSECtJTOR 

The President decided, however, not to seek review by this Comi. and instead proposed a "compromise" to !he Special Prosecutor 

which would have supplied edited transcripts of the subpoenaed recordings Jew use before the grandjmy and at any subsequent 

triaL *8 .At the same time the President issued arr order to Special Prosecutor Cox forbid<llng him ever again to resort to the 

judicial process to seek evidence from the President 11,e Special Prosecutor refused to accept this compromise or to accede 

to th0 order that would have batTcd hirn from exercising his discretion to seek evidence necessary for prosecutions \Vithin his 
jurisdiction. When the President then ordered Attorney General Richardson to dismiss the Special Prosecntor, the Attomey 

General resigned rather than obey, and Deputy Attorney General William Ruckelshaus was fired when he too refused to carry 

out the President's order. On the night of Ocrober 20, 1973, Solicitor General Robert H. Bork, upon whom the responsibilities 

of Acting Attorney General devolved, elected to obey the President's instmction and peremptorily discharged Special Prosecutor 

Cox and abolished the Watergate Special Prosecution Force. 9 

On October 23. 1973, after considerable congressional and public reaction, counsel for the President announced to the district 

court that the President woul<l comply with the district comt's order as modified *9 by the court of appeals. JO Counsel for 

the President subsequently disclosed for the first time that two of the subpoenaed conversations were not recorded, and that 

eighteen and one-half minutes of !he subpoenaed recording of the meeting between the President and H. R, Haldeman on June 

20, ! 972, had been obliterated, 11 

4. APPOINTMENT OF A NEW SPECIAL PROSECUTOR 

1n response to the discharge of Special Prosecutor Cox, both the Senate Judic.iary Committee and the House of Representatives 

Judiciary Subcommittee ou Criminal Justice began hearings 011 legislation to establish a court-appointed Special Prosecutor 

independentof control by the President Both commirtees *10 reported out such bills for action by the House and Senate. 

Neither House considered the legislation on the floor, however, because on October 26, 197}, the President announced that 

Acting Attorney General Bork would appoint a new Special Prosecutor. The President explained that he had no greater interest 

than seeing that the Special Prosecntor has '1he independence that he nee<ls" to prosecute the guilty and clear the innocent. 

On November 2, 1973, the Acting Attorney General re-established the Watergate Special Prosecution Force and appointed Leon 

Jaworski as Special Pmsecutm\ vesting in him the same powers and authority possessed hy his predecessor, including "full 

authority" to "contest the assertion of' Executive Privilege' or any other testimonial privilege" (Appendix pp. 146-51, infra), 

The only change in the regulations relevant to this Court's consideration was the addition of a provision, in "accordanee with 
assurances given by the Preskknt to the Attorney General,'' that the *U President would not limit the jurisdiction of the 

Special Prosecutor or effect his dismissal without first consulting with the Majority and Minority Leaders of both Houses of 

Congress and their respective Committees on the Judicimy (Appendix pp. l 5 l-52, infi·a ). 16 Thereafter both Houses tab!ed the 

legislation for court appoinnnent of an independcm Special Prosecutm\ but the bills remain on their respective calendars. 
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5. nm lN.DICTMENT IN THIS CASE AND THE NAMING 
OF THE PRESIDENT AS A CO-CONSPIRATOR RR RR RR 

On March I. 1974, a grand jury of the United States District Court for the District of Columbia returned an indictment (A. 5A) 

charging respondents John N. Mitchell, H. R. Haldeman, John D. Ehrlichman, Charles W. Colson, Robert C Mardian, Kenneth 

W. Parkinson and Gordon Strachan with various offenses relating to the Watergate matter, including a conspiracy to defraud 

the United States and to obstruct justice. United States ic Mitchell, et aL, D.D.C. Crim. No. 74-110. At some or all of the times 

in question, respondent Mitchell, a fom1er Attorney General of the United States, was Chairman of the Committee for tl1e Re

Election of the President; respondent Haldeman was Assistant to the President and his chief of staff; respondent Ehrlichman 

was Assistant to the Presidem for Domestic Affairs; respondent Colson was Special Cmmscl to the President; respondent *l2 
Mardian, a former Assistant Attorney General, was an official of the President's re-election campaign; respondent Parkinson 

was an attorney for the re-election committee; and respondent Strachan was Staff Assistant to the President. 

ll1 the course of its consideration of the indictment, the grand jury, by a vote of 19-0, determined that there is probable cause to 

believe that respondent Richard M. Nixon (among others) was a member of the conspiracy to de.fraud the United States and to 

obstruct justice as charged in the indictment, and the grand jury authorized the Special Prosecutor to identify President Nixon 

(among others) as an unindicted co-conspirator in connection with subsequent legal proceedings. 

6.1SSUANCE OF TUE TRIAL SUBPOENA TO THE PRESIDENT 

ln order to obtain additimml evidence which the Special Prosecutor has reason to believe is in the custody of the President and 

which would be important to the government's proof at the trial in United States" Mitchell, et al., the Special Prosecutor, on 

behalf of the United States, moved on April 16, 1974, for the issuance of the subpoena duces tecum in question (Pet. App. 39). 

On April 18, 1974, the disttict court ordered the subpoena to issue, returnable on May 2, 1974 (Pet. App. 47). The subpoena 

called for production of the evidence in advance of the September 9, 1974, trial date in order to allow time for any litigation 

over the subpoena and for lranscription and authentication of any tape recordings produced. 

'''13 On April 30, 1974, the President released to the public and submitted to the House Judiciary Committee conducting 

an impeachment inqui1y 1,216 pages of edited transcripts of forty-three conversations dealing with Watergate. Portions of 

twenty subpoenaed conversations were included. On May l, 1974, President Nixon, through his White House connse!, filed 

in the district court a "special appearance," a "fonnal claim of privilege," and a motion to quash the subpoena (A. 47A). At 

the suggestion of counsel for the President and the Special Prosecutor and with the approval of counsel for the defondants, 

subsequent proceedings were held in camera because of the sensitive nature of the grand jury's finding with respect to the 

President, which was submitted to the district comt by the Special Prosecutor as a ground for denying the motion tn quash. 

Defendants Colson, Mardian, and Stracl1an fonnally joined in the Special Prosecutor's motion for issuance of the suhpoena, 

and all seven defendants (respondents herein) argued in opposition to the motion to quash at the hearing in the district court, 

At that hearing, counsel for the President also moved to expunge the grundjuty's finding and to enjoin all persons, except for 

the President and his counsel, from ever disclosing the grand jury's action. 

7. THE DECISION BELOW 

Jn its opinion and order of May 20, 1974 (Pet. App. 15), the district cotlrtdenied the motion to quash and tl1c motion to expunge 

and for protective orders. *14 It further ordered "the President or any subordinate officer, official or employee with custody or 

control of the documents or objects subpoenaed" to deliver to the court the originals of all subpoenaed items as well as an index 

and analysis of those items, together with tape copies of those portions of the subpoenaed recordings for which transcripts had 

been released to the public by the President on April 30, 1974. The district court stayed its order pending prompt application 

for appeilatc review and farther provided that matters filed under seal remain under seal when transmitted as part of the record 

(Pet. App. 22-23), 17 
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In requiring compliance with the subpoena duces tecum. the district court rejected the contention by counsel for the President 

that it had no jurisdiction because the proceeding allegedly involved solely an "intra-executive" dispute(Pct. App. 18). The court 

ruled that this argument lacked substance in light of jurisdictional responsibilities and independence with which the Special 

Prosecutor had been vested by regulations that have the force and effect oflaw and that had received the explicit concuiTencc of 

the President. The court noted the 4 'uniquc guarantee of unfettered operationn given to the Special Prosecutor and emphasized 

that under these regulations the Special Prosecutor's jurisdiction, which includes express authority to contest claims of executive 

privilege, cannot be limited without the President's first consulting *15 with the leaders of both Houses of Congress and the 

respective Committees on the Judiciary and securing their consensus (Pet. App. 18-19). In these circumstances. the court found 

that there exists sufficient independence to provide the coutt with a concrete legal controversy be1:\Veen adverse parties and not 

simply an intra-agency dispute over policy. Moreover; the court later noted that as a recipient of a subpoena in this criminal 

case, the President "as a practical matte,r, is a third patiy" (Pet. App. 19). 

On the merits, and relying on the en bane decision in Nixon v. Sirica, supra, the district comt held that in the circumstances 

of this case, the courts. and not the President, are the final arbiter of the applicability of a claim of executive privilege for 

the subpoenaed items (Pct. App. 17). Here, the court ruled, the presumptive privilege for documents and materials reflecting 

executive deliberations was overcome by the Special Prosecutor's prima facie showing that the items are relevant and important 

to the issues to be tried in the Watergate cover-up case and that thL'}' will be admissible in evidence {Pct App. 20-21). 18 

Finally, the district comt held that the Special Prosecutor, in his memorandum and appendix submitted to the court, satisfied 

the requirements of Rule l7(c) that the subpoenaed items be reievant and evidentiary (Pct. App. 19-20). 

''16 The President has sought review of this decision in the eourl of appeals, and the case is now before tllis court on writs 

of certiorari before judgment granted on May 31, 1974, and June 15, 1974, on the petition ofthc United States and the cross• 

petition of the Preside,nt, respectively. 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

The narrow issue presented to this Comt is whether the President, in a pending prosecution against his fo1111e1· aides and 

associates being conducted in t11e name of the United States by a Special Prosecutor not subject to Presidential directions, 

may withhold material evidence from the court merely on his assertion that the evidence involves confidential governmental 

deliberations. The Court clearly has jurisdiction to decide this issue. The pending criminal prosecution in which the subpoena 

duces tecum was issued constitutes a "case or controversy," and the federal com1s naturally have the duty and, therefore, the 

power to determine what evidence is admissible in that prosecution and to require that that evidence be produced. This is only 

a specific application of the general but fundamental principle of our constitutional system of government that the courts, as 

the "neutral" branch of govermncnt) have been allocated the responsibility to resolve all issues in a controversy properly before 

them, even though this requires them to dctcnninc authoritatively the powers and responsibilities ofth-e other branches. 

Any notion that this controversy, arising as it docs from the issuance of a subpoena duces tecum to the *17 President at the 

request of the Special Prosecutor, is not justiciable is wholly illusory. In the context of the most conc1·ete and vital kind of case· 

the federal criminal prosecution of former White House officials-the Special Prosecutor, as the attorney for the United States, 

has resorted to a traditional m-cchani-sm to procure evidence tOr the govemment1s case at trial. In objecting to the enforcement of 

the subpoena, the President has raised a classic question oflaw-a claim of privilege-and the United States, through its counsel 

,md in its sovereign capacity, is opposing that claim. Tims, viewed in practical terms, it would be hard to imagine a controversy 

more appropriate for judicial resolution. 

The fact that this concrete controversy is presented in the context ofa dispute between the President and the Special Prosecntor 

does not deprive this Comt of jurisdiction. Congress has vested in the Attorney General, as the head of the Department of 

Justice, the exclusive authority to conduct the government's civil and criminal litigation, including the exclusive authority for 
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securing evidence. The Attorney General, with the explicit concurrence of the President, has vested that authority with respect 

to Watergate matters in the Special Prosecutor. These regulations have the force and effect of Jaw and establish the. functional 

independence of the Special Prosecutoc Accordingly, the Special Prosecutor, representing the sovereign authority of the Unikd 

States, and the President appear before the Court as adverse parties in Uie truest sense. The President himself has ccx!ed any 

*18 power that he might have had to control the course of the pendillg prosecution, and it would stand the Constitution on its 

head to say that this arrangement, if respected and given effect by the courts, violates the "separation of powers." 

Throughout our constitutional history the courts, in cases or controversies hefore them, consistently have exercised final 

authority to detcm1ine whether even the highest executive ot11cials arc acting in accordance with the Constitution. In fulfilling 

U1is basic constitutional function, they have issued appropriate decrees to implement those judicial decisions. The courts have 

not abjured this responsibility even when the most pressing needs of the Nation were at issue. 

In applying this frmdamental principle, the cou,ts have determined for themselves not only what evidence is admissible in a 

pending case, but also what evidence must be produced, including whether pmiienlar materials are appropriately subject to a 

claim of executive privilege. Indeed, this Comt has squarely rejected the claim that the Executive has absolute, nnreviewablc 

discretion to withhold documents from the courts. 

The unbroken line of precedent establishing that the courts have the final authority for determining the applicability and scope 

of claims of executive privilege is suppotte<l by compelling arguments of policy. The Executive's legitimate interests in secrecy 

arc more than adequately protected by U1e qualified privilege defined and applied by the courts. But as *19 this Court has 

recognized, an absolute privilege which permitted the Executive to make a binding detem1ination would lead to intolerable 

abuse. This ease highlights the inherent conflict of interest that is presented when the Executive is called upon to produce 

evidence in a case which calls into question the Executive's own action~ The President cannot be a proper judge of whether 

U1c greater pnblic interest lies in disclosing evidence subpoenaed for trial, when that evidence may have a material bearing on 

whether he is impeached and will bear heavily on the guilt or innocence of close aides and trusted advisors. 

In the framework oflhis case, where the privilege holder is effectively a third party, the interests of justice as well as the interests 

of the parties to the pending prosecution require that the- courts enter a decree requiring that relevant and unprivileged evidence 

be produced. The "produce or dismiss" option Umt is sometimes allowed to tlle Executive when a claim of executive privilege is 

overrnlcd merely reflects a remedial accommodation of the requirements of substantive justice and thus has never been available 

to the Executive where the option could not satisfy these requirements. This is particularly tme where the option would make 

a travesty out of the independent institution of the Special Prosecutor by allowing the President to accomplish indirectly what 

he cannot do directly-secure the abandonment of the Watergate prosecution. 

*20 II 

There is nothing in t!1e status of the President that deprives the courts of their constitutional power tn resolve this dispute. The 

power to issue and enforce a subpoena duces tecum against U1e President was first recognized by Chief Justice Marshall in the 

Burr case in 1807, in accordance with two fund,tmcntal principles of Qur constitutional system: first, the President, like all 

executive officials as well as the humblest private citizens, is subject to the rule of law. Indeed, this follows inexorably from 

his constitutional duty to "take Care that the Laws be faithfully executed." Second, in the full and impartial administration of 

justice, the public has a right to every man's evidence. The persistent refusal of the courts to afford the President an absolute 

immunity from judicial process is fully supported by the deliberate decision of the Framers to deny him such a privilege. 

Although it would be improper for the courts to control the exercise of the President's constitutional discretion, there can be 

no doubt that the President is subject to a judicial order requiring compliance with a clearly defined legal duty. The crucial 



21561

1293 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Petitioner, v, Richard M,,,,, 1974 Wl 174854 (1974) 

jurisdictional factor is not the President's office, or the physical power to secure compliance with judicial orders, but the 
Court's ability to resolve authoritatively, within the context of a justiciable controversy, tl1e conflicting claims of legal rights 
and obligations. The Court is called upon here to adjudicate the obligation of the President, as a citizen of the United States, 
to cooperate with a criminal prosecution by *21 performing the solely ministerial task of producing specified, unprivileged 
evidence that he has taken within his sole personal custody, 

Ill 

The qualified executive privilege for confidential intra-governmental deliberntions_, designed to promote the candid interchange 
berwecn officials and their aides, exists only to protect the legitimate functioning of government. Thus, tlte privilege must give 
way where, ,~s here, it has been abused. There has been a prim a .fhcie showing that each of the participants in the subpoenaed 
conversations, including the President, was a member of the conspiracy to defraud the United States and to obstruct justice 
charged in the indictment in the present case, and a further showing that each of the conversations occurred in !he course of 
and in fmtherance of the conspiracy. The public purpose underlying the executive privilege for governmental deliberations 
precludes it.s application to shield alleged criminality. 

But even if a presumptive privilege were to be recognized in th.is case, the privilege cannot be sustained in the face of the 
compelling public interest in disclosure. The responsibility of the conrts in passing on a claim of executive privilege is, in the 
first instance, to determine whether the party demanding the evidence has made a prima facie showing of a sufficient need 
to offset the presumptive validity of the Executive's claim. The cases have held that the balance should be struck in favor of 
disclosure only if the showing of need is strong and clear, leaving the courts *22 with a firm conviction that the public interest 
requires disclosure. 

It is difficult to imagine any ease where the balance could be clearer tl1an it is on the special facts of this proceeding, The 
recordings sought are specifically identified, and the relevance of each conversation to the needs of trial has been established 
at length< The conversations are demonstrably important to defining the extent of the conspiracy in terms of time, membership 
and objectives. On the other hand, since tbe President has autl1orized each participant to discuss what he and tl1e others have 
said, and since he repeatedly has summarized his views of the conversations, while releasing partial transcripts of a number of 
them, U1e public interest in continued confidentiality is vastly diminished. 

The district court's ruling is exceedingly nrurow and, thus, almost no incremental damage will be done to the valid interests in 
assuring future Presidential aides that legitimate advice on matters of policy will be kept secret. The unusual circumstances of 
this case-where high government officials are under indictment for conspiracy to defraud the United States and obstruct justice-
at once make it imperative that the trial be conducted on the basis of ali relevant evidence and at the same time make it highly 
unlikely that there will soon be a similar occasion to intrude on the confidentiality of the Executive Branch. 

IV 

Even if the subpoenaed conversations migbt once have been covered by a privilege, the privilege has been waived by the 
President's deClsion to authorize volumi11ous *23 testimony a11d other statc1ncnts conccmlng \Vat-crgatc-rclatcd discussion and 
his recent release of 1,216 pages of transcript from forty-three Presidential conversations dealing wilh Watergate, A privilege 
holder may not make extensive disclosures concerning a subject and then selectively withhold ponions that arc essential to a 
complete and impartial record, Here, the President repeatedly has referred to the conversations in support of his own position 
and even allowed defendant Haldeman access to the recordings after he left public ofiiec to aid him in preparing his public 
testimony, 1n the unique circumstances of this case, where there is no longer any substantial -confidentiality on the subject of 
Watergate because the President has made far-reaching, but expurgate<l disclosures, the c.ourt may use its process to acquire 
all relevant evidence to lay before the jmy, 
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V 

The district court, conectly applying the standards established by this C@tt, found that the government's showing satisfied the 

requirements of Rule ! 7( c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure that items subpoenaed for use at trial be relevant and 

evidentiary. The enforcement of a trial subpoena duces tecum is a question for the trial court and is committed to the court's 

sound discretion. Absent a showing that the finding by the court is arbitmry and had no support in the record, the finding must 

not be disturbed by an appelletc court. Herc, the Special Prosecutor's analysis of each of the sixty-four conversations, submilled 

*24 to, the district court, amply supports that court's finding. 

ARGUMENT 

INTRODUCTION: THE ISSUES BEFORE THE COURT 
PRESENT A LIVE, CONCRETE ,JIJSTICIABLE CONTROVERSY 

Tn the district court, counsel for the President, in a sealed reply to the government's papers opposing the motion to quash, raised 

for the first time the contention that l11e court lacked "jurisdiction to consider the Special Prosecutor's request of April 16, 
1974, relating to the disclosure of certain presidential documents." Counsel was refcn:ing to the trial subpoena applied for by 

l11e Special Prosecutor on behalf of the United States (Pet. App. 39) and issued by the district court on Ap,il 18, !974 (Pet. 

App. 4 7). It was that subpoena that the President moved to quash. The basis for the President's contention that the coun: lacked 

jurisdiction to ·'consider" that "request" for evidence was the assertion that the subpoena involved merely a "dispute between 

two entities within the Executive Branch." 

The district court rejected this contention, ruling that under the circumstances established by applicable statutes and regulations, 

the President's "attempt to abridge the Special Prosecutor's independence wi(h the argument !hat he cannot seek evidence from 

the President hy court process is a nullity and does not defeat the Court's jurisdiction" (Pet. App. 19). Before addressing the 

issues before this Cour! on the merits, we pause to express the reasons why this litigation *25 between the United States, 

represented by the Special Prosecutor, and the President presents a live, concrete,justiciable controversy. 

A. THIS CASE COM.ES WITHN THE ,JUDICIAL POWER 01<' Tiffi FEDERAL COURTS 

This litigation is not merely a dispute between two executive officers over prefen-ed policy, or even over an interpretation of a 

statute. The courts have not been called upon to render an advisory opinion upon some abstmct or theoretical question. Rather, 

in the context of the most concrete and vital kind of case-tl1e federal criminal prosecution of former White House officials, 

styled United States" Mitchell. et al.-the Special Prosecutor as the attorney for the United States has resorted to a traditional 

mechanism to procure evidence for the government's case at trial-a subpoena .. in the face of the unwillingness of :a distinct party 
or entity-the President-to furnish the evidence voluntarily. In objecting to the enforcement of the subpoena, the President has 

raised a classic question of law-a claim of privilege-and the United States, through its counsel. is opposing that claim. Thus, 

viewed in practical temts, it would he ltard to imagine a controversy more appropriate for judicial resolution and more. squarely 

within the jurisdiction of the federal courts. This Court is called upon to review questions that are well "within the traditional 

role accorded courts to interpret the law," 486, v. 

U.S. ,,. Reym,/ds, 345 U.S. l. 

*26 Ever since l Cranch (5 U.S.) it has been settled that, as long as a federal court is properly 

it has lhe judicial power to render an authoritative, binding decision on the rights, 

powers1 and duties of the other two branches of government. Sec, e.g., lhungstown & 'lithe Co. ic Sm,'.ver, 343 U.S. 

/Jislrirt Court, 407 U.S. 297: United States ex rel. 12 Pet (37 
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524; '•"'' Kilhnum "- 71wmpson, 103 U.S. 168: t:,Doe I'. Mc.Mil/1111, 412 U.S. 306. This judicial power extends fully to disputes 

between representatives of the other two branches, e.g., i\;; t'nitcd States v. 8rew.1·te1; 408 U.S. 501; ft Gmvrl,: United Slates, 

408 U.S. 606; Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities v. Nixon, ---- F. 2d --·- (D.C. Cir. No. 74-1258) 

(May 23, l 974), as well as to disputes witbin one of those other branches, e.g., Powell v. McCormack, supra; ~,: Sen·icc v 
D11Ilcs, 354 U.S. 363; Sampson R fvfurray •···U.S.•··· (42 U.S.L.W. 4221, Februa1y 19, 1974). 

As we shall discuss below, the fact that the President and the Special Prosecutor (on behalf of the United States) are the legal 

adversaries in this phase of the controversy in no way undenuines the existence of the judicial power to adjudicate the legal 

rights and duties at issue-namely, the existence vel non of *27 a privilege to withhold evidence from a criminal trial pending 

in the federal court. 

B. THE UNITED STATES, REPRESENTF:D BY THE SPECIAL 
PROSECUTOR, rs A PARTY DISTINCT FROM THE PRESIDENT 

We begin by making the fundamental point, overlooked by counsel for the President, that federal criminal prosecutions are 

brought in the name of the United States of America as a sovereign nation. Despite his extensive powers and even his status 

as Chief Executive and Chief of State, the President, whether in his personal capacity or his official capacity, is distinct from 

the United States and is decidedly not the sovereign. Although the Constitution vests the executive power generally in the 

President (Art. Il. Sec. l ), it expressly contemplates the establishment of executive departments which will actually discharge 

the executive power, with the President's function necessarily limited to "take Care tiiat the Laws be faithfully executed" by 

other ofiicers of the government (Art. JI, Sec. 3). Thus, A.rtidc JI, Section 2 expressly provides that, instead of giving the 

President power to appoint ( and, perhaps, remove) "inferior Officers" of the Exccutiv(: Branch, "Congress may by Law vest the 

Appointment of such inferior Ofiicers, as they think proper,* * * in the Courts of Law, or iu the Heads of Depmtments." 

Congress has organized the Department of Justice and provided that the Attorney General is its head. 28 U_S.C. 50 l, 503. Under 

Article II, Section 2, Congress has vested in him alone the power to appoint subordinate officers to discharge his powers. *28 

28 U.S.C. 509, 5 !O, 515,533. Among the responsibilities given by Congress to the Attorney Genera! is the authority to conduct 

the government's civil and criminal litigation (28 U.S.C. 516): 

Except as otherwise authorized by law, the conduct of litigation in which the United Stales, an agency, 

or officer thereof is a party, or is interested, and securing evidence therefOJ; is rcsenred to officers of the 

Department of Justice, under the direction of the Attorney GeneraL (Emphasis added.) 

As this Court has recognized, this section and companion provisions, see 2R U.S.C. 515-5 l 9. "impose on the Attnmey Genera! 

the authmity and the duty to protect the Government's interests through the courts." ,ill United States ic CalijiJrnia . . B2 U.S. 

!9. 27-28. Under this framework it is not the President who has personal chm·ge of the conduct of the government's affairs in 

court hut, rather, it is the Attorney General acting through the officers of the Department of Justice appointed by him. This 

Comt unden;cored the special status of the officers of the Depmtment of Justice before the courts in i:-;, Berger i,: United Sta/I'S, 

~95 U.S. 78, 88, explaining that the federal prosecutor "is the representative not of an ordinary pmty to a controversy, but of 
a sovereignty. * * * As such, he is in a peculiar and a vc1y definite sense the servant of the law, the twofold aim of which is 

that guilt shall not escape or innocence suffer." 

Thus, as the district judge below pointedly recognized (Pet. App. 19), ihc subpoena duces tecum issued *29 by the prosecution 

to the President is directed to a person who "as a practical matter, is a third party." 20 

Wi:STlAW 
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It was in the capacity as atiomey for the United States tl1at tl1e Special Prosecutor invoked the judicial process. f\xerdsing 

his exclusive authority under 28 U.S.C. 5 l 6 to secure evidence for a pending criminal prosecution within his jurisdiction, the 

Special Prosecutor is seeking evidence from an adverse party-evidence which the Special Prosecutor ha.s reason to believe 

is highly material to the trial. Under the law, the Special Prosecutor speaks for the United States in conducting t!Jis criminal 

trial, and under the applicable statutes and regulations he has authority, which can be enforced by the courts, to seek evidence 

even from the President. Not only is this autl1ority expressly included in the Department of Justice regulations defining his 

powers (Appendix pp. 146-50, in,fi-a), but the record shows that the President personally acceded to the arrangement whereby 

his asseition *30 of privilege would not preclude tile Special Prosecutor, in a prnper case, from invoking the judicial process 

to litigate the validity of the claim. 

Before agreeing to accept appointment as the new Special Prosecutor, Mr. Jaworski obtained an assurance from the President's 

chief of staft; General Alexander Haig, who had conferred with the President, that there would be no bar to his resorting to 

judicial process, ifnecessary, to fulfill his responsibilities as he viewed them. The Acting AttorncyGencral, who appointed the 

Special Prosecutor, was fully apprised *31 of the understanding. He testified as follows before the Senate Judiciary Committee: 

Although it is anticipated that Mr. Jaworski will receive cooperation from the White House in getting any evidence he feels he 

needs to conduct investigations and prosecutions, it is dear and understood on all sides that he has the power to use judicial 

proce,,,:ses to pursue Pvidence ff disagreement should develop. (Emphasis added.) 22 

He also assured the House Subcommittee on Criminal Justice: "l understand and it is clear to me that Mr. Jaworski can go to 

court and test out" any refusal to produce documents on the ground of confidentiality. 23 

Similarly, the President's nolnincc to be Attorney General, William Saxbe, testified that the Special Prosecutor would have "sole 
discretion'' in deciding whether to contest an assertion of executive privilege by the President and stated '"he can go to court 

at any time to detennine that." 24 Significantly, neither the *32 President, nor his counsel, nor Acting Attorney General Bork 

has ever disavowed the assurances given. In fact, in announcing the appointment of a new Special Prosecutor on October 26, 

1973, President Nixon stated (9 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents (Oct. 29, 1973)): 

And l can assure you ladies and gentlemen, and all our listeners tonight, that I have no greater interest than to see that the 

new special prosecutor bas the cooperation from the executive branch and the independence that he needs to bring about that 

conclusion [of the Watergate investigation]. (Emphasis added.) 

The regulations governing the Special Prosecutor's jurisdiction and independence, together with the Presidential assurances 

given to the public directly and to the Special Prosecutor through General Haig, reflect the puhlic demand for an independent 
prosecutor not sul~ject to the direct or indirect control of the President and not dependent upon the discretion of the President 

for access to infonnation upon which to base invcstiga6ons and prosccntions. 25 From the first, the regulations estahlishing and 

then reestablishing the Office of the Watergate Special Prosecntinn F"rce 2" have had the force and effect of law, e.g., *33 

Vitarelli Seaton, U.S. Service" Dulles, supra; i, Shaugimes,y, U.S. 260; Nader" Bork; supra, 

and empower the Special Prosecutor to contest the assertion of executive privilege in any case within his jurisdiction when he, 

not the President, concludes the assertion is unwarranted. 347 U.S. 266-67. 

This Court has held that, by virtue of their office, public officials necessarily have a sufficient "personal stake it, the outcome" 

of any litigation that challenges the performance of U1eir duties on constitutional grounds. See., e.g., 

Allen. 392 U.S, 24! n. 5; "Mille,; 307 U.S. 433, 437-45. It foHows, therefore, Uiat under applicahle staiutes 

and regulations the Special Prosecutor has standing to take aH necessary steps in court to promote the conduct of the cases 
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under his jurisdic1ion, including the litigation of claims of"exccutive privilege" advanced as a reason for withholding evidence 

considered important to one of those prosecutions. 

C. THE SPECIAL PROSECUTOR HAS AUTHORITY TO SEEK, AND THE FEDERAL COURTS HAVE POWER TO 

GRANT, A PRODUCTION ORDER ADDRESSED TO THE PRESJDENT EVEN. THOUGH THE SPECIAL PROSECUTOR 

IS A MEMBER OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

What has been shown above makes clear the authority of the Special Prosecutor to bring such prosecutions as are within his 

jurisdiction and to seek court *34 orders for the production of such evidence as is necessary to the litigation. We have &ho\Vn 
that, in so discharging his duties, the Special Prosecutor docs not act as the mere agent-at-will of the President. He enjoys an 

independent authority derived from constitutional delegations of authority by the Congress 10 the A!to111ey General and from 

the Attorney General to him under valid regulations that reflect the solemn commitmenls of the President himself. 

Since the Special Prosecutor has authority to bring prosecutions and to seek production of evidence and does not take such 

actions in the President's name or at his behest, and since, as we show in Prut II of our argument below, the President can, i11 

an appropriate case, be ordered to produce evidence, there would seem to be no obstacle to the Special Prosecutor's seeking 

an order that the President produce evidence. The proceedings smrounding such an order constitute a justiciable controversy 

whether or not the President could, through a complicated series of steps, lawfully replace the Special Prosecutor and despite 

the somewhat unusual appearance on opposite sides of IWo parties both of whom arc members of the Executive Branch. 

I. JVhatever power the President may have to circumvent an adverse ruling by taking steps to abrogate the Special Prosecutor~'>' 
independence cannot serv~ to render the controvers_,.1' non.._justiciahle 

The mere fact that the President is Chief Executive, with ultimate responsibility to "take Care that the Laws be faithfully 

executed," does not destroy the Special Prosecutor's independence or standing to sue. *35 Whatever might be the situation in 

a proceeding conducted by a mere agent of the President, the Special Prosecutor's functional and legal independence empowers 

him, on behalf of the United States, to seek a subpoena against the President for evidence. 

Congress frequently confers powers and dutic;; upon subordinare executive officials, and in such situations tl1e President"s 

fimction as ChiefExccutive docs not authorize him to displace the designated officer and to act directly in the matter himselt: As 

long as the officer holds his position, the power to act under the law is his alone. A fruni!iar example of this basic principle was 

illustrated hy President Andrew Jackson's legendary battle over the Bank of the United States. Two Secretaries of the Treasury 

refused to obey the President's command to withdraw deposits from the Bank, a function entmsted to the Secretary by law. The 

President's 011\y recourse was to seek a third, who complied with Jackson's wish. Sec generally Van Deusen, 77,e Jacksonian 
Era. l 828-1848, pp. 80-82 (l 959). Attorney General Roger Taney gave a similar opinion to President Jackson. advising him 

that as long as a particulm· United States Attorney remained in office, he was em.powered to conduct a particular litigation as 
he saw fit, despite the wishes of the President. See 2 Op. Att'y Gen. 482 (183 l ). 

More recently, President Nixon apparently recognized a similar limitation on his powers as Chief Executive when, in order to 

effect the discharge of the fonncr Special Prosecutor over the refusal of Attorney General Richardson and Deputy Attorney 

General Ruckelshaus to dismiss him, the President had to procure *36 the removal of tl1ose olficials and rest upon Acting 

Attorney General Bork's exercise of their power 

These principles, considered in light of the authority of the Special Prosecutor reviewed above, establish that, short of finding 

some way to accomplish the removal of the Special Prosecutor, the President has no legal right or power to limit or direct 

his actions in bringing prosecutions or in seeking the evidence needed for these prosecutions. Any effmt to intcrefere in the 

Special Prosecutor's decisions is inadmissible and any order would be without legal efiect so long as the Attorney General has 

not effectively rescinded the regulations creating and guaranteeing the Special Prosecutor's independence-a course he may be 
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legally barred from taking without the Special Prosecutor's consent, see v, Bork. 366 F Supp. 108. Even 
then any order wonld have to come from the Attorney Genera! to satisfy statuto,y requirements. 

The President is bound by duly promulgated regulations even where he has power to amend them for the future. 
Sh,ou,;l111essy, 347 U.S. at 266-67. It is even clearer in the present situation that regulations and statutes which he has no power 

to modify prevent him from assuming dlfection of the Watergate prosecutions. Thus, there can be no argument that a case or 

controversy is lacking because the President could dismiss the prosecution or withdraw the subpoena even ifhe so desired. 

Nor is any valid objection to the concrete reality of this dispute furnished by the hypothesis, orguendo, that the President could 

nullify any adverse rnling by *37 procuring the dismissal oflhe Special Prosecutor and finding another prosecutor who would 

not enforce the Court's decision. A similar argument was rejected well over a century ago. In 1: UnUed 

Pct. (37 U.S.) 524, it was argued that the Judieimy lacked power to issue a mandamus requiring the Postmaster 
General to credit a sum of money to a contractor on the ground that the President would frustrate performance of the decree by 

discharging the respondent and appointing a new Postmaster General. The Comt rejected the argmnent and granted mandamus. 
The federal courts have continued to resolve legal controversies despite the theoretical power of one of the parties to avoid the 

impact of the judgment by lawful means. See. e.g., Co. " Zdanok, 370 U.S. 530. 

The same argument against jurisdiction fails in tl1e present case, not only on the basis of precedent, but for three other reasons 
as ,veil. 

First, in the present situation, the President does not have the power to remove the Special Prosecutor and to appoint a 
replacement more to h.is liking. Under Article II. Section 2 of the Constitution, Congress has vested appointment of officers of 

the Department of Justice, like the Special Prosecutor, in the Attorney General, not the President, And the *38 President 
explicitly has ceded any right and power he may have to restrict the independence of il1e Special Prosecutor or effect his discharge 
hy agreeing to the issuance of regulations precluding such action unless the •·consensusn of eight specified Congressional 
officials concurs in that course, The regulations establishing this condition precedent to any action by the President have the 

force of!aw, and the Spedal Prosecutor thus stands before the Court independent of any direct control by the Attorney General 
or the President, ln short, the present regulations governing the Special Prosecutor's tenure and independence are even more 
restrictive of the residual authority of the President and the Attorney General than were the regulations that were held in Nader 

"Rork, supra, to have been violated by the dismissal of Special Prosecutor Cox. 28 

Second, even the dismissal of the Special Prosecutor would not nullify a mling that the evidence must be produced, since the 
Attorney General and the Solicitor General, as ofticers of tl,is Court, would be legally *39 obliged to attend to the proper 

enforcement of a decree by the Court, particularly one in favor of the United States. Sec 203 563; 

'"' U.S. 386 (proceedings for criminal contempt initiated and conducted before this Court by Attorney 
General for defiance of Court's order); 28 U.S.C. 5 iS(a). 

Third, the speculative possibility that something might occur in the future cannot render a presently live controversy moot, when 

it is hardly inevitable that the Comt's decision will be ineffective. Compare DeFunis v. Odegaard, ---- U.S. ---· (42 U.S.L W. 
4578, April 23, 1974). Just as "voluntary cessation of allegedly illegal conduct does not deprive the tribunal of power to hear 

and dctennine the case, i.e., docs not make the case moot/' United States v, JfT. 345 l.l.S. it follows a 

fortiori that the hypothetical-and possibly illegal-dismissal of the Special Prosecutor after a decision in his favor by tl1is Court 
cannot render the present case moot. As this Court noted earlier this Tenn in rejecting a mootness claim involving a challenge 
to state welfare benefits to striking workers where the particulm· strike had ended: "The judiciary must not close the door to the 

resolution of the important questions these concrete disputes present" Super llre Engineering Co. 1; McCork/e, ··-· US. 
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(42 U.S.L.W. 4507, 451 l, April 16, 1974). In the present case, the precise controversy is still vety much alive, and the President 

has not even threatened to attempt to defeat an adverse ruling by effecting the dismissal of the Special Prosecutor. 

*40 2. There is no lack tif'a true case or controversy because the opposing parties are both members <.?fthe Executive Branch 

In the present matter, there can be no serious contention that this is a feigned or collusive suit or an abstract or speculative 

debate: the issues are sharply dr,iwn over the production or nonpmduction of specific evidence for a pending criminal trial, and 

the litigants-the United States and President Nixon-have manifestly concrete but antagonistic interests in the outcome, for if the 

subpoenaed materials are ordere.d produced the United States can proceed to trial in a major crim.inal case armed \:vi.th lmportant 

evidence, while a contraiy decision would leave President Nixon in absolute control over those materials and tl1crcbyweaken the 
government's ca.:;-e against his fonner aides, whom he has publicly supported in this criminal investigation (see pp. 59-60, infra). 

Thus, we strbmit that it is clear beyond peradventure that the Special Prosecutor, as the exclusively authorized attorney for tlle 
United States~the prosecuting sovereign in the pending criminal case of United States v. A1itchell, et af.. for which the instant 

trial subpoena was issued-has standing to seek enforcement oflhc subpoena, for the prosecution has "such a personal stake in 
the outcome of the controversy as to a.o;;surc that concrete adverseness \vhich sharpens the pre....c;entation of issues upon whJch 

the court so largely depends for illumination of difficult constitutional questions." "· 369 U.S. 186, See 

also Flasl Cohen. 392 U.S. 

Framing this eontmvcrsy as a mere "intra-executive branch'' dispute, as counsel for the President did *41 below, seems 

to invoke the sterile conceptuaHsm, long ago discarded, that since "no person may sue himself,1' suits bern.recn government 

officials cannot be maintained. As this Court said when it rejected such an argument in 

"courts must look behind names tliat symbolize the parties to determine whether a justiciable case or controversy is 

See also ,scncwrure United Stales, 350 U.S. This practical approach was underscored only 

this Term, when !he Court noted probable jurisdiction and heard argument in two cases in which the United States, represented 

by the Justice Department, was appealing from two separate distdct court decisions dismissing the government's complaints 

attacking bank mergers under Section 7 of the Clayton Act. United States v. lvfarine Bancorporation. Inc., No. 73-38; United 

Stales v. Connecticut National Bank, No. 73-767. The Comptrol!erofthc C1mency has responsibility for administering the Bank 

Merger Act and the National Hank Act, and in each case the Comptroller had approved a merger challenged by the Depaitment 

of Justice under the Clayton Act. In each case the Comptroller of the Currency, an official of the Treasury Department, 

u.s.c. was named as an appellec and filed a brief in opposition to the position *42 taken by the Solicitor Genera! 
on behalf of the Department of Justice. Although such litigation is relatively rare and typically involves disputes between an 

executive department and a "quasi.,independenf' reguJntory agency, there is nothing in the ··case or controversy"' requirement 

of Article lII that denies the federal conrts the power to adjudicate concrete controversies between government officials over 
their respective legal powers and duties~ see e,g,, Powell 1.: AfcC'ormack, supra, particularly when~as in the present case-the 
resolution of the legal controversy has direct consequences upon them and private parties. 

We do not suggest, of course, that the President or the Department of Justice could confer jurisdiction on U1e courts where such 

jmisdiction is constitutionally impermissible. What we do argue. however, is that the Court must look beyond the Prcsidcnfs 
fonnalistic objections to the Court's jurisdiction, based as they are on a talismanic incantation of the '•intra-executive" nature 

of 1]1c proceeding. By pointing to the mere formality of the Special Prosecutor's statns as an executive officer, counsel to the 

President ignores the substantive concern underlying the "case or controversf' requirement of Article UL A proceeding is 

justiciable if ii presents live, concrete issues between adverse parties that are susceptible of adjudication. See, e,g, (YShea v, 

Littleton,---- U.S. ----(42 U.S.L.W. 4139, January 15, 1974): v. SCRAP. 412 669,687: Cohen, 

83, 94-!0l; 

objections to its jurisdiction. 

(t'.1n_: l86, And it is against these standards that fhe Court must resolve the 
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*43 Although counsel for the President has argued that somehow the "separation of powers" principle denies to the federal 

courts the power to decide this controversy between the President a11d the prosecution in United States " Mitchell. this argument 

will not withstand analysis. The inescapable irony of the President's position can only be appreciated by focusing on the fact 

that the regulations creating a Special Prosecutor's office armed with functional independence and with explicit authority to 

litigate against Presidential claims of privilege do not reflect a statuto1y regime imposed by the Legislative Branch; these 

regulations were promulgated with the President's approval by his Attorney General. This, then, is the President's position-not 

that Congress has unconstitutionally invaded his sphere, but rather that the doctrine of separation of powers foreclosc,s him from 

the ability to control his "own" Executive Branch in such a way as to safeguard public confidence in the integrity of the law 

enforcement process. The Office of the Watergate Special Prosecution Force was established with the approval of the President 

as an independent entity within the Department of Justice in response to the public demand for an impartial investigation of 

charges of criminal misconduct by officials in the Executive Office of the President. After Special Prosecutor Cox's dismissal, 

the Office, was re-established amid a public reaction so severe that it has generated the first serious possibility of a Presidential 

impeachment in more than a century and made enactment of legislation for a court-appointed *44 Special Prosecutor almost 

certain. JO Perhaps the most important assurance of independence built into the proposed role of the Special Prosecutor, as 

reflected in congressional testimony J I as well as public statements by the President and the Attomey General, was his authority 

to invoke the judicial process to obtain necessary evidence from the President. It simply stands ilie doctrine of separation of 

powers on its head to suggest that it precludes the Judiciary from giving full force and effect to the allocation of authority 

within the Executive Branch under an arrangement that was designed by the Attorney General and approved by the President 

as indispensible to forestall a further erosion of faith in the Executive Branch. 

D. THE SPECULATIVE POSSIBILITY THAT THE PRESIDENT MAY DlSREGARD A VALID COURT ORDER DOES 

NOT DEPRIVE THE COURT OF JURTSDICTION 

A theme advanced earlier by counsel for the President in opposition to enforcement of a grand jury subpoena duces tecum in 

NLmn " Sirica was that the President has "the power and thus the privilege to wiilihold information.'' 32 This raw assertion in no 

way undermines the just.iciability of this controversy. The naked power of the Chief Executive, despite a court order, to withhold 

evidence from a judicial proceeding does not deprive the conrts of jurisdiction to *45 order its production. To link physical 

power with legal privilege runs contrary to our entire constitutional trndition. As this Court stated in l,)f Kenda/1 i, UJ1ited States 

ex rd Swkes, supm, 12 Pd. al 613, "[t]o contend that the obligation imposed on tlie President lo see the laws are faithfully 

executed implies a power to forbid their execution, is a novel construction of the Constitution, and entirely inadmissible." Jt 
might as well be said that a Secretary nf State, acting upon orders of the President, would have had "the power and thus the 

privilege" to withhold the signed commission at issue in Marbwy v. Madison, supra: or that a Postmaster General. acting upon 

instructions of the President, would have had "the power and thus the privilege" to refose to pay money owed pursuant to a 

contract, contrary to the decision in Kendall. supra: or that the President has '"the power and thus the privilege" to seize industrial 

propetty in a wartime labor dispute, contrary to Youngstovvn Sheet & Tube Co. v. San-y-e1; supra; or to conduct wanantless 

electronic surveiHance in domestic security investigations, contrary to the Fourth A1nendment as interpreted in United States 

ic United States District Court, supra. 

This Court has never allowed doubt about its physical power to enforce its commands to deter the issuance of appropriate 

orders. In• W,m·e,,·ter" G<'orgia, 6 Pct. {31 U,S.) 515, counsel strenuously argued that the Court should not order Georgia to 

surrender jurisdiction over a prisoner seized in Cherokee Indian territory because the President would not and the Court could 

not force Georgia to obey the judicial command, *46 but the Court did not abdicate its responsibility to decide the issues. ln 

McPhers,m v. Blachner 146 ttS. l, 24, the Cornt rnled up0t1 the constitutionality of a Michigan statute providing for the 

choice of Presidential electors by congressional districts despite the argument that the State's political agencies might frustrate 

the decision, saying: 

W!:S'l'LAW 
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The question of the validity of this act, as presented to us hy this record, is a judicial question, and we 

cannot decline the exercise of our jurisdiction upon the inadmissible suggestion that action might he taken 

by political agencies in disregard of the judgment of the highest tribunal of the state as revised by onr own. 

Most recently in Glidden Co. v. Zdanok, supra, tbc Com! rejected the argument that a money claim against the United States 

did not present a justiciable issue because the courts were without JX)Wer to force execution of a judgment against the United 

States: "lf this Com1 may rely on the good faith of state govenunents or other public bodies to respond to its judgments, there 

seems to be no sound reason why the Court of Claims may not rely on the good faith of the States." 370 ll.S. at 

In conformity with this principle, the court of appeals in .NLwn v. Sirica rejected the attempt to equate physical power to 

disobey with legal immunity from the judicial process itself' "The legality of judicial orders should not be *47 confused with 

the legal consequences of their breach; for the courts of this country always assume that their ord~'fs will be ohcycd, especially 

when addressed to responsible govemmcnt officials. 487 E l-12. 

The effect of a President's physical power to disobey a court order is wholly speculative at this juncture and undoubtedly will 

remain so. There is no reason to believe that President Nixon \vould disregard a decision of this Comtfixing legal responsibilities, 

any more than he did the order of the district cour~ as modified by t!1c court of appeals in Nixon v. Sirica, supra, requiring him 

to 8Ubrnit for in cmnera inspection recordings subpoenaed by the grand jury. ln announcing that President Nixon would comply 

with the mandate in Nixon ~ Sirica, counsel for the President stated in open court: "This President does not del'y t!1e law, and 

he has authorized me to say he will comply in full with the orders of the court." 34 

The Court, therefore, can cast aside as wholly illusory any of the obstacles that may be suggested as baning its exercise of the 

judicial po\ver of the United States to decide the cvidcntlary privilege issue interposed in this criminal case. The case is within 

the jurisdiction of the federal courts and is fully jtLsticiablc. 

*48 L THE COURTS HAVE BOTH THE POWER AND THE DUTY TO DETERMINE THE VALIDITY OF A CLAIM OF 

EXECUTIVE PR!V[LEGE WHEN IT IS ASSERrED IN A .TTJDJCIAL PROCEEDING AS A GROUND FOR REFUSING 

TO PRODUCE EVIDENCE 

A. THE COURTS HAVE THE POWER TO RESOLVE ALL ISSUES IN A CONTROVERSY PROPERLY BEFORE THEM, 

EVEN THOUGH TIIJS REQUIRES DETERMINING, AUTHORITAHVEL Y, THE POWERS AND RESPONS.!BIL!TJES 

OF TllE OTHER BRANCHES 

Our basic submission, and the one we suggest controls this case, is a simple one-the courts, in the exercise of their j11risdktion 

under Atticle lil of the Constitution, have the duty and, therefore, the power to determine all issues necessary to a !awfol 

resolution of controversies properly before them. The duty includes resolving issues as to the admissibility of evidence in a 

criminal prosecution as well as the obligation to produce such evidence under subpoena. This allocation of responsibility is 

inherent in the constitutional duty of the fodcra1 comis, as the ·•neutralH branch of government, to decide cases in accordance 

with the rule of law, and it supports rather than undem1ines the basic separation of powers conceived by the Constitution. 

The principle was clear at the very outset of our constitutional history. Since l 803 there has been no question that in resolving 

any case or controversy within the jurisdiction of a federal court, "[i]t is emphatically the province and the duty of the judicial 

department to say what the law is." v. l Cranch at 177. See 

395 U.S. at 521. As Marbwy 1c Madism, firmly establishes, this is true even though the controversy *49 before the courts 

implicates the powers and responsibilities of a co-ordinate branch. In conformity with this principle the courls consistently have 
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exercised final authority to determine whether even the highest executive ofiicials arc acting in accordance with the Constitution 

and have issued appropriate decrees to implement those judicial decisions. E. g., Young.rtown Sheet & D,he Co. ;; Sm,:ve1; 

supra (alleged right of President to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to seize steel mills); United States" United States 

District Court, supra ( alleged power of the President, acting through the Attorney Genera!, to authorize electronic surveiUance 

in internal security matters without prior judicial approval); Kendall v. United Siates ex rel. Stokes, supra (alleged power of the 

President, acting through the Postmaster General, to withhold money owed pursuant to a contract); Doi/at; l 90 F. 

2d 623 (D.C. Cir. !951). vacated as moot, 344 806 ( alleged right of Secretary of Commerce and Acting Attorney General 

to obey order of President inconsistent with judicial decree; officials adjudicated in civil contempt). 

The cow-ts have not retreated from this responsibility even when the most pressing and immediate needs of the Nation were 

at issue. President Trnman directed !he Secretary of Commerce to seize and operate specified steel facilities because of his 

judgment that a threatened work stoppage at the Nation's steel mills during the Korean War "would immediately jeopardize 

and imperil our national defense." Order No. 1034() (April 8, 1952). Neve1iheless, this *50 Courl rnled that the 

President had exceeded his constitutional powers and upheld a preliminary injunction enjoining the seizure. Justice Jackson's 

concurring opinion expresses the fundamental principle underlying the Court's decision 

With al! its defects, delays and inconveniences, men have discovered no technique for long preserving free 

government except that the Executive be under the law. 

Even Justice Frankfurter, one of the most ardent exponents of the separation of powers, who expressed "every desire to avoid 

judicial inquiry into the powers and duties of the other two branches of government," concurred in the judgment of the Court, 

albeit "with the utmost unwillingness." He recognized: "To deny inquiry into the President's power in a case like this, because 

of the damage to the public interest to be feared from upsetting its exercise by him, would in effect always preclude inquiry 

inlo chaHenged power * * *. ,, U.S. 596. 

It is too late io our history to contend that this duty and competence of the Judiciary is inconsistent with tlie separation ofpo\\>ers, 

either in general or as applied to questions of evidentiary privilege. As the court of appeals held in v. 

F. 2dat 715, such a claim, premised on the contention that the separation of powers prevents the courts from compelling paiticular 

action from the President or from reviewing hls determinations, mistakes the -true nature of our constitutional system. Focusing 

on the "separation" of functions in our tri-partite system *51 of govenm1cntobscurcs a crucial point: the exercise by one hranch 

of constitutional powers within its own competence frequently requires action by another branch within its field of powers. 

Thus~ the Legislative Branch has the power to make the laws, its enactments bind the Judiciary-unless unconstitutional-not 

only in the decision of cases and controversies~ but in the very procedures through \Vhich the Judiciary transacts its business. 

Congress, in scores of statutes> regularly imposes. legal duties upon the President. The very essence of his constitutional 

function is the legal duty to carry out congressional mandak-"H by taking <{Care that the Laws be faithfully executed." Finally~ 

the President may require action by the courts. The courts, for example, have a legal duty to give-and do give-effect to valid 

executive orders. 37 Where the President or an appropriate official institutes a legal action in bis own name or that of the United 

States, a judge is compelled to grant the relief requested if in accordance with law. 

We enjoy a well-ftmctioning constitutional government because each branch is independent and yet acknowledges its duties ill 

response to the functioning of others. "Checks and balances were established in order *52 that this should he a 'government 

of Jaws and not of men.' * * * The doctdoc of separation of powers was adopted by the Convention of l 787, no! to promote 

efficiency but to preclude the exercise of arbitrary power." United States. U.S. 52, (Brandeis, J., 



21571

1303 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Petitioner, v. Richard M .... , 1974 WL 174854 (1974) 

dissenting). At the same time, as Mr. fostice Jackson explained in 
at635 (concun-ing opinion): 

343 lJ.S. 

While the Constitution diffuses power the better to secure liberty, it also contemplates that practice will 
integrate the dispersed powers into a workable government. [t enjoins upon its branches separateness but 

interdependence, autonomy but reciprocity. 

Thus, there is no room to argue that the separation of powers makes each branch an island, alone unto itself'. Despite the 
"separation of powers implications, the separation of powers doctrine has not previously prevented this Court from reviewing 
the acts" of a coordinate branch of the government when placed in issue in a case within the jurisdiction of the federal courts. 

1-: AfcMil/an, 412 U.S, at 318 n. 
8. THE JUDICIAL POWER TO DETERMINE THE LIMITS OF EXECUTIVE AUTHORITY WHEN NECESSARY TO 

RESOLVE A JUSTICIABLE CONTROVERSY INCLUDES THE POWER TO RESOLVE CLAIMS OF EXECUTIVE 

PRIVILEGE MADE WITH REGARD TO EVIDENCE SOUGHT BY THE PROSECUTOR FOR USE TN A PENDING 
CRIMINAL CASE 

In applying the fundamental principle that the Judiciary, and not the Executive, has the ultimate responsibility for interpreting 
and applying the law in any justiciable case or controversy, the cou1ts consistently *53 have detennined for themselves not only 
what evidence is admissible, but also what evidence must he produced, including whe!her particular materials arc appropriately 
subject to a claim of executive privilege. This issue, like questions of the constitutionality and meaning of statutes or executive 
orders, is one of the matters that a court has a duty to resolve authoritatively whenever their resolution is an integral part of the 

outcome of a case or controversy within the court's jurisdiction. 38 

*54 The question was decided squarely in United Slates " Reynold,. ! , where the Executive Branch argued that 
"department heads have power to withhold any documents in their custody from judicial view if they deem it to be in the public 

intcrest,'1 US. al 6 (footnote omittcd)-a position strikingly similar to the one advanced by counsel for the PresidenL 
The case involved a Tort Claims Act suit arising out of the crash of a B-29 bomber testing secret electronic equipment. The 
plaintiffs sought discovcty of!hc Air Force's olficial accident investigation report and the statements of the surviving crew 

members. Although this Court agreed that au cvidcntiary privilege covers military secrets, 345 at ll, it held tl1at 
"'[tlhe court itself must determine whether the circumsta11ces are appropriate for the claim of privilege * * *. Judicial control 

over the evidence in a case cannot be abdicated to the caprice of executive officers." .145 V.S. 9-10 (footnote omitted), 

See also lJ.S. 

Since the decision in Reynolds, every court of appeals that has confronted the question has rejected a claim of absolute executive 
privilege to withhold evidence merely upon the assertion by the Executive that disclosure would not be in the public interest, 
The Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, for example, which has had the most frequent occasion to consider 
and discuss this issue, has noted "''55 that "this claim of absolute immunity for documents in the possession of an executive 

department or agency, upon the bald assenion of its head, is not sound law," I<csv,msi/)l/i/!,\ Inc. 

F. 783, (1971). [n recently reaffirming the validity of this decision, the court rnled en bane that judicial 

detern1ination "is not only consistent with, but dictated by, separation of powers doctrine." supra. 487 E 
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Even in the first case that firmly recognized a confidentiality privilege for "intra-agency advismy opinions," :i,; Km~""" 

:Uuminum & Chemical Corp. ,,_ United Stall's, 157 F. Supp. 939 ( 1958), 40 the Court of Claims, in an opinion by Justice 

Reed, held th-at documents reflecting executive deliberations '·are privileged from inspection as against public int~rt:st but not 

absolutely. * * * The power must lie in the courts to determine executive privilege in litigation. *56 l57F. Supp. at946-47 

( emphasis added). Thus, even in the embryonic stages of this relatively recently a,ticulated version of "executive privilege," 

the courts recognized that the legitimate interests of the Executive do not require umcviewablc discretion to shield its decision

making processes from scrntiny by the Judiciary. A similar conclusion has been reached by ihe courts uf almost all other 

countries following the common law. ~1 

ln short, the President's assertion in the district court "that it is for the President of the United States, rather than for a court, 

to decide when the public interest requires that he exercise his constitutional privilege to rcfosc to produce information'~ flies 

in the face of an unbroken line of precedent. 42 

*57 The unifonn precedent of allocating to the Judiciary the determination of the applicability and scope of executive claims 

of privilege not to prodnce necessary evidence is supported by compelling a,·guments of policy. Certainly, there are legitimate 

interests in secrecy. But these interests are more than adequately protected by the qualified privilege defined and 1tpplied by 

the courts. 43 This Cout1, as we have noted, has adverted to the danger of abdicating objective judicial discernment "to the 

captice of executive officers," 1;~ U11i1ed S1ares,: Reynold,, supra, 345 U.S. at 9-10, and stated that "complete abandonment 

of judicial control would lead to intolerable abuses." 1'~ 345 U.S. at 8. This is necessarily true because the Executive bas an 

inherent conflict of interest when its actions arc called into question ifit is to decide whether evidence is to remain secret. Thus, 

in Committee.for Nuclear Responsibilil}\ inc. ic Seaborg, supra, the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit has 

emphasized a related rationale for denying absolute executive discretion to assert a binding confidentiality privilege: "executive 

absolutism cannot override the duty of the court to assure that an official has not exceeded his chatter or floated the legislative 

*58 will." 463 F. 2d at 793. The court presciently stated (463 F. 2d at 794): 

[N]o executive official or agency can be given absolute authority to detennine what documents in his possession may be 

considered by the court in its task. Otherwise the head of any executive department would have the power on his own say so 

to cover up all -evidence of fraud and com1ption when a federal court or grand jury was investigating malfeasance in ofli:ce, 

and this is not the law. 44 

Jn a similar vein, the Court of Appeals for ilie Fifth Circuit recently noted: 

The granting or withholding of a,1y privilege requires a balancing of competing policies, 8 Wigmore, § 

2285 at 527-28. The claim of governmental privilege is no exception; in fact, the potential for misuse of 

government privilege, and the consequent diminution of infonnation about government available to the 

public, is one more factor which strongly suggests the need *59 for judicial arbitration of the availability 

of the privilege. 

· .. ,, Cm,· v. Monroe .\ftt111Jfac/11rin~ Co., supra, 43 l F. 2d ot 388. 

We do not question the need for a qualified privilege to scivc as an encouragement to the candid exchange of ideas necessary 

for the fonnulation of executive policy. Indeed, as the court of appeals held in 3/'-" Niro11 v. Sirim, supra. 487 F.2d at 717, snch 

WEST\.AW 
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discussions are "presumptively privileged." But this case brings into high relief the dangers that would be posed by tmbridled, 

absolute discretion to invoke executive privilege and underscores the wisdom of the mle vesting ultimate power in the courts to 
rule upon such claims when they arc advanced in the context of judicial proceedings. President Nixon cannot be a proper judge 

of whether the greater public interest lies in disclosing the subpoenaed evidence for use at trial or in withholding it. He is now 
the subject ofan impeachment inquiry by the Committee on the Judiciary of the House of Representatives, and the subpoenaed 
evidence may have a material bearing on whether he is impeached and, if impcacht..'d, whether he is convicted and removed 

from office. This is an issue to which he can hardly he indifferent. In addition, the Special Prosecutor, as prosecuting attorney 
for the United States, seeks the subpoe.naed evidence in prosecuting the President's highest and closest aides and associates. 
The President is bound to them by th,, natmal emotions of loyalty and gralitude. Thus, in *60 his Address to the Nation on 
April 30, l 973, announcing the resignation of defendants Haldeman and Ehrlichman, the President referred to them as "two 

of the finest public servants it has been my privilege to know." 9 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents 434 (May 7, 
197:l ). And during a question-and-answer session between Presidenl Nixon and pa1ticipants at the Associated Press Managing 
Editors Association annual convention on November l 7, 1973, the President stated unequivocally: "'* * * :tvfr. Haldeman and 

Mr. Ehrlich man had been and were dedicated, fine public servants, and l believe, it is my belief based on what ! know now, 
that when these proceedings are completed that they will come out all right." 9 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents 
1349 (November 26, 1973). 

We call attenticm to these facts without disrespect to the President or his Office. Bnt even ifby extraordinary act ofconsciencc, he 
could judge impartially the relative public advantages of secrecy and disclosure without regard to the consequences for himself 
or his associates, confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the legal system as between the high and the lowly still would be 

impaired through violation of the ancient precept that no man shall be a judge in his 0\,1\ cause. Compare I''• !f'im:l" Vi/la,:e of' 
-~~; -~\~ii 

Momveri!le. 409,U.S. 57; , , Vaybeny E Pe111a.t•lrnnia, 400 l:.S. 455; ·; ·Offutt" United States . .148 US. l ! ; 28 U.S.C. 455. 

*61 C. COURTS HAVE THE POWER TO ORDER THE PRODUCTION 
OF EVIDENCE FROM THE EXECUTIVE WHEN JUSTICE SO REQUIRES 

When lhe comt's duty to decide a case or controversy requires the court to determine the validity ofa claim ofexecutive privilege, 
the court has the concomitant power to order the production of the evidence from the Executive Branch when justice so requires. 

This Court's decision last Term in• Environmental Protection ,igency" Mink, 4 W U.S. 73. clearly establishes the proposition 
that the constitutional separation of powers does not give the Executive any constitntional immunity from judicial orders for the 
production of evidence. The plaintiffs there had sought access under the Freedom of lnfonnation Act to a repmt prepared for 
the President by the Undersecretaries Committee of the National Security Cmmcil on the proposed underground nuclear test on 
Amchilka Island. The government opposed the request partly upon the ground that the documents were exempt from disclosure 

as "inter-agency memorandums or letters," 45 arguing that the need to avnid disclosure of communications with the President 
was ' 1partjcu[arly important:' Brief for the Petitioners 39-40. Nevertheless, this Court remanded for a jmiicial determination of 

lhe claim of privilege; the opinion states explicil!y that in opposing disclosure the government carried lhe burden of establishing 

"to *62 the satisfaction of the Disttict Court" that the documents were exempt from disclosure.• 4 l O lJ .S. at 93. Significantly, 
the Freedom ofinfonnation Act expressly provides that "[iln the event of noncompliance with the order of the courf' to disclose 

material found uuprivileged, the court may punish the responsible executive officer "for contempt." 'fJ 5 US,C, 552(a) (3). 

Neither in Mink nor in any other decision has any doubt been expressed about the constitutional power of the comt to enter a 
mandatory order for the production of evidence after a claim of executive privilege has been ovem,led by tl1e court. 

Other precedents confirm the existence of judicial power to require the production of evidence by executive officials when the 

court determines tl1e evidence to be material and unprivileged. ~,i Uni1ed S1<11es v, Bt1n: 25 Fe<l. Cas. 30 (No, 14.692d) (C.C.D. 
Va. l 807), of course, is an early and clear example involving evidence in the possession of the President sought !11r use in a 

federal criminal case. In }:i Bowman D,,irv C<>. i: United State,,. 34! U.S. 214. 221, this Court treated contempt as a proper 
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sanction against government counsel ifhe refnscd to obey a subpoena for the production of documents after the court rejected 

a claim of privilege. Similarly, while holding that au Fl3l agent could not properly be held in contempt for refusing to obey 

a subpoena to produce information for use in a state prisoner's habeas corpus action without pcnnission from the Attorney 

General, the Court implicitly assumed, and Justice Frankfurter explicitly stated in his concurring opinion, that the Attorney 

*63 General himself could be required to litigate the underlying claim of privilege in court. v. 

340 U.S. 473, In private litigation tl1c lower courts consistently have assumed the existence of power to enforce a 

subpoena for documents in the Executive Branch over a claim ofprivil-ege. 46 

Thus, Professor Charles Alan Wright, alter explaining that-

The determination whether to allow the claim of[cxecutive] privilege is then for the court*** 

goes on to say that-

ln private litigation refusal of a government onicer to comply with a comt order overruling a claim of 

executive privilege and ordering disclosure could lead to conviction for contempt * * *. 

Wright and Miller. Federal Practice and Procedure§ 2019. at 171-72 (1970) (footnotes omitted\. 

*64 rn some cases, it is true, the Executive Branch has been left free to decline to produce infonuation if it ls willing to suffer 

165, 184; 

U.S. 1~ supra, l)m'ted 

!2. But the existence of this remedial alternative in some cases does uot support the proposition that the Executive rnther 

than the courts has the final authority for determining whether, legally, a claim of privilege is well founded or not. Moreover, 

those decisions do not mark the limits- of judicial power, for the underlying rationale in each was that the remedial "choice'' 

fully protected the rights of the opposing party, the interests of the Executive and the integrity of the judicial process. In each 

case this Court recognized that the courts had the ultimate responsibility for passing upon the claim of p1ivilegc; only a11er 

the courts made the decisive determination could the government elect whether to sacrifice the case or produce the evidence 

found unprivileged. 

In these "produce or dismiss" cases, the requirements of justice could be satisfied without compelling production of pa1ticu!ar 

evidence sought by an adverse pruiy~ after judicial rejection of an executive claim of privilege, if the government prefencd to 

accept the "'remedy" oflosing the case to which it was a party. See generally Rule l 6(g), Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure; 

Rule 37(b), Rules of Civil P.-occdurc. Where dismissal is not an adequate *65 or proper remedy for the parties or is 

not consistent with judicial integriiy, however, the "produce or dismiss" choice cannot be available to the Executive following 

a judicial mling rejecting the claim of privilege .. As the district court recognized in the present case, the subpoena duces tccum 

to the President here issued to a person who, "as a practical matter, is a third paity" (App. 98A). The President has personal 

custody of evidence sought by the United States, tl1rough its attorney, for use in a proceeding in which the President is not a 

party. Clearly, a person who is not a party to the main lawsuit has no lawful "election" other than to comply with a judicial 

determination ovenuling his claim ofa privHege to refuse to give material evidence. The cases have so held. 
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Furthermore, there is no such election when the vc1y object of the legal proceeding is to acquire the infonnation. Thus, for 
example, in the Freedom of lnformation Act cases, it could no( be seriously contended rhat the govcmment had some option 
other than to disclose any infom1ation the court finally determines was unprivileged. Indeed, as we observed above, the Act 
itself specifically provides the sanction of contempt for such an attempt to flout the court's decision. 

Most basicaHyi the -~produce or dismiss" option reflects a reaHstic accommodation of the requirements of substantive justice in 
litigation. But any reliance on an alleged Presidential option to cause dismissal of this criminal prosecution by standing on a 
claim of *66 p1ivi!ege, even if ovenuled by the courls, must be rejected out of hand as plainly insufficient to satisfy the needs 
of public justice. The seriousness of the charged offenses and the high offices held by those indicted brand that '·solution" as 

impermissible. ll1e President, himself subject to investigation with respect to the offenses charged in the indictment, is in no 
position to make the delicate judgment whether the greater public interest lies in producing the evidence and continuing the 
prosecution or abandoning the prosecution. 

As we discussed above (pp. 27-39), under the regulations establishing th~ Watergate Special Prosecution Force as a quasi
independent office within the Department of Justice, the President has no authority directly-or through the Attorney General
to decide that the Watergate prosecution, Unired States v. Mitchell. et al., should be abandoned. ll would make a n·avesty out of 
the independent instihition of the Special Prosecutor if the President could accomplish this objective by indirection-by claiming 
that the courts have no power to order the production of evidence in this criminal prosecution and insisting that the courts be 
content with posing the dilemma of"producc or dismiss." 

Counsel for the President previously argued thal "[i]n the exercise of his discretion t() claim executive privilege the President 

is answerable to the Nation but not the courts. This assertion merely highlights *67 the salutary effect of requiring the 
Executive to make its choice ajier the courts have adjudicated the relevant rights and obligations, Public responsibility cannot 

be fixed, however, until the alternatives arc defined, Only then can the people, as the ultimate rnlers, know who controlled 
the course of events and who took what decisions. The President cannot have it both ways: he cannot suggest tl1at he could 
abort tl1is investigation rather than comply with an order ovenuling his claim of privilege and nse that hypothetical course to 
prevent the Court from ruling on the validity of the privilege claim itself Unless and until the President attempts to exercise 
whatever powers he n1ight have under the Constitution as Chief Executive to intervene directly in the conduct of this prosecution 
by the Department of Justice, as represented by the Special Prosecutor, and to procure the Special Prosecutor's dismissal and 
the counte1manding of his conduct of the case. the President must allow the Special Prosecutor and the courts to conduct the 

prosecution in accordance with the regular processes of the law and without regard to any potential executive power to frustrate 

the administration of justice. 

!I. THE PRESIDENT IS NOT IMMUNE FROM JUDICIAL ORDERS REQUIRING THE PRODUCTION OF MATERIAL 

EVJDENCE FOR A CRIMINAL TRIAL 

There is nothing in the position of the President, despite his status as Chief Executive, that deprives the courts of their 
constitutional power to resolve this dispute. The power to decide this case simply cannot differ because the President elected 
to take personal *68 control of the subpoenaed evidence. The Framers of our Constitution, concerned as they were about the 
abuses of royai prerogative, were ve1y carefol to provide for a Presidency with defined and limited constitutional powers and 

not the prerogatives and immunities of a sovereign. Under our Constitution, the people arc sovereign, an<l the President, though 

Chief Executive and Chief of State, remains subject to the law. 49 Indeed, it is tl1e vety essence oftl1e Presidential Oll:lce that it 
is subject to the commands of the law, for the President's basic governmental fonction is that ofChiefExecutivo-whose duty it is 
to "take Care that the Laws be filithfi.tlly executed." It follows inexorably that in our system even the President is under the law, 

No one would deny that cve1y other officer of the cxccntivc branch is subject to judicial process, ;n and there is little 
basis in logic, policy or constitutional history *69 for concluding that a matter becomes walled off from judicial authority 
simply because the President has elected to become personally involved in it. More basically, however, a true regard for the 
constitutional separation of powers compels the conclusion that the President himself is appropriately subject to judicial orders, 
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lt is the function of the courts to detennine rights and obligations of public officers within the context of a justiciable eontrove1~y, 

including those of1he President, and it is his sworn duty to "execute" those decisions. See Cooper v. Aaron. 358 U.S. 1, 12. 
lt must follow that the courts have the power in appropriate cases to order even the President to perform a !egal duty. 

A. THE POWER OF nm COURTS TO ISSUE SUBPOENAS TO THE PRESIDENT, LONG RECOGNIZED BY THE 

COURTS, FLOWS FROM THE FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLE THAT NO MAN IS ABOVE THE LAW 

At the heart of the courl's power to issue and enforce a subpoena duces tee um directed to the President of the United States lies 

the "longstanding principle 'that the public * * has a right to every man's evidence."' 408 U.S. 

*70 4 354 U.S. l 78, ! 87, This power, which in the context of the \Vatergate investigation 

and prosecution has proved essential to the full and impartial administrntion of jnstiee, was upheld in 
f. at 708-l 2, a decision with which President Nixon willingly complied, rather than seek review in this Court. As 

the cou1t of appeals recognized, "incumbency does not relieve the President of the routine legal obligations that confine all 

citizens." 2d 711. "The clear implication !of the Burr case] is tbat the President's special interests may warrant a 
carefl.tl judicial screening of subpoenas afler the President interposes an objection, but that some subpoenas will nevertheless 

be properly sustained by judicial orders of compliance." F. 710. 

The holding of the court in Nixon v. Sirica is hardly a newfound principle wmught from the exigencies of Watergate. The 

authority to issue a subpoena duces tecum to a sitting President was recognized as early as l 807 by Chief Justice Marshall in 

United States i: Bun: Ped. 30 (No. l4,692d)(C.C.D. Va.). *71 This landmark decision was noted with approval 

by this Court in ic Hayes, supra. 408 al 689 n.26. Although Chief Justice Marshall acknowledged that the 
power was one to be exercised with attention both to the convenience of the President in performing his arduous duties and to 
the possibility that the public interest might preclude coercing particular disclosures, he utterly rejected any suggestion that the 

President, like the King of England, is absolutely immune from judicial process , 

Although he [the King I may, perhaps, give testimony. it is said to be incompatible with his dignity to appear under the process 
of the court. Of the many points of difference which exist between the first magistrate in England and the first magistrate of 
the United States, in respect to tlle personal dignity conferred on them by the constitutions of their respective nations, the comt 
will only select and mention two. It is a principle of the English constitution that the king can do no wrong, tl1at no blame can 
be imputed to him, that he cannot be named in debate. By the constitution of the United States, the president. as well as any 
other officer oftl1e government, may be impeached, and may be removed from office on high crimes and misdemeanors. By the 

constitution of Great B1itain, the crown is hereditary, and the monarch can never be a subject. By that of the United States, the 
president is elected from the mass of the people, and, on the expirntio11 of the time for which he is elected, returns to the mass of 

the people again. How essentially this difference of circumstances must vary the policy of the laws of the two *72 countries, in 
rel'erence to the personal dignity of the executive chieC will be perceived by every person. In this respect the first magistrate of 
the Union may more properly be likened to the first magistrate of a state; at any rate, under the former Confederation; and it is 
not known ever to have been doubted, but that the chief magistrate of a state might be served with a subpoena ad testificandum. 

The decisions in the Burr case and Nixon 1-t Sirica are premised on the theory that cvc1y citizen, no matter \vhat his station or 

office, has an enforceable legal duty not to withhold evidence the production of which the courts detennine to be in the public 

interest. Stated more broadly, and in more familiar tcnns, they flow from the premise that this is a government of laws and 
not of men. This Comt summed up this fundamental precept of our republican fo1111 of government nearly a century ago in 

v. Lee. 106 U.S. 196, 220; 
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No man in this country is so high that he is above the law. No officer of the law may set tl,at law at defiance 

with impunity. All the officers of the government, from the highest to the lowest, arc creatures of the law 

and arc bonnd to obey it It is the only supreme power in our system of government, and every man who by 

accepting office participates in its functions is only the more strongly bound to submit to that supremacy, 

and to observe the limitations which it imposes upon the exercise of the authority which it gives. 

*B The Steel Seizure Case is perhaps the most celebrated instance where this Court has reviewed tl1e assertion of Presidential 

power. }hungstmt:n Sheet & Tube Co. v. Stnt~ve1: supra. As we noted above, President Ttuman concluded that a work stoppage 

at the Nation's steel mills during the Korean War "would immediately jeopardize and imperil our national defense." In directing 

the Secretary of Commerce to seize certain of the mills, the President asserted that he "was acting within the aggregate of his 

constitutional powers as the Nation's Chief Executive and the Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces of the United States." 

District Judge Holtzoff denied a temporary restraining order on the ground that what was involved was 

the action of the President and that the courts could not enjoin Presidential action. Judge Pine, however, granted a preliminary 

injunction. This Court, deciding "'whether the President was acting within hls constitutional power'' 343 U.S. 

emphasis added), upheld the preliminary injunction. ln doing so, there was no doubt expressed that the Coutt could adjudicate 

the claim that the President had no constitutional power to issue the Executive Order. Nor, after reading the opinions of the 

Court, can there be any question that the Comt would have granted relief against tl1c President if he had directly ordered the 

seizure of the mills rather than acting through the Secrctmy of Commerce. See, e.g .. 

*74 The Executive's claim of total immunity from judicial decrees is not a new one. In Land v. Do/Im; supra, the Court of 

Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit held Secretary of Commerce Sawyer and Acting Attorney General Perlman and 

subordinate executive officials in civil contempt for failing to comply with a final order requiring them to deliver full and 

effective possession of certain stock to the prevailing litigant. They attempted to justify their conduct in part on the ground that 

they were following the directive of the President to Secretary *75 Sawyer "to continue to hold this stock on behalf of the 

United States" and they forther asserted "that, even though the courts determine that a specific action is not within the official 

capacity of an executive officer, he is immune from compulsion by the courts in respect to that action." 

The court of appeals rejected tl1e argmnent in the most emphatic tcnns (ibid.): 

190 2d at 

To claim tl1at the executive has such power [to hold the shares despite the decree] is to claim the 

total independence of the executive from judicial dctcnninations in justiciable cases and controversies. 

To characterize such judicial detenninations as illegal coercion of the executive is to deny one of the 

fundamental concepts of our government. 

Although there have been a few notorious instances in our histmy in which Presidents have refused to give appropriate force to 

judicial decrees, or are reputed to have made disdainful statements about the decisions, none involved direct disobedience of a 

court order. More importantly, it is the judgment of history that those were essentially lawless departures from the constitutional 

norm. The responsible constitutional *76 position was expressed by President Truman-a <le fender of a strong Executive-in 

announcing that he would comply with an order of this Court in the Steel Seizure Case if it went against him, despite his claim 

of constitutional power to order the seizure. The President's position was stated through Senator Hubert Humphrey~ who quoted 

the President as saying he would "rest his case with the coutts of the land." The President was further quoted as saying: 
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l am a co11stitutional President and my whole record and public life has been one of defense and support of the Constitution. 

New York Times, April 29, 1952, p. l, col. 3. A report ofa later press conference with President Tmman on this issue stated: 

Asked whether he had been quoted correctly in saying that he would accept the Supreme Comt's decision 

on seizure, the President said certainly-he had no ambition to be a dictator. 

New York Times, May 2, 1952, p. 1, col. 5. Of course, when this Court later rejected the constitutional bases for President 

Truman's action, he complied with the decision, in dcforcnce to the principle that even in the gravest matters, the President 

is 1tndcr the law. 

B. THERE IS NO BAS!S EITHER lN THE CONSTITUTION OR [N THE INTENT OF THE FRAMERS FOR CONFERR!NG 
ABSOLUTE IMMUNITY ON THE PRESIDENT 

The decisions in the Burr case and Niwn v. Sirica arc in accord with settled decisions of this Court and others. They establish 

principles that faithfully reflect what historical evidence shows was the intent of the *77 Framers. Contrasted with the explicit 

privileges in A,ticle I for Congress, no comparable privileges or immunities were specified for the President or Executive 

Branch in Article ll, even though they had been commonplace for the King. The Founding Fathers were keenly aware of the 

dangers of executive power. Even James Wilson, who favored a strong Executive, rejected Hthc Prerogatives of the British 

Monarch as a proper guide in defining the Exccmive powers." 56 He stated at the Pennsylvania Ratification Convention: 

The executive power is better to be trusted when it has no screen. Sir, we have a responsibility in the person of our President; 

he cannot act improperly, and hide either his negligence or inattention; he cannot roll upon any other person the weight of his 

criminality * *. Add to all this, that officer is placed high, and is possessed of power far from being contemptible; yet not a 

single privilege is annexed to his character * * *. 

One might inter quite plausibly from the specific grant of official privileges to Congress that no other constitutional immunity 

from nonnal .legal obligations was intended for government officials or papers. Indeed, Charles Pinckney stated in the Senate 

on *78 Mm·ch 5, 1800, speaking of the express congressional privilege from arrest: 

They [the Framers] well knew how oppressively the power of undefined privileges had been exercised in Great Britain, and 

were determined no such authority should ever be exercised here. * * * 

No privilege of this kind was intended for your Executive, nor any except that which T have mentioned for your Legislature. 

The teaching of history is thus persuasive against the claim of an absolute Presidential prerogative to be immune from the 

judicial process. The Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit recognized this in rejecting President Nixon's claim 

of absolute immunity from a grand jury subpoena duccs tecum Nixon,~ 2d 711): 

"Die Constitution makes no mention of special presidential immunities. Indeed, the Executive Branch 

generally is afforded none, * * * Lacking textual support, counsel for the President nonetheless would have 
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us infer immunity from the President's political mandate, or from his vulnerability to impeachment, or from 

his broad discretionary powers. These are invitations lo refashion the Constitution, and we reject them. 

*79 Similarly, a special panel composed of Senior Circuit Judges Johnsen, Lumbard and Breitenstein, speaking for the Seventh 

Circuit in connection with the prosecution of Circuit Judge Otto Kerner, recently rejected his argumen½ similar to -the one made 

by counsel for the President. that the constitutional provision for impeachment (Art, I, Sec. 3, cl. 7) implicitly confers immunity 

on civil officers from the criminal process prior to impeachment and removal from office,~ (.lnited Stat~s H Isaacs and Ktrne1~ 

493 F. 2<l ll24 (7ih Cir. !974), cctt. denied,---- U.S.---- (June 17, [974). The comt concluded :-(493 F. 2d at !!44): 

[W]hatever immunities or privileges the C011stitution confers for the purpose of assuring the independence of the co-equal 

branches of govermnent they do not exempt U1e members of those branches "from the operation of the ordinary criminal laws." 

Criminal conduct is not part of the necessary functions pcrfonncd by public officials. Punishment for that conduct will not 

interiCrc with the legitimate operations of a branch of government 

The fact 1hat the President is the head of the Executive Branch does not render these principles inapplicable here. ~9 "We have 

no officers in this government from the President down to the most subordinate agent. who does uot hold office uuder 11,e law. 

with *80 preso"ibed duties and limited authority." 11te f"Floyd Acceptances, 7 Wall. (74 U.S.) 666, 676:,77, 

C. THE COURTS CAN [SSUE PROCESS TO THE PRESIDENT WHERE, AS HERE, IT DOES NOT INTERFERE WITH 
HIS EXERCISE OF DISCRETIONARY POWER BUT MERELY REQUIRES MINISTERIAL COMPLIANCE WITH A 

LEGAL DUTY 

The argument that the President is immune from process is sometimes rested upon a misreading ~Hississippi i~ Johnson, 

4 Wali. (71 U.S.) 475. 60 In that case the State of Mississippi sought leave to file an original bill to enjoin President Johnson 

from enforcing tile Reconstruction Acts, which provided for reconstitution of the governments of the erstwhile Confederacy. 

Because the President was named as a defendant in the bill, this Court heard argument upon· the question of jurisdiction before 

the bill was filed, instead of reserving tile question to a later stage. 61 Attorney General Stanbery argued to the Court that the 

President is "above the process of any court," asserting that "[b]e represents the majesty of the Jaw and of the people as fully 
and as. essentially, and with the same dignity, as does any absolute monarch or the head of any independent government in the 

world," f'i'' 4 Wall. at 484. 

*81 Faithful to the tradition that iu the United Slates no mru1 and no o!lice ru·e above ihe law, this Court refused to accept the 

Attorney General's claim of royal immunity for 11,e President of the United f<, States (4 WaH at 498). Rather, it held that it had 

"no jurisdiction of a bill to enjoin tile President in the performance of his official duties";:.; (4 Wall. at 501), distinguishing the 

power of the courts to rc·quirc the President to perform a simple ministerial act from an attempt to control the exercise of his 

broad constitutional discretion 7'\! (4 Wall. at 499): 

In each of these cases [involving ministerial duties] nothing was let1 to discretion. There was no room for the exercise of 

judgment. The law required the performance ofa single specific act; and that performance, it was held, might be required by 

mandamus. 

Very dilforcnt is 11,e duty of the President in the exercise of the power to see that the laws are faithfully executed, and an10ng 

these laws the acts named in the bill. * * * The duty thus imposed on the Pre-,;ident is in no just sense ministerial. [tis purely 

executive and politic.al. 

WESTI.AW 
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Missi.,,ippi" Johnson arose shortly after the Civil Wat; when there was a hitter political conflict over the proper national policy 
to be followed in dealing with the secessionist Siatcs. ln declining to exercise its original jurisdiction over an equitable suit 

brought by a State seeking to enjoin tbc President from enforcing congressional policy, the Court had no occasion to decide tl1at 

no federal coun could ever issue any order to the President, and the Court was careful *82 to leave open the question of the 
President's amcnahility to the judicial process where only a clear legal duty, rather than the exercise of discretionary poli(ical 
judgment, is involved, as 1n the present case. 

Shortly a!1er the decision in Mississippi v. Johnson, the Coult also declined jurisdiction of similar bills naming tl1e Secretaty 
of War or a military commander as respondent. Georgia i: Stanton. Wall. U.S.) 50. Their disposition is further proof that 

it was the character of the question presented and not the identity of the respondent that determined the issue in Mississippi" 
Johnson. In the words of Chief Justice Marshall, "[i]t is not by the office of the person to whom the writ is direc1ed, hut the 

nature of tl1e thing Lo he done, that the propriety or impropriety of issuing a mandamus is to be determined." Mar/Jury v. 

A1adi:wm, supra, 1 Cranch at 

Later cases have con finned that Mississippi" Johnson did not mm on the fact that the respondent was the President, but was an 

early expression of the non-justkiability of"political questions. This Court has cited the decision as an example of instances 
where the Court has refused "'to entertain* * original actions * * that seek to embroil this tribunal in 'political questions!" 

Wymulotle Cmp .. 401 U.S. 493,496. 

*83 The crucial jurisdictional issue, then, is not the identity of the executive officer or the physical power to secure com[)liance 

with judicial orders, 63 but the Cami's ability to resolve authoritatively the conflicting claims of legal rights and obligations. 

See 369 U.S. at 208-237. The Judiciary, of course, must be circumspect in issuing process against the 
President to avoid interference with the proper discharge of his cxccntive fonctions. For example, it might uot he proper, in the 

absence of strong necessity, to require the President to appear personally before a court if that appearance would interfere with 
his schedule or the performance of his duties. Similarly, the courts should not saddle ihe Chief Executive with requests that 

are administratively burdensome. Compare Fed. Cas. 34 (No. 14,692d) (C.C.D. Va. 1807). The 

comt1s discretionary power to control its own process and grant protective orders provides adequate safeguard against undue 
imposition on the President's time. Beyond that, there may be some Presidential acts that are beyond the court's ken entirely, 

such as his exercise of discretionaiy constitutional powers that implicate "political questions." See 

4 Wall. at499-50l; I Cranch 165-66, See also 
Union F. 

But the question here is very different. The Comt is called upon to adjudicate the obligation <)f!he President, *84 as a citizen 
of the United States, to cooperate with a criminal prosecution by performing the solely ministerial task of producing specified 
recordings and documentary evidence. This Court has defined "'ministerial duty" as ~•m,e in respect to which nothing is left to 

discretion. Tt is a simple, definite duty, arising under conditions admitted or pmved to exist, and imposed by law." 
Johnson, supra. 4 WalL at 498, Judge Fahy, noting that 'Toe word 'ministerial' is not sufficiently expressive to denote 

adequately every situation into which the courts may enter," added, however, that "a duty often becomes ministerial only af\er a 

comt has reached its own judgment about a disputable legal question and its application to a factual situation. Seaton 
256 F. 2d 718, 1958). As we have shown above, the courts, and not the Executive, must decide the existence 

vcl non of a privilege for evidence material to a criminal prosecution. A decision overnlling the claim will be as fully binding 

on the President as it would be upon a subordinate executive ofiiccr who had custody or control of the subpoenaed evidence. 64 
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Ill. THE CONVERSATIONS DESCR!UED IN THE SUBPOENA RELATING TO WATERGATE LIE OUTSIDE nm 
EXECUTrVE PRIVILEGE FOR CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICi\TlONS 

The President, in his Formal Claim of Privilege submitted to the court below, asserted that the items *85 in the subpoena, 

otber than the portions of twenty conversations already made public: 

are confidential conversations between a President and his close advisors that it would be inconsistent with 

the public interest to produce. Thus I must respectfolly claim privilege with regard to them to the extent 

that they may have been recorded, or that there may be memoranda, papers, transcripts, or other writings 

relating to them. 

The President was relying, of course, on "the long-standing judicial recognition of Executive privilege * * [for} 'intra

govcrnmental documents reflecting * * * deliberations comprising' part of a process by which govenuncntal decisions and 

policies are formulated. ni 
65 Sirica, supra, 487 F, 2d at 713, 

The President made a similar claim in response to the grand jury's subpoena duces tecum at issue in the *86 earlier litigation 

involved in Nixon v. Sirica. 66 His counsel argued to the comt that the "threat of potential disclosure of any and all conversations 

would make it virtually impossible for President Nixon or his successors in that great office to function." 67 Counsel argued 

further that the President's absolute prerogative to withhold informalion "reaches any infonnation that the President determines 

cannot be disclosed consistent with the public interest and the proper perfonmmce of his constitutional duties," 68 Within the 

contours of the instant case, counsel for the President in effect poses the following question for the Court: Shall guilt or innocence 

in the criminal trials of fom1er White House aides be dctennined upon full consideration of all the evidence found relevant, 

competent and unprivileged by due process of law? Or shall the evidence from the White House be confined to what a single 

person, highly interested in the outcome, is willing to make available'' 

By urging upon the courts the absolute, unreviewable discretion of the President to withhold evidence from the trial in U,1itcd 
States v. Mitchel/, et al., *87 counsel for the President seemingly ignores the principle, artir.ulated by Justice Reed, that 

executive privilege is granted "for the benefit of the public." Aluminum Cmy,. 

F. Supp. 944. Ultimately, the public interest must govern whether or not particular items are disclosed. When the 

participants in Presidential conversations are themselves subject to indictment and the subject matter of the conversations is 

material to the issues to be tried upon the indicn11ent, denying the cou1ts access to recordings of the conversations impedes the 

due administration of justice_ 

Moreover, production of the evide11ce songht, even upon orderofthe court, docs not threaten wholesale disclosure of Presidential 

docurnents either now or in the future. It bears repeating that this is a case in which the other participants in the conversations 

are subject to indictment. The conversations covered by the present subpoena are demonstrably important-as the trial court 

below funnd-to defining tbc extent of the conspiracy in tenns of time, membership, and objectives. Surely there will be few 

instances~ if ever, where there are similar concrete circumstances wan-anting intrusion into an othenvise privileged domain of 

conversations involving the President and his aides. Thus, any slight risk that future conversations may be disdosable under 

such a standard hardly will intimidate Presidential aides in giving open and candid advice, Furthennore, the desirable publiC 

policy of encouraging frank advice to governmental officials does not and cannot depend on any expectation *88 of absolute 

confidentiality. It is almost common-place in our system for former officials, including Presidents, promptly to publish their 

memoirs~ frequently based on documents reflecting governmental deliberations. u9 This is a genera Uy understood phenomenon~ 

and it is nntJ1inkable that the court's entitlement to important evidence must he relegated to a lower priority. 
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Linder these circumstances, the district court properly rejected the claim of privilege (Pet. App. 20), holding that the "Special 

Pro.secutor1s sub1n1Ssions * * * constitute apritnafacie showing adequate to rebut the presumption [ of privilege] in each instance, 

and a demonstration of need sufficiently compcHing to warrant judicial examination in chambers Incident to \veighing claims of 

privilege where the privilege has not been relinquished." The court followed the "seuled rule" that "the court must balance the 

moving party's need fi.1!' the documents in the litigation against the reasons which are asserted in de fonding their confidentiality." 

Nuclear Responsibili!J', Sec also F. ReJ·1wlds, supra. 

U.S.at ll; v. Sirica, 412 U.S. 320. 

*89 Although the cowt below followed the "settled rule" of balancing particular need against the specific interest in 

confidentiality, that mle becomes applicable only where the "presumptive privilege" for the materials has not been vitiated 

by other factors. In the present case, there arc t\vo additional grounds for overmling the asserted privilege, each of which 

shows tbat the subpoenaed material has lost its character as "presumptively privileged." First, the intcrc,st in confidentiality is 

never sufficient to support an official p_rivilege where, as here, there is a prima jiicie showing that the subpoenaed materials 

cover conversations and activities in furtherance of a criminal conspiracy~ thus, Watergate-related conversations are not even 

covered by the presumptive privilege recognized in Sirica, 487 2d at 717. Second, as we show iu Part 

JV below, to the extent that the subpoenaed conversations relating to Watergate arc deemed covered by some presumptive 

executive privilege, any claim to continued secrecy has been waived as a matter of law by the extensive testimony and public 

statements of participants, given with the President's consent1 concen1ing these conversations and by the President's recent 

release of transcripts of forty-three P.-esidential conversations <lea ling with these issues. 

Before turning to the discussion of the independent grounds for overruling the President's claim of privilege, we briefly mention 

two basic principles that should guide this Court's determination. First, whether particular documents or other materials are 

*90 privileged in the context of a criminal prosecution is.fbrjudicia/ determination-upon the extrinsic evidence if sullicient, 

but otherwise upon in camera inspection (see Part l(A), supra). Second, in making this detennination, the Court must constme. 

the privilege strictly. Evidentiary privileges generally are "an obstacle to the administration of justice" (8 Wigmore § 2192, 

at 73), and .. as "so many derogations from ftl1e] positive general ml.e" that the public has a right to every man's evidence (id., 

al 70). they must be confined to the narrowest limits justified by their underlying policies. ''T<l hold otherwise would be 

to invite gratuitous injury to citizens for little if any public purpose." supra. 412 U.S. at Such 

strictness in application of executive privilege conforms to the ideas of the Founding Fathers, who were keenly aware of the 

dangers of Executive secrecy. 7 t 

A. EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE BASED UPON A NEED FOR CANDOR IN GOVERNMENTAL DELIBERATIONS DOES 

NOT APPLY WHERE THERE IS A PRIMA FACIE SHOWING THAT nm D!SCUSS!ONS WERE IN FURTHERANCE 

OF A CONTlNlllNCl CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY 

As stated above, the only privilege relied upon by the President stems from his assertion that the "items sought are confidential 

conversations bet\veen a President and his dose advisors." We freely concede that a qualified or "presumptive" privilege 

normally attaches to "intra-governrnental documents reflecting *91 advismy opinions, recommendations and deliberations 

comprising part of a process by which governmental decisions and policies are formulated." larl Zeiss Stifrung v. Carl 

Zo'.,s. 40 f.R.D. :118, 324 (D.D.C. l 966), affd on opinion below, 384 F. 2d 979 (D.C. Cir. 196 7), cert. denied, 389 U.S. 

952. But there can be no valid public policy affording the protection of executive privilege where there is a primajc,cie showing 

that the officials participating in the deliberations did so as part of a continuing criminal plan. In this case, where the grand jury 

has voted the Special Prosecutor the authority to idcntily the President himself as an unindicted co-conspirator in the events 

charged in the indictment and covered by the government's subpoena, there is such a primafacie showing and the President is 

foreclosed frocn invoking a privilege that exists only to protect and promote the legitirnatc conduct of the Nation1s affair8. 
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The qualified privilege for governmental deliberations is based on "two impo1tant policy considerations * • *: encouraging 
full and candid intra-agency discussion, and shielding from disclosure the mental processes of executive and adniinistrative 

officers." 72 ,_-,ff lnternah'onal Paper Co, 1~ Federal Power Commission, 438 E 2d 1349, 1358-59 (2d Cir. 1971\ cert. denied, 404 
U.S. 827. The privilege, however, whether in the context of intra-agency communications or in *92 the context of deliberations 
at the highest level of the Executive Branch, exists only to promote the legitimate functioning of government. lt cannot serve 

as a cloak to protect those charged with criminal wrong-doing, Executive privilege is granted "for the benefit of the pnblic, 

not of executives who may happen to then hold office."~#;. Kaiser Aluminum t'i:· Chemical Corp, 1: United Slates, .vupra, 157 
F. Supp, al 944, 

This is a familiar principle in the law of cvidentiary privileges generally. For example, a client may not hide behind (be attorney
client p1ivilege and prevent his attorney fi-om being required to disclose plans of continuing criminal activity even though told 

to him in confidence. See, e.g., \.i United States" .-1/dridge, 484 F. 2d 655 (7th Cir. 1973); ;,,,. United Sta1es" Rosenstein, 474 

F. 2d 705 (2d Cir. 197}); lllil United Swte5 v. S!tcwfdt, 455 F. 2d 836 {9th Cir. !972), cert. denied, 406 U.S. 944; United State, 

"Bart/<'it, 449 F. 2d 700 (Bth Cir. 1971), cert. denied, 405 U.S. 932; ;.,¥, Gam,•n, FViJlfinbarger. 430 F 2d !093 (5th Cir, 1970), 

cert. denied, 40! U.S. 974. Similarly, the courts have refused to recognize any privilege not to disclose communications by 
a patient which were not for the legitimate purpose of enabling the physician to prescribe treatment Sec 8 Wigmore § 2383; 
McCormick, E,·ide11ce § I 00 (2d ed. ! 972). Even the privilege against disclosing marital communications or jury deliberations 

has been overruled when such communications were in furtherance of fi-aud or crime. See, e.g., JIii United States iz Kahn, 471 F, 
2d 191 (7th Cir. J 972), *93 cert. denied, 41 l l'.S. 9R6. See generally Note, Future Crime or 1/,r/ Excq,tfrm io Cammunicaiim,s 

Privileges, 77 Harv. L Rev. 730 ( 1964 ). 

The Speech or Debate Chmse provides a compelling illustration of this principle. That clause confers an explicit constitutional 

privilege on members of Congress in order to promote candid and vigorous deliberations in the Legislative Branch. 71 Like 
executive privilege, which is based npon the same underlying policies and interests, "[t]he immunities of the Speech or Debate 

Clau.sc were not -WTitten into the Constitution simply for the personal or private benefit of Members of Congress, but to protect 

the integrity of the legislative process." 'J'.t United Statn i: Brc1rste1: supra, 408 US at 507, The purpose of the C]anse was to 

"assure a co-equal branch of the government wide freedom of speech, debate and deliberation without intimidation or threats 

from the Executive Branch." "'li- G1-a,'C/" United States, supra, 408 U,S. at 616. But even though the Clause protects a legislator 

in the pcrfom1ancc of legislative acts, "it does not privilege either Senator or aide to violate an otherwise valid criminal law in 

preparing for or implementing legislative acts.~~ )ti Cirare/ F; United S1atc,t:, supra, 408 lLS. at 626. See also 't'.i *94 Tt>nney ~~ 
Bra11dho1'<', .Hl U.S. ,167, 376 (legislative immunity is restricted to "the sphere oflegitimate legislative activity"), Thus, both 
the legislator and his aide may be compelled to give evidence in that situation, notwithstanding the explicit privilege. See also 
Doe ic Md,fi/lan, supra. 

Similarly, discussions within tlw Executive Branch which are in furtl1erance ofa criminal conspiracy cannot be subsumed within 

executive privilege. The privilegc1 which is limited by its underlying public purpose1 sec, e.g., rrI Halpern 1~ Unik'd Stau-s, 
,·upra. 258 E 2d ar 44, docs not extend beyond the transaction of legitimate official activities so as to pr()tcct conversations 

that constitute evidence of official misconduct or crime. Tn ~·,, Rosee v. Board oOhulc, 36 F.RD. 684, 690 (N.D. m. l 965), for 

example~ the court overruled a claim of executive privilege invoked in the face of a substantiated charge of official misconduct 

where the party seeking the evidence showed "(I) that there is a reasonable basis fi.1r his request and (2) that the defendant 

government agents played some pilrt in the operative events,'' 74 When the governmental processes which are fostered and 

protected hy a privilege of confidentiality arc abnscd or subverted, the reasons for secrecy no longer exist and tl1c privilege 

is lifted. 

WESTLAW 
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*95 Executive privilege compares in this respect to executive immunity. A government official, of course, may not be held 

liable for damages in a civil action for the consequences of acts within the scope of his official duties. 360U.S. 

This immunity, like privilege, has been conskkrcd necessary to foster '"the fearless, vigorous, and effective administration 
of policies of government." 360 U.S. at 57 l. But the immunity does not shield him for acts "manifestly or palpably beyond his 

authority." Vilas, 161 U.S.483,498. SecalsoDoev.McMil/an, Six 

o(Na,wtics A1;ents, 456 F. 2d l 339 (2d Cir. 1972). And, as in the present case, the policy underlying executive immunity docs 

not pcnnit it to reach "so far as to immunize criminal conduct.***" O'Shea v. Utih'Um, supra, U.S. at (42 U.S.L.W. 

at 4144). 

The Court of Appeals for tl1e District of Columbia Circuit vividly highlighted the essence of this principle when it explained 

why the comts must not feel bound by the assertion of executive privilege but must instead sciutinize 1he propriety of the claim. 

"Otherwise," the court said, "the head of any executive depanment would have the power on his own say so to cover up all 

evidence of fraud and corruption when a federal court or grand jury was investigating malfeasance in office, and this is not the 

law." (:.ommi!tee}>r Responsibilit;; lnc. v. si1pra, F. 7-94. 

Justice Cardozo gave an eloquent statement of why this is not the law in *96 C/arkv. u1111e,1 :s,'atc•s, l, an analogons 

case dealing with the secrecy normally attaching to a jnry's deliberations. Speaking for a unanimous Court, he recognized that 

the privilege, based upon a need for confidentiality, is generally valid: "Freedom of debate might be stifled and independence of 

thought checked if jurors were made to feel that their arguments and ballots were to be freely published to the world. 

at U. But Justice Cardozo also held that such a privilege, like other privileges based on the dcsirnbility of encouraging candid 

discottrse and interplay, is subject to "conditions and exception,'' when there are other policies "competing for supremacy. lt is 

then the function of the court to mediate between them.'' Ibid. The Court then held that where there is a "showing of a prima 

facie case" U.S, at 14) that the relation has been tainted by criminal misconduct, the interest in confidentiality must 

yield. The Court held that the jury's privilege of confidentiality is dissipated if there is "evidence, direct or circumstantial, that 

money has been paid to a juror in consideration of his vote" U.S. at !4). Justice Cardozo reasoned (ibid.): 

The privilege takes as its postulate a genuine relation, honestly created and honestly maintained. If ihat 

condition is not satisfied, if the relation, honestly created and honestly main-juror may not invoke a relation 

dishonestly assumed as a cover and cloak for the concealment of the truth. 

The Court then drew an analogy to the attorney-client privikgc~ one of the rnost venerable privileges in the *97 law~ and 

emphasized: "The privilege takes flight if the relation is abused." 289 U.S. at 215. 

J_ The grandjwy 1sJinding is valid and is su_.fficient to show primafacie that the Pn·sident was a co-com,y1irator 

The present case is governed by these principles, as articulated in cases like Clark. On February 25, 1974, in the course of 

its consideration of the indictment in United States v. Mi!chell. ct al., the grand jury, hy a vote of l 9-0, determined that there 

is probable cause to believe that Richard M. Nixon (among others) was a member of the conspiracy to dcfrand the United 

States and to obstruct justice charged in Count l of the indictment. The grand jury authorized the Special Pro;ecutor to identify 

Richard M. Nixon (among others) as an unindicted co-conspirator in connection with subsequent proceedings in United Slates 

v. Mitchell, ct al. The district court below, denying the President's motion to expunge the grand jury's finding, ruled that this 

finding is relevant "to a determination that the presumption of privilege is overcome" (Pet. App. 23). 
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*98 The grand jury's authorization to the Special Prosecutor constitutes the requisite prima facie showing to negate any claim 

of executive privilege for the subpoenaed conversations relating to Wa1crgate and is binding on the courts at this stage of the 

proceedings in United States v. Mitchell, et al. As tl1is Court held in Ex Parte 287 U.S. 250, the vote of 

a "'properly constituted grand jury conclusively detennincs the existence of probable cause***." Despite the President's 

contention in No. 73-1834, therefore, the district con1t properly refused to expunge this finding. 

*99 Each of the principal patticipants in the subpoenaed conversations has been identified by the grand jury as a co-conspirator, 

and, as demonstrated by the showing in the Appendix submitted to the district * l 00 comt below in opposition to tl1e President's 

motion to quash, it is probable that each of the subpoenaed conversations includes discussions in furtherance of the conspiracy 

charged in the indictment. Thus, there is no room to argue that the subpoenaed conversations are subject to a privilege that exists 
to protect the public's legitimate interests in effective representative govemment. The grand jury has returned an indictment 

charging criminal conduct by high officials in the Executive Branch, and the public interest requires no less than a trial based 

upon all relevant and material evidence relating to tbe charges. 

In opposing the grand jmy's subpoena duces teeum, counsel for the President argued that despite any showing that statements 

in the course of Presidential conversations were made in furtherance of a conspiracy to obstruct justice, the general principle 

of confidentiality must be maintained in order to assure the elfoetive functioning of the Presidential staff system. * I Ol An 

analogous argument was made in Clark and decisively rejected hy this Court in a passage we arc constsuincd to quote at length 

U.S. 16): 

With the aid of this analogy [to the attomcy-client privilege] we recur to the social policies competing for 

supremacy. A privilege surviving until the relation is abused and vanishing when abuse is shown to the 

satisfaction of the judge has been found to be a workable technique for tlre protection of the confidences 

of client and attorney. ls there sufficient reason to believe that it will he found to be inadequate for the 

protection of a juror? No doubt the need is weighty that conduct in tl1e jury room shall be untrammeled by 

the fear of embarrassing publicity. The need is no less weighty that it shall be pure and undefiled. A juror 

of integrity and reasonable firmness will not fear to speak hi;; mind if the confidences of debate are barred 

to the ears of mere impertinence or malice. He will not expect to be shielded against the disclosure of his 

conduct in the event that there is evidence reflecting npon his honor. The chance that now and then there 

may be found some timid soul who will take counsel of his fears and give way to their repressive power is 

too remote and shadowy to shape the course ofjustice. Tt mtLsl yield to the overmastering need, so vital in 

our polity, of preserving trial by jury in its; purity against the inroads of conuption. 

It is hard to imagine a stronger need for piercing the cloak of confideutiality than in the present case. Requiring production of 

the evidence under these circumstances presents on1y a minimal threat to a Prcsident1s ability to obtain advice from his aides 
with *102 e()mpletc freedom and candor, for surely there will be few occasions where there is probable cause to believe that 

conversations in the Executive Office of the President occune<l during tl1e cottr$e of and in furtherance of a criminal conspiracy. 
Counsel cannot seriously claim that the aides of any thture President will be so "timid" in the face of sueh a remote danger 

of disclosure of their advice, or that some small risk of reticence is too great a price to pay to preserve the President's Office 

''against the inroads of corruption." In light of the grand jury's finding of probable cause to beHeve that the President was a co

conspirator in the indictment charging a conspiracy to defraud the United States and obstmet justice and the showing by the 

Special Prosecutor that the subpoenaed conversations in all probability occurred during the course of and in furtherance of the 

conspiracy, the conversations relating to Watergate cannot be shielded by a privilege designed to protect the objective, candid, 

and honest fonnulation of policy in government affairs. 78 
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*103 B, THE PUBUC INTEREST IN DISCLOSllRE OF RELEVANT CONVERSATIONS FOR USE AT TRIAL IN TJIIS 
CASE IS GREATER THAN THE PUBLIC INTEREST SERVED BY SECRECY 

Even apmt from the primaji,cie showing that the President and the other participants in the subpoenaed conversations were co

conspirators, the claim of privilege cannot stand here. Executive privilege, unlike personal privileges (for example, the privilege 

against self incrimination) is an official privilege, granted for the benefit of the public, not of executives who may happen to 
hold office. Tims, when this privilege is asserted in a judicial proceeding as a reason for refusing to produce evidence, the 
overall public interest, as determined by the Judiciary, must control. It is now settled !aw "that application of Executive privilege 

depends on a weighing of the public interest protected by the privilege against the public interests that would be served by 

disclosure in a particular cast, supra, 

\J.S. at l l: 

7 l 6. See, e.g., 

388: cf. I'. supra. 412 U.S. at 320. 

*104 Where the courts arc left with 01e ftm1 and abiding conviction that the public interest requires disclosure, pmticularly 

where disclosure does not pose any discernible threat to the interests protected by secrecy, the privilege must give way. 

Accordingly, even if the subpoenaed conversations here remain "presumptively privileged,'' despite the primafi.tcie showing of 

the President's complicity, the privilege must yield. There is a compelling public interest in the availability of all relevant and 

material evidence for the trial of the charges in United States v. Mitchell, et al., involving as they do a conspiracy to defraud the 

United States and obstruetjustice by high government officials. The subpoenaed conversations consist of discussions by the 

dclen<hnls or other co-conspirators about the subject matter of the alleged conspiracy: Watergate. Such evidence is obviously 

of fundamental importance. Moreover, the public interest 1n continued secrecy is vastly diminished, if not nonexistent1 in the 

wake of the extensive testimony on this subject permitted by the President and of the President's rccc11t release of transcripts of 

pm1s of forty-three Presidential conversations relating to Watergate, including parts of twenty of the subpoenaed conversations. 

l, The balancing process followed by the district court accords with decisions of tltis Court 

In holding that the applicability of executive privilege depends upon a weighing of competing interests, the court in Nixon v. 

Siriea relied upon Chief Justice Marshall's decision in the misdemeanor trial of Aaron Burr. *105 United v. 

! 87 (No. l 4,694) (C.C.D. Va. 1807). The Chief Justice, at the request of Burr, issued a subpoena duces tccum to 

the llnited States Attorney, who had possession of a letter written to President Jefferson by General Wilkinson. 79 In his return, 

the United States Attorney swrendered a copy of the letter "excepting such paits thereof as arc, in my opinion, not material 

for the purposes of justice, for the defence of t,'ie accused, or pertinent to the issue now about to be joined." Fed. 

l 90. In ruling that only the President could assert "motives for declining to prodnce a particular paper" in such a situation, the 

Chief Justice did recognize "that the president might receive a letter which it would be improper to exhibit in public, because 

of the manifest inconvenience of its exposure_'~ Fed, i \l !-92. The Chief Justice, however, clearly contemplated 

that the court could require production even though the President's showing was entitled ·to "much reliance': "The occasion 

for demanding it ought, in such a case, to be very strong, and to be fully shown to the court before its production could be 

insisted on.'' Fed. Cas. 192. so 

*106 Similarly, this Court in Reynolds, supra, held that a claim of privilege may be rejected upon a sufficient showing 

U.S. l !}; 

Where there is a strong showing of necessity, the claim of privilege should not be lightly accepted. 
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[n reversing the lower com~ decisions which wonld have required in camera inspection to determine whether the privilege 

should be upheld, this Court hcid merely that there had only been a "'dubious" showing of necessity for access to confidential 

investigative reports on the crash of a bomber testing secret equipment. 81 Since state secrets were involved, the party seeking 

the evidence had not made the requisite threshold showing to overcome the presumptive privilege even to _justify in camera 

inspection. 

More recently tl1c Comt considered the government's privilege to withhold the identity of infonnauts. *107 Roviaro v. United 
States, supra. This privilege, iikc the privilege- for government deliberations, encourages candor through secrecy. Persons arc 

thought to be more likely to provide infonnation to law enforcement agencies if they can remain anonymous. Hut the privilege 

is not absolute. "Where the disclosnre of an infon11er's identity, or of the contents of his communication, is relevant and hclpfol 

to the defense of an accuse4 or is essential to a fair determination of a cause, the privilege must give way.H .353 U.S. at 

See also Charles }vfanin Inspector,\· qf Petroleum, F. 2d 303,305 (5th Cir. 1969). 

2. There is a compelling public interest in trying the conspiracy charged in United States v. Mitchell~ ct aL, upon all rdevant 

and material evidence 

Whether one views the President's assettion of privilege as entitled to "much reliance," sec 

25 Cas. at 192, or "'presumptively" valid, see Sirica, supra, 487 2d al 717, the ptivilege is overcome here. 

In upholding the district court's order enforcing tl1e grand jury's subpoena duce.1' tecum, the court of appeals held that the 

"presumption of privilege * * * must fail in the face of the unique.Jy powerful showing made by the Special Prosecutor in this 

487 F. 2d at According to the court, this showing was made possible by tl1e "'unique 

intermesbing of events unlikely soon, if eve1; to recur." at 705. It is clear that the "'unique" circumstances which 

led to the rejection of the President's *l 08 claim of privilege in the context of a grand jury investigation have continued 

applicability. Indeed, now that the grand jury has returned an indictment charging a conspiracy to defraud the United States and 

obstruct justice, the need for full disclosure is, if anything, greater. 

At the time Nixon v. Sirica was decided, the grand jury was investigating mere allegations of criminal wrongdoing by high 

government officials. That investigation has resulted in a finding of probable cause to believe that some of those officials have 

committed oflenses which strike at the very essence of a "govemment of laws." It is precisely this type of situation where this 

Court has spoken of the "'over-mastering" need for preserving our institutions against "the inroads of corroption," even to the 

extent of overcoming a privilege of confidentiality. at 16, The warning of the court 

of appeals in 0.1,,m:n,f;'ee 

Bnt no executive official or agency can be given absolute authority to determine what documents in his 

possession may be considered by the court in its task. Otherwise the head of an exec'Utive department ,vould 

have the power on his own say so to cover up all evidence of fraud and corruption when a federal court or 

grand jury was investigating malfeasance in office, and this is not the law. 

That tl1e privilege must yield regardless of the President's involvement is easily demonstrated by analogy. Justice Cardozo's 

opinion in Clark indicated that if there were direct or suhstantial evidence that *109 a juror had accepted a bribe, the veil of 

secrecy ordinarily surrounding a jury's deliberations would be dissipated and the arguments and votes of even the unsuspected 

jurors would be admissible as evidence upon whether the putatively guilty juror had in fact taken a bribe. al 16. It 

would seem clear that, if there were aprimafacie showing that a high executive official had accepted a bribe in consideration 
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of his fraudulently inducing the President to grant a pardon or take other executive action favorable to the one giving the bribe, 

execuiivc privilege would not be allowed lo bar proof of the official's representations to the President even though the President 

was totally ignorant of the wrongdoing and had acted innocently in exercising his constitutional powers, So here, regardless of 

the President's wish~ the law cannot and does not recognize a privilege that ,votdd shield a miscreant advis.er from pro:;ecution 

fi)!' a criminal offense in violation of the President's confidence as well as his public trust 

It is thus inunaterial whether the President was actually aware that other participants in the -conversations were discussing 

criminal activities in which they themselves were involved. The district comt below found that the Special Prosecutor had made 

a sufficient showing ofrelevancy and evidentiary value with respect to the subpoenaed conversations (Pet. App. 19-20), since 

the conversations arc material to defining the scope, membership, and obje,;ts of the conspiracy. The public interest in laying 

this evidence before a jury, therefore, must be considered compelling. 

*110 The President himself emphasized this interest, albeit in the context of impeachment, in discussing the factors that 

persuaded him to release transcripts of portions of forty-three conversations dealing with Watergate-

l bciic.ve all the American people, as well as their Representatives in Congress, are 1mti1!ed to have not onlv 

thefacts, but also the evidence that demonstrates those facts. 

This judgment is highly relevant to any balance drawn hy the courts. See i: Sirica. supra, 487 at 717-18. 

Counsel for the President, in his memorandum in support of the motion to quash, argued that because the Special Prosecutor 

signed the indictmcnt1 he must have been satisfied that there was sufficient evidence available to him to make a prima fade 

showing of guilt, thereby suggesting that the Special Prosecutor should be content with the evidence now available to him. The 

indictment, of course, rests upon the requisite finding of probable cause. The standard that the government now bears, however, 

is proof beyond a reasonable doubt, and the public is eotitled to the most effective presentation of its case that can be made, 

Justice will be done here only if the jury hears the whole story and not just the excerpted evidence the President chooses to 

make available. 

*111 This is not a case where the government is seeking incriminating evidence which is merely cumulative or corroborative. 

The analysis of the released transcripts in the Appendix submitted to the district court shows that conversations not previously 

available to the Special Prosecutor in fact contain -evidence extremely important to material issues in the indictment-evidence 

that would not otherwise he available lo the Special Prosecutor. See Two of 

the principai areas are discussions relating *112 to the future testimony of \Vhite House otricia!s and campaign aides and 

discussions of how to handle executive clemency and other benefits. for various individuals as charged in lhe indictment As 

the ana!ysis in the Appendix shows, it is likely that the forty-four subpoenaed conversations for which no transcripts have been 

released include additional evidence which also is not merely cumulative or corroborative, When one is considering an on

going conspiracy, evidence of each link in the conspiracy, either in terms of time or in terms of objectives, may be crucial to 

a successful prosecution. 84 

* 113 We note that there has heen not as much as a suggestion from counsel for the President that any of the subpoenaed 

conservations are not relevant to the criminal triaL Moreover, we emphasize that neither the President nor his cmmsd is in a 

position to make the refine-djudgments as to what evidence is necessary to the Special Prosecutor's case in chief or for use on 

cross-examination. Neither is familiar with the evidence in the possession of the government or with the themy on which the 
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government's case will be prosecuted. In our adversary system, the judgments of what evidence to offer and how to use that 
'•k<i' 

evidence must be left to the advocates. See, e.g .. ~•Dennis" United States, 384 U.S. 855, 874-75. 

The court of appeals in Nixon ic Sitka also emphasized the impact of existing contradictory testimony. E.g., '!,,,~ 487 E 2d at 

705, Since that decision, the debate over the credibility of witnesses has heightened. On May 4, 1974, during the pendcncy 

of the present motion, the White House released a memorandum based on its expurgated transcripts, attacking the credibility 

of a prospective government witness, John W. Dean. 32 Congressional Quarterly 1 !54 (May 1 L 1974). Conflicts in testimony 

continue. The tape recordings *l 14 of Presidential conversations will be critical to resolving these conflicts and weighing the 

credibility of trial witnesses. 

3. Disclosure of the subpoenaed recordings will not significantly impair the interests protected by secrecy 

H is axiomatic, of course, that once privileged communications arc no longer confidential, the privilege no longer appli-c-s and 

the public interest no longer is served by secrecy. See, e.g., f\< Roviaro v. United States, supra, 353 U.S. at 60. In Nixon v. 

Sirica, the court of appeals considered important to its calculus that "the public testimony given consequent to tl1c President's 

decision [on May 22, l973, to waive executive privilege] substantially diminishes the interest in maintaining the confidentiality 

ofconvcrsations pertinent to Watergate." :·.,i, 487 r. 2d at 718. We argue in Pmt IV below that, as a matter oflaw, the President, as 

a result of his !\-fay 22, ! 973, statement and the recent release of transcripts of portions of forty-three Presidential conversations, 

has waived executive privilege with respect to any Watergate-related conversations. There simply is no confidentiality let\ 

in that subject and no justification in terms of the public interest in keeping from public scrutiny the best evidence of what 

transpired in Watergate-related conversations. Whether or not this Court agrees that there has been a waiver as a matter of law, 

the '"diminished interest in maintaining the confidentiality of conversations pertinent to Watergate" is an important consideration 

in this case in drawing any balance. 

The enforcement of the subpoena in this ease marks only the most modest and measured displacement of *1 I 5 presumpiive 

privacy for Presidential conversations, and augurs no general assault on the legitimate scope of that privilege. This is not a 

civil proceeding between private parties or even between the United States and a private pany, where masses of confidential 

communications might be arguably relevant in wide-ranging civil discove,y. The more vigorous standards applicable in a 

criminal case have been satisfied here, and they sharply narrow the scope of possible future demands for such evidence. Nor is 

this one of a long history of congressional investigations seeking to expose to the glare of publicity the policies and activities 

of the Executive Branch. In such instances the evidence is often sought in order to probe the mental processes of the Executive 

Office in a review of the wisdom or rationale of official Executive action. Compare ;,JI: Morgan" United State.,, 304 U.S. l, 18: 

':.,:;~ United States E iWorgan, 3 l3 U.S. 409,422, The threat to freedom and candor in giving advice is probably at the maximum 
in such proceedings; they invite bringing to bear upon aides and advisors the pressures of publicity and political criticism, the 

tear of which may discourage candid advice and robust debate. 

The charges to be prosecuted here involve high Presidential assistants and criminal conduct in the Executive Office .. Such 

involvement is \'irtually unique. Because it is-hopefully-unlikely to recur, production of White House documents in this 

prosecution will establish no precedent to cause unwa,mnted foars by future Presidents and their aides or to deter them from 

full, frank and vigorous discussion oflegitimate *116 governmental issues. Indecd1 foturc aides may well feel that the greatest 

danger they face in engaging in free and tmsting discussion is the type of partial, one-sided revelations that the President has 

encouraged in this case, 

4, Tlte balance in this case overwhelmingly mandates in favor "f disd(),\'lll'e 

WESTLAW '." . , ) 
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Certainly, courts should not lightly override the assc1tion of executive privilege. But the privilege is sufficiently protected if ir 
yields only when the courts arc left with the fin11 and abiding conviction that the public interest requires disclosure. The factors 
in this case overwhelmingly support a mling that Watergate-related Presidential conversations arc not privileged in response to 

a reasonable demand for use al the trial in United States v. Mitchell, et aL There is probable cause to believe, based upon the 

indictment, that high Executive officers engaged in discussions in furtherance of a criminal conspiracy in the course of their 
deliberntions. The veil of secrecy must be lilted; the legitimate interests of the Presidency and the public demand this action. 

IV. ANY PRIVILEGE Af'L<\Cll!NG TO THE SUBPOENAED CONVERSATIONS RELATING TO WATERGATE HAS 
BEEN WAIVED AS A RESULT OF PERVASIVE DISCLOSURES MADE WITH THE PRESIDENT'S EXPRESS CONSENT 

Even if the conversations described in the subpoena could be regarded as covered by a privilege for executive confidentiality, 
the privilege cannot be claimed in the face of the President's decision to authorize voluminous testimony and other statements 
concerning *117 Watergate-related discussions and his recent release of l ,216 pages of transcript from forty-three Presidential 

conversations, including twenty covered by the present subpoena. ln his Formal Claim of Privilege submitted to the district 
court, the President stated that because "[p ]ortions of twenty of the conversations described in the subpoena have been made 
public, no claim of privilege is advanced with regard to those Watergate related pmiions of those conversations." This concession 

rcflccLs inevitable recognition that there can be no generalized claim of executive privilege based upon confidentiality where, in 
fact, no confidentiality exists. "[T]he moment confidence ceases. privilege ceases." Park/wrstv. Lowtea. 36 Eng. Rep. 589,596 

lil l 9). But as we show below, the waiver in this case extends beyond those transctipts released publicly, since a privilege 
holder may not make extensive but selective disclosures concerning a subject and then withhold portions that are essential to a 
complete and impartial record. The circumstances of this case compel the conclusion that, as a matter oflaw, the President has 
waived executive privilege with respect to all Watergate-related conversations described in the subpoena. 

The nilc that voluntary disclosure eliminates any privilege that would otherwise attach to confidential information has been 

applied in cases dealing with claims of governmental pr:iviJcge, Rm'iaro i: United Stares, s11pra, 353 U.S, 
Electric Corp. i: of Burli11gto11, F. 2d 762 (D.C. Cir. l 965), as well as in cases dealing with attorney-client *Jl8 
privilege, llu11t" Blackbum, U.S. 464; "· lfoodal/, 438 F. 2d !3!7, (5th Cir. 1970); physician-patient 

privilege, Mun:cer Swedish F. Supp. 493 (S.D.N.Y. l 940); and madtal privilege, 

347 U.S. l, 6. The general principles governing waiver are stated concisely and forcefully in Rule 

Rules of Evidence. 

A person who would otherwise have a privilege to rcfosc to disclose or to prevent another from disclosing a specified matte,· 
has no such privilege with respect to that matter if the judge finds that he*** without coercion and with the knowledge of his 

privilege, made disclosure of any pmt of the matter or consented to such a disclosure made by any one. 

This is precisely the situation here. lu his statement of May 22, l 973, the President am1ouneed, in light of the importance of 
the "effort to anive at the truth,'' that ~•executive privilege will not be invoked as to any testin1ony concerning possible criminal 
conductor discussions of possible criminal conduct, in the matters presently under investigation, including the Watergate affair 

and the alleged cover-up." 86 As the Court can judicially notice, in the months following that statement there has been extensive 
testimony in several *119 forums concerning the substm1ce of the recorded conversations now sought for use at the trial in 

United Stales " Mitchell, et al. The testimony, as the Court is also aware, is quite often contradictory and is pervaded by hazy 

rccoHections. See .also v. Sirka, supra, 487 E 2d at 705. 

It could be argued that the express waiver of May 22, 1973, coupled with the snbsequent testimony of participants in the 
conversations, is itself sufiicient to preclude a claim of executive privilege based upon confidentiality for Watergate-related 
conversations. There haS been a supervening event, however~ which as a matter of law removes any vestige of confidentiality 
in the President's discussions of Watergate with Messrs. Colson, Dean, Ehrlichman and Haldeman. On April JO, l 974, the 
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President submitted to the Committee on the Judiciaiy of the House of Representatives and released to the public 1,216 pages 

of transcript from forty-three Watergate-related Presidential conversations. The conversations range over the period from 

September 15. 1972, until April 27, l 973, 

ln his address on live television and radio on the evening prior to releasing the transcripts, the President explained that he 

was seeking "[t]o complete the record," He further explained: "As far as what the President personally knew and did with 

regard to Watergate and the cover-up is concerned, these materials0 togcther *120 with those already made available, will 

tell it alL" SB This statement is nnt literally accurate, but it is true that the broad outlines of the President's conversations and 

conduct throughout the relevant period may be portrayed by the transcripts that have been publicly released. ·n,cse disclosures 

are sufficient to cede any privilege to conceal from production pursuant to the subpoena either the original tapes from which 

the publicly released transcripts were purportedly made or the tapes of other relevant conversations which necessarily complete 

the picture the public and the jury are entitled to see, 

A privilege holder who opens the door to an area that was once confidential can no longer control the fact-finder's search for the 

whole truth by attempting to limit tl1c ability to discern the interior fully, The boundaries of the disclosttre are legally no longer 

v..1jthin his exclusive control. Forexample1 in cases involving the analogous privileges accorded to attomcy .. ciient and physician~ 

patient conununications. it is dear that once testimony has been received as to a particular communication, either with the 

consent of the holder of the privilege or without his objection, the privilege is lost. There can be no assertion of the privilege to 

block access to another version of the conversation. See, e.g .. Hum v. 

F.R.D, 340,341 {S,D, supra, 35 F. 

& *121 Electric Co., Supp, 744{S.D. N.Y. 1944); 8 Wigmore §§ 2327. 2389, at636 and 855-6L 

The same principles apply to the Fif\h Amendment's privilege against sell~incrimination. Once the privilege holder elects to 

disclose his version of what happened, a clue ''regard for the function of courts of justice to ascertain the tmth" requires further 

disclosure "on the matters relevantly raised by that testimony:' 356 U.S, !48, 156, !57, Once the 

privilege holder has opened the door, "he is not permitted to stop, but must go on and make a full disclosure." 

Walko: 161 U.S. 59l, 

There is still another dimens_ion that the Com't should consider. The President in the past has used the recordings of Presidential 

conversations to aid in the presentation of the White House interpretation of relevant events, for example, in June 1973, the 

White House transmitted a mcmorandmn to the Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities listing "certain 

oral communications" between the President ancl John W. Dean. Subsequently, bot prior to Mr, Dean's testimony before the 

Committee, J. Fred Buzhardt. Special Counsel to the President, telephoned Fred D. Thompsou, to relate to him Mr, Buzhardt's 

"understanding as to the substance" of twenty of the meetings, 89 

The President also has allowed, indeed requested, the recordings to be used in preparing public testimony. * 122 Defondant 

H. R Haldeman, one of the respondents in the case before the Court and hardly a disinterested witness, was allowed to take 

home the tapes of selected conversations even after he had resigned his position as Assistant to the President and to use them 

in preparing his testimony. 90 

The general principle that the privilege holder's offer of his own version of confidential communications constitutes a waiver 

as to aB communications on the same subject matter governs under these circumstances. "This is so because the privii-cge of 

secret consultation is intended only as an incidental means of defense, and not as an independent means of attack, and to use 

it in the latter character is to abandon it in the fonner." 8 Wigmore § 2327, at 63&. The Preside.nt time and again-even before 

the existence of the recordings was publicly known-has resorted to the recordings in support of his position, 91 In shon, the 

President cannot have it both \Vays. He cannot release only those portfons he chooses and then stand on the privilege to conceal 

the remainder. No privilege holder can trifle with the judicial search for truth in this way, 
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*123 The high probability that ihe yet undisclosed conversations include inllwmalion which will be important lo resolving 
issues to be tried in United States " Mitehe/1, el al. provides a compelling reason for disclosure. As the President himself 
recognized. the public interest demands the complete story based upon the impmtial sifting and weighing ofall relevant evidence. 

That is emphatically the province of the judicial process for it is "the fonction of a trial * * * to sift the truth from a mass of 

contradictory evidence.* * *" In the Matier ll(Michael. 326 U.S. 224,227. Aud in tl1e unique circumstances of this case, 
where there is no longer any substantial confidentiality on the subject of Watergate because the President has chosen to make 
far-reaching but expurgated disclosures, the Court must use its process to acquire all revelm1t evidence to lay before the jury. In 
the presmt context it can do so with the least e,onscqucnccs for confidentiality of other mattcrn and future deliberations of the 
Executive Branch by ruling that there has been a waiver with respect to this entire affair. 

V. THE DISTRICT COURT PROPERLY DETERMINED THAT THE SUBPOENA "DUCES TECUM" ISSUED TO THE 
PRESIDENT SATISFTED THE STANDARDS OF RULE l7(C). BECA\JSE AN ADEQUATE SHOWING HAD BEEN 

MADE THAT nm SUBPOENAED ITEMS ARE RELEVANT AND EVJDENTlARY 

Once the ptivilege issues are passed, the only remaining qnestion before the Comt is whether the district judge properly 
found (Pct. App. 19-20) that the *124 government's subpoena satisfied the standards generally applied under Rule l 7(c) of the 

Rules of Criminal Procedure. The district court held that the standards of Rule I 7(e) had been satisfied by the Special 
Prosecutor's submission of a lengthy and detailed specification setting out with particularjty the relevance and evidentim.y value 
of each of the tape recordings and other material being sought. 111is showing was submitted as a Corty-nine page Appendix to 

the Memorandum for the United States in Opposition to the Morion to Quash Subpoena Duces Tecurn included iu the record 

before this Court. 93 

Enforcement of a trial subpoena duces tecum is preeminently a qnestion for the trial court and is committed to the court's sound 
discretion. For this reason, the district cou1t's detenninatiou should not he disturbed absent a finding by the reviewing court that 

it was arbitrary and had no support in the record. *125 Cony Oil Co. v. Continental Oil Co., 340 F. 2d 993. 999 (l 0th 

l %5), cert. denied, 380 U.S. 964; Chicago TransitAutlwrity, 279 F. 2d 416. 4!9 (7th Cir. 1960); 

Sta/cs, F 2d 855, (8th Cir. 1956), cert. denied. 352 li.S. 833; S110tki11 Nelson, !46 2d402 (!Oi.h Cir. 1944). 

This is especially true where, as here, the assessment of the relevancy mid evidentiary value of the items sought is primarily a 
determination of fact and the district judge is intimately familiar with the grand jur/s investigation and the indictment in the 

case. Since the distdct court's findings are amply supported by the record and reflect the application of the proper legal criteria, 

those findings shonld not be disturbed by this Court. lndced, in the absence of any dispute between the parties on the conectness 
of the legal principles applied by tl1e district court under Rule 17( c ), this essentially factual determination ordinarily would not 

merit review by this Court at all. In the interest of final disposition of the case, however, we urge the Court to uphold the lower 
court's action on this a_,;;pect of the case as well. 

A. RULE l 7(C) PERMITS THE GOVERNMENT TO OBTAIN RELEVAN1: EVJDENTIARY MATERIAL SOUGHT fN 
GOOD FA[Tll FOR USEATTRlAL 

Rule l7(c} provides: 

A subpoena may also command the person to whom it is directed to produce the books, papern, docnmmts 

or other objects designated therein. The court on motion made promptly may quash or modify the subpoena 
if compliance wonld be unreasonable or oppressive. The court may direct that hooks, papers, documents or 
objects designated in tl1c subpoena be produced *126 before the court at a time prior to the trial or prior to 
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the time when they are to be offered in evidence and may upon their production permit the books, papers, 

documents or objects or portions thereof to be inspected by the parties and their attorneys. 

As all patties mid the district court recognized (Pct. App. 19). the leading cases establishing the criteria for satisfaction of Rule 

l 7(c) are·· Bowman Daity Co. v. United States. supra, 341 U.S. 214, and United States r. Tozia, 13 F.R.D .. 135 (S.D.N.Y. 1952). 

See generally 8 Moore, Federal Practice~ l 7.07 (1973). In Bowman Dail:v, the Court held that the government properly had 

been ordered, under Rule 17( c ), lo prodncc lo the defendant prior to trial all documents, books, records, and objects gathered 

by the government during its investigation or preparation for trial which were either presented to the grand jury or would be 

offered as evidence at trial. The Court upheld the order to produce even though the defendant's subpoena did not further specify 

particular items sought. 

In lozia, the question presented was whether defendant properly could obtain material from the government under Rule I 7(c) 

upon a mere showing that it might be material to the preparation of the defense. The district court, elaborating upon the Bowman 

Dail}' standard, declared that a mere showing of possible use in pre-trial preparation was insufficient: the defendant must show 

(1) that the material was evidentiary and relevant, (2) that it was not otherwise procurable reasonably in advance of trial, (3) 

that the party seeking it could not properly prepare for trial *127 without it and failure to obtain it might delay trial, and (4) 

that the request was made in good faith and did not constitute a general "fishing expedition." These were the tests the district 

court below stated it was applying when it found that "the requirements of Rule 17(c) are here met" (Pet. App. 20). 

The standard ofrelevancy established by these cases is clear. Material being sought under Rule I 7(c) is relevant ifit is "related 

to the charges" in the indictment, United States,,. Gross, 24 F.R.D. Ll8. 140 (S.D.N.Y. 1959), or "closely related to the subject 

matter of the indictment," United State.,\~ Jo::ia, supra, l3 ER.D. at 339, even though it might not, for example, "serve to 

exonerate this defendant of the crime charged * * *." Ibid. 

In contrast, the requirement that the material sought be "cvidcntim-y'' has not been as well defined in the case law. Sec 8 Moore, 

supra, ~ 17.07, at 17-19. In the district court, counsel for the President asserted that under Rule 17(c) the government must 

show that the items sought would be admissible at trial in its case in chief. The reported decisions, however, show that the 

purpose of the "cvidentiary" requirement articulated in Bmrman and lozia is to oblige the party seeking production to show 

that the items sought are of a character that they could be used in the trial itself, not simply for general pre-trial preparation. 

Thus, a subpoena can seek not only evidence that would be admissible in the party's direct case but can also demand material 

that could be used for impeachment purposes. "Rule l 7(c) is applicable only *128 to such documents or objects as would 

be admissible in evidence al the trial, or which may be used for impeachment purposes." United States 1'. Carre,; 15 F.R.D. 

367, 37 ! (D.D.C. 1954) (Holtzotl J.). Sec also 8 Moore, supra, ,i 17.07, n, 16 ("the documents sought must be admissible in 

evidence (al least for the purpose of impeachment)"). 94 For example, evideutiary material sought by the government such as 

prior inconsistent statements by defendants, even if not pertinent in the government's case in chief, would be admissible for 

pttrposes ofimpeaclunent ifa defendant took the stand or in the government's rebuttal case, 

Moreover, the "evidentiary" requirement of Bowman Dai1y and lozia has developed almost exclusively in cases in which 

defendants sought material prior to trial from the government in addition to that to which they were entitled by the comprehensive 

pre-trial discovery provisions of Rule 16 oft.he Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. Courts have, therefore, taken special care, 

as the Bowman and lozia opinions show, to insure that Rule l?(c) not be used as a device to circumvent the limitations on 

criminal pre-trial discovery *129 embodied in Rule l 6. Rule 16 provides only for discovc1y from the parties. By contrast, in 

the instant case the government seeks material from what is in effect1 as the district court observed, a third party. As applied 

to evidence in the possession of third parties, Rule 17( c) simply codifies the traditional right of the prosecution or the defense 

to seek evidence for trial by a subpoena duce.,· tecum. Whether the stringent standards developed in Bowman DaitJ• and lozia 

for Rule t 7(c) subpoenas between the prosecution and the defense should be applied to subpoenas to tl1ird parties is a question 
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the Court need not reach, however, since the court below cotTectly found that the Special Prosecutor had fully met even the 

higher standards. 

The final requirement enunciated inlozia, that the application be made "in good faith" and not "as a general fishing expedition," 

appears to be simply a requirement that the materials sought be sufficiently idcnti fiable that the court can make a determination 

that they exist, that they are relevant, and Lliat they would have some cvidentiary use at trial. Indeed, the standard most ot1cn 

applied af\er lozia in detennining enforceability of subpoenas under Rule l 7(c) appears to be a combination of the Jo;ia 
requirements of relevancy, evidentiary value, and good faith: the subpoena must be an "honest effort to obtain evidence for use 

on trial." United States i: Gross, s1qn·a, 24 F.R.D. at United States v. Solomon, 26 F.R.D. 397,407 (S.D. l!l. 1960); 

States 1: 22 ER.D. 223 (D. Del. 1958). 

* 130 In the district court, counsel for the President took the position that a subpoena should be considered a ''fishing 

expedition" unless the party seeking iL~ enforcement can make a conclusive showing that each and every item sought is, beyond 

doubt, both relevant and cvidcntiary. As to the majmity of conversations involved in the subpoena, this standard is satisfied 

by consideration of the transcripts made public by the White Bouse, uncontradicted testimony, and other evidence, As to the 

remaining conversations~ there is strong and unrcbutted circumstantial evidence-the inferences from which are not denied

indicating that the standard is met. 

But the position urged by counsel for the President is not supported and indeed is contradicted by the rep011cd decisions. For 

instance, the subpoena held enforceable in Bowman Dair)' was directed to all material in the government's possession that had 

been presented to the grand jury in the course of the investigation or that would be presented at trial, without fmthcr specificity. 

The subpoena held enforceable in Jozia was directed at certain documents, con-espondencc, and files of a fo1mer associate of 

the defendant. The defendant alleged that he had reason to bdievc that certain activities may have been engaged in by still 

other persons and that the former associate was "in the best position to know" about these if they indeed occurred. The cases 

realistically recognize that the party seeking production ollcn cannot know precisely what is contained in the material sought. 

until he has the opportunity to inspect it. The Comt in Bowman *131 Dair,v, for example, quoted with approval the statement 

ofa member of the Advisory Committee on the Criminal Rules, to the effect that the purpose of Rule l7(c) was to permit a 

court to order production in advance of trial "for the purpose of course of enabling the party to see whether he can use it 01· 

whether he wants to use it." 34[ U.S. at 220 n. 5. Common sense dictates that the party seeking production cannot tell what 

it ··can or will use until it has had the opp01tunity to see the documents." United States v. G,ms, F.R.n. at 14 l. As 

Chief Justice MarshaH observed in considering a trial subpoena duces tecum directed to President Jefferson in 

Burr, .,·upra. 25 Fed. Cas. at l 91: "It is objected that the particular passages of the letter which are required are not pointed 

out. But how can this be done while the Jetter itself is withheld''" 

Because the Special Prosecutor has been denied even preliminary access to the subpoenaed materials, it is obviously impossible 

for him to demonstrate conc!u..vive{v with respect to a small number of the conversations that they are relevant and evidentiaty. 

But Rule l 7( c) and the cases interpreting it do not require that this be done. Rather, they require only that an adequate showing 

of relevancy and evidcntiary valnc be made, based upon the evidence available. In short, 

A pn:determination of the admissibility of the subpoenaed material is not the criterion of the validity of the process. It need 

only appear that the subpoena is being utilized in good faith to *132 obtain evidence*** !citing Bowman Dair:v]. 
22 F,R.D. at 226. 

13. THERE WAS AMPLE SUPPORT FOR THE FINDING OF THE DISTRICT COURT THAT THE GOVERNMENT'S 

SHOWING OF RELEV•\NCY AND EV!DENTIARY VALUE WAS ADEQUATE TO SATISFY RULE l 7(C) 

1. Relevance 
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1hmscripts released lo the public by ihe White House, uncoutradicted testimony concerning the subject matter of certain 

conversations, and other evidence compiled in the Special Prosecutor's showing establish beyond any question the relevancy 

of the vast majority of the subpoenaed conversations. 95 Iudeed, the White House transcripts that have been released of twenty 

of the subpoenaed conversations not only show conclusively the relevancy of those conversations hut also tend to prove the 

relevancy of the rest of the sixty-four conversations sought by the subpoena. 96 

* 133 With respect to some of fhe conversations, particularly those listed in Items 32-40 of the subpoena, relevancy can 

be established at fhis time only by circumstantial and indirect evidence. Nevertheless, the available evidence that these 

conversations-all of which took place in the three days from April 18 to April 20., 1973-in fact concerned Watergate is strong. The 

evidence, set forth in detail in the government's Appendix below, shows that the primary subject of concern to the participants 

in the meetings sought over those three days-the President and defendants Haldeman and Ehrlichman-was Watergate; that 

Haldeman and Ehrlichman had withdrawn from their regular White House duties to work exclusively on a Watergate defense; 

and that meetings between these three persons very probably could have concerned only Watergate. Furthermore, with respect 

to these conversations, the evidence that is available is unrebutied. The Special Prosecutor argued below that since only the 

President was in a position to make more informed representations about the relevancy of the subpoenaed conversations, the 

showing made by the Special Prosecutor was at least sufficient to shift the bmdcn to tlte President to demonstrate any alleged 

iti-clevancy to the district court by providing the appropriate recordinf,'S for in camera inspection. In subsequent oral argument 

in the district court counsel to the President, responding to direct questions * 134 from the court, stated that he could make no 

representations whatever concerning tl1e relevm1cy vel non ofany of the subpoenaed conversations. 97 

2. Evidentiary nature 

Tape recordings of conversations are admissible as evidence upon the laying of a proper and adequate foundation showing that 

"the recording as a whole [is] accurate and sufficiently complete. This foundation may be laid by the testimony of one of 

the participants in the conversation that the recording accurately represents the conversation that was held. 99 Alternatively, 

the government could introduce a recording in its direct case eveJ1 if none of the participants were available as a prosecution 

witness by showing the circumstances and method by which the recording was made and the chain of custody of the particular 

recording sought to be introduced. J 00 

There can be no doubt that the tape recordings sought by the subpoena here, covering conversations of co-conspirators relating 

to the subject matter of *135 tl1e alleged conspiracy, are of an evidentiary character. In NLwn v. Sirica. supra, in upholding 

enforcement of an earlier subpoena for Presidential tapes, the court squarely held: "Where it is proper to testify about oral 

conversations, taped recordings of those conversations are admissible as probative and corroborative of the truth concerning the 

testimony." at 718 (footnote omitted). The same principle would apply to use of such recordings for impeachment 

purposes. Such materials arc, therefore, amenable to a trial subpoena. In Afonroe 1-: r, 2d 49~ {D.C, 

l 956), cert. denied, U.S. the court of appeals held that tape recordings made hy a police officer of conversations 

between himself and dcfondants were "admissihlc as independent evirlence of what occurred" and that they "were cvidentiary, 

and therefore under the interpretation of Rule 17( c) adopted by the Supreme Court ftn Bowman Diary] and already followed by 

this Court, the trial court in its discretion could have requited pre-trial production." 1 Oi See also 

F. 2d 941 (D.C. cert. dcnied,----U.S.----(42 U.S.L.W. 3541, March 26, 1974). 

Statements recorded on tapes sought by the instant subpoena, while hearsay for some purposes, but see *136 Anderson " 

United States.. U.S. (42 U.S.L.W. 4815, June 3, 1974), would be admissible into evidence in the government's case in 

chief under one or more of the traditional exceptions to the hem,ay mle. 

First, it is settled that extra-judicial admissions made by one conspirator in the course of and in fortherance of a conspiracy are 

admissible against his fellow co-conspirators. v. Evans, 400 U.S. 74, 81 (!970): v. United States, :J 77 F. 
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412, 4 l R- l 9 (5th Cir. l 967), cert. denied, 390 U.S. 929. Each of the principal participants in the subpoenaed conversations either 

has been indicted as a conspirator or will be mnued as an unindicted co-conspirator in the government's bill of particulars. As 

the Special Prosecutor demonstrated in his showing, the transcripts released by the White !louse, together with both direct and 

circumstantial evidence, establish a very strong probability that substantial portions of each and every one of the subpoenaed 

conversations occmTcd in the course of and in furtherance of the conspiracy alleged in the indictment Subject to proof of this 

fact at trial, any recorded statements in furtherance of the conspiratorial objectives made by any one of the c,mspirators in the 

course of these conversations would be admissible under the co-conspirator exception to the hearsay rule. 

Second, even absent proof a/iunde that each and every subpoenaed conversation was held in the furtherance of the conspiracy, 

any relevant taped extra-judicial statements made by defendants Haldeman or ·•137 Ehrlichman would be admissible in the 

government's case in chief against that particular defondant. On ;x:i Li,e" U11iud S1atcs, 343 U,S. 747, 756: ~l/ United States 

v. [,emonakis, supra. 485 F. 2d at 949. 

Furthennorc, other recorded statements made dnting these conversatfons may be usefttl to the government for the purpose of 

impeaching defendants Haldeman or Ehrlichman should they elect to testify in their own behalf. E.g .. C\1/umct Broadcasti11g 

Corp. v. FCC, 160 F. 2d 285,288 (D.C. Cir. 1947); !illi United Stales v. ,WcKffvo; 169 F. Supp. 426,430 (S.D.N.Y. !958). And 

statements on the tapes by government witnesses wouid be admissible to show the witnesses' ptior consistent statements, should 

the defense attack the witnesses' credibility or the truth of their testimony on cross-examination. 101 

The Special Prosecutor's showing submitted to tl1e district conrt listed. by individual subpoenaed conversation, the admissions 

and other statements that are contained in the recordings (according ro the White House transcripts released to the public) or 

should be found therein (according to sworn testimony and other evidence) which would be admissible for one or more of the 

ahovc-stated reasons. With respect to those conversations in late April 1973 about which there bas not been detailed testimony 

and for which *138 transcripts have not been made public by the White House, the Special Prosecutor argued below that the 

rich evidentiaiy vein 1unning through the conversations .already released constituted a -sufficient showing that similar statements 
arc likely to be contained in those not yet disclosed. Again, this showing was at least sufficient to shift the burden to the President 

to demonstrate: by submission of tape recordings of these conversations to the Court for in camera inspection or at least by 
certification of counset that no evidentiary material was "in fact contained therein. 

3. Needfi_w the evidence prior to trial 

In his affidavit in connection with the Motion of the United States for issuance orthe subpoena, the Special Prosecutor stated 

that based on expelience with other Presidential recordings a considerable amount of time would be necessary to analyze and 

transcribe the tapes sought by the instant subpoena and that pretrial production of the tapes was therefore warranted under Ruic 

l 7(c). At no point below has counsel for the President sought to contest this showing. A considerable amount oftime is required 

to li.stcn and relisten to recordings and ·filter or enhance them where necessary, to make. accurate transcripts, to select and prepare, 
relevant po11ions for trial, and to make copies for defenda11ts where appropriate under the discove1y mies. Moreover, much of 

this work can be performed only by attorneys knowledgeable about the case who must simultaneously prepare all otl1er aspects 

of the case for trial. TI1c Court should he advised that tlic *139 Special Prosecutor's staff originally estimated that the simple 

physical process described above of preparing the recordings sought for trial would require at least two months. 

For these reasons, the district court correctly held that the subpoenaed items were genuinely needed plior to trial for preparation 

of the case and to avoid delay of the trial itself. 

CONCLUSION 
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Settled principles of law, therefore, lead inevitably to the conclusion that the order of the district court, denying the President's 

motion to quash the subpoena due es tecum and directing compliance with it, and denying the motion to exp1mge the grand jury's 

action listing him as an unindictcd co-conspirator, should be affirmed in all respects. 

Respectfolly submitted. 

LEON JAWORSKI, 

Special Prosecutm: 

PHILIP A. LACOVARA, 

Counsel to the S"peda/ Prosecufm: 

Allomeysji>r the United Stoles. 

JUNE 1974. 

*141 APPENDIX 

APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF CONSTITUTION, STATUTES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS 

I. The Constitution of the United States provides in pertinent part-

Article ll, Section l: 

The executive Power shall be vested in a President ofthe United States of America. He shall hold his Office 

during the Tenn of four Years, and, together with the Vice President, chosen for the same Term, be elected, 

as follows 

***** 

Article IT) Section 2; 
The President shall he Commander in Chiefofthe Anny and Navy of the United States, and of the Militia of the several States, 

when called inw the actual Service of the United States; he may require the Opinion, in writing, of the principal Officer in each 

of the executive Dcpmtmcnts, upon any Subject relating to the Duties of their respective Offices, and he shall have Power to 

grant Reprieves and Pardons for Offences against the United States, except in Cases oflrnpeacluneut. 

He shall have Power, by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate, to make Treaties, provided two thirds ofthc Senators 

present concur; mid he shall nominate, and by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate, shall appoint Ambassadors, otl1cr 

public Ministers and Consuls, Judges of the supreme Court, and all other Officers of the United State,, whose Appointments 

are not herein *142 otherwise provided for, and which shall be established by Law: but the Congress may by Law vest the 

Appointment of such inferior Officers, as they think proper, in the President alone, in the Courts of Law, or in the Heads of 

Departments. 
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***** 

3: 

* * * he shall receive Ambassadors and other public Ministers; lie shall take Care that the Laws be fa.ithfillly 

executed, and shall Commission all the Officers of the United States. 

Article Ill, Section 2: 

The judicial Power shall extend to all Cases, in Law and Equiiy, arising under this Constitution, the Laws of 
the United States, and Treaties made, or which shall be made, under their Authority;-lo all Cases alfocting 

Ambassadors, other public Ministers and Consu!s;-to all Ca.ses of admiralty and maritime Jurisdiction;-to 

Controversies to which the United States shall be a Party;-to Controversies between two or more S1ates;

between a State and Citizens ofanother Smte;-between Citizens of different States;-betwcen Citizens of the 

same State claiming Lands under Grants of different States, and between a State, or the Citizens thereof, 

and foreign States, Citizens or Subjects. 

2, Title 5, United States Code, provides in pertinent part

§ JOL DEPARTMENTI\L REGULATIONS. 

The head of an Executive department or military department may prescribe regulations for the government of his department, 

the conduct of its employees, the distribution and pe,formance * l 43 of its business, and the custody, use, and preservation 

of its records, papers, and property. This section does not autl1orize withholding information from the public or limiting the 

availability of records to the public. 

Title 28, lJnitcd States Code, provides in pertinent part

§ 509, FUNCTIONS OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

All functions of other officers.of the Department of Justice and al! functions of agencies and employees of the Department of 

Justice are vested in the Attorney Genernl except the functions-

( 1) vested by subchapter II of chapter 5 of title 5 in hearing examiners employed by the Department of Justice; 

(2) of the Federal Prison Industries, Inc.; 

(3) nfthc Board of Directors and officers of the Federal Prison Industries, Inc.; and 

(4) of the Board of Parole. 

~ 5l0, DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY. 
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111c Attorney General may from time to time make such provisions as he considers appropriate authorizing the performance by 
any other officer, employee, or agency of the Department of Justice of any function of the Attorney General. 

§ 515. AUTHORITY FOR LEGAL PROCEEDINGS; COMMISSION, OATH, AND SALARY FOR SPECIAL ATTORNEYS. 

(a) The Attorney General or any other officer of the Department of Justice, or any attorney specially appointed by the Attorney 
General under law, may, when specifically directed by the Attorney General, conduct any kind of legal proceeding, civil 
or criminal, including grand *144 jmy proceedings and proceedings before committing magistrates, which United States 

attorneys are authorized by law to conduct, whether or not he is a resident of the disn·ict in which the proceeding is hrought. 

i\ 
' CONDUCT OF LITfGAT!ON RESERVED TO DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. 
Except as otherwise authorized by law, the conduct of litigation in which the United States, an agency, or officer thereof is a 
party, or is interested, and securing evidence therefor, is reserved to officers of the Department of Justice, under the direction 
of the Attorney General. 

517. INTERESTS OF UNITED STATES IN PENDING SUITS. 

The Solicitor General, or any omccr of the Department of Justice, may be sent by the Attorney General to any State or district 
in the United States to attend to the interests of the United States in a suit pending in a court of the United States, or in a court 

of a State, or lo attend to any other interest of the llnited States. 

518. CONDUCT AND ARGUMENT OF CASES. 

(a) Except when the Attorney General in a particular case directs otherwise, the Attomey General a:nd the Solicitor General 
shall conduct and argue suits and appeals in the Supreme Court and suits in the Conrt of Claims in which tltc United States 
is interested. 

(b) When the Attomey General considers it in the interests of the United States, he may personally conduct and argne any case 
in a court of the United States in which the United *145 States is interested, or he may direct the Solicitor General or any 
officer of the Department of Justice to do so. 

SUT'ERV[S[ON OP LITIGATION. 

Except as otherwise auil10rized by law, the Attorney General shall supervise all litigation lo which the United States, an agency, 
or officer thereof is a partY, and shall direct all United States attorneys, assistant United States attorneys, and special attorneys 

appointed under section 543 of this title in the discharge of their respective duties. 

3. Rule 17, Rules of Criminal Procedu.re, prnvides in pertinent part-

SUBPOENA 
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( c) For Production of Documentary Evidence and of Objects. A subpoena may also command the person to whom it is directed 

to produce the books, papers, documents or other objects designated therein. The court on motion made promptly may quash or 

modify the subpoena if compliance would be unreasonable or oppressive. The court may direct that books, papers, documents 

or objects designated ln the subpoena be produced befr.)re the court at a time prior to the trial or prior to the time when they 

are to be offered in evidence and may upon their production pcnnit the books, papers, documents or objects <ir portions thereof 

to be inspected by the parties and their attorneys. 

4. Department ofJusticc Order No, 551-73 (Nov. 2, 1973) 38 Fed. Reg. 30,738 adding 28 C.F.R. §§ 0.37, and 0.38, and Appendix 

to Subpart G-1, provides 

*146 TITLE 28-JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION 

CHAPTER I-DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Part O-Organization of the Department of Justice 

Order No. 551-73 

Establishing the Ojjice of Watergate Special Prosecution Force 

By virtue of the autl1ority vested in me by 28 509, 5JO and U.S.C. 301, there is hereby established in the Department 

of Justice, the Office of Watergate Special Prosecution Force, to be headed by a Director. Accordingly, Part O of Chapter l of 

Title 28, Code of Federal Regulations, is amended as follows: 

l. Section 0. l(a) which lists the organization uniLs of the Department, is amended by adding "'Office of Watergate Special 

Prosecution Force" immediately after "Office of Criminal Justice." 

2. A new Snbpart G-1 is added immediately after Subpart G, lo read as follows: 

"Subpart G-1-0tficc <?{Watergate Special Prosecution Force 

§ il.37 GENERAL FUNCTIONS. 

The Office of Watergate Special Prosecution Foree shall be under· the direction of a Director who shall be tl1e Special Prosectitor 

appointed by the Attorney General. The duties and responsibilities of the Special Prosecutor arc set forth in the attached appendix 

which is incorporated and made a part hereoC 

*L47 SPECIFIC FUNCTIONS. 

The Special Prosecutor is assigned aml delegated the following specific functions with respect to matters Sfleeiticd in lhis 

Subpart: 

( a) Pursuant to U.S.C. 5 l 5(a), to conduct any kind of legal proceeding, civil or criminal, including grand jury proceedings, 

which United States attorneys arc authorized by law to conduct. and to designate attorneys to conduct such legal proceedings, 

(b) To approve or disapprove the prodnction or disclosure ofinfonnation or files relating to matters within his cognizance in 

response to a subpoena, orde1; or mher demand of a court or other authority. (Sec Part l6(B) of this chapter.) 
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(c) To apply for and to exercise the authority vested in the Attorney General under 18 U.S.C. 6005 relating to immunity of 
witnesses in Congressional proceedings. 

The listing of these specific functions is for the pu11)ose of illustrating the authority encrusted to the Special Prosecutor and is 
not intended to limit in any manner his authority to cany out his functions and responsibilities.'' 

ROBERT H. BORK, 

Acting Attorm,v General. 

Date: November 2, 1973. 

* 148 APPENDIX 

DUTlES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE SPECIAL PROSECUTOR 

The SJJt~cial Prosecutor 

There is appointed by the Attorney General, within the Department of Justice, a Special Prosecutor to whom the Attorney 
General shall delegate the authorities and provide lhe staff and other resources described below. 

The Special Prosecutor shall have full authority for investigating and prosecuting offenses against the United Stares arising 
out of the unautl10rized entry into Democratic National Committee Headquarters at the Watergate, all offenses arising out of 
the 1972 Presidential Election for which the Special Prosecutor deems it neccssmy and appropiiate to assume responsibility, 
allegations involving the President, members of the White House staff, or Presidential appointees, and any other matters which 
he consents to have assigned to him by the Attorney General. 

In paiticula.r, the Special Prosecutor shall have full authority with respect to tlle above matters for: 
wconducting proceedings bdOre grand juries and any other investigations he deems necessary; 

-reviewing all documentary evidence available from any source, as to which he shall have full access; 

~dctem1ln1ng whether or not to contest the assertion of"Exccutivc Privilege.'' or any other testimonitd privilege;. 

-detennining whether or not application should be made to any Federal court for a grant ofimmunity to any witness, consistently 
with applicable statutory requirements, or for \Van-ants 1 subpocnaB~ or other comt orders; 

*149 -deciding whether or not to prosecute any individual, finn, corporation or group of individuals; 

-initiating and conducting prosecutions, framing indictments, filing informations, ai1d handling all aspects of any cases within 
his jurisdiction (whether initiated before or after his assumption of <luti~cS), including any appeals; 

-coordinating and directing the activities of all Department of Justice personnel, including United States Attorneys; 

-dealing with and appearing before Congressional committees having jurisdiction over any aspect of the above- matters and 

-determining what documents~ information, and assistance shall be provided to such committees. 
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In exercising ihis authority, the Special Prosecutor will have the greatest degree of independence that is consistent with the 

Attorney Genernl's statutory accountability for all matters falling within the jurisdiction of the Department of Justice. The 

Attorney General will not countennand or interfere with the Special Prosecutor's decisions or actions. The Special Prosecntor 

will determine whether and to what extent he will infonn or consult with the Attorney General about the conduct of his duties 

and responsibilities. In accordance with assurances given by the President to the Attorney General that the President will not 

exercise his Constitutional powers to effoct the discharge of the Special Prosecutor or to limit the independence that he is hereby 

given, the Special Prosecutor will not be removed from his duties except for extraordinary improprieties on his part and without 

the President's first consulting the Majority and the Minority Leaders and Chainnen and ranking Minority Members of the 

Judiciary Committees of the Senate and House of Representatives and ascertaining *.150 that their cousensus is in accord with 

his proposed action. 

Stal/'and Resource Support 

1. Selection ()f Stafl-111e Special Prosecutor shall have full authority to organize, select, and hire his own staff of attorneys, 

investigators, and supporting personnel, on a full or part-time basis, in such numbers and with such qualifications as he may 

reasonably require. He may request the Assistant Attorneys Genera! and otbcr officers of the Department of Justice to assign 

such personnel and to provide such other assistance as he may reasonably require. Ail personnel in the Department of Justice, 

including United States Attorneys, shall cooperate to the fullest extent possible with the Special Prosecutor. 

2. Budget.-The Special Prosecutor will he provided with such fttnds and facilities to cany out his respc,nsibilities as he may 

reasonably require. He shall have the right to submit budget requests for fonds, positions, and other assistance, and such requests 

shall receive the highest priority. 

3. Designation and Responsihility.-The personnel acting as the staff and assistants of the Special Prosecutor shall be kno\\11 as 

the Watergate Speciai Prosecution Force and shall be responsible only to the Special Prosecutor. 

Cantinued Responsibilities of Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Division.-Except for the specific investigative and 

prnsecutorial duties assigned to the Special Prosecutor, the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Criminal Division will 

continue to exercise all of the duties currently assigned to him. 

AppUcable Departmental Po/icies.-Exccpt as otherwise herein specified or as mutually agreed between *151 the Special 

Prosecutor and the Attorney General, the Watergate Special Prosecution Force will be subject to the administrative regulations 

and policies of the Department of Justice. 

Public Reports.-The Special Prosecutor may from time lo time make public such statements or reports as he deems appropriate 

and shall upon completion of his assignment submit a final report to the appropriate persons or entities of the Congress. 

Duration of'Assignment.-The Special Prosecutor will carry out these responsibilities, with the foll support oft.he Department of 

Justice, until such time as, in his judgment, he has completed them or until a date mutually agreed upon between the Atton1ey 

General and himself. 

5. Department of Justice Order No. 554-73 (Nov. 19, 197.l), J8 

G- l, provides-

Reg. 32.805, amending 28 C.F'.R. Appendix to Subpart 

TITLE 28-JUDrCIAL ADMINISTRATION 

CHAPTER I-DEPARTMENT OF .JUSTICE 
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Part O-0rganizatlon of the Department of Justice 

Subpart G-1-0/fice of'Watergate Special Pmsecution Force 

Order No. 554-73 

AMENDING THE REGULATIONS ESTABUSHING THE 
OFFICE OF WATERGATE SPECIAL PROSECUTION FORCE 

By virtue of the autl,orityvested in me by 28 U.S.C. 509, 5!0 and 5 U.S.C. 301, tl1e lastsentenceofthefourth paragraph of the 
Appendix to Subpmt G-1 is amended to mad as follows: "In accordance *152 with assurances given by the President to the 
Attorney General that the President will not exercise his Constitutional powers to effect the discharge of the Special Prosecutor 
or to limit the independence that he is hereby given,(!) the Special Prosecutor will not be removed from his duties except 
for extrnordinary improprieties on his parl and without the President's first consulting the Majority and the Minority Leaders 

and Chainnen and ranking Minority Members of the Judicia1y Committees of the Senate and House of Representatives and 
ascertaining that their consensus is in accotd with his proposed action, and (2) the jurisdiction of the Special Prosecutor will 
not be limited without the President's first consulting with such Members of Congress and ascertaining that their consensus is 
in accord with his pr{)posed action," 

ROBERT H. BORK, 

Acting Attorney General. 

Date: November 19, !973. 

6. The letter from the Acting Altorney General to the Special Prosecutor on November 21, 1973, stating the intention of 
Department ol'Jus1ice Order No. 554-73. is as follows-

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR GENERAL, 

Washington. D. C. 20530, November 21, 1973. 
LEON JAWORSKI, Esq., 

Special Pmse,~1101; 

Watergate !:-,'pecia! Prosecution }Orce, 

1425 K Street, N. W.. 

Washington. D.C. 20005 

DEAR MR. JAWORSKI: Yon have infon11ed me that the amendment to yourchaiter ofNovemher 19, l 973 has been questioned 
by some members of the press. This iette1· is to confirm what I told you in our telephone conversation. The * 153 amendment 

of November 19, 1973 was intended to he, and is, a safeguard of your independence. 

The President has given his assurance that he would not exercise his constitutional powers either to discharge the Special 
Prosecutor or to limit the independence of the Special Prosecutor without first consulting the Majority and Minority leaders and 
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chairmen and ranking members of the Judiciary Committees of the Senate and the House~ and ascertaining that 111cir consensus 
is in accord with his proposed action. 

When that assurance was worked into the charter, the draftsman inadvertently used a form of words that might have been 
constrned as applying the President's assurance only to the subject of discharge. This was subsequently pointed out to me by 
an assistant and l had the amendment of November 19 dratted in order to put beyond question that the assurance given applied 
to your independence under the charter and not merely to the subject of discharge. 

There is, in my judgment, no possibility whatever that tbe topics of discharge or !imitation of independence will ever he of 
more than hypothetical interest. l write this letter only to repeat what you already know: the recent amendment to your chmter 
was to correct an ambiguous phrasing and thus to make dear that the assurances concerning congressional consultation and 
consensus apply to all aspects of your independence. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT IL BORK, 

Acting Attorrti(V General. 

FO<llnotes 
·'Pet App.1

' refers to the Appendix to the Petition in No. 73~ 1166. "A:· refers to the printed joint Appendix. 

ln H Sirica, F. 2d 700, 707 (D,C Cir. 1973), the court of appeals stated that an order of this type dfreeted to 
the President is appealable under 28 U.S.C 1291. In any event the court ahm asserted jurisdiction pursuant to the All \Vrits Act, 

U.S.C. }651. See 487 2d at 706~ 707. 
Under 28 U.S.C. 510, and 518, and Department of Justice Order No. 551-73, 28 C.F.R. § cl seq. (Appendix pp. 143-50, 
injfa), the Special Prosecutor has aurhority, in lieu of the Solicitor General, to conduct litigation before this Court on behalf of the 

United States in cases within his jurisdiction, 
Depart111cnt of Justice Order No. 517-73, 38 Fed, 14,688, adding CJ-'.R. § OJ7 and Appendix to Subpart G-l, 

See Hearings Before the Senate Judiciary Committee on the Nomination ofElllot L Richardson to he Attorney General, 93d Cong., 
!st Sess. 144-46 (1973). 

6 Hearings Before the Senate Select Commiflee. on Presidential C:ampaign ,-fr>tivitics, 93d Cong,1 l st Sess., Book at 2074~8 l ( l 973). 

Letter fimn Richard M, Nixon to Senator Sam J. Ervin, Chainmm ofthc Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities, 

July 23, 1973, id., Book 6, at 2479. 
8 See generally Congressional Quarterly, foc. 1 Hi.1toric Documents 1973, at 859-78. 

9 The United States District Court for the District of Cohm1bia later ruled that the Special Prosecutor's firing \.V118 illegal because Acting 
Attorney General Bork had relied sirnp!y upon instructions from the President and had not purported to find any "'extraordinary 
impropriety," as had been specified by the regulations cstahli~hing the Office of the \Vatcr,gatc Special Prosecutor as the sole- ground 

for dismissal. Bmk 366 F. Supp. 104(1973),appealpending. 
10 Hearing on October 23, 1973, In re OrandJwy Subpoena Duces Tecum !..-,·sued to Richard Ai Nbwn, D.D.C Misc, ?,fo. 47~73, 

12 

An Advi~ory Panel of experts, nominated jointly by the Special Prosecutor and counsel for the President, and appointed hy the district 
court, has concluded that th.c-oniy '"completely plausible explanation" of the 18½ minute '·buzz'' section is a set of from five to nine 

erasures caused by manual operation of a recording machine. "Report on a Technical Investigation Conducted fix the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Columhia by the Advisory Panel on White House Tapes," fi1e.d June, 4, 1974. In re Orand Jury Subpoena 

Duces Te('um Issued to Richard Af. Nixon, D.D.C. Misc. No. 4-7~73. 
the Senate Judicimy Commiitee on the Spet:ial Prosecutor, 93d Cong.~ 1st Sess. (1973); Jtearings Be/Ore the 

Criminal Justice, 93rd Cong., !st Sc.ss. (1973). 
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The Senalc Committee on the Judiciaiy repmtcd out S. 261 l (S. Rep. 93-595)S. Rep. 93-595) and S. 2642 (S. Rep. 93-596)S. Rep. 

93-596). Sec 119 Cong. Rec. D !324 (daily ed. Nov. 21, I 973). The House Committee ,m the Judiciary reported oul H.R. 1140! 

(R Rep. 93-660)H. Rep. 93-660), which was rewritten as H.R. 11555 by the House Rules C,"nmittcc. Sec 119 Cong. Rec. D 13 71 

( daily ed. Dec. 3, J 97 3). AU three bills retnain on tbc calendars of each House, subject to being called up on lhe 'floor without fmthcr 
hearings or committee action. See House Calendar, 93d Cong., 2d Sess., for June 5, 1974, at 138, 139 (Senate bills). 92 (House bill). 

14 9 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents i289 {October 29, 1973). 

Departrnent of Justice Order No. 551-73. :18 Fet.l Reg. 30,738. 

Sec also letter from the Acting Attorney Gencrai to the Spl'Cial Pros:ecutorexpiaining this amendment (Appendix pp. 152~53, infra), 

17 By order entered on June 71 l 974, the district court rescinded its orders sealing portions of the record. On June 15, 1974, this Court 
denied a motion to unseal the record excepl a.s it rcfoicd to an ext:ract concerning 1he grandjury1s finding with respect to the President. 
As to claims by ddendants;; that they arc entitled to the subpoenaed items under Ruic l 7{c). the -court withheld ruling, stating that 
defondants1 requests for .access will be more appropriately considered in conjunction with their pre~t!ial discovery motions (Pet App, 

2 l ~22). Accordingly~ the court refused to decide \-Vhether 

in the possession of the prosecutor. 

i,: fifm:rland, 371 U.S. ~3, app!ks to "privileged" evidence not 

l 9 The district court1s subjechnatter judsdiction over the peitding criminal case and over the trial subpoena duces tccmn Issued in this 
case is clear, S(~c U.S.C. 32J l; ! 7. Prnceclur~. 
Dfotrlct Judge Gesell, \Vim is presiding over the trial in United States F. Ehrlichman, et al, (D.D,C Crim. No, 74-116), \-vhich involves 

charges. against former White House officials growing out of the bre2k-in at the offices of Dx. Louis Fielding, Daniel EUsherg1s 

psychiatrist, has recognind the independent .status of the Special Prosecutor and the peculiar and unique circumstances that surround 

prose.culions within his juris<liction: 

•'In one view 1)f the matter, one portion of the Government is prosecuting another portion of the Government. Thus perhaps very 

unique circumstances are presented tJ1at require trial judges to use common sense to adapt criminal procedure:; and rules developed 
under more routine circumstances to the pecutiar necessities of this-special situation." 

Transcrlpt ofliearing on June 3, 1974, at 7-8, fJnited States v. Ehrlichman, et al. supra. 

21 Mr, Jaworski testified as 1{.\llows, under oath, before the Senate Committee- on the Judiciary, V,lhich was considering iegislation 
concerning establishment of an independent Special Prosecutor's office: 
"* * * And when T Game to \Vushington f first met with General Haig for probably an hour or an hour and a halt~ during which time 

Otis matter was discussed in detail. An<l as a result of that discussion, there eventuated the a1.Tangcment that we have mentioned. 
"'General Halg assured me that he would go and 1alk with the President. pf ace the matter before him. And he came back and told rne 

after a while, after maybe a lapse of 30 minutes or so, that it had been done, and that the President had agreed. 

''The Cl-lAJRMAN. You arc absolutely free to prosecute anyone; is that correct? 

'"'Mr. JAWORSKI. That is correct. And that is rny intention, 

"The CHA[RMAN. And that includes the President of the United States? 

''Mr. JAWORSKI. It includes the President of the United States. 

"Senator MCCLELLAN. May I ask you now, du you feel that \vith yonr understanding with the \.Vhitc lfousc that you do have the 
right, irrespective ofth-c legal issues that may be involved-that you have an understanding with them that gives you-the right to go to 

cmut if you dctcnnine that they have documents you want or materials that you feel are essential and necessa1y in the performance 
of your duties, and in conducting a thorough investigation and following up with prosecution thereon, you have the right w go U> 
court to raise the issue against the Pn.Jsident and ag;ainst any ff his stqff iviih n::.spect to such documents or ma1erials and to rnntest 

the question ojj1rivilege. 

"Mr. JA\VORSKL l have been assured that right. And I intend to exercise it if necessary." (Emphasis added.} 

Hearings BefOre the Senate Judiciary Committee on the Special Prosecutor, 93d Cong.,, lst Sess., pt. 2, at 571, 573 (1973). 

Id, at 450. Sec also id., at 470. 

Hearing,\· Be.fore the House Judiciaty Subcommittee on C.'riminal Justice on HJ Res. 784 and ll.R, 10037, 93d Cong., 1st Sess, 266 
(1973). 

Hearings Before the Senate Judicim:r Commillee on the Nominmion rf William B. Saxbe to be Atforney General. 93d Cong., 1st 
Scss. 9 (1973). 

After the appointment -Df the new Special Prosecutor with tJ1ese assurances of independent authority. inter alia, to contest in court 

any Presidential claims of executive privilege, both Houses of Congress tabled bills that would have provided for court appointment 

of a Special Prosecutor pursuant to Article II, Section 2. Sec note I 3, supra. 
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The authority of the Atlomcy General to issue tht regulations 30 L The. legality 
of these regulations delegating the authority of the Attorney General has h-ecn sustairn .. ·'d in Nader ,: United States "· 

Andreas, - E Suµp. - (D. Minn. No, 4-73-Cr, 201) (\iard1 12, !974)~ United States Ehrh'chrnan, F. Supp.~ \D.D,C. Crim. No. 

74-H6)(May2!, 1974). 

The iocus of the appointment power nmy also fix the authority to n!move, 

removal power it<;elf is not. absolute . 

• 
The regulati<ms also provide thut the Special Prosecutor1s otlkc will not he abolished without the consent of the Special Prosecutor 
and that the Attorney General will not countermand any decisi(ms of the Special Prosecutor {-sc,;: Appendix pp, 149, l51 1 ir!.fra), Judge 
Gesell in Nader 11

, !:fork, 336 F. Supp, at 108~ indicated that those guarantees are legally binding and not unilaterally revocable. 
This Com1 bas recognized, of course. that the President1s pmver to remove subordinate officer$ of rhc government, even those in the 
Executive Branch, is not unlimited, and may be non-existent when the executive official some ·'duties of a quasi-jw:ifrial 

l 35. S~c also/ fwnphrey:v f\ecutnr v. linitf'd StaU.'S, supra; H.'fener v. United 

Stales, supra, 

Judge Holtzoff had held that the suil there had to be di~miss~d because "the United States of Amt)rica always acts in a sovereign 

capacity. it docs not have separak governmental and proprietary capacities. 
l 9481- This Court reversed, 

Sec note J \ supra. 

(D.D.C. 

Hearings B1..fore the Senate Judiciwy Committee on the Special Pmse.::utm; 93d Cong,1 1st Scss,) pt 573 (197.l). 

Brief in Opposition p, 3, Jn re Grand Jw-y Subpoena Duces Tecum Jssu('d to Richard A{ .160 F. Supp. l (DD.C 1971 \. 

Sowh 

Trnns:cript uf Hearing on October 2J, 197 _;, in re Grund Jury Subpoena Duces Tee.um hsued to Riehard Af.. Nixrm, supra, D.D.C. 
Misc. No. 47-73. 

See, e.g,, H NLi.:on, (holding th? President wa1 obliged 
to submit a federal employee pay increase as required by Congress), 

/:fink. 410 73 (security das$lfication). 

Because there is no legislativi..~ analogy to the historic judicial duty to determine ali questions of law nece::.sari!y raised hy a ca~e or 

controversy, rejection .oftbe claim of executive privilege in the present case does not ne.-eessari!y suggest any answer to the distinct 
quc:;;;tions ofthcs-cope of the President's right to stand on a claim of executive privilege vis-a-i•is the Congress oroftl1e role, if any, of 

the c:ourts ln such a confrontation. Histmy provides a.great variety of opinion:;; on the relative rights of the Executive and tllc Congress 
in such a situation. Sec g..::neraUy Bcr_ger. lixecutivc Privilege v. C(m,gressional Inquiry~ 12 U,C.LA L. R.¾.\V, l 043, 1078-98 (1965), 
nw Court of Appeal~ for HH! Distrkt of Columbia C'ircuit rtccntly amrmcd a decision of the court refusing a declaratory 

judgment that a subpoena isimed to the President by the Senate S(:kct Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities was valid and 
enfi,wceable. Senate /:JC!ect ConunitttY on Presidential Campaign Activities H Nixon, F. 2d --~~ (No, 74-1258) (D.C. Cit. '.\1.ay 2\ 

! 974). By deciding that the Committee's. "need" for the subpoenaed n~cordings ,vas '"too attenuated and too tangential to its flmctions 

to pcn11it a judicial judgment that the President is required to comply with the Committee's suhpoena," thereby reaching the merits of 
the claim of executive prlvik:ge. the court held implicitly that the Committee's. .action presented .a justkiable comr..1versy. Cf. Pov.,e!l 

V:. lvlcCornwck, supra. 

At one time it was: generally assumed that a daim of -ex-ccurivc privilege i·is-a-vis the Congress presented a nonju.s.ticiable political 
question. See, e.g., Hand, The Bill of Rights l 7-18 { 1958), Uut no one ha;-;.cversu_gg-csted that an application frw an order requiring 

the Executive Branch to produce evidence in the usual course of judicial (1r gn:1ndjmyproceedings presents a non-justiciable "political 
quci:;.tlon.t' 
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J9 
Accord~ Hthy! Corporation v Envirrmnu.'ntal Protcc1im1 Agt.>ncy, 478 F. 2d ➔7, 5 l (4th Cir. 1073): Monrnc A-fanufacturing 

Co .. 431 E 2<l 384,388 (5th Cir. 1970), cert denied, 400 U.S. lOOO; ft..• Spera,u!t.'o -..~ Milk Drrrers & Daily Emplo_we.t Local 537, 

3.14F.2d381,384(10LhCir. 1964); " Capiw/ Fi,h Co .. 294 F. 2d 868,875 (5th Cir. l 961 ); :· ·' 1/alp,•m" 1.:nited Stmes. 

258 E 2d J6, 43 (2d Cir. 1958). See also Am American ~for!d Airways, lnL>. v. Aeuw Cas. & Sur. Co .. 368 F. Supp. 1098, 1139-40 

(SJ).N.Y. 1073); l)nitcd States 1.: Article cfDruff, etc, 43 ER.D. 181, 190 {D. DeL 1967); ~:';.,: O'Kecj(• i; Boeing Co .. 38 F.RJ). 

329,334 (S.D.N.Y !965); Timkl'n Roller Be(.lringCo. v. United States, 38 F.R.D. 57, 63 (N.D. Ohio 1964)~ lvforris E Atchison, Topeka 

& Santa Fe RE Co., 21 F.R.D. 155, 157-58 (\\'.D. Mo. 1957): Snyder" U11ited Sones, 20 FR.ll. 7. 9 (E.D.N.Y. 1956), 

4D See generally R. Berger1 Executive Privilege: A GOnstitutional A-~vth 353-55 ( 1974), 

4 l In Com,ray v. Rimmer, p 968 J 1 All E.R. 874, the House of Lords un:1nimously overruled the prior English ru[c that an assertion of 

executive (or "Cro\vn") privilege is absolute: The House of Lords ruled that the courts may require in camera inspection to weigh 

the competing interests. See generally Cappelletti and Golden, 0mm Privilege mid Executive PrixilegJ.?: A British Response to an 

American Cotrtrol't'r.\'.V, 25 -Stanford L. Rev. 836 (1973). 

As ,~ Sirica, supra, 487 F. 2d at 713-\4, n. 601 judicial power to scrutinize claims of privilege 

has been recognized in nearly eve1y common law jurisdiction. See, e.g., Robinson E South Australia (No. 2), [ 1931 j All E. R. 3.33 

(P.C.); Gagnon v. Quebec Securitie., Comm'n, [1965] 50 D.L.R. 2d 329 (1964); Bruce v. Waldron, [1963] Viel. LR. 3; Corbett" 

Social Security lf)mm'n, [I 9621 N.Z.LR. ?'.7$.; Amar C!umd Butaih'. Union of India, [I 965] 1 India S. Ct. 243. 

42 This Court has not even afforded such status to the Speech or Debate Clause, which is an expres:s constitutional privilege for 

congressmen and lheir aides similar to the privilege claimed by the President. This Court repeatedly has affirmed that the courts must 

determine the reach of the Clause. Sec, e.g., Gravel v. United States, supra: United States v. Brnrste1; supra; , {)nited States i: 

Johnson, 319 U.S. 503. 

43 The courts never have decided whether executive privilege derives implicitly from the constitutional separation of powers, or whether 
,,,} 

it is merely a common law evidentia1y privilege. See, e.g., United SJaies v, Ri:::vno!ds, 345 U.S. at 6-7; Committee for }./uc!ear 

Re.\ponsibilit_,i~ Inc 1; Seaborg. supra, 463 E 2d at 793-94, Professor Charles Alan Wright has observed that "[tJhc commentators 

* * * have not found much substance in the constitutional argument, based, as it is, on separation of powers:' 8 Wright and Miller, 

Federal Practice and Prnce<lure, ~ 20 !9, ai l 75 n, 44 \ 1970 e<l.). 

44 The rationale is equally well summarized by \Vigmore (§ 2379, at 809-10): 

45 

46 

"A court which abdicates its inherent function of determining the facts upon which the admissibility of evidence depends wi!l furnish 

to bureaucratic officials too ample opportunities fi:ff abusing the privilege. The lawful limits of the privilege are extensible beyond 

any control if its applicability is left to the dctem1ination of the very official \vhose interest it may be to shield a wrongdoing under 

the privilege. Both principle and policy demand that the detem1ination of the privilege shall be for the court.'' 
Sec also Uni!r!d State's v, Cotton Vi1/ley OpL·rator:r Comm., 9 F.R.D. 719, 720-21 (\V.D. La. {94-9), afl'd by an equally divided Court, 

339 U.S. 940. 

Although the Court dealt within the framework of the Freedom oflnfonnation Act,"' 5 U,S.C. 552\b ){ 5). it recognized that Congress 

simply had incorporated the common law executive privilege. •-4l0 U.S. at 85-R9. The exemption was d~fined with specific 

reforencc to the court decisions that had developed the pri vi lcgc at issue here. 

Sec, e.g., ;i>t Westinghouse Elf'ctric Corp. i: Ci~r qf Burlington, 33 l F. 1<l 762 (D.C. Cir. 1965); .t 't Jfnchin v: Zudert, 316 E 2.d 

316 (D.C. Cir. 1963), cert. denied, 175 l:.S. -896; Hoeing Ai1p!anR Ca. v, Coggcslw/1, 280 F. 2d 654(D.C Cir. 1960); Ptm Amaiccm 

World Ainrnys. Inc v. Aetrw Cas. & Sw: Co., J68 F. Supp. to98 (S.D.N.Y. 1973); Pilar v. ~)":..) Ht·ss Petrol, 55 FJtD. 159 (D. Md. 

1972); :\it,,: Hancock Bn.,s., Inc. v. Jones, 293 F, Supp. 1229 (NJ). Cal. 1968)~ '# 1'
1 
Coone,r 1: Sun Shipbuilding & D,ydock. Co .. 288 F. 

Supp. 708 (E.D. Pa, 1968}; JfcFadden v .. '4rco Corp., 2i8 F. Supp. 57 (M.D. Ala. 1967); O 1Knft' 1: Bo{1ing Co., 38 F.R.D. 329 

(S.D.N.Y. 1965); Rosee i: Board rfli'ade, 35 ERJ). 512 (N.l). Ca!. 1964); Morris,: .-4.tt:hi,i;on, T'opela & San!e Fe Ry. Co., 21 F.R.D. 

155 (W.D. Mo. I 957); cf. ~ .. , Gurland 1: Ti•rre, 259 F. 2d 545 (2d Cir. I 958)(Stewart, J.), cert. denied, 5 358 U.S. 910. 

47 See cases cited in note: 46, supra. 

48 Brief in Opposition 4, In re Grand Jwy Suhpoena Duccs Tecum Issued to Richard .Af. 1v"Lmn, supra, 

49 Alexander Hamilton explained the posture of the President in our constitutional system in The Federalist Number 69 (B. F. Wright 

cd, 1961): 

WES'fLAW 
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''The President ofth-e United State.,;; wouki be an offic~r eicctcd by the people forJhurycars; the king-of Great Britain is a perpetual 

and hereditary prlnce. The one wou1d be amenable to personal punishment and disgrace; the person of the other is sacred and 

inviolable:' (Emphasis in originaL) 

Inc., 356 U.S. 309, 317-18; Wi/bun, 

l 75, l 77, 78; 

262; 

at 009 et seq,: 

Marlnuy v, Jfadison. supra, 1 Crunch at 164"66. 

This Court in Branzburg quoted Jeremy Bentham1s vivid illustration: 

''Are men of the first rank and consi.deration-arc men high in office-men whose time is not less valuable to the public. than to 
themsclvc:H1rc such men to be forced to quit their business, 1heir functions, and what is more than an, their pleasure, at the beck of 

every idle or malicious adversary1 to dance attendance upon every petty cause? Yes) as far as it is necessary, they and everybody .. 
Were the Prince of Wales, the Archbishop of Canterbury, and the Lord High Chancellor, to be passlfig hy in the sam.e coach while a 

chim:neyswceper and a baiTow-woman were in dispute about a haH),enny,vorth of apples, and the chimney~sweeper Dr the barrow
woman were to think proper to call upon them fix their evidence, could they refose it? No, most certainly," 

See 4 The Works of Jeremy Bentham 320-21 (Bowring ed. I 843). 

4lOU.S, 9: 

1961) [hereinafter cited as •'Wign1orD''1, 

For a complete exposition of the decisions in the Burr cases ba!5cd upon the originai record of the Burr trials, see Berger, 
Congress, ?UYa!c iili-22(1974). 

It is true that cu-st-orn dictates that legai process should not be addressed to the President of the United States whenever a Cabinet 

memher or lesser official is available, even thnugh the suhordinate official is acting upon direct order of the President. E.g., 

& Tithe Co. 1: Sm1.ycr; .<..'UJH'.J, lf Unit<1d States Serl'ic,?1n<'1J'.1Fund 1; 488 2d 
1252, 1270 (D,C CiL 1973). It became necessary to seek this evidence from t11e President only because he elected, by <leHberate and 

affirmative actions, to displace the ordinary custodians of the materials and to assume personal control of them. To allow this device 

to render the tapes immune from ordinary leg at process would exah form over substance and set a President above the law, -contrary to 

our fom constitutional tradition, As the court of appe2ls stated in 2d at 709, ''[t]hc practice<lfjudicial 
review "\VOuld be rendered capricious-and very likely impotent-ifjurisdictiou vanished when~ver the President personally denoted an 

Executive action or omission as his own:• See also National 

In addition to the courts below in the present case and in Nixon Sirica, other courts have recognized that compulsory process may 

issue against the President, when necessary. Set~ Jfitm-csota Ch(vpcH't1 ll'ibe i.: 358 E 197J.) (holding 
that the President can be sued to compel performance of sp-ccific legal duties) (ordCr vacated on grounds of mootncss.); 

1388 l'l72J; v. 336 F. Supp. 790 Pa. 

See, e,g., R Scigliano. The Supreme Court and the Prcsidem.y 36-37 (1971) and C \Varrcn, The Supreme Court in United States 
llistory 759 (rev, ed. 1926) (President Andrew Jackson's faiiurc to take steps to vindicate the Court's dedsion in the Cherokee Nation 

case~~ H0n:ester v. 6 (JI U.S.) 515); Scigliano, supra, at 37-38 {Jackson's vetoing of the national bank bill on 

constitutional grounds, despite an earlier decision by this Court tending to sustain its validity): Scigliano, supra) at 4 l--43 (President 
Lincoln's ignoring of several ·wdts of habeas corpus addressed. to rnilitary cornmandcrs during the Civil \Vat), See generally Scigilano1 

supra, 58~59. 

Sec E. Corwin, J11e President: Qffice and Pmvers 11 { l 948). 

l Farrand, Records of the Federal Convention of 1787, at 65-66 (1911) (hereinafter "Fa!Tand"), See also 4 Elliot's Debates 108:~09 

(2d ed. ! 836) (remarks of Jredell at the North Carolina Ratification Convention). 
57 2 Elliot's Debates480 (2d ed, 1836). 

3 Farrand at 384-385. 

The Founding Fathers were conscious of the '"aversion of tl1e people to monarchy.'' The FedC!raUit Number 67 (B. F. ·wright ed. 

1961). Corwin has explained "that 'the executive magistracy' was the natural enemy. the legislative assembly the natural friend of 
liberty.'' E. Corwin, The President: Qf!ice and Pmvers 4 (1948). 
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We are dealing in ihis of course, with the question whether, even the absence of any expHdt immunity, an incumbent 
President is entitled to frnpiicit immunity from having to rlcfond himself against criminal charges lodged against him in an indictment. 
Scattered district court opinions seem to have a-cccpted that argmnc11t, at least where discretionary cxeJ.:Utive powers wcrn at lssuc. 

(D.D.C. 

Fairman, Reconstruction and Reunion 1864-88, 6 History of the Supreme Comt of the United States 379-80, 436-37 (1971). 

Sec pp, 44-47,supra, 

The subpoena duces tet:um is directed to "Richard M. Nixon or any subordinate officer'' whom he may designate as having custody 
of the tape recordings and other documents, 

We use term claim of executive privilegt" t1) .::over a claim of privilege based on an asserted interest in the 

confidentiality of communications withrn the Executive Branch, as dislinguishcd from mor{' specific privileges sometimes covered 
by the term ··executive privilege." 

Thus;, the courts have recognized a specific priv11egc for astatc secrets," covering govemm-c11t infr)m1ation hearing on internatimml 

U.S. 
8 Wlgmorc § 23 7K There is also a privitege for "investigatiYe files," including 

infom1ation relating to eonfidentfaJ infonnants. See, e,g., U.S. 

V. 8 Wigmore §§ 2.174-77; cf. 

The President has not daimc-d any such specific type of"'exccutive privilege" for any of the conversations described in the subpoena, 
66 In a Jetter to Chief Judge Siric.a on July 25, l 973~ the return date of that subpoena. President Nixon state-d: 

l have c(mclud,;:d, howt!ver. that it \Vould he inconsistent \V.ith the public interest and with the Constitutional position of !he Prc::.idcnry 
tQ make available recordings ofmcdings and telephone c(1nvcrsatlo11s in which l w.a.s a participant and I rnust respectfully decline 

to do so, 

Special Appearance of Richard M. Nix-On. Exh. A, In Re Grand Jury Subpoena Duce.\' lCcwn [ssuf'd to Richard M. }lixon, supra. 

Brief in Opposition 2-3, 

""Classification and [kclassification of National Security lnfom1atkm and Material.'' fa-sned 

by PTcsidcnt Nixon on March 8, l 9721 provides for access. to dassified data by persons "whc, have previously occupied policymaking 
positions to which they were appointed hy the President" (Sec. 12), although publication of the material is not authorized. 

70 See 8 Wigmore § 2192, at 73; Morgan, Foreword to AU Model Code of Evidence 7 (1942). 

71 For a discussion of the intent nf rhc framers. see pp. 76~80, supra. 

Only the interest in confidentiality as an encouragement to can<lor ls involved in the present c.asc1 for there is plainly no cha11engc 

to the rationale for any govr.:-rmnentul decision or ordc1: 
The -Sp-c-cch nr Debate Clau<'C, An. f, Sec. 6, cL i, provides that no Senator or Representative may lH.: '·questioned in any other PtJce" 

for "any Speech or Debate in ecither House.'; It pn:-ihlhits inquiry •'into those things generally said 0r done in 1be House or the Scnrtie 

40 F.R.D. 329 (footnotes omitted): "Here, unlike the 

situation in som.c cases, no charge of governmental misconduct or perv~!rsi-on of governmental power is advanced," 

Recently the Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit held that the attorney-Client privilege rnmt yield upon a "primafi:u::ie" showing 

th.al the communications were tnade in furtherance of a C{)ntinuing or foture thmd or crime. 

E Other circuits agree that a primaJ:tcie showing that some fraud or criminal misconduct may have tainted what wouid 

othenvise have hc,~n a privileged1 cnnft<lcntial relationship sufficient to require that the privilege yield. Sec, e.g .. 

l'. 2d 1076 (9th ('ir. !97i ), cert denied, 404 lf.S. 
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See also O'Rourk.e: iJ92l)j A.C. 581 (H.L.), 

establishing the same standard, 

2d 197.l); 
l 971}. The grand jury's finding cannot be challenged on the ground that it ,vas 

based upon ina<lequatc t:videnc0. Sec, e.g., United States H Calandra,---~ U.S.-~--, (42 U.S.L.W. 4104, 4106i Jan. 8, 1974J; 

(1956). 

The above decisions~ Gf course, co11ccrn findings of probable cause which appear on the face. of tbc in<lictmcm. ·n1e June 5, 1972 

grand jury could likewise have Hsted every known co-conspirator in tbc indictment, in which case that finding of complicity in the 

cons-piracy would have been conclusive in these pre-tliai proceedings. Out Gf deference to the -Prcsidcnt1s public position, ho-,,vever. 

the grand jury instead decidt.:d to vote in camera upon a finding of prohablc cause against ~ach allt~gcd co-c0n-spir11tor, but not. 10 name 
any formally in the indictmem. The grand jury further authori,i:cd the Special Prosecutor to discl1)Se and l'\..~ly upon its determination 

of probable cause if and when such action became nece.-:sJ.ry, There is no reason why the same conclusive effect should not be given 
to the grand jury's de-termination in this ca.-;.;:: as would have been accorded if the grand jury bad b~cn kss solicitous of the President's 
position. 
There: is no rc.1.s0n to believe that the grand jurfs finding is uncon~titntional or in any sense an abuse of the grand Jurts power. 

ln the district court, the President premised the motion lo expunge on the contention that the President is not subject to indictment 

prior to removal ·from office. The Cnnstitution, however, contains no explicit Presidential immunity from the ordinary process of the 
criminal lmv prior to impeachment an<l rcn1oyal, and lhcre arc substantial arguments that an implict irnunity is likewise not warranted 
by the Constitution, See Berger~ "The Yale Ll ! 11 i, l 123-36 (1974}: Rmvle. A 

holding that an 

impeachable officer is liable w c1imina~ prosecution prior to impeachment and rem0vut 

Hcrc1 ho\vever, the grand jury did not indict the, Pre.sit lent~ but lmly m.1111<,·d him as an unindlctcd C(H:·,m:-pirator. Therefore, the broader 
question of whether an tndktment of a sitting President is constitutionally permissible need not be reached. None of th..:: practical 

difficulties incident to indicting an incumbent President and requiring him to defend himself while stiU conducting the affairs of state 

exists when the grandjmy merdy names the Prcs.i<lent as an unindktcd co-conspirator. This at::tion docs not toonstitute substantial 
interforcnce with the Presidfnt's ability to perfonn his official Cunctinns. Fnr ~xamplc, an unindict-cd ;.:,o-conspirator need not sprml 

time and effort in prep.a.ring his 1..k:fonse, tilnc v.thk:h a President may need to devote m carrying out his constitutional dutit~~. Nor is 
there: any inherent unfairness in such a course since an incumbent President has at his command all nf the Nation's communications 

fa-eilitics to convey his position on the events in question. Thus, whatever m:ay be the case with respect to indictment, there are 
s.ub$lantial arguments for creating an immunity thr the: Pr<c:si<lcnt even from being identified ct co.-.c-onspirator when a 

finds it necessary and appropriate to do s.o in connection with an independent criminai prosecution of others, 
Furths::rnwre, even assuming argwmdo that the grand jury's action \v,111 without legal effect, the district judge had ample dlscr0tion to 
refuse to expunge its finding. Sec rn,ce,;cm,,,es. 2d 458,460 n. 

F. 79J (7th 1973), discussing the criteria to be applied in passing upon motions to expunge grand jury reports. The grand 

jury's action concerns a subject of legitimate puhhc concern. The President has neither alleged nnr established any prejudice from rhe 
grand jury's action. The. strong public interest in placing before the ~)etit jury what the grand jury believed \Vas the full scope of the 

alleged cnnspiracy to ob$trucl justice whkh fonns the ba$ls for the indictment in United Stales v, Mitchdl, et al. made it l'('ftSonable 

fi)r the grand jury to-designate aU participants in the conspiracy .as co-cot1spirators. In deference to the Ofii.ce of the Presidency, and 
sensitive to the practical difficulties in indicting an incumbcm Pri'...--side.nt, the grand jury nan1ed him as an unindicted co~conspirator1 

and there is no constitutional impediment to such .action, and no compelling l\"ason to expunge that detennination, 
Executive privilege stiH may attach, of course, to any suhpz1cnac<l material in-c1evani 1-o thi; issw:s to be tried in United States 

j.fftchell, et al. The -district court, in accordance with the procedures established in i: 

and fdlowed thereafkr, has m<lcrcd the President or any subordinate officer to suhm:it the originals ,of the subpoenaed items to that 

court Rriefly, under those proccdtm.:s, the -Prt~sidcnt or his d.csignce must rnbrnH an "'analysis'~ itemizing and indexing tho;-;c :;;cgmcnts 
of the materials for which he asscris a particularized daim of privilege (e.g., items subject to a claim of ''national security") and 

those. segments which he asserts arc irrek:vant to \Vatergatc, The. President may decline initially to submit for in c':amera inspection 

thnse Hems which he: contends rel.ate to ''national defcn:,e or ibreign rdations." If there are any such dain1:s, the district judge must 

hold a hearing to det-ennin-e \vbether to sustain the claim of particularized privilege, As to all items for which there no chtim. of 
particularized privilege or to which the district judge rejects such ~t claim, the judge must inspect them. in camera t0 determine 

which segments relate to ·watergatc and thus arc not privileged. The judge may consult with the par!ies in determining relevancy. 



21611

1343 

UNITED STATES Of AMERICA, Petitioner, v, Richard M .... , 1974 WL 174854 (1974) 

These procedures are folly consistent \Vlth the pdnciples set t1.,rth by this Court in 

,HO 

79 This was a different Jetter than the one for which the Chief Justice had issued a subpoena to the President in connection with the grand 

jury inquiry. Bun; Fed. Cas. 30 (N<l. 14,69-ld) (C.C.D. Va. 1807). 

80 The Chief Justice continued: "The president may himself state the particular reasons which may have induced him to withhold a 

paper, -and the couit vmuld unquestionably allow their fi..1.H force to those reasons. At the -same time, the court could not refuse. to pay 

proper atie.ntion to the affidavit of the accused." 

81 
Justices Black, Frankforter and Jackson dissented from the decision of the Court, relying on the opinion of Judge Maris below. '11 191 

.:!d 987 (3-d Cir. 1c,5 l ). Judge Maris, as did this Court, rejected the _government's contention that the determination of the executive 

omcc:r claiming the privilege must be accepted, Although Judge Maris rcc(lgnizcd a privilege for "'state secretst he rejected the 

availability of a ''housekeeping" privilege in an instance where the government had consented to be sued. Judge Marls predicted 

2d nt 995): "[W]c regard the recognition of such a sweeping privilege against any disclosure of the internnl operations of 

the executive departments of the Government as contrary to a sound public policy. * * lt is hut a srna.H step to assert a privilege 
against any disclosure of records merely because they mlght prove e.mbarrasing to government officers. * * *1

' 

The Presidem's Address to the Nation, April 29, 1974. 10 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents 452 (May 6, 1974). 

The recordings themselves are necessary for trial, and the President's. release of portions of some transcripts. cannot be considered 

adequate cmnpliance with the subpoena. As this Coult is wen aware1 the recordings themselves, and not the transcripts, constitute 

the most reliable evidence of what actually transpired. In Unift!d Statt\s, 173 U.S. 427, 439-40, the Court acknmvledged 

rhat recordings of admissible conversations are "highly useful evidence" and the "most reliable evidence _possible of a conversation." 

n FVl/itil?, 4011].S, Tn addition to providing the most accurate rcl1cction of what was actually spoken1 
the recordings also are important becat1se they reveal tone and inflection often necessary to evaluate the meaning of spoken words, 

FurthcnnorcJ a comparison of tht:: transcripts prepared by the \Vhite f louse and the transcripts prepared by the Watergate Special 
Prosecution Force of recordings previously produced by the President revct~!s material differences. In some cases, the transcripts 
differ as to the words spoken. ln other cases, a comparison indicates t11at the Whiic House has failed to transcribe portions without 

indicating that material has heen deleted or is unlntclligible. A number of these discrepancies were ca11ed to the a.ttentim1 of the district 
court. Sec Mt:moran<lum for the United States in Opposition to the Motion to Quash Subpoena Duces Tecum 40~43. The \Vhitc House 
transcripts also indicate that "material unrelated to Presidential actions" has been delded. The reasonable inference. to be drawn is 
that material has been dekted that relates to other pcrsons.1 actions concerning \Vatergate. Cl-early, such material is impoiiant to the 

prosecution of defendants in United States v .. Vilchell .et aL 

Finally, there is sornc question whether the transcripts, without the underlying recordings, would be admissible under the ''best 
evidence" rule. Gc.nerally stated, that mle provides that ·where a party seeks to prove the terms ofa ~'writing;' the 01iginal vvTiting must 

be produced unless it is shown to he unavailable. See McCormick, 230, 560 "The danger of mistransmitting 

critical foct~ which accompanies the use of written copies; or recollection, but which is largely avoJded when an original \'Vtiting 

is pre.seutcd to prove it"i tenns, justifies preference for the. original docurnents, 1' Id., § 23 l, at 561. Although recordings do not fall 

within the su-ict confines of t.hc rule, ·•sound recordings1 where their content ls sought to be proved, B:O dearly involve the identical 
considcratiom,{ applicable to writings as to warrant indus,ion within the rule." Id., § 232, at 563. 

g4 In Senate Sdect Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities v. Nb::on, supra, the court of appeals ruled that the Comn1ittee1s 

''need" for the five recordings it had subpoenaed ''is roo -attenuated and too tangential to its functions to permit a judicial judgment 

that the Prc-sident is required to comply with the Committee's subpoena" (slip op, at 17). The question the court aske.d was: whether the 
rt!cordings were ""demonstrably critical to the responsible fulfillment of the Committee's functionsn (slip op. at l3). Highly specific 

facttlnding, of course., is rarely, if ever~ ·'demonstrably critical" to the legislative function, whereas it is the ve1y e;:;scnce of the 

dctennination a trial jury is called upon to make beyond a reasonable douht. 

This rule was approved by the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit in F, 79L 

80 l 26 ( l %9). See also Cn!i!, 456 F, 2d 142, 145 (8th Cir. 

9 \Vcekly Compilation of Presidential Documents 697 (!vfay 28, t 973), 

87 Submission qf the Recorded Presidential O;nversations to the Committee on theJudicimT ofthe HouseofRepresentatives by President 
Richard Nixon, April 30,. 1974. This document was before the district court. See Transcript of Hearing on May r,, 1974. 

88 10 \Veekiy Compilation {)[Presidential Documents 451-52 (Ivtay 6, !974), 
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89 Affi:daYit of J, Fred Thompst,n dared August 91 J 973. lll'arings beJ(>re ihc-: Senate Selecl Commitlee on Presidential Campaign 

ANivilies. 93d Cong. !st Sess .. Book 4, at 1794-1800 ( 1973). 

Id.. Book 7, at 2888-89; Book 8, at 3 lO 1-02. 

See, e,g,, Letter from President Ricfowd M. Nixon to Senator Sam J, Ervin~ Chairman ofihe Senate. Sekct Committee on Pmsi<lentinl 
Campaign Activities, July 23, 1973, id .. Book 6, at 2479: 

.. Before their existence became rmblicly known, 1 personally listened to a num.ber of them, The tape,-. are entirely -consistent with 

,vhat. l know to be the truth and what l have stated to be the truth." 

In the Formal Claim of Privilege which was submitted a.long with the Motfrm to Quash, the President expressly stated that he was not 
asserting any privilege with respect to the twenty conversatJOns for which partial transcript$ already have been released publicly by 

the \Vhite House. Since no privilege was asserted as to these conversations, no further inquiry was necessary by the district court into 
\vhethcr th~rc would otherwise have been any privilege. or wh1~ther the _government had a strnng nec<l for the evidence, or \vhether 

ihe government's need out\veighed any available privilege, Thus 1 the Special Prosecutor's sh(nving of relevancy and evidendary value 

m- these conversations, which \Vas held adequate to satisfy I 7(c), warranted enforcement of the subpoena (at least as to the 

portion~ of the tapes for which transcripts have been released) without more.. 

Some of the material -contained in the Appendix, and additional material relating to conversations of June 41 1973, being sought by 
ltem 46 of the subpoena, \1.:cre also discussed at oral argument bd'ore the distrkt court on !\fay 13, 1974. 
lu his Reply M..::morandum hdo,v, counsel for the President argued that the Special Pros1:;cutor's reliance on C:arter and related 
was misleading be-eau§c in sornl: of 1hose cases pretrial production of material adiniss.iblc ·f;:.1r impeachment of ,vitncss was in fact 

denied. In the instant case. of course. the necessity of pre-trial production is predicated on the.~ govenuncnes. showing-apf'.l.Jrently not 

.contested by counsel for the President-that delaying production of the recordings until trial would n0t allow adequate time for k~Bting . 

.enha.nccn1cnt, transcription, and preparation of the e.vidcnce that would be required for actual use at trial. 

In some instances tJ1pc recordings alr-::ady obtained by the Special Prosecutor contain strong t:videncc of the refo,Nmcy 0-fadditionat 
eonvt.:'rsations sought u11d<'r this subpoena, For examp!~1 it was pointed out in oral argmncnt in the district court that the June 4. t 97-1, 
recording of the President listening to prior recordings indicates why the Ivtarch 13, 1973, tekphon0 conversations sought by Item 

46 of the subpoena arc im_portant. Sec Transcript of Hearing on May I 3, 1974. at 57. 

As pointed out below. the transcripts in some instances provide drcumstantiai evidence. concerning what happened at meetings frw 
which no transcripts: ,vere released. In addition, the Court certainly rnay take notice of the fact t}rnt each and every .subpoena..:<l 

conversation for \vhich a tr.ans .. ~ript was subsequently released did in fact substantially concern \Viikrgatc. 

Transcript of Hearing, May 13, 1973, at 61~62. 

19701, cert. denied, 400 l 009; United States :HcKeev.:r, 160 E Supp, 

426 (S.D.NY 1958). 

100 See Stubbs 1.: United S'tates, supra,' cf, (D.C. Cir. 1969) (authentication of wdtings); 

Proposed Rnlc 90! (b)(9). 

The court upheld the di~trict court's excrci-:;c of <liscrt.~tiun not to compel pn:,duciion prior to trial because the government ha<l already 
played the recordings for dcfi.~ndant and his counsd over a period of several days, 

Se.e Afonroe i~ Uni!ed States, supra. Prior consistent stakmems have traditionaHy been admissible only to rebut charges of recent 

fabrication or in1propet tnfiuence 1W motive, hut the Proposed Rules 80l(<l)( l }tB), \Vouid pe:nnit use of 

such statements as substantive evidence as well. 
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Jeterioration in Ukraine's tenns of trade due to a drop in global commodity prices and re-
escalation of the conflict in the east in the beginning of the year led to a larger than earlier Real GDP, % change y1y 
expected decline in real GDP in the first half of 2015. 10 ~----------

There have been encouraging signs of stabilization since the middle of the year. 
Nonetheless, even as periodic flaring up of the conflict adds to uncertaintiesJ Ukraine's 
economic prospects depend on whether the authorities continue to implement ·5 

macroeconomic and structural reforms and ensure sustainability of its debt. -10 

We project real GDP to decline by 12 percent In 2015 compared with a contraction of 7.5 .0J 
percent in our April Economic Update. We forecast recove,y in the second half and next ·'15 ~-----____ _ 
year to result in growth of 1 percent in 2016. Slower mform implementation or escalation "& g. 'So ~ 0 . 'ct tr ~ ey 'ti, B- ~ '& 9, '& 

of the conflict may delay economic recove,y. ! 1 · ! ffi i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ i ~ ~ 

Economic activity appears to have stabilized since tile middle of the year after a broad 
based decline across all sectors in the first half reduced GDP by 16 percent year-on, ; 
year (y/y), The conflict in the industrial east led to stoppages in production at a few steel 

CAB and External Debt, % GDP 

factories as well as lower in others because of disruption in supply and distrtbu1ion o 
chains. Overall Industrial fell by 20.5 percent y/y in the first half of 2015, with large 
regional variations. A sharp in the east was partially compensated by relatively good -s 

~::~;,~;:~er~~i~~:::J:;!~~e
8ie~f;~~~ ;:g/~:~~=:~;::i;~:

0
i,~~~~a~i~~!u(~=~; •10 

percent and consumption (down 20 percent y/y) during the first half of 2015. High _15 
1ea0 "1ncy indicates the tentative stabilization and recovery have begun since July: j i g I I J g ! g ! E: ~ If ! sf 

1einindustrialproductionslowedto5.8percenty/yandintradeto18.8percentinAugust i. R !l R,, !l !l !l !l i.,, !l fl fl !l 
1111, suggests that GOP decline in the third quarter was limited to about ·1 ·1 percent. 
depreciation in the beginning of the year and a one-off utility tariff adjustment led 
inflation. Twelve-month consumer price inflation recently peaked at 60.9 percent in April CPI and M3, yly change 
before declining to 52.8 percent in August 00 -------------

The general government deficit is on track to narrow as budgeted this year, but 00 

pressures for financing Neftogaz and recapitalizing the banking system remain ,io +--,,------------+
significant. Due to higher than budgeted inflation and fiscal measures implemented this year, 20 .;<--"'"c::=:--,•""""",:::--=="=#-i
revenues increased by 30 percent yly in the first half of 2015. General government spending 
remained broadly unchanged in nominal terms despite higher inflation, and thus budget deficit 
narrowed compared to the annual target. However, the need to cover Naftogaz deficit and to 
boost confidence in the banking system by recapitalizing !he Deposit Guarantee Fund and 
state--0wned banks is putting pressure. on government resources, An increase in VAT refund 
arrears is also worrisome. 

The weaker currency and a large contraction in imports helped balance the current 
account in the first half of 2015 while pressures on the capital account have declined; 
however, risks remain high. After a sharp currency devaluation in early 2015 followed by 
administrative restrictions, the current account has been almost balanced since April. A large 
contraction in exports was offset by a decline in imports due to the weak economy, hryvnia 
depreciation, and the import surcharge. Capital outflows were mostly related to external debt 
payments by companies and banks. These outflows were partially oftset by a decline in 
foreign-exchange outflows from the banking system, and an increase in FDI related to bank 
recapitalizations. Overall, net capital outflows and external vulnerabilities persist. With over 

billion in official disbursements so far this year from the IMF, the Wand Bank and other 
:ipment partners, international reserves increased to US$12.6 billion by the end of 

August (equivalent to 3 months of imports). 

Monetization and Re-serves 

30 

10 
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Despite early signs of stabilization, economic prospects for Ukraine depend on how the conflict in the east unfolds and whether 
the authorities continue carrying out reforms in the challenging domestic and international environment and ensure sustainability 
··ts debt. We project real GDP to fall by 12 percent in 2015 taking into acwmt a sharp contraction in the first half of the year, followed by 

ower decline during the second half of the year. The decline is expected in all sectors inducting agriculture, but mast notably in metals and 
mining that are most affected by the conflict and weak external demand. Meanwhile, retail trade is projected ta continue declining because 
real disposable incomes have fallen due to sharp increases in utility prices, devaluation and declining wages. On the positive side, the 
devaluation is helping bolster net exports while further increases in tariffs together with fiscal discipline should create sufficient fiscal space 
ta unlock government investment in the future. This, together with efforts to clean up the banking system and a gradual resumption of lending, 
is projected to set the stage far gradual economic recovery in 2016, with real GDP growth at 1 percent 

Sustaining reform implementation should help mitigate the impact of a vast array of risks confronting Ukraine. The macroeconomic 
policy mix adopted by the authorities so far has proven efficient in mitigating the negative impact of the sharp decline in the real sector on 
fiscal and current account balances. Given that risks remain high, it is essential to maintain the flexible exchange rate regime and prudent 
fiscal policy as well as to carry on with refonns aimed at reducing Naftogaz imbalances. In this case, the general government deficit is 
projected to adjust downwards from 4.2 percent of GDP in 2015 to 3.1 percent of GDP in 2017. The gas tariff increase is expected to help 
reduce to nil the below-the.line financing of Naftogaz deficit by 2016. Macroeconomic adjustment should help to keep the current.account 
deficit at about 1 percent of GDP in 2015. Financial pressures associated with net capital outflows would also ease in view of the restructuring 
of sovereign and quasi-sovereign debt and the ongoing restructuring of foreign private liabilities. If our expectations concerning modest 
economic recovery, gradual currency stabilization, and sustained fiscal discipline are indeed fulfilled, public and publicly-guaranteed debt 
should decline to 82 percent of GDP by 2017. 

The outlook is subject to serious downside risks. These include an escalation of the conflict in lhe east that may further jeopardize investor 
and consumer confidence and destroy industrial potential, a further global commodity price decline that can negatively impact Ukraine's terms 
of trade, and a slowdown in reforms that may increase structural imbalances again and delay official financial assistance. While the first two 
risks are exogenous, mitigation of the latter risk is in the authorities' own hands. A fragile political environment, geopolitical challenges, 
possible social resistance ta reforms in the absence of strong safely nets, opposition by vested interests who stand to lose from reforms, .. 
all these factors could undermine or slow down reforms. This would likely lower or delay international financial assistance and could 
""'cerbate fiscal and balance of payment problems. This could result in a prolonged recession, as reorientation of Ukrainian exports towards 

lf mart<ets will require more time and investment. 
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11125/2019 Who are Hunter Biden's Ukrainian bosses? I Europe! News and current affairs from around the continent l DW 116,05.2014 

TOP STOR:1ES !WORLD I EUROPE 

EUROPE 

Who are Hunter Biden's Ukrainian bosses? 
The appointment of Joe Biden's son to the board of Ukrainian gas firm Burisma has raised eyebrows the world over. The 
names of the company's actual owners are being protected like state secrets. 

Who does Hunter Biden really work for? It's the question the media has been asking since Wednesday (14.05,.2014), when it was revealed that 

the son of the US vice president joined the board of the Ukrainian gas company Buris ma Holdings in April. 

The fonner Polish President.Aleksander Kwasniewski also sits on the company's board, but his photo only appeared on llurisma's w·ebRite on 

Friday (16.05.2014). even though he joined the company in January. Then the president of Ukraine was still Vilctor Yanukovych, with whom 

Kwasniewski had previously negotiated on behalf of the European Parliament to secure the release of imprisoned former Prime Minister Yulia 

Tymoshenko. 

The remaining board members include two Americans, two Cypriots, and four young Ukrainians, almost all of whom spent stints in Russia 

during their careers. The bulk of the company's management was replaced in 2013, and Oleksandr .Kharcbenko, director of the Energy 

Industry Research Center in Kyiv, says this may indicate a change in ownership. "It simply wasn't reported," he told DW. He sees Burisma as a 

,any with a lot of potential, as does Hennadi Koba! of the Kyiv Center of Oil and Gas "Newfolk": "l'hey've secured good land for 

1selves." 

https:/Jwww.dw.com/enJwho..are--huntar-bidens-ukrainlan-bosses/a-17642254 1/3 
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Hunter Biden (right) has now joined Burisma last month 

Anyone wanting to know more about the company needs time. Burisma's modest 

website says the firm was founded in 2002 and grew to become "one of Ukraine's 

largest independent gas producers." There's no mention of the owners. 

London-based PR firm Bell Pottinger handles Burisma's media relations, though they 

failed to respond to a DW request about Burisma. One of Bell Pottinger's founders, 

Lord Timothy Bell, once advised former British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, as 

well as the first Russian President Boris Yeltsin. Prominent customers in recent years 

include Asma Assad1 the wife of the Syrian President, and the government of Belarus. 

Yanukovych's gas baron 

Ukrainian media reports about Burisma reveal an impenetrable web of companies, most of which are registered in Cyprus. One name, Mykola 

Slotshevski, appears more than once. The 47~year-old is thought to have been the original owner of the company - at least until recently. 

Slotshevski has built a career in the oil and gas business since the early 199os. In 2013, the Ukrainian news magazine "Korrespondent" 

estimated his fortune at about $238 million (173 million eures}. 

Slotshevski, known for having a fondness for British luxury cars like Rolls Royee and Bentley, was a member of the Ukrainisn parliament, and 

headed the Environment Ministry between 2010 and 2012 before serving on the Security Council. He was well-connected in Yanukovych's 

government, ousted in February 2014. 

Growth in gas 

In late 2013, Slotshevski denied that he owned Burisma, and an employee in his office reported that he sold the company- but no evidence of 

this has come to light yet. Two oligarchs, Ihor Kolomojski and Vik.tor Pinchuk, have been named as the possi'ble new owners. Kolomojski was 

appointed the new head of the regional administration in Dnipropetrovsk after the recent change of government in Kyiv. He is believed to 

wield more political influence than Pinchuk. 

could not reach Kolomojski for comment about Burlsma. Pinchuk refused to comment, but is said to have a good relationship with the 

...,,.,,~,mcratic Party in the US, and is also believed to have been a long time friend of former Polish President Kwasniewski. 

According to expert estimates, Ukraine's own gas reserves only meet about a third - 15 to 2.0 billion cubic meters - of the country's gas needs. 

Most of the demand is covered by state-owned companies, but the private sector's share is growing, and there are believed to extensive gas 

deposits in the country's east. But in order to mine there, Ukraine needs the expertise of Western corporations. 

US firms in Ukraine 

The US has been active in Ukraine for some time. In 2007, the finn Vanco won a contract to extract gas from 

the Black Sea, a deal that was annulled by Tymoshenko after the firm passed on the rights to another 

company that included eastern Ukrainian and Russian business interests. 

Yanukovych's government worked hard to win over US and multinational firms for oil and gas extraction in 

Ukraine. Kyiv signed a contract with the US-based Chevron at the end of 2013 to extract shale gas in the west 

of the country. Another deal with the energy giant ExxonMobil ~ for gas in the Black Sea area~ was 

abandoned following opposition protests. 

Tymoshenko scuppered a deal to 
prevent Russian interests controlling 
Ukrainian gas 

But the news about the appointment of Hunter Biden has sparked allegations of nepotism - not least because it was revealed just a few weeks 

after his father's visit to Kyiv on April 2.2. Neither Burisma or the US State Department responded to DWs requests for comment. White 

House spokesman Jay camey would say only that Hunter Biden was a private dtizen and that his job had no impact on US policy. 

DW RECOMMENDS 

fkraine crisis reaches into the Arctic 
,pe and the United States are planning further sanctions against Russia, as the Ukrainian conflict continues. The political standoff is also creating 

(1?;-ni:: ?f\1;t) 

https://www.dw.com/en/who-are-hunter-bldens-ukralnian-bossesla-17642254 213 
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Toe US has included him on its Santi.ions list, yet Vladimir Yakunin is still welcome in BerHn. The head of Russian Railways, a critic of the West mid close 
confidant to Putin, will speak on Euro}X'.an-Russlan re-lations. (15,05.2-014) 

Subdued business prospects: Gennan companies in Russia 

ts. Many firms have seen revem:u•=" and :investment vol um-es decline. ( 14,05,:2014) 

Date 16.05.2014 

Author Roman Goncharenko / nm 

Permallnk htlps:l/p.dw.com/p/1C1YU 

https:/lwww.dw.com/en/who-are-ll!Jnter-bldens-ukrainlan-bossesla-17642254 
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12/15/2019 Dem rep brushes off Pelosi pushbaci<, says he'!! pursue Trump impeachment I Fox News 

DEMOCRATS , Published March 12 

Dem rep brushes off Pelosi pushback, says he'll pursue 
Trump impeachment 
a By Smoke Slngman, Guerin Hays I Fox News 

New Democratic fault line: Nancy P«ilosl ililys slle's oppolled to impoelilng Trump 
House Speaker Nancy Pelosi says President Trump Is 'not worth' risk of impeachment; chief congressional corre$pondoot Mlke Emanuel reports 

Hl!L 

Outspoken Democratic Rep: Al GreEin is not letting House Speaker Nancy Pelosi's newly announced 
opposition to impeachment proceedings hold him back. 

https:/lwww.foxnews.eom/polltles/dom-rep-brushes-off-pelosi.pushbaci<-says-hell~p.lmpeachment 1fl 
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12/1512019 Dem rep brushes off Pelosi pushback, says he'll pursue Trump Impeachment I Fox News 

Green, D-Texas, speaking with Fox News, said Tuesday that he still intends to bring articles of 
impeachment against President Trump to the House floor for a vote. 

PELOSI SAYS SHE'S OPPOSED TO IMPEACHING TRUMP: 'HE'S JUST NOT WORTH IT' 

"Each member of the House has the prerogative to bring impeachment to a vote. I intend to bring 
impeachment to a vote, and I will do so because the president has been acknowledged by leaders 
and others that he is not flt to hold the office; Green said. "He's causing harm to society and as 
such, he should be impeached." 

On the first day of the new Congress this year, Green and Rep. Brad Sherman, D-Calif., introduced 
articles of impeachment against the president. The pair also raised the issue in 2017 and 2018, to 
no avail. 

"This is not about any individual. It's about liberty and justice for all. It's about maintaining our 
democracy. It's not about Democrats, it's about keeping the republic, and frankly, not about 
Republicans; Green said Tuesday. "It's about our country. I love my country." 

littps1/www.foxnews.com/politios/dem-rep-brushes-on:.petosi--pushbaciM1ays-hel,pursue-trump.fmpeachment 217 



21620

1352 

12/15/2019 Oem rep brushes off Pelosi pushback, says tu,'11 pursue Trump Impeachment I Fox News 

UNITEO STATES • JANUARY 15: Rep. Al Green, D-Texas, speaks during a news conference in the Capitol Visitor Center on tha full 
implementation of tha Affordable Care Act In Texas. (Photo By Tom Wllliams/CQ Roll Call) 

'preen's comments follow Pelosi making her most-public attempt yet to tamp down impeachment 
chatter. 

"I'm not for impeachment; Pelosi told The Washington Post Magazine in an interview published 
Monday. "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." 

She added: "And he's just not worth it." 

Trump's attorney, former New York City Mayor Rudy Giuliani said that Pelosi was "being realistic as 
to the political reaction" of impeachment. 

"Maybe she doesn't see any real evidence of anything wrongful: Giuliani told Fox News on Tuesday. 

TLAIB SAYS SHE'LL INTRODUCE ARTICLES OF IMPEACHMENT AGAINST TRUMP THIS MONTH 

Meanwhile, senior Democrats appeared to get in line with Pelosi on the issue for the time being. 

We need to have as much information as possible ... the American people are going to have to 
decide," House Majority Whip Steny Hoyer, D-Md., told reporters Tuesday. "While we have 
impeachment authority, we have to be very cognizant of what the American people need." 

https://www.foxnews.com/polltics/dem-rep-brushes-off.pelosi-pushback-says-hell-pursue-trump-lmpeechment 317 
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12/15/2019 Dem rep brushes off Pelosi pushback, says he'll pursue Trump impeachment I Fox News 

"The distraction would be major," Hoyer said. 

Even House Intelligence Chairman Adam Schiff, D-Calif., who is leading one of several Trump
ocused investigations on Capitol Hill, sided with Pelosi, calling her "absolutely right" to hold back 

on impeachment proceedings. 

"A bipartisan process would have to be extra clear and compelling," Schiff told reporters. "l think the 
speaker is absolutely right ln its absence, an impeachment [process} becomes a partisan exercise 
doomed for failure. And ! see little to be gained by putting the country through that kind of 
wrenching experience.· 

But freshman Rep. Rashida T!aib, D-Mich., who has repeatedly advocated impeachment, suggested 
she'd continue to speak her mind on the issue. 

"Speaker Pelosi has always encouraged me to represent my district, never has told me to stop; she 
told reporters. "Has never told me to do anything differently. Ever." 

Fox News' John Roberts, Jared Halpern, and The Associated Press contributed to this report. 

News. her on Twitter at 

htfps:/Jwww.roxnows.eom/pofi!!cs/dem-rep-blusho0.¢ff-pelosi-pullhback-says-helf.pursue-tromp..!mpooci>mon! 
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Transcript: Donald Trump Expounds on His Foreign Policy 
Views 

I nytimes.com/2016/03127/us/politics/donald-trump-transcript.html 

March 26. 2016 

Over two telephone conversations on Friday, Donald J. Trump, the Republican presidential 
candidate, discussed his views on foreign policy with Maggie Haberman and David E. Sanger of The 

New York Times. Here is an edited transcript of their interview (or just the highlights). 

HABERMAN: I wanted to ask you about some things that you said in Washington on Monday, more 
recently. But you've talked about them a bunch. So, you have said on several occasions that you 
want Japan and South Korea to pay more for their own defense. You've been saying versions of that 

about Japan for 30 years. Would you object if they got their own nuclear arsenal, given the threat that 
they face from North Korea and China? 

TRUMP: Well, you know, at some point, there is going to be a point at which we just can't do this 
anymore. And, I know the upsides and the downsides. But right now we're protecting, we're basically 

protecting Japan, and we are, every time North Korea raises its head, you know, we get calls from 
Japan and we get calls from everybody else, and "Do something.• And there'll be a point at which 

we're just not going to be able to do it anymore. Now, does that mean nuclear? It could mean 
nuclear. It's a very scary nuclear world. Biggest problem, to me, in the world, is nuclear, and 
proliferation. At the same time, you know, we're a country that doesn't have money. You know, when 
we did these deals, we were a rich country. We're not a rich country. We were a rich country with a 
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very strong military and tremendous capability in so many ways. We're not anymore. We have a 

military that's severely depleted. We have nuclear arsenals which are in very terrible shape. They 

don't even know if they work. We're not the same country, Maggie and David, I mean, I think you 

would both agree. 

SANGER: So, just to follow Maggie's thought there, though, the Japanese view has always been, if 

the United States, at any point, felt as if it was uncomfortable defending them, there has always been 

a segment of Japanese society, and of Korean society that said, "Well, maybe we should have our 

own nuclear deterrent, because if the U.S. isn't certain, we need to make sure the North Koreans 

know that." Is that a reasonable position. Do you think at some point they should have their own 

arsenal? 

TRUMP: Well, it's a position that we have to talk about, and it's a position that at some point is 

something that we have to talk about, and if the United States keeps on its path, its current path of 

weakness, they're going to want to have that anyway with or without me discussing it, because I don't 

think they feel very secure in what's going on with our country, David. You know, if you look at how 

we backed our enemies, it hasn't - how we backed our allies - it hasn't exactly been strong. When 

you look at various places throughout the world, it hasn't been very strong. And I just don't think 

we're viewed the same way that we were 20 or 25 years ago, or 30 years ago. And, you know, I think 

it's a problem. You know, something like that, unless we get very strong, very powerful and very rich, 

quickly, I'm sure those things are being discussed over there anyway without our discussion. 

HABERMAN: Will you -

SANGER: And would you have an objection to it? 

TRUMP: Um, at some point, we cannot be the policeman of the world. And unfortunately, we have a 

nuclear world now. And you have, Pakistan has them. You have, probably, North Korea has them. I 

mean, they don't have delivery yet, but you know, probably, I mean to me, that's a big problem. And, 

would I rather have North Korea have them with Japan sitting there having them also? You may very 

well be better off if that's the case. In other words, where Japan is defending itself against North 

Korea, which is a real problem. You very well may have a better case right there. We certainly 

haven't been able to do much with him and with North Korea. But you may very well have a better 

case. You know, one of the things with the, with our Japanese relationship, and I'm a big fan of 

Japan, by the way. I have many, many friends there. I do business with Japan. But, that, if we are 

attacked, they don't have to do anything. If they're attacked, we have to go out with full force. You 

understand. That's a pretty one-sided agreement, right there. In other words, if we're attacked, they 

do not have to come to our defense, if they're attacked, we have to come totally to their defense. And 

that is a, that's a real problem. 

Nuclear Weapons, Cyberwarfare and Spying on Allies 

HABERMAN: Would you, you were just talking about the nuclear world we live in, and you've said 

many times, and I've heard you say it throughout the campaign, that you want the U.S. to be more 

unpredictable. Would you be willing to have the U.S. be the first to use nuclear weapons in a 
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confrontation with adversaries? 

TRUMP: An absolute last step. I think it's the biggest, I personally think it's the biggest problem the 

world has, nuclear capability. I think it's the single biggest problem. When people talk global warming, 
I say the global warming that we have to be careful of is the nuclear global warming. Single biggest 

problem that the world has. Power of weaponry today is beyond anything ever thought of, or even, 

you know, it's unthinkable, the power. You look at Hiroshima and you can multiply that times many, 

many times, is what you have today, And to me, it's the single biggest, it's the single biggest problem. 

SANGER: You know, we have an alternative these days in a growing cyberarsenal. You've seen the 

growing cybercommand and so forth. Could you give us a vision of whether or not you think that the 

United States should regularly be using cyberweapons, perhaps, as an alternative to nuclear? And if 

so, how would you either threaten or employ those? 

TRUMP: I don't see it as an alternative to nuclear in terms of, in terms of ultimate power. Look, in the 
perfect world everybody would agree that nuclear would, you know, be so destructive, and this was 

always the theory, or was certainly the theory of many. That the power is so enormous that nobody 

would ever use them. But, as you know, we're dealing with people in the world today that would use 

them, O.K? Possibly numerous people that use them, and use them without hesitation if they had 
them. And there's nothing, there's nothing as, there's nothing as meaningful or as powerful as that, 

and you know the problem is, and it used to be, and you would hear this, David, and I would hear it, 

and everybody would hear it, and - I'm not sure I believed it, ever. ! talk sometimes about my uncle 

from M.1.T., and he would tell me many years ago when he was up at M.I.T. as a, he was a professor, 

he was a great guy in many respects, but a very brilliant guy, and he would tell me many years ago 

about the power of weapons someday, that the destructive force of these weapons would be so 
massive, that it's going to be a scary world. And, you know, we have been under the impression that, 

well we've been, l think it's misguided somewhat, I've always felt this but that nobody would ever use 

them because of the power. And the first one to use them, l think that would be a very bad thing. And 

I will tell you, l would very much not want to be the first one to use them, that I can say. 

HABERMAN: O.K 

SANGER: The question was about cyber, how would you envision using cyberweapons? 
Cyberweapons in an attack to take out a power grid in a city, so forth. 

TRUMP: First off, we're so obsolete in cyber. We're the ones that sort of were very much involved 

with the creation, but we're so obsolete, we just seem to be toyed with by so many different countries, 

already. And we don't know who's doing what. We don't know who's got the power, who's got that 

capability, some people say it's China, some people say it's Russia. But certainly cyber has to be a, 

you know, certainly cyber has to be in our thought process, very strongly in our thought process. 
Inconceivable that, inconceivable the power of cyber. But as you say, you can take out, you can take 

out, you can make countries nonfunctioning with a strong use of cyber. l don't think we're there. I 
don't think we're as advanced as other countries are, and I think you probably would agree with that 

I don't think we're advanced, I think we're going backwards in so many different ways. I think we're 
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going backwards with our military. I certainly don't think we are, we move forward with cyber, but 
other countries are moving forward at a much more rapid pace. We are frankly not being led very well 
in terms of the protection of this country. 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, just a quick follow-up on that question. As you know, we discovered in 
recent years that the U.S. spies extensively against its allies. That's what came up with Edward 
Snowden and his data trove including Israel and Germany. 

TRUMP: Edward Snowden has caused us tremendous problems. 

HABERMAN: But would you continue the programs that are in place now, or would you halt them, in 
terms of spying against our allies? 

SANGER: Like Israel and Germany. 

TRUMP: Right. They're spying against us. Edward Snowden has caused us tremendous problems. 
Edward Snowden has been, you know, you have the two views on Snowden, obviously: You have, 
he's wonderful, and you have he's horrible. I'm in the horrible category. He's caused us tremendous 
problems with trust, with everything about, you know, when they're showing, Merkel's cellphone has 
been spied on, and are - Now, they're doing it to us, and other countries certainly are doing it to us, 
and but what I think what he did, I think it was a tremendous, a tremendous disservice to the United 
States. I think and I think it's amazing that we can't get him back. 

SANGER: President Obama ordered an end to the spying, to the listening in on Angela Merkel's 
cellphone, if that's in fact what we were doing. Was that the right decision? 

TRUMP: Well you see, I don't know that, you know, when I talk about unpredictability, I'm not sure 
that we should be talking about me - On the assumption that I'm doing well, which I am, and that I 
may be in that position, I'm not sure that I would want to be talking about that. You understand what I 
mean by that, David. We're so open, we're so, "Oh I wouldn't do this, I wouldn't do that, I would do 
this, I would do that." And it's not so much with Merkel, but it's certainly with other countries. You 
know, that really, where there's, where there's a different kind of relationship, and a much worse 
relationship than with Germany. So, you know there's so, there's such predictability with our country. 
We go and we send 50 soldiers over to the Middle East and President Obama gets up and 
announces that we're sending 50 soldiers to the Middle East. Fifty very special soldiers. And they 
now have a target on their back, and everything we do, we announce, instead of winning, and 
announcing when it's all over. There's such, total predictability of this country, and it's one of the 
reasons we do so poorly. You know, I'd rather not say that. I would like to see what they're doing. 
Because you know, many countries, I can't say Germany, but many countries are spying on us. I 
think that was a great disservice done by Edward Snowden. That I can tell you. 

How to Defeat !SIS 
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HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, you have talked about your plans to defeat !SIS, and how you would 

approach it. Would you be willing to stop buying oil from the Saudis if they're unwilling lo go in and 

help? 

SANGER: On the ground? 

TRUMP: Oh yeah, sure. I would do that. The beautiful thing about oil is that, you know, we're really 

getting close, because of tracking, ahd because of new technology, we're really in a position that we 

weren't in, you know, years ago, and the reason we're in the Middle East is for oil. And all of a 

sudden we're finding out that there's less reason to be. Now, now, we're in the Middle East for really 

defense, because we can't allow them, I mean, look, I was against the war in Iraq. I thought it would 

destabilize the Middle East, and it has destabilized it, it's totally destabilized the Middle East. The way 

Obama got out of the war was, you know, disgraceful, and idiotic. When he announced the date 

certain, they pulled back, and they said, "Oh, well." As much as they don't mind dying, they do mind 

dying. And they pulled back, and then, you know, it's a, it was a terrible thing the way he announced 

that, and then he didn't leave troops behind so that, you know, whatever there was of Iraq, which in 

my opinion wasn't very much, because I think that, you know, the government was totally corrupt, 

and they put the wrong people in charge, and you know, that in its own way led to the formation of 

ISIS, because they weren't given their due. But, I think that President Obama, the way he got out of 

that war was unbelievable. I think Hillary Clinton was catastrophic in those decisions, having to do 

with Libya and just about everything else, Every bad decision that you could make in the Middle East 

was made. And now if you look at it, if you would go back 15 years ago, and I'm not saying it was 

only Obama, lt was Obama's getting out, it was other people's getting in, but you go back 15 years 

ago, and I say this, if our presidents would have just gone to the beach and enjoyed the ocean and 

the sun, we would've been much better off in the Middle East, than all of this tremendous death, 

destruction, and you know, monetary loss, it's just incredible. 'Cause we're further, we're far worse off 

today than we were 15 years ago or 1 O years ago in the Middle East Far worse. 

SANGER: But I just want to make sure I understand your answer to Maggie's question. So you said 

earlier this week that we should use air power but not send in ground forces. That had to be done by 

the regional Arab partners. We assume by that, you mean the Saudis, the U.A.E. and others from 

whom we might purchase oil or have alliances. I think Maggie's question, if I understood it right, was 

if these countries are unwilling to send in ground troops against ISIS, and so far they have been, 

despite President Obama's efforts to get them in, would you be willing to say, "We will stop buying oil 

from you, until you send ground troops?" 

TRUMP: There's two answers to that. The answer is, probably yes, but I would also say this: We are 

not being reimbursed for our protection of many of the countries that you'll be talking about, that, 

including Saudi Arabia. You know, Saudi Arabia, for a period of time, now the oil has gone down, but 

still the numbers are phenomenal, and the amount of money they have is phenomenal. But we 

protect countries, and take tremendous monetary hits on protecting countries. That would include 

Saudi Arabia, but it would include many other countries, as you know. We have, there's a whole big 

list of them. We lose, everywhere. We lose monetarily, everywhere. And yet, without us, Saudi Arabia 

wouldn't exist for very long. It would be, you know, a catastrophic failure without our protection. And 

I'm trying to figure out, why is it that we aren't going in and saying, at a minimum, at a minimum it's a 
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two-part question, with respect to Maggie's question. But why aren't we going in and saying, "At a 
minimum, I'm sorry folks, but you have to, under no circumstances can we continue to do this." You 
know, we needed, we needed oil desperately years ago. Today, because - again, because of the 
new technologies, and because of places that we never thought had oil, and they do have oil, and 
there's a glut on the market, there's a tremendous glut on the market, I mean you have ships out at 
sea that are loaded up and they don't even know where to go dump it. But we don't have that same 
pressure anymore, at all. And we shouldn't have that for a long periocJ of time, because there's so 
many places. I mean, they're closing wells all over the place. So, I would say this, I would say at a 
minimum, we have to be reimbursed, substantially reimbursed, l mean, to a point that's far greater 
than what we're being paid right now. Because we're not being reimbursed for the kind of 
tremendous service that we're performing by protecting various countries. Now Saudi Arabia's one of 
them. I think if Saudi Arabia was without the cloak of American protection of our country's, of U.S. 
protection, think of Saudi Arabia. I don't think it would be around. It would be, whether it was internal 
or external, it wouldn't be around for very long. And they're a money machine, they're a monetary 
machine, and yet they don't reimburse us the way we should be reimbursed. So that's a real problem. 
And frankly, I think it's a real, in terms of bringing our country back, because our country's a poor 
country. Our country is a debtor nation, we're a debtor nation. I mean, we owe trillions of dollars to 
people that are buying our bonds, in the form of other countries. You look at China, where we owe 
them $1.7 trillion, you have Japan, $1.5 trillion. We're a debtor nation. We can't be a debtor nation. I 
don't want to be a debtor nation. I want it to be the other way. One of the reasons we're a debtor 
nation, we spend so much on the military, but the military isn't for us. The military is to be policeman 
for other countries. And to watch over other countries. And there comes a point that, and many of 
these countries are tremendously rich countries. Not powerful countries, but - in some cases they 
are powerful - but rich countries. 

SANGER: One more along the lines of your !SIS strategy. You've seen the current strategy, which is, 
you've seen Secretary Kerry trying to seek a political accord between President Assad and the rebel 
forces, with Assad eventually leaving. And then the hope is to turn al! those forces, including Russia 
and Iran, against !SIS. Is that the right way to do it? Do you have an alternative approach? 

TRUMP: Well, I thought the approach of fighting Assad and !SIS simultaneously was madness, and 
idiocy. They're fighting each other and yet we're fighting both of them. You know, we were fighting 
both of them. I think that our far bigger problem than Assad is !SIS, I've always felt that. Assad is, you 
know I'm not saying Assad is a good man, 'cause he's not, but our far greater problem is not Assad, 
it's ISIS. 

SANGER: I think President Obama would agree with that 

TRUMP: O.K., well, that's good. But at the same time -yeah, he would agree with that, I think to an 
extent. But I think, you can't be fighting two people that are fighting each other, and fighting them 
together. You have to pick one or the other. And you have to go at -

SANGER: So how would your strategy differ from what he's doing right now? 
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TRUMP: Well I can only tell you - I can't tell you, because his strategy, it's open and it would seem to 

be fighting ISIS but he's fighting it in such a limited capacity. I've been saying, take the oil. I've been 

saying it for years. Take the oil. They still haven't taken the oil. They still haven't taken it. And they 

hardly hit the oil. They hardly make a dent in the oil. 

SANGER: The oil that ISIS is pumping. 

TRUMP: Yes, the oil that ISIS is pumping, where they're getting tremendous amounts of revenue. 

I've said, hit the banking channels. You know, they have very sophisticated banking channels, which I 

understand, but I don't think a lot of people do understand. You know, they're taking in tremendous 

amounts of money from banking channels. That, you know, many people in countries that you think 

are our allies, are giving !SIS tremendous amounts of money and it's going through very dark 

banking channels. And we should have stopped those banking channels long ago and I think we've 

done nothing to stop them, and that money is massive. Massive. It's a massive amount of money. So 

it's not only from oil, David, it's from also the bank, the bank. It's through banks. And very 

sophisticated channels. They call them the dark channels. Very sophisticated channels. And money 

is coming in from people that we think are our allies. 

'NATO Is Obsolete' 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, I also want to go back to something you said earlier this week about NATO 

being ineffective. Do you think it's the right institution for countering terror or do we need a new one 

and what might that new one look like? 

TRUMP: Well I said something a few days ago and I was vastly criticized and I notice now this 

morning, people are saying Donald Trump is a genius. Because what I said - which of course is 

always nice to hear,. David. But I was asked a question about NATO, and I've thought this but I have 

never expressed my opinion because until recently I've been an entrepreneur, I've been a very 

successful entrepreneur as opposed to a politician. And - I'd love to ask David, Maggie, if he's a little 

surprised at how well I've done. You know, we've knocked out a lot. We're down to the leftovers now, 

from the way l look at it. I call them the leftovers. 

(Laughter.) 

So anyway, but the question was asked of me a few days ago about NATO, and I said, well, I have 

two problems with NATO. No. 1, it's obsolete. When NATO was formed many decades ago we were 

a different country. There was a different threat. Soviet Union was, the Soviet Union, not Russia, 

which was much bigger than Russia, as you know. And, it was certainly much more powerful than 

even today's Russia, although again you go back into the weaponry. But, but- I said, I think NATO is 

obsolete, and I think that - because l don't think - right now we don't have somebody looking at 

terror, and we should be looking at terror. And you may want to add and subtract from NATO in terms 

of countries. But we have to be looking at terror, because terror today is the big threat. Terror from all 

different parts. You know in the old days you'd have uniforms and you'd go to war and you'd see who 

your enemy was, and today we have no idea who the enemy is. 
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SANGER: If you just think about Maggie's question about whether it's the right institution for this, 
when you go to NATO these days, in Brussels, not far from where we've seen - just miles from 
where we saw the attacks the other day -

TRUMP: Which is amazing, right? Which is amazing in itself. Yes? 

SANGER: What they'll say to you is that Russia is resurgent right now. They are rebuilding their 
nuclear arsenal. They're [unintelligible] Salties. We've got submarine runs, air runs. Things that have 
at least echoes of the old Cold War. The view is that their mission is coming back. Do you agree with 
that? 

TRUMP: I'll tell you the problems I have with NATO. No. 1, we pay fartoo much. We are spending
you know, in fact, they're even making it so the percentages are greater. NATO is unfair, 
economically, to us, to the United States. Because it really helps them more so than the United 
States, and we pay a disproportionate share. Now, I'm a person that - you notice I talk about 
economics quite a bit, in these military situations, because it is about economics, because we don't 
have money anymore because we've been taking care of so many people in so many different forms 
that we don't have money - and countries, and countries. So NATO is something that at the time 
was excellent. Today, it has to be changed. It has to be changed to include terror. It has to be 
changed from the standpoint of cost because the United States bears far too much of the cost of 
NATO. And one of.the things that! hated seeing is Ukraine. Now I'm all for Ukraine, I have friends 
that live in Ukraine, but it didn't seem to me, when the Ukrainian problem arose, you know, not so 
long ago, and we were, and Russia was getting very confrontational, it didn't seem to me like anyone 
else cared other than us. And we are the least affected by what happens with Ukraine because we 're 
the farthest away. But even their neighbors didn't seem to be talking about it. And, you know, you 
look at Germany, you look at other countries, and they didn't seem to be very much involved. It was 
all about us and Russia. And l wondered, why is it that countries that are bordering the Ukraine and 
near the Ukraine - why is it that they're not more involved? Why is it that they are not more involved? 
Why is it always the United States that gets right in the middle of things, with something that - you 
know, lt affects us, but not nearly as much as it affects other countries. And then I say, and on top of 
everything else - and I think you understand that, David - because, if you look back, and if you study 
your reports and everybody else's reports, how often do you see other countries saying 'We must 
stop, we must stop." They don't do it! And, in fact, with the gas, you know, they wanted the oil, they 
wanted other things from Russia, and they were just keeping their mouths shut. And here the United 
States was going out and, you know, being fairly tough on the Ukraine. And I said to myself, isn't that 
interesting? We're fighting for the Ukraine, but nobody else is fighting for the Ukraine other than the 
Ukraine itself, of course, and I said, it doesn't seem fair and it doesn't seem logical. 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, speaking of -

TRUMP: David, does that make sense to you, by the way? 

SANGER: Well, President Obama said the other day in an interview he had that he thought that 
Russia, over time, was always going to have more influence over Ukraine than we would or anyone 
else would just given both the history and the geography. 
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TRUMP: And the location, right. The geography. I would agree with him. 

SANGER: And so in the end do you agree that Russia is going to end up dominating the Ukraine? 

TRUMP: Well, unless, unless there is, you know, somewhat of a resurgence frankly from people that 

are around it. Or they would ask us for help. But they don't ask us for help. They're not even asking 
us for help. They're literally not even talking about it, and these are the countries that border the 

Ukraine. 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump -

TRUMP: There doesn't seem to be any great anxiety over the Ukraine by everybody that should be 

affected and that's bordering the Ukraine. 

SANGER: There are several countries that have joined NATO in recent times - Estonia, among 

them, and so forth - that we are now bound by treaty to defend if Russia moved in. Would you 
observe that part of the treaty? 

TRUMP: Yeah, I would. It's a treaty, it's there. I mean, we defend everybody. (Laughs.) We defend 

everybody. No matter who it is, we defend everybody. We're defending the world. But we owe, soon, 

it's soon to be $21 trillion. You know, it's 19 now but it's soon to be 21 trillion. But we defend 
everybody. When in doubt, come to the United States. We'll defend you. In some cases free of 

charge. And in al! cases for a substantially, you know, greater amount. We spend a substanttal!y 

greater amount than what the people are paying. We, we have to think also in terms - we have to 

think about the world, but we also have - I mean look at what China's doing in the South China Sea. I 

mean they are totally disregarding our country and yet we have made China a rich country because 

of our bad trade deals. Our trade deals are so bad. And we have made them - we have rebuilt China 

and yet they will go in the South China Sea and build a military fortress the likes of which perhaps the 

world has not seen. Amazing, actually. They do that, and they do that at will because they have no 
respect for our president and they have no respect for our country. Hey folks, I'm going to have to get 

off here now. Did you -

Tensions in the South China Sea 

HABERMAN: I just had one quick follow•up on what you were saying about the South China Sea. 
How would you counter that assertiveness over those islands? Among other things, it's increasingly 
valuable real estate strategically. Would you be willing to build our own islands there? 

TRUMP: Well what you have to do - and you have to speak to Japan and other countries, because 

they're affected far greater than we are - you understand that - I mean, they're affected far - I just 
think the act is so brazen, and it's so terrible that they would do that without any consultation, without 

anything, and yet they'll sell their products to the United States and rebuild China, and frankly, even 

the islands, I mean, you know, they've made so much economic progress because of the United 
States. And in the meantime we're becoming a third-world nation. You look at our airports, you look at 

our roadways, you look at our bridges are falling down. They're building bridges all over the place, 
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ours are falling down. You know, we've rebuilt China. The money they've drained out of the United 

States has rebuilt China. And they've done it through monetary manipulation, by devaluations. And 
very sophisticated. l mean, they're grand chess players at devaluation. But they've done it -

SANGER: I think what Maggie was asking was how would you deter their activity. Right now 

(Crosstalk) - But would you claim some of those reef scenarios to try to build our own military -

TRUMP: Perhaps, but we have great economic - and people don't understand this - but we have 

tremendous economic power over China. We have tremendous power. And that's the power of trade. 

Because they use us as their bank, as their piggy bank, they take - but they don't have to pay us 

back. It's better than a bank because they take money out but then they don't have to pay us back. 

SANGER: So you would cut into trade in return -

TRUMP: No, I would use trade to negotiate. 

HABERMAN: Oh, O.K. My last question. Sir, my last-

TRUMP: I would use trade to negotiate. Would l go to war? Look, let me just tell you; There's a 
question I wouldn't want to answer. Because I don't want to say I won't or I will or - do you 

understand that, David? That's the problem with our country. A politician would say, 'Oh I would never 

go to war,' or they'd say, 'Oh I would go to war.' I don't want to say what I'd do because, again, we 

need unpredictability. You know, if I win, I don't want to be in a position where I've said ! would or I 

wouldn't. I don't want them to know what I'm thinking. The problem we have is that, maybe because 
it's a democracy and maybe because we have to be so open - maybe because you have to say what 

you have to say in order to get elected - who knows? But I wouldn't want to say. I wouldn't want them 

to know what my real thinking is. But I will tell you this. This is the one aspect I can tell you. ! would 
use trade, absolutely, as a bargaining chip. 

His Foreign Policy Team 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, how did you come to settle on your foreign policy team? I know that it's stlll 

in formation and you've said -

TRUMP: Recommended by people. And we're going to have new people put in. In fact, we have 
additional people too. You've got the one list, ! think, but we have -we actually have - I only gave 

certain names. 

HABERMAN: But did you meet with them? 

TRUMP: We have some others that I really like a lot and we're going to put them in. Maj. Gen. Gary 
Harrell. Maj. Gen. Bert Mizuwawa. (Ed. note: It's Mizusawa.) 

HABERMAN: These are the additional ones? 

TRUMP: Rear Adm. Chuck Kubic. Yeah. He's Navy, retired. Very good, nice, supposedly. 
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HABERMAN: Interesting. Interesting. 

TRUMP: These are people recommended - people that I respect recommended them. People - I've 

heard very good things about them. In addition, we're going to be adding some additional names that 

I've liked over the years, 

HABERMAN: Ah, OK 

TRUMP: I have very strong - as you've probably noticed - I've had very strong feelings on foreign 
policy and I've had very strong feelings on defense and offense. And I've been right about a lot of the 

things I've been saying. I've been right about a lot. And The New York Times criticized me very badly 

with a very major article when ! said Brussels is a hellhole, and I talked about Brussels in a very 

negative way because of what they're doing over there. And yesterday all over Twitter, as you 
probably saw, everybody said that Trump is right, The New York Times - You know, The New York 

Times really hit me hard on Brussels when I said recently that it's a hellhole, and waiting to explode. 

And I didn't even realize lt, and then yesterday all over the place, Twitter was crazy that Trump was 
right, again, this time about Brussels. 

HABERMAN: You mean after the attacks? 

TRUMP: I've been right - Yeah, after the attack. I've been right about a lot of different things. So, 

Anyway. You know, in my book I mention Osama bin Laden, and I wrote the book in 2000, prior to the 

World Trade Center coming down and the reason I did is that I saw this guy and I read about this 
terrorist who was a very aggressive, bad dude. And I wrote about it in "The America We Deserve." I 

wrote about Osama bin Laden. You know, not a lot, but a couple paragraphs - about Osama bin 
Laden. Look at him. You better take a look at him. And a year and a half later the World Trade Center 
came down. And your friend Joe Scarborough, interestingly, in one of his - you know, somebody had 

mentioned that, and Joe said, 'No way. There's no way he wrote about it before the fact.' And they 

said no, no, and they sent out for the book, and they put it before him and he said, 'Wow, you're right. 

Trump wrote about Osama bin Laden before the World Trade Center came down. That's amazing.' 

So look, I've said a lot. I don't get a lot of credit I do from the people. I don't from a lot of the media. 

But that's O.K. I'd rather keep it that way. Hey David, I'd rather have it that way, I guess, right? 

(Laughter.) 

The Iran Deal 

SANGER: You have told us a lot about what your leverage would be over China in trade. Tell us on 

Iran: I know that you've said that you think that the Iran deal was an extremely bad deal. I'd be 

interested to know what your goals would be in renegotiating it. What your leverage would be and 
what you would renegotiate, what parts of the agreement. 

TRUMP: Sure. It's not just that it's a bad deal, David. It's a deal that could've been so much better 
just if they'd walked a couple of times. They negotiated so badly. They were being mocked, they were 

being scorned, they were being harassed, our negotiators, including Kerry, back in Iran, by the 
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various representatives and the leaders of Iran at the highest level. And they never walked. They 

should've walked, doubled up the sanctions, and made a good deal. Gotten the prisoners out long 

before, not just after they gave the $150 billion. They should've never given the money back. There 

were so many things that were done, they were so, the negotiation was, and l think deals are fine, I 

think they're good, not bad. But, you gotta make good deals, not bad deals. This deal was a disaster. 

SANGER: So, it's a deal you would inherit if you were elected, so what I'm trying to get at is, what 

would you insist on. Are the restrictions on nuclear not long enough, are the missile restrictions not 

strong enough? 

TRUMP: Certainly the deal is not long enough. Because at the end of the deal they're going to have 

great nuclear capability. So certainly the deal isn't long enough. I would never have given them back 

the $150 billion under any circumstances. l would've never allowed that to happen. They are, they 

are now rich, and did you notice they're buying from everybody but the United States? They're buying 

planes, they're buying everything, they're buying from everybody but the United States. I would never 

have made the deal. 

SANGER: Our law prevents us from selling to them, sir. 

TRUMP: Uh, excuse me? 

SANGER: Our law prevents us from selling any planes or, we still have sanctions in the U.S. that 

would prevent the U.S. from being able to sell that equipment. 

TRUMP: So, how stupid is that? We give them the money, and we now say, "Go buy Airbus instead 

of Boeing," right? So how stupid is !hat? In itself, what you just said, which is correct by the way, but 

would they now go and buy, you know, they bought 118 approximately, 118 Airbus planes. They didn't 

buy Boeing planes, O.K.? We give them the money, and we say you can't spend it in the United 

States, and create wealth and jobs in the United States. And on top of it, they didn't, they in theory, I 

guess, cannot do that, you know, based on what I've understood. They can't do that. It's hard to 

believe. We gave them $150 billion and they can't spend it in our country. 

SANGER: So you would lift the domestic sanctions so they could buy American goods? 

TRUMP: Well, I wouldn't have given them back the money. So I wouldn't be in that position. I would 

never have given them back the - that would never be a part of the negotiation. I would have never, 

ever given it to them, and I would've made a better deal than they made, without the money, and I 

would've made a better deal. 

SANGER: And to stop the missile launches they've been doing? 

TRUMP: Well, it's ridiculous, I mean, now they're doing missile launches, and they're buying missiles 

from Russia, and they're doing things that nobody thought were, you know, even permissible or in the 

deal, and they're doing them. 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, one thing you didn't talk about-
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TRUMP: That deal was one of the most incompetent deals of any kind I've ever seen. 

HABERMAN: One thing you talked about at Aipac -

TRUMP: Right, David, so I wouldn't talk in terms of not buying because I would've never, ever given 

them the money. Go ahead. 

HABERMAN: Sorry, sir, one thing that didn't come up at Aipac, I think in actually anyone's speeches, 

but in yours also, I'm curious, in terms of Israel, and in terms of the peace process, do you think it 

should result in a two-state solution, or in a single state? 

TRUMP: Well, I think a lot of people are saying it's going to result in a two-state solution. What I 

would love to do is to, a lot of people are saying that I'm not saying anything. What I'm going to do is, 

you know, I specifically don'fwant to address the issue because I would love to see if a deal could be 
made. If a deal could be made. Now, I'm not sure it can be made, there's such unbelievable hatred, 

there's such, it's ingrained, it's in the blood, the hatred and the distrust, and the horror. But I would 
love to see if a real deal could be made. Not a deal that you know, lasts for three months, and then 

everybody starts shooting again. And a big part of that deal, you know, has to be to end terror, we 

have to end terror. But l would say this, in order to negotiate a deal, I'd want to go in there as evenly 

as possible and we'll see if we can negotiate a deal. But I would absolutely give that a very hard try to 

do. You know, a lot of people think that's the hardest of all deals to negotiate. A lot of people think 

that. So, but I would say that I would have a better chance than anybody of making a deal. !'II tell you 

one thing, people that I know from Israel, many people, many, many people, and almost everybody 

would love. to see a deal on the side of Israel. Everybody would, now with that being said, most 

people don't think a deal can be made. But from the Israeli side, they would love to see a deal. And 

I've been a little bit surprised here. Now that 1'm really into it, I've been a little bit surprised lo hear 
that. I would've said, I would've said that maybe, maybe you know, maybe Israel never really wanted 

to make a deal or doesn't really want to make a deal. They really want to make a deal, they want to 
make a good deal, they want to make a fair deal, but they do want to make a deal. And, almost 

everybody, and I'm talking to people off the record, and off the record, they really would like to see a 

deal. I'm not so sure that the other side can mentally, you know, get their heads around the deal, 
because the hatred is so incredible. Folks, I have to go. 

Developing Views on Foreign Affairs 

Second infetview begins: 

TRUMP: So go ahead, start off wherever you want. 

SANGER: One place that might be a good place to start is where we ended up on the foreign policy 

advisers. Because we're trying to figure out how much time you're cutting out now for foreign policy 

as you said - it's not an area you focused on in your business career as much. 
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TRUMP: Well I enjoyed it, I enjoyed reading about it But it wasn't something that came into play as a 
business person. But I had an aptitude for it l think, and I enjoyed reading about and I would read 
about it. 

SANGER: One question we had for you is, first of all, since you enjoyed reading about it, is there any 
particular book or set of articles that you found influential in developing your own foreign policy 
views? 

TRUMP: More than anything else would be various newspapers including your own, you reafly get a 
vast array and, you know a big menu of different people and different ideas. You know you get a very 
big array of things from reading the media, from seeing the media, the papers, including yours. And 
it's something that I've always found interesting and I think I've adapted to it pretty well. I will tell you 
my whole stance on NATO, David, has been -1 just got back and I'm watching television and that's 
all they're talking about. And you know when l first said it, they sort of were scoffing. And now they're 
really saying, well wait, do you know it's really right? And maybe NATO-you know, it doesn't talk 
about terror. Terror is a big thing right now. That wasn't the big thing when it originated and people 
are starting to talk about the cost. 

SANGER: Well it's geared toward state actors and you're discussing gearing something toward 
nonstate actors. Is it possible that we need a new institution that is not burdened by the military 
structure of NATO in order to deal with nonstate actors and terrorists? 

TRUMP: I actually think in terms of terror you may be better off with a new institution, an institution 
that would be more fairly based, an institution that would be more fairly taken care of from an 
economic standpoint. You have many wealthy states over there that are not going to be there. if it's 
not for us, and they're not going to be there if it is for terror. Whether it's Saudi Arabia or others. I 
actually do think, while I'd like to adapt it, I think you have a different set of players, frankly. You have 
more of a Middle Eastern player and others but you would have in addition, Middle Eastern players. 

SANGER: Who are not currently members of NATO. You think the membership of NATO is not set up 
right for combating terror. 

TRUMP: No, it was set up to talk about the Soviet Union. Now of course the Soviet Union doesn't 
exist now it's Russia, which is not the same size, in theory not the same power, but who knows about 
that because of weaponry, but it's not the same size and this was set up for numerous things but for 
the Soviet Union. The point is the world is a much different place right now. And today all you have to 
do is read and see the world is, the big threat would seem to be based on terror and based on what's 
going on in 90 percent, 95 percent of the horror stories. I think, probably a new institution maybe 
would be better for that than using NATO which was not meant for that And it's become very 
bureaucratic, extremely expensive and maybe is not flexible enough to go after terror. Terror is very 
much different than what NATO was set up for. 

SANGER: And requires a different kind of force. 
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TRUMP: I think it requires a different flexibility, it requires a different speed maybe, watching nations 

or a nation or nations. I think it requires flexibility and speed. 

SANGER: So Maggie and I were at the end of our conversation this morning we were talking with 

you a little bit about your foreign policy advisers. There's been a little bit of a sense that you've had a 

hard time attracting some of the bigger names of your party. There were a lot of former deputy 

secretaries of state, of defense, others were out there. And the list of advisers you've released so far 

has been very strong on having military backgrounds but not many with diplomatic backgrounds. We 

were wondering whether or not you are looking for a different mix or whether you're having trouble 
attracting some of the big names. 

TRUMP: It's interesting, it's not trouble attracting. Many of them that I actually like a lot and that like 

me a lot and that want to do 100 percent, many of them are tied up with contracts working for various 

networks, you understand? I mean, I've had some that are - l currently have some that are thinking 

about getting out of their contract 'cause they're so excited about it. I've had a lot of excitement but 

there are some that are tied up where they have a contract with, as an example, they might have a 

contract with Fox, they may have a contra9t with CNN and they can't do lt. They have contracts with 

the various networks and maybe the media too. I don't know about The Times but it's possible - I 
think less likely, I'm not sure how that structure works with the actual newspapers. But there are 

some that I've spoken to that want to do it but they're tied up with contracts that are with somebody 

else. There are some that were with campaigns that have now imploded, and I think they're going to 

be free agents very shortly. Hey, a lot of campaigns have imploded in the last couple of months, 

which you people perhaps have seen just as vividly as I have, Right? Not as happily as I have, but 

nevertheless just as vividly. So you know there are actually, there are a lot of people available, there 

are a lot of good people available. But some of the good people are currently under contract. Does 

that make sense to you, David? 

SANGER: Yup, Maggie, did you having anything more on that before we wanted to turn back to 
Israel? 

HABERMAN: Yeah, Mr. Trump, if you could just say how much time are you devoting a week at this 

point either to briefings to studying, you know, and if there's no major change now what it might look 
like in the future? 

TRUMP: l think that you know, what I've really had to do is get through 17, cause it was really 18 

total when we started. So I had to get through 17 people. I've gotten through almost all of the 17 
people. But I'm down to two, from 17 to two. And you know many of them were front-runners, and 

they weren't front-runners for very long. You can go through the list, you know the list as well as I do. 

And my primary focus was that. 

But during the period I've been, I think very well versed on matters as we're discussing and many 

more than just what we're just discussing. Now as It gets - as we get you know closer to the end of 
the process it'll take place more and more. I'm setting up a council, I'm setting up - and I have other 
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people coming in, I gave you the other few names I think that we added, we have a few more coming 
in. But I have a few more that are going to come in. I just don't want to I just don't want to mention 
them unless they give me approval, meaning they're on board. 

And we're going to have a very substantial council of very good people. And some of them are 
military. Look, the military is going to be very important because we have to do something with !SIS, 
David, and you know we do want the military. And I think that over the next few weeks I'll be able to 
give you some more names. People that are going to be coming in. 

SANGER: Do you fear that if you have too many military on your council, they tend to search for the 
military solution first instead of the diplomatic or economic sanction solution first? 

TRUMP: Yeah but I'd like to know the military solution and I'm working on the military solution. 
Because there's not huge negotiation involved with !SS, because there's an irrationality that is pretty 
- this is not something, 'Oh let's make a deal.' I don't see deals being made with ISIS. Nobody 
knows what ISJS is, nobody knows who is leading it, who is alive, who is not alive, 1 mean we're really 
not talking about too many diplomatic solutions. We're not talking about diplomatic solutions with 
ISIS, let me put it that way. 

U.S. Influence in East Asia 

SANGER: I wasn't referring to that in the ISIS context, I was referring more in the realm of dealing 
with our allies, dealing with China, dealing with Japan, the other places that we've discussed. 

TRUMP: So !SIS I think you'd agree with me on that and the rest will come. I have really strong 
feelings on China. I like China very much I like Chinese people. I respect the Chinese leaders, but 
you know China's been taking advantage of us for many, many years and we can't allow it to go on. 
And at the same time we'll be able to keep a good relationship with China. And same with Japan and 
same with - you have to see the trade imbalance between Japan and the United States, it's 
unbelievable. They sen to us and we practically give them back nothing by comparison. It's a very 
unfair situation. 

SANGER: They also pay more for troop support than any other country in the world. 

TRUMP: They do but still far less than it costs us. 

HABERMAN: Would you be willing -

TRUMP: You're right about that David, but it's - and they do pay somewhat more, but they pay more 
because of the tremendous amount of business that they do with us, uneconomic business from our 
standpoint. 

HABERMAN: Would you be willing to withdraw U.S. forces from places like Japan and South Korea 
if they don't increase their contribution significantly? 
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TRUMP: Yes, I would. I would not do so happily, but I would be willing to do it. Not happily. David 

actually asked me that question before, this morning before we sort of finalized out. The answer is 
not happily but the answer is yes. We cannot afford to be losing vast amounts of billions of dollars on 

all of this. We just can't do it anymore. Now there was a time when we could have done it. When we 

started doing it. But we can't do it anymore. And I have a feeling that they'd up the ante very much. I 

think they would, and if they wouldn't I would really have to say yes. 

SANGER: So we talked a little this morning about Japan and South Korea, whether or not they would 

move to an independent nuclear capability. Just last week the United States removed from Japan, 
after a long negotiation, many bombs worth, probably 40 or more bombs worth of plutonium or highly 

enriched uranium that we provided them over the years. And that's part of a very bipartisan effort to 
keep them from going nuclear. So I was a little surprised this morning when you said you would be 
open to them having their own nuclear deterrent. Certainly if you pull back one of the risks is that they 

would go nuclear. 

TRUMP: You know you're more right except for the fact that you have North Korea which is acting 
extremely aggressively, very close to Japan. And had you not had that, I would have felt much, I 

would have felt differently. You have North Korea, and we are very far away and we are protecting a 
lot of different people and I don't know that we are necessarily equipped to protect them. And if we 

didn't have the North Korea threat, I think I'd feel a lot differently, David. 

SANGER: But with the North Korea threat you think maybe Japan does need its own nuclear ... 

TRUMP: Well I think maybe it's not so bad to have Japan - if Japan had that nuclear threat, I'm not 

sure that would be a bad thing for us. 

SANGER: You mean if Japan had a nuclear weapon it wouldn't be so bad for us? 

TRUMP: Well, because of North Korea. Because of North Korea. Because we don't know what he's 

going to do. We don't know if he's all bluster or is he a serious maniac that would be willing to use it. I 

was talking about before, the deterrent in some people's minds was that the consequence is so great 

that nobody would ever use it. Wei! that may have been true at one point but you have many people 
that would use it right now in this world. 

SANGER: For that reason, they may well need their own and not be able to Just depend on us ... 

TRUMP: I really believe that's true. Especially because of the threat of North Korea. And they are. 

very aggressive toward Japan. Well I mean look, he's aggressive toward everybody. Except for China 

and Iran. 

See we should use our economic power to have them disarm - now then it becomes different, then 
it becomes purely economic, but then it becomes different. China has great power over North Korea 

even though they don't necessarily say that. Now, Iran, we had a great opportunity during this 
negotiation when we gave them the 150 billion and many other things. Iran is the No. 1 trading 
partner of North Korea. Now we could have put something in our agreement that they would have led 

the charge if we had people with substance and with brainpower and with some negotiating ability. 
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But the No. 1 trading partner with North Korea is Iran. And we did a deal with them, and we just did a 
deal with them, and we don't even mention North Korea in the deal. That was a great opportunity to 
put another five pages in the deal, or less, and they do have a great influence over North Korea. 
Same thing with China, China has great influence over North Korea but they don't say they do 
because they're tweaking us. I have this from Chinese. I have many Chinese friends, I have people 
of vast wealth, some of the most important people in China have purchased apartments from me for 
tens of millions of dollars and frankly I know them very well. And I ask them about their relationship to 
North Korea, these are top people. And they say we have tremendous power over North Korea. I 
know they do. ! think you know they do. 

SANGER: They signed on to the most recent sanctions, more aggressive sanctions than we thought 
the Chinese would agree to. 

TRUMP: Well that's good, but, I mean I know they did, but l think that they have power beyond the 
sanctions. 

SANGER: So you would advocate that they have to tum off the oil to North Korea basically. 

TRUMP: So much of their lifeblood comes through China, that's the way it comes through. They have 
tremendous power over North Korea, but China doesn't say that. China says well we'll try. I can see 
them saying, "We'!! try, we'll try." And I can see them laughing in the room next door when they're 
together. So China should be talking to North Korea. But China's tweaking us. China's toying with us. 
They are when they're building in the South China Sea. They should not be doing that but they have 
no respect for our country and they have no respect for our president. So, and the other one, and this 
is an opportunity passed because why would Iran go back and renegotiate it having to do with North 
Korea?But Iran is the No. 1 trading partner, but we should have had something in that document that 
was signed having to do with North Korea as the No. 1 trading partner and as somebody with a 
certain power because of that. A very substantial power over North Korea. 

SANGER: Mr. Trump with all due respect, l think it's China that's the No. 1 trading partner with North 
Korea. 

TRUMP: I've heard that certainly, but I've also heard from other sources that it's Iran. 

SANGER: Iran is a major arms exchanger with ... 

TRUMP: Well that is true but I've heard it both ways. They are certainly major arms exchangers, 
which in itself is terrible that we would make a deal with somebody that's a major arms exchanger 
with North Korea. But had that deal not been done and they were desperate to do it, and they wanted 
to do it much more so than we know in my opinion, meaning Iran wanted to make the deal much 
more than we know. We should have backed off that deal, doubled the sanctions and made a real 
deal. And part of that deal should have been that Iran would help us with North Korea. So, the bottom 
line is, I think that frankly, as long as North Korea's there, I think that Japan having a capability is 
something that maybe is going to happen whether we like it or not. 
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Boots on the Ground 

SANGER: O.K.. We wanted to ask you a little bit, and Maggie maybe you may have something on 

this as well, about what standards you would use for using American troops abroad. You've said you 

wouldn't want to send them in against !SIS, that that should be the neighbors. But you did say this 
morning that if we have a treaty obligation under NATO to protect the Baltics, you would do that. 

When you think of your standards under which you would put American lives ... 

TRUMP: Well I think, I do think I'd want to renegotiate some of those treaties. I think those treaties 
are very unfair, and they're very one-sided and I do think that some of those treaties, just like the Iran 

deal. But I think that some of those treaties would - will be - renegotiated. 

SANGER: Such as the U.S.-Japan defense treaty? 

TRUMP: Well, like Japan as an example. I mean that's not a fair deal. 

SANGER: Do you have general standards in mind? And, we're trying to understand your hierarchy of 

threats. 

TRUMP: Are you talking about for ... 

SANGER: For when you would commit American troops abroad? 

TRUMP: O.K. You absol -1 know you'll criticize me for this, but you cannot just have a standard. 

You cannot Just say that we have a blanket standard all over the world because each instance is 
totally different, David. I mean, each instance is so different that you can't have a blanket standard. 

You may say ... it sounds nice to say, "I have a blanket standard; here's what it is." Number one is the 

protection of our country, O.K.? That's always going to be number one, by far. That's by a factor of a 
hundred. But you know, then there will be standards for other places but it won't be a blanket 

standard. 

SANGER: Humanitarian intervention: Are you in favor of that or not? 

TRUMP: Humanitarian? Yes, I would be. You know, to help I would be, depending on where and who 
and what. And, you know, again - generafly speaking - I'd have to see the country; I'd have to see 

what's going on in the region and you just cannot have a blanket. The one blanket you could say is, 

"protection of our country." That's the one blanket. After that it depends on the country, the region, 

how friendly they've been toward us. You have countries that haven't been friendly to us that we're 
protecting. So it's how good they've been toward us, et cetera, et cetera. So you can't say a blanket. 

You could say standards for different areas, different regions, and different countries. 

Israel and the Palestinians 

HABERMAN: You had said earlier, I think, when you called David that you had wanted to elaborate 
on your answer about Israel and a two-state solution. I just wanted to ... 
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TRUMP: Well, not elaborate. I just put it off because I was running out of time and I didn't want to get 

into it too much because it's actually not that. So should we talk about Israel for a little while? 

SANGER: Sure. 

TRUMP: I have gotten some of the reviews of my speech at Aipac and, really, they've been very nice. 

They were very nice. Were you there? Were either of you at that speech? 

HABERMAN: I was. 

SANGER: I saw it on TV. 

TRUMP: You saw the response Maggie, then, from the crowd? 

HABERMAN: I did. I did. 

TRUMP: Many, inany standing ovations and they agreed with what I said. Basically I support a two
state solution on Israel. But the Palestinian Authority has to recognize Israel's right to exist as a 

Jewish state. Have to do that. And they have to stop the terror, stop the attacks, stop the teaching of 

hatred, you know? The children, I sort of talked about it pretty much in the speech, but the children 

are aspiring to grow up to be terrorists. They are taught to grow up to be terrorists. And they have to 

stop. They have to stop the terror. They have to stop the stabbings and all of the things going on. And 

they have to recognize that Israel's right to exist as a Jewish state. And they have to be able to d.o 

that. And if they can't, you're never going to make a deal. One state, two states, it doesn't matter: 

you're never going to be able to make a deal. Because Israel would have to have that. They have to 

stop the terror. They have to stop the teaching of children to aspire to grow up as terrorists, which is a 

real problem. So with that you'd go two states, but in order to go there, before you, you know, prior to 

getting there, you have to get those basic things done. 

Now whether or not the Palestinians can live with that? You would think they could; It shouldn't be 
hard except that the ingrained hatred is tremendous. 

Countering Extremism 

HABERMAN: You had talked, and you've talked a lot recently, about wanting to expand laws 
regarding torture. 

TRUMP:Yes. 

HABERMAN: Much of that is governed by international law. 

TRUMP:Yes. 

HABERMAN: How would you go about bringing changes to ... ? 
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TRUMP: O.K., when you see a thing like an attack in Brussels, when you see as an example they 

have somebody that they've wanted very much, and they got him three, four days before Brussels, 

right? Before the bombing. Had they immediately subjected him to very serious interrogation - very, 

very serious - you might have stopped the bombing. He knew about the bombing. Just like the 
people, just like all of that people in the area where he grew up - where he was housed a couple of 

houses down the road - they all knew he was there. And they never turned him in. This is what I'm 
saying: there's something going on and it's not good. He was the No. 1 wanted fugitive in the world 

and he's living in his neighborhood, and I believe I saw a picture of him shopping in his 

neighborhood, right? In a grocery store? You know: shopping! Buying food! I mean, it's ridiculous 

they don't tum him in. Just like in California, the two people, where she probably radicalized him but 

they don't know, but the two - the marri.ed couple - that killed the 14 people: they had bombs all 

over the floor of their apartment and nobody said anything. And many people saw that apartment and 

many people saw bombs. You know, if you walk into an apartment, Maggie or David, you're going to 

say, "Oh, this is a little strange." 

SANGER: So would you invest in programs, or help the Europeans invest in programs, for counter

radicaJization? For finding jobs and so forth for the refugees who come in so that their temptation to 

go to become radicalized in Europe would be lower? In other words do you have a program .in mind 
to stop the radicalization? 

TRUMP: The one thing I'd do, David, is build safe zones in Syria. You know this whole concept of us 

accepting, you know, tens of thousands of people, and you see I was originally right when I said, 

many more people, you know he was talking about 10,000, you know it's many more people than 

10,000 are coming in. And will come in. 

SANGER: And who would protect those safe zones, you know as soon as.you build one ... ? 

TRUMP: O.K., what I would do is this: We could lead it, but I would get the Gulf states and others to 
put up the money. I mean Germany should put up money. Look what's happened to Germany. 

Germany's being destroyed and I have friends, I just left people from Germany and they don't even 

want to go back. Germany's being destroyed by Merkel's naivete or worse. But Germany is a whole 

different place and you're going to have a problem in Germany. The German people are not going to 
take it. The German people are not going to take what's going on there. You have people leaving the 

country, permanently leaving the country. You have tremendous crime, you have tremendous, you 

know, you read the same stories that I do. You write them, actually, it's even better. So you have 
tremendous problems over there but I do believe in building a safe zone, a number of safe zones, in 

sections of Syria and that when this war, this horrible war, is over people can go back and rebuild if 
they wantto and l would have the Gulf states finance it because they have the money and they 

should finance it. So far, they've put up very little money and they taken nobody in, essentially 

nobody in. I would be very strong with them because they have tremendous, they have un!imitetl 

amounts of money, and I would ask them to finance it. We can lead it but l don't want to spend the 

money on it, because we don't have any money. Our country doesn't have money. 

A Strong China 
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SANGER: I wanted to take you back to something you said on China earlier because your 

arguments about China so far have really been, over the years, very much about how to deal with a 

strong and rising China. But what we've seen in the past six months to a year has been a China that 

is economically weakening. I'm sure you see it in your own businesses there. So do you have a 

sense ... 

TRUMP: Well, they're down to G.D.P. of7 percent. 

SANGER: if you believe their numbers. 

TRUMP: Yeah, if we ever hit 7 percent we'd have the most successful country. We'd be in a boom, 

the likes of which we've rarely seen before, right? 

SANGER: What I'm getting at is a weakening China may have different effects on the world and on 

the United States than a strengthening China. Do you fear a weaker China or a weakening China 

more than a strong China? 

TRUMP: No. I want a strong United States and I hope China does well, but before I worry about 

China I have to worry about the United States and we're not doing well. 

SANGER: You've given us a lot of your impressions of Vladimir Putin. We haven't heard you very 

much on Xi Jinping: 

TRUMP: Well I haven't said anything. By the way, I've been really misquoted. Vladimir Putin said, 

"Donald Trump is brilliant and Donald Trump is a real leader. And Donald Trump will be the real 

leader." O.K.? I didn't say anything about him other than to say ... I said, we were on "60 Minutes" the 

same night, remember? That was six months ago. But I never said good; bad, or indifferent. ! said he 

is a strong leader, he is a strong leader. But I didn't say that, and I'm not saying that positively or 

negatively, I'm just saying he's a strong leader. That's pretty obvious that he's a strong leader. 

SANGER: What's your impression of Xi Jinping? 

TRUMP: I think they are in a very interesting position. The economy is going to be, I think actually 
very strong but the economy, I think they're doing better than people understand. Nobody has 

manipulated economic conditions better than they have. And I think they're doing just fine and I think 

they will continue to do just fine. But a lot of it's being taken out of the hide of our country and we 

can't allow that to happen. You know if you look at the number of jobs that we've lost, it's millions of 

jobs. It's not a little bit, it's millions. And if you look at our phony numbers of 5 percent unemployment, 

even opponents would say that, and would agree to that fact that the jobs that we have are bad jobs. 

They're not good jobs, they're bad jobs. We're losing, you know, when you see a Carrier move into 

Mexico, those are good jobs. We're losing the good jobs. We now have a lot of bad jobs, we have a 

lot of part-time jobs. It's not the same country. We're losing our companies. I mean when we lose 

Pfizer to Ireland, when we lose Ford and Carrier and many others to, Nabisco as an example from 

Chicago to Mexico, when we lose all of these companies going to Mexico and to many other places, 

we're going to end up having no comp- we're going to have nothing left. And it has to be stopped, 

and it has to be stopped fast and I know how to stop it. Nobody else, the politicians don't know how 
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to stop it. And besides that the politicians are all taken care of by the special interests and the 
lobbyists. Lobbyists for hire. And somebody will get to them and they will pay them a lot of money 
and the politicians will not do what they have to do, which is keep companies in this country. Those 
companies that want to leave will get to the lobbyists and the special interests and those politicians 
will do what they want them to do, which is not in the interest of our country. O.K. 

Lessons Learned From Iraq 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, I have heard you say for years now, including at your CPAC speech back in 
2011, "Take the oil." That America should have taken the oil from Iraq. 

TRUMP: I've said it for years. 

HABERMAN: Why should the American ... ? 

TRUMP: Originally l didn't say it. Originally ! said, "Don't go into Iraq." 

HABERMAN: Right 

TRUMP: Now, we went in, we destroyed a military base that was equal to, if not greater than, Iran. 
And we've destroyed that military, and they were holding each other off for many, you know for 
decades, decades, and we destroyed one of those military powers. And I said don't go in because if 
you dest - now, I didn't know that they didn't have weapons of mass destruction. But on top of 
everything else they had no weapons of mass destruction. 

HABERMAN: Well, but sir, why should the American approach to rebuilding Iraq, or other countries 
where we have shed blood, why should that differ from how we rebuilt postwar Japan and Germany 
in the Marshall Plan? 

TRUMP: Wei! it was much different. We rebuild Iraq and it gets blown up. We build a school? Gets 
blown up. Build it again? Gets blown up. You know, it's a mess. I mean you have government that's 
totally corrupt. The country is totally, totally corrupt and corruptible. The leader, I mean one of the big 
decisions that was made putting the people in charge of Iraq that were in charge of Iraq, and they 
were exclusionary. They excluded people that ultimately, you know large groups of people, that 
ultimately became !SIS. Became stronger than them. And the sad thing is, I always talk about the 
bad deal that we made with Iran as being one of the worst deals, actually the worst deal is what 
we've done again involving Iran, we've destroyed the military capability of Iraq and destroyed Iraq, 
period, and Iran is now going to take over Iraq, they've essentially already done that in my opinion, 
but they're going to officially take over Iraq in the very near future.And I mean Iraqis were already 
reporting to Iran, but Iran is going to take over Iraq, they've wanted to do it for decades. They're 
going to take over Iraq, they're going to take the oil reserves which are the second biggest in the 
world, extremely high quality oil under the ground, extremely high quality, they're going to take all of 
that over because of us. Because we destroyed -
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SANGER: But Mr. Trump you've argued many times that you don't want to have ground troops, 
but"We take the oil" implies you're going to have to go in there and take it by force, defend it -

TRUMP: Well what I said is, I said when we left that we should have taken the oil. 

SANGER: If you want to take the oil today you're going to have to go into a country that is now an 
ally, Iraq, even if it's a dysfunctional one, put your troops on the ground. 

TRUMP: Yeah, yeah, O.K.. Ready? I said take the oil. I've been saying that for years. And many very 
smart scholars and military scholars said that'd be a great thing to do, but people didn't do it. So, but I 
have been saying that for years, I'm glad you know that. At least four or five years. When we left I 
said take the oil. We shouldn't have been there, we shouldn't have destroyed the country, and 
Saddam Hussein was a bad guy but he was good at one thing: Killing terrorists. He killed terrorists 
like nobody, all right? Now it's Harvard of terrorism. You want to be a terrorist you go to Iraq. But he 
killed terrorists. O.K., so we destroyed that. By the way, bad guy, just so you know, officially, I want to 
say that, bad guy, but it was a lot better of situation than we have right now. And he did not knock 
down the World Trade Center, O.K.? So officially speaking, he did not, Iraq did not knock down the 
World Trade center. We went in there after the World Trade Center, well he didn't knock down the 
World Trade Center, so you could say why are we doing this, all right, that was another thing. I never 
felt that he did it, and it turned out that he didn't. And it'll be very interesting when those documents 
are opened up and released in the future, I think maybe they should be opened up and released 
sooner rather than later. 

HABERMAN: You mean the House, the House and Senate report? 

TRUMP: Yes, yes, exactly. It'd be very interesting to see because they must know. They must know, 
if they're anything, they must know what happened in terms of who were the people. But it wasn't 
Iraq, O.K.? You're not going to find that it was Iraq. So it was very faulty, but I was, I was talking 
about, I was talking about taking the oil, now we have a different situation because now we have to 
go in again and start fighting, you know, at that time we had it and we should've kept it Now I would 
say knock the hell out of the oil and do it because it's a primary source of money for !SIS. 

SANGER: So in other words you don't want to take the oil right now, you want to just destroy the oil 
fields. 

TRUMP: Well now, we have to destroy the oil. We should've taken it and we would've have it. Now 
we have to destroy the oiL We don't do it, I just can't believe we don't do it. 

SANGER: So you know Mr. Trump, from listening and enjoying these two conversations we've had 
today which have been extremely interesting, I've been trying to sort of fit where your worldview and 
your philosophy here, your doctrine fits in with sort of the previous Republican mainlines of inquiry. 
And so if you think back to George H. W. Bush, the most recent President Bush's father, he was an 
internationalist who was in the realist school, he wanted to sort of change the foreign policy of other 
nations but you didn't see him messing inside those countries and then you had a group of people 
around-
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TRUMP: Well he did the right thing, David, he did the right thing. He went in, he knocked the hell out 

of Iraq and then he let it go, O.K.? He didn't go in. Now I don't know was that Schwarzkopf, was that, 

was that-

SANGER: It was George W. Bush himself. 

TRUMP: Or maybe it was him, but he didn't go in, he didn't get into the quicksand, right? He didn't 

get into the quicksand and I mean, history will show that he was right. And with that Saddam Hussein 

overplayed his card more than any human being I think I've ever seen. Instead of saying "Wow, I got 

lucky" that they didn't come in and take this all away from me. He should've just relaxed a little bit, 

O.K.? And instead he taunted Bush Sr. He taunted him. And Bush Jr. loves his father and didn't like 

what was happening, but I remember very vividly how Saddam Hussein was taunting, absolutely 

taunting, saying we have beaten the Americans, you know, meaning they didn't come in so he would 

tell everybody he beat them. Do you remember that, right? 

SANGER: I do indeed. 

TRUMP: And he was taunting to them, he was saying, and even I used to say "Wow" because I knew 

that we could've gone further. We went in for a short period of time and just knocked the hell out of 

them and then went back, sort of gave them a lesson, but we didn't destroy the country, we didn't 

destroy the grid, we didn't, you know, there was something left. There was a lot left. And instead of 

just sort of saying he got lucky and to himself, just going about, he was taunting the Bushes. And 

Junior said, "Well I'm not going to take it" and he went in. And you know, look that was -

'America First' 

SANGER: There was something else to George W. Bush, Bush 43's philosophy. If we believed that 

his father was an internationalist, I think it's fair to say, at least a lot of the people around George W. 

Bush were transformational, they actually wanted to change the nature of regime. You heard this in 

George W. Bush's second inaugural address. 

TRUMP: Yeah. 

SANGER: What you are describing to us, I think is something of a third category, but tell me if I have 

this right, which is much more of a, if not isolationist, then at least something of "America First" kind 

of approach, a mistrust of many foreigners, both our adversaries and some of our allies, a sense that 

they've been freeloading off of us for many years. 

TRUMP: Correct. O.K.? That's fine. 

SANGER: 0.K.? Am I describing this correctly here? 

TRUMP: !'II tell you - you're getting close. Not isolationist, I'm not isolationist, but I am "America 

First." So I like the expression. I'm "America First." we have been disrespected, mocked, and ripped 

off for many many years by people that were smarter, shrewder, tougher. We were the big bully, but 

we were not smartly led. And we were the big bully who was - the big stupid bully and we were 
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systematically ripped off by everybody. From China to Japan to South Korea to the Middle East, 

many states in the Middle East, for instance, protecting Saudi Arabia and not being properly 

reimbursed for every penny that we spend, when they're sitting with trillions of dollars, I mean they 

were making a billion dollars a day before the oil went down, now they're still making a fortune, you 

know, their oil is very high and very easy to get it, very inexpensive, but they're still making a lot of 

money, but they were making a billion dollars a day and we were paying leases for bases? We're 

paying leases, we're paying rent? O.K.? To have bases over there? The whole thing is preposterous. 

So we had, so America first, yes, we will not be ripped off anymore. We're going to be friendly with 

everybody, but we're not going to be taken advantage of by anybody. We won't be isolationists - I 

don't want to go there because I don't believe in that. I think we'll be very worldview, but we're not 

going to be ripped off anymore by all of these countries. I mean think of it.We have $21 trillion, 

essentially, very shortly, we'll be up to $21 trillion in debt. O.K.? A lot of that is just all of these 

horrible, horrible decisions. You know, I'll give you another one, I talked about NATO and we fund 

disproportionately, the United Nations, we get nothing out of the United Nations other than good real 

estate prices. We get nothing out of the United Nations. They don't respect us, they don't do what we 

want, and yet we fund them disproportionately again. Why are we always the ones that funds 

everybody disproportionately, you know? So everything is like that. There's nothing that's not like 

that. That's why if I win and if I go in, it's always never sounds - I have a woman who came up to 

me, I tell this story, she said "Mr. Trump, I think you're great, I think you're going to be a great 

president, but I don't like what you say I got to make America rich again." But you can't make 

America great again unless you make it rich again, in other words, we're a poor nation, we're a 

debtor nation, we don't have the money to do, we don't have the money to fix our military and the 

reason we don't is because of the fact that because of all of the things we've been talking about for 

the last 25 min and other things. 

When America Was 'Great' 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, you - I was looking back at your speech in New Hampshire back in 1987 

when you were releasing "The Art of the Deal" and a lot of your concerns are very similar to the ones 

you're voicing now. 

TRUMP: Right, even similar countries. 

HABERMAN: Right, and I'm just wondering what is the era when you think the United States last had 

the right balance, either in terms of defense footprint or in terms of trade? 

TRUMP: Well sometime long before that. Because one of the presidents that I really liked was 

Ronald Reagan but I never felt on trade we did great. O.K.? So it was actually, it would be long 

before that. 

SANGER: So was it Eisenhower, was it Truman, was it F.D.R.? 

TRUMP: No if you really look at it, it was the turn of the century, that's when we were a great, when 

we were really starting to go robust. But if you look back, it really was, there was a period of time 

when we were developing at the turn of the century which was a pretty wild time for this country and 
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pretty wild in terms of building that machine, that machine was really based on entrepreneurship etc, 

etc. And then I would say, yeah, prior to, I would say during the 1940s and the late '40s and '50s we 

started getting, we were not pushed around, we were respected by everybody, we had just won a 
war, we were pretty much doing what we had to do, yeah around that period. 

SANGER: So basically Truman, Eisenhower, the beginning of the 1947 national security reviews, 
that's the period? 

TRUMP: Yes, yes. Because as much as I liked Ronald Reagan, he started Nafta, now Clinton really 

was the one that - Nafta has been a disaster for our country, O.K., and Clinton is the one as you 
know that got it done, but it was conceived even before Clinton, but you could say that maybe those 

people didn't want done what was ultimately signed because it was changed a lot by the time it got 
finalized. But Nafta has been a disaster for our country. 

SANGER:·But you think of that period time that you most admire: late '40s, early '50s, it was also the 

most terrifying time with the build up of the Cold War, it's when the Russians got nuclear weapons, 

we got into an arms race, we were -

TRUMP: But David, a lot of that was just pure technology. The technology was really coming in at 
that time. And so a lot of that was just timing of technology. 

SANGER: It was also a period of time when we were threatening to use nuclear weapons against the 

North Koreans and the Chinese in the war. Was that approach you saw of Douglas MacArthur's 
approach at that time, so forth, is that what you're admiring? 

TRUMP: Well I was a fan as you probably know, I was a fan of Douglas MacArthur. I was a fan of 
George Patton. If we had Douglas MacArthur today or if we had George Patton today and if we had a 

president that would let them do their thing you wouldn't have ISIS, O.K.? You wouldn't be talking 
about ISIS right now, we'd be talking about something else, but you wouldn't be talking about ISIS 
right now. So I was a fan of Douglas MacArthur, I was a fan of - as generals - I was a fan· Of 

George Patton. We don't have, we don't have seemingly those people today, now I know they exist, I 

know we have some very, l know the Air Force Academy and West Point and Annapolis, I know that 

great people come out of those schools. A lot of times the people that get to the top aren't 
necessarily those people anymore because they're politically correct. George Patton was not a 
politically correct person. 

SANGER: Yeah I think we can all agree on that. 

TRUMP: He was a great general and his soldiers would do anything for him, 

SANGER: But the other day, I'm sorry, this morning, you suggested to us you would only use nuclear 

weapons as a last resort. 

TRUMP: Totally last resort. 

SANGER: And what did Douglas MacArthur advocate? 
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TRUMP: I would hate, I would hate -

SANGER: General MacArthur wanted to go use them against the Chinese and the North Koreans, 

not as a last resort. 

TRUMP: That's right. He did. Yes, well you don't know if he wanted to use them but he certainly said 

that at least. 

SANGER: He certainly asked Harry Truman if he could. 

TRUMP: Yeah, well, O.K.. He certainly talked it and was he doing that to negotiate, was he doing that 

to win? Perhaps. Perhaps. Was he doing that for what reason? I mean, I think he played, he did play 

the nuclear card but he didn't use it, he played the nuclear card. He talked the nuclear card, did he do 
that to win? Maybe, maybe, you know, maybe that's what got him victory. But in the meantime he 

didn't use them. So, you know. So, we need a different mind set. So you talked about torture before, 

well what did it say - well I guess you had enough and I hope you're going to treat me fairly and if 

you're not it'll be forgotten in three or four days and that'll be the story. It is a crazy world out there, 
I've never seen anything like it, the volume of press that I'm getting is just crazy. It's just absolutely 
crazy, but hopefully you'll treat me fairly, I do know my subject and I do know that our country cannot 

continue to do what it's doing. See, I know many people from China, I know many people from other 

countries, I deal at a very high level with people from various countries because I've become very 

international. I'm all over the world with deals and people and they can't believe what their countries 

get away with. I can ten you people from China cannot believe what their country's, what their 
country's getting away with. At let's say free trade, where, you know, it's free there but it's not free 

here. In other words, we try sell - it's very hard for us to do business in China, it's very easy for. 
China to do business with us. Plus with us there's a tremendous tax that we pay when we go into 
China, where's when China sells to us there's no tax. I mean, it's a whole double standard, it's so 

crazy, and they cannot believe they get away with it, David. They cannot believe they get away with 

it. They are shocked, and I'm talking about people at the highest level, people at - the richest 
people, people with great influence over, you know, together with the leaders and they cannot believe 

it. Mexico can't believe what they get away with. When I talked about Mexico and I talked about they 

will build a wall, when you look at the trade deficit we have with Mexico it's very easy, it's a tiny 
fraction of what the cost of the wall is. The wall is a tiny fraction of what the cost of the deficit is. 
When people hear that they say "Oh now I get it." They don't get it. But Mexico will pay for the wall. 
But they can't believe what they get away with. There's such a double standard. With many countries. 
It's almost, we do well with almost nobody anymore and a lot of that is because of politics as we 

know it, political hacks get appointed to negotiate with the smartest people in China, when we 

negotiate deals with China, China is putting the smartest people in all of China on that negotiation, 
we're not doing that. So anyway, I hope you guys are happy. 

SANGER: Thank you, you've been very generous with your time. 
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MOSCOW - A court in Ukraine has ruled that officials in the country violated the law by revealing, during the 2016 presidential elc>etion in 
the United States, details of suspected illegal payments to Paul Manafort. 

In 2016, while Mr. Manafort was chairman of the Trump campaign, anti•corruption prosecutors in Ukraine disclosed that a pro~Russian 
political party had earmarked payments for Mi: Manafort from an illegal slush fund. Mr. Manafort resigned from the campaign a week 
later. 

The comi's ruling that what the prosecutors did was illegal comes as the Ukrainian government, which is deeply reliant on the United 
States for financial and military aid, has sought to distance itself from matters related to the special counsel's investigation of Russia's 
interference in the 2016 presidential race. 

Some of the Investigation by the special counsel, Robert S. Mueller lll, has dealt with Mr. Manafort's decade of work in Ukraine advising 
the country's Russia-aligned former president, Viktor R Yanukovych, his party and the oligarchs behind it. 

After President Trump's victory. some politicians in Ukraine criticized the public release by prosecutors of the slush fund records, saying 
the move would complicate Ukraine's relations with the Trump administration. 

In Ukraine, investigations into the payments marked for Mr. Manafort were halted for a time and never led to indictments. Mr. Manafort's 
conviction in the United States on financial fraud charges related to his work in Ukraine was not based on any known legal assistance from 
Ukraine. 

, Ukrainian members of Parliament had pressed for investigations into whether the prosecutors' revelation of the payment records, 
which were first published in The New York Times, had violated Ukrainian laws that, in some cases, prohibit prosecutors from revealing 
evidence before a trial. 

Both lawmakers asserted that if the release o.f the slush fund information broke the law, then it should be viewed as an illegal effort to 
influence the United States presidential election in favor of Hillary Clinton by damaging the Trump campalgn. 

The Kiev District Administrative Court, in a statement issued Wednesday,, said that Artem Sytnik, the head of the National Anti~Corruption 
Bureau of Ukraine. the agency that had released information about the payments, had violated the law. The court's statement said this 
violation "resulted in meddling in the electoral process of the United States in 2016 and damaged the national interests of Ukraine." 

A spokeswoman for the anti-corruption bureau said she could not comment before the court released a full text of the ruling. In an 
interview last June, Mr. Sytnik said he had revealed the information "in accordance with the law in effect at the time," 

The court also faulted a member of Ukraine's Parliament, Serhiy A. Leshchenko, who had commented on Mr, Manafort's case and 
publicized at a news conference materials that the anti-corruption bureau had already posted on its website. 

Mr. Leshchenko said he would appeal the ruling, and that the court was not independent and was doing the bidding of the Ukrainian 
government as it sought to curry favor with the Trump administration. 

"This decision of the court is for Poroshenko to find a way to Trump's heart," he said, referring to President Petro 0. Poroshenko. "At the 
next meeting with Trump, he wm say, 'You know, an independent Ukrainian court decided investigators made an inappropriate move He 
wiU find the loyalty of the Trump- administration." 

Mr. Leshchenko sald the prosecutors' revelations about Mr. Manafort were legal because they were "public interest information;' even if 
they were also potential evidence in a criminal investigation. 

u .. Manafort has not been charged with a crime in Ukraine, and earlier this year) Ukrainian -officials from .several investigations into Mr, 
nafort 's payments at a time when the government was negotiating with the Trump administration to purchase sophisticated anti~tank 

m1ssiles1 called Javelins. 

Ukraine's prosecutor general said the delay on Mr. Manafort's cases was unrelated to the missile negotiations. In total, the United States 
provides about $600 million in bilateral aid to Ukraine annua!Jy, 
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Earlier this month, the special counsel accused Mi: Manafort of violating a cooperation agreement by lying. Two of the five alleged lies, 
according to the filing, related to meetings or conversations with Konstantin V. Kilimnik, Mr. Manafort's former office manager in Kiev, 
whom the special counsel's office has identified as tied to Russian intelligence and as a key figure in the investigation into possible 
coordination between then-ump campaign arid Russia. 

·ainian law enforcement officials last year allowed Mr. Kilimnik to leave for Russia, putting him out of reach for questioning. 
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Transcript 

David Greene talks to NATO Secretary-General Jens Stoltenberg, who met with 

President Trump this week. Top on the agenda was defense spending, Iran and the war 

on terrorism. 

DAVID GREENE, HOST: 

President Trump once called the North Atlantic Treaty Organization obsolete, but the 

rhetoric Trump used on the campaign trail and in the early months of his presidency 

appears to have evolved. This was the president at the White House yesterday. 

(SOUNDBITE OF ARCHIVE RECORDING) 

PRESIDENT DONALD TRUMP: NATO has been working very closely with the United 

States. Our relationship is very good. Together, we've increased and really raised a Jot 

of money from countries that weren't paying or weren't paying a fair share. 

GREENE: Trump speaking there yesterday as he met with NATO's secretary general, 

ens Stoltenberg, who joins us this morning in Washington. Mr. Secretary General, 

thanks again for coming on the program. 
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JENS STOLTENBERG: Thank you so much for having me. 

SREENE: So did President Trump's strategy work? Did his earlier criticism of NATO 

i-1ressure countries into spending more for defense? 

STOLTENBERG: So his very strong message has helped. And what we see now is that 

after years of decline or reducing defense spending across NATO allies in Europe and 

Canada, all allies have stopped the cuts. All allies have started to increase defense 

spending. And more and more allies have spent 2 percent, which is a NATO guideline 

of GDP on defense. So we still have a long way to go, but I commended the president 

yesterday for his strong message on burden sharing because all allies have to 

contribute to an alliance as NATO. 

GREENE: Well, he kept up with at least a part of that strategy it seemed yesterday. He 

said, countries that don't contribute enough. He singled out Germany - will be, quote, 

"dealt with." What does that mean? 

:TOLTENBERG: It means that all allies have to do what they promised. And as I just 

said, that's exactly what is now happening. We didn't promise to meet the 2 percent 

target - 2 percent of GDP for defense - in one year. We promised to stop the cuts, 

gradually increase and then move towards 2 percent within a decade. So ... 

GREENE: But forgive me, what does dealt with mean? I mean, do you approve of that 

sort oflanguage when you're talking about allies? 

STOLTENBERG: Well, what we all do is that we meet, we discuss and we focus on the 

gaps and the need for - especially those allies spending less than 2 percent, that they 

have to do a bit more. And that's the way we have handled this issue all the way since 

we made the decision back in 2014, and that has made it possible for us to move 

forward. So I think we should just continue to do exactly what we've done the last year 

and then we'll continue to make progress. 

}REENE: So the president mentioned the Iran nuclear deal yesterday, saying, again, 

what he has said before that it's, quote, "terrible." The U.S. pullout from that deal has 

divided the United States and Europe. I mean, an EU leader said this week that the 
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U.S. seems almost like an enemy now. Are you feeling that in your job? And is that 

tension making it harder to keep the NATO alliance unified? 

JTOLTENBERG: So, honestly, there are differences. NATO is an alliance of 29 

democracies, both sides of the Atlantic with different history, different geography but 

also sometimes different political views on serious issues like, for instance, the Iran 

nuclear deal or climate change, the Paris accord or trade issues. We have had that kind 

of differences before in NATO, dating back to the Suez Crisis in the 1950s or the Iraq 

War in 2003 and many other examples. 

But the strength of NATO is that we, despite those differences, have proven again and 

again that we are able to unite around NATO's core task. And that is that we're able to 

protect each other and stand together because we are stronger together than alone. So 

I'm not saying that these differences are of no concern for me, but I'm saying that 

NATO has proven that, despite differences on important issues, we have been able to 

maintain the unity as a transatlantic alliance defending each other. 

;REENE: Jens Stoltenberg is the secretary general of NATO. He was meeting with 

President Trump yesterday at the White House and was kind enough to join us this 

morning. We appreciate your time. Thank you so much. 

STOLTENBERG: Thank you so much. 
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Qrditmte Jllit@.t• ~f t:l~ ~iv~ s~~~~k ef t~e G~~r~t"' 
fb1it. d1n~t.e l>ie'~fln :e:~n'e' tw blt:t:(tJ' ~'®:~ wa~ ~~t: n,,.. 
$Col:11:~~-.,.J~ff~y;-~ qlti n~t i~ f:~t ~il~~:i-: • 

lJiI t~~ 'ffl -pi~t~ti~h -1):f ... \~:iro-:la. lt~rT:, Cl~t1,f. 
JWtti~o *t:,.~U➔ adb~ri:n~ t1,;; h.i.~ p~s!tiou. thait. tlit. 
,~~idsat :i.~ &.t!t,joot 'tei ltuht~lAt e-msc1.~d: 

1i1~ trcJ cage ef th:l.s k:trii! '"sm,i ~ eQu:tt ti,~ ~t;• 
•IJ.ttb'.'El!~- t~ p:ree~(l &.s~in.};i:t; th'"' p-l:'.¢fi}i(a~ri1t .iu:, 
illtt,;a.:b,itit itn ,1rdtn~rry i,lll,H-""tduiJi.l.. 'n'H,": o,i;;,jl?lcti.,mf; 
t(l s.ueb a (l:-t,1us1?,e 4'r.e 1·!1- ~t:l'.'fltltt ~ncl $>!lt ohv!~iH 
tbat ~ll t1icu,t: ~dt~m.owJl~d~if-': tl:~etn. ii tr.~1;;i~r.~i.:n:.; 
t-1..~r .. ai1~t of the 'I't1.!.1 l,t: .f)f ~r~i:t n~:r:l',, V~l. ~ :i: ,. 
~~X"''l<'.~'~r~:t",,.,,,o:u r;1. -C,, ,..., ... ,~~-~-· 

fi''P • ?• 3:; ,. iS/i ~ 
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E\l"e:t:y~ ~ts'Mi-1t;t;1t.d 'llfith ·~~ ~¢1.ttiw ili\:riitU~ ti~ 
tb.eii 'lm:ttl ~>· sti f11;~ 4i -1 im,Q11t, bH ~ke~ t~ ~U:t.n! 
tbat. tl:1e l,,N$1,d,et ~im,tlf ii; ~haa~t1JU1y i~\\~ hQ.~ ~-• 
:,~ hy ~:¥'!~~;;. at the .tJ1fflt ~· ~,:~. • ~· :f:r.:fflll 
it:. !/ ~tl11,, •f etY1~,~~, .~u •t .1~:r tM. ,u~$t:ioo at1 
t~ ~~tr.er ~u ~i,1,;t;e ~'1?1~1£11,Ei u~ Uk:wiH ~t •. 

la li~,. ,<i lh\it:flt. ~-$.t~ t:itJ."(1;1.1.i.t ~Oll(l-rt f£1ttt~ ill. 
Net>' l~rk ~tml'_poma~ tb:t'l'M'\\ C'a~hl>!ilit tl!ffi.~!!ft t:e:> ~ru' . .e. 
g:tve tt'tt.t:i11,oo~ in a,.. eivU -,-1.~~";li'!,U.~~ ~~i.~ b-~fti·e t~t: 
~~1tt... 'fh,e $~~ ~:i.ut, flftf!t~1!$ ~$i;';.'U:Mli t.o loi?¾1t'4ffld :t<> 
tl\e ~~~~ua. ~1td.~ ttt~ ~ b)"' · 1.fat:t:~:r: tl!oltt 'tai: ~$ 

~f t~:L1. -1\lt.Uei~l dutil&$ p~t~d ~ill:' ~,·~~ t~ 
$-el•~i- f~~ t~ ~t. ~f ~-rit., wt ~tf«t~ t~ rJi:ft 
~tt~,- h}~ ~tt~. . ·v,. ~' 17 l?.ed. 
,~~ 11.~ .. (tlfl?. Ui.~Ml) -(~.c • ., .. A ~-~Uit.t ~'lSU~, 
i:lilv(tl'Vif~ ~ (;ah~.'t ,sffie~ •~ a-ti: ~, Att•~~ · -~ral. 
i~y ui, l~Si.. tl ~ .. 4.--Gk SUi~ 

l;l'!Mf; $~ l~:)7~~1 .. J~£f~att 1r~~t :t~l;vi\lW t,w. 
Y~'.f $t;r~ a~~ttt :f;Q ~~;( #f pri:\\l:ileg:ie ~11.1$:'h •r Mt, . 
~4 ~u•t- tit ~~r ir.i~(ffl~,. Pit:St ,i t:ll\tr. .~i:t.$1.~: him-"' 
$'{ii.tt ~: jl,~,~ t~ ~ ~.!llS!i,'"~' 1$~0-t M -~ #.~t ttf 
\;;,tS: ~~4i,~ t~ ~- pla~ e~ .ft• tt-1:~ i~a:.t: ~ ~~\~" 

. •li;.'l!t a l•~ffl: 1$ff.fui~l ll,~ -~~- -~t~ k~k i.l!l: $,~t: 
ttll t~. ~fflli~ ~ w ~-~ •f' •~nm•t, th'!'; Jl'iif.ffl;r~or,;. 
P:~~t: (k i~ ~ ~inmj\ ~. bEI r•~--~ a1 c~t.-r~l .. 
l~. 

(e) Altl~tbo~ rel4:t.(l'di stu~tiJJI!'¼ ii t'tui: ~,lt~U<m: :Gf 
too ~v:ti'1'-& ii~t'dl to fiu:i.:t~l-;: ~~ts itt Ur., e'!.Wite.dy 
t~ :A. q~~re:~d~~.l. !~ve$!tlt<lltti.~ ~i.t~fi. '?hi~, t:~~ .. 
il:t'lfClv~$ a. q;uest:i,Mt WJ/f E~tivwi p-:r:t'lti'le-t,¢ 1 l'i!in.d G>~1;;ie 
'W~$'hi.~g;t-w t:.\$ff1V::r.:t.~iif $\'!~ ~ J11:t1vil:'Cll,$ti: ~:U:h a;"!llA'!>J'WM~'.t t'.~ QCU"" 
mt.U (M)®<a:~if.ll;I: the i ,U.: ... £'~ St• Cl.111.b: ~~l::tti~t dm.~.tn.g 

y-fU$',;ltl~·r1rui"~ ~~~~-dly el,ai~~,;j i•1.m.U}1 f'~QW. d:i.e con ... 
f;l:il'..$t..!onal sul:rp~a ~~ttr.. ~ar1,~~, l;l.\.t:<1, .t~ 
~~~n~~~~ 10 .1$.o-~tQl:i Un.:l.~rd.ty 1,,1.t1.11 ft,e.,~i$W i a .. 1,2 H3{i}. 
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his ~~1A~i!::.y, •~ it b$.t h,'0!:t. ~a1;;y:t~l)' · clai111!(;1~ :t:.y 
h..t~ •~e:1l!,!\$~r~. ~ut tlw cla~ o:f prrtv:lt~ie flfM:; ~~t,i; 
:ts tt~t tlif,,¢~$:~&::il.y a~-~~t.•dve :i,lth tile c:t&im f¢l'l'. ~t-• 
~e1:aal ir~i:tr f1c-~m Sttbp~I\Vt/!t ~i.~h b the "'t{hj~"t. ~f IL:bi.s 
~o~~~. A. .ttlA\:ini for ttiQe~ti a tile ,t}Uit~d;,t tr.f th~ 
~~t::l:v,i1 ~ran~b. ~t11~:m,sUtrHy in;wtve~ ~~~tt.i.w, ~u~i~fi ~ 

tt c~m~t alw•y& ~ ~id t~ ~ ~ert:.llmtr a M~~~ 
t;hat Ii. ~;h.it.~•. t~~ a,dv-'.i.s:e:r, tl.'i.U. :m.eeee~ri.1.y be :t~t$t"~~,1,t~t.$d 
~ ~ •tt~~ p~it:t.!linb~ to b.ii .~fft(l;ial dut:i•,. ".t:he:1r:lli is 
h~¢ .. 1 I tk,w... Ii· <i~rt~if'i 4~'1l,l(:)fC1 tit> Judie.tJ!il Jroe~hlf5~, 
ll',td.(l"l!, b~vre: aln.yt,. m!tif~ a ~t.:tilietift. bat:~~ a ~utm of 
I.\\-haob.1/t~ 1.~ty f;pam :even tile~ .~ M .a. wit;;~,fi~, ~4'! 
l!l liigbt te clilt~ ,rilfilt\110 ill a.n,•~i~ ,c~~ai1a 1·u.&~ti"~~ 
itt th~· C:~ ~f ~et$ t_:ll)l$tillk~Y u a \d.t~~f,li. The fQ~'f 

t'!f~~ of p?ti~~~ .. JJ$ fa,_~ ~:G l ~, ~t~ds .nt,- ttJ .i'lt 
c:;:i:·tl";!li•l. ~td'.~t (~l'td .. •der a :i:.~e~t of tl~ 
~!'t of ~p~l.$ !or t:~ ltisri:.t~h c.t:ee-uie, i!lf ~.~·~~ .• t-o 
~rl ealdull, ~ Jj~ tm:k Ti.m!'l~ t"~t~:t) ; ~ f,J.E,~~ 

t-r,t of Fi:1«!:il~®' lt a~ila:ti l.€: t:q at-t~~ys 1 ~t;Q,E·~, 

~~. v1t'!$ Q.~.1'1:tt t.ttat. ~~ •~r •1 :b·t~r1min:At1iil ct::i'i,,~tlt $n4 
t~ 1:Ui;~. ~it e.ll $£ ~is ~4 ~'1&$,;1, a1U$lt ,at l~t t~,e · 
~m .·al~ ~it~ll/£1!!!~, ~:111. i.~v~e Jl,'.!!i n.lflfl,~ ~al.y wtl::h. ri!11$~eet 
to ~~ti~l! ~~~~ti~ er :,a.rtii,?:lltl,.!iit .l,J.1il$~ · ~s:ti~,. 

~\ t~~ -0ct:b.v:t: h~, tb:e ftt,md.•M.~ •f i$. ,~~t: to a 
¢.Ottf;}Jrce~1:1-~1 (!~tt~ lft~l:w~ :u:ttti;l. if .ita,r;:1 i~~ 
~i:m11.ee. ·t@ :tM ~~.;rt,~ti ~ Jilit'~h ·~:it ~ th~ ~;l1!it:tdeat. •d 
hi~ ~ih.ri.~r, • ~e r~~f.~~ ~! p:&r~t>Ml ~t:t~~ci:,(I! tfJf 
.~; ~it:L~:~ ~t ii ~~::iitlifh ~~ ~ \llltlt~l'. lr~d.~ 4tl~<s t~l.w~ 
i."'~ d:ae;~t;• a.f ~"'~n,i;m~efl, •~~H.ni ~1 t:be l;e~tb ~f 
t~ tJJ.~, wtm.~1'1 1.$ ~l.'£l~~ t.~ b~ ,-rcHit~ttt·, th1:£t :pl~ 
tlH'" t~~rin~, i;G: t'!) be helt;i," £nd: ti)~ ~ .. lo$~~"1,l\l ~f t,'b() ri/i!l.&;.., 
ti~~htp b~t;we~,n :t:}$..~ v.:it:f.i!.il'lili),£ £~ tM h~i.~1at.. '7:Xli thi11 
(l);l'~;i;r,~.t, t:b~l, t.li<fl ;i..1r1~'!!',ir~~- pers,,i.,.ne.1 ~t:t.t:li~.11:1.1-ec, ~;, $.. 

-~?it:r..,e~~,, ifi ~te buxe.maft)~ to- t;hii;! ~'!'.;;cut:.i ""'~ thnn i~ t:h«f. 
1'~:{Uil"~~l\1'.\nt t.1'.ilU,~ e, ~~~l'lL be t\i1.t"tli~,e~ .• 

the ~l'.&etic.l\'. ,,rit:h r-e11p0ict to pattt: iilti.t~ nou" s~i: 
.IX~'9i.l~r.11 b~(> b¢.1t:tl e:r::r,illt::ic. 1 a~d t'.i'l~ m11y ~.a~i•lC$\~ I b.evi;; 
be~i &bl.~ u1 f:tn,J aJ;e ~e.l;i'. e,m1.t!ll,rn1~ tntiJt,a:t(,: .~~1'.iein:.i;, 
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tif tbe 'h:~~id.4!<nt: .. -p,eo,ple in tl'WI, ~sit:i,~\ .fl:.uit:h &il T~ 
o.o<;c~:,)' ~ rut ~p~~d t,:0c th~ :posltiolil!\ ~fll%ipied by th~~ 
~ t.~,~t"t Co f~! ~ 

tl"' .~ ~~oa.s:tOtl:f., ~rini; tla:~ Mm.iui~txati® ~f Jlre,s:1 .... 
~t: Tt.~tia'llJ::c• & $'i.>'bieooodtt~~ c,f th'-" ~use ~t:t~(I; ·ffll· · 
Uueiu:;,t~~ a~il !Ab~:t' is;in.i~ .s:u~ t:0 .iTolm i-. f.'t.ee~, 
wht> the t:ttlie *"Miid.sl~illlt t;(t. th,¢ Pt:it~:ld:ent''., Iu bt1th 
i'rurt,~~.~ bt. x~tt!XtVJi.~ t,~e l.~lt,~a '1"'i th .~ let~r · tJtiltt~ 
tl:ul..t ,il.n ~ birttffl:le~ tl:t~ ~i~t di:t<~t&d • 1 in ,ri,e~~ 
at· my ·~tit:te~ ~it b:i:t, MfltiB:t..a.14.t, ~t t:~ .ap~· befmt~ }'O'l.:fr 

f&1jbe~t~ ·• ~1 

11il< ltS.l, l~lt iii~~,. au M~,:t•11'tr~i~~ ./:1.Bf'i.$.!it.tmt 
tt.t ~ilt~~t f:t:"~, waf; $:i(!i~lii$t.~ t.Ilt bl~Ufy k,e.fcQTcEI & 

~:t~ ~ttbt~tt:ee i.nvHti~t..1~ tl~ :R.,011:::-t.t-uetim 
,~~ ~~ttti•i ~ a.e,e~t of ·~teb e~~~ ~~·~1 El 
&.11.~~ ~";l.~~t~~ While ?'£fl.i4en.t fi~ feU: ~t thiEi 
lf~¾>-.S't ~.$t:ltl:1:\i$~ ~ vllill•t:t®. !t!i.f tb.Q pl:iMi.,lG; Gt ·the 
s.1;:p;~mti«.t filf itt~~~ • b11: ~{l:rtMl~il *i:r~l~nt.ly"f per
.m.t.tt:.e~ *. »~~® t~ 1::Qt:if.y ill -~•~ t~ ;s;iw Ma a.~ ~ 
i,illl'n:ttlltity t-~ el~~- M?i ~.q,e. 

Ill lii441 JQMtt.~ ~ieltti ~ ~~i,~t1.~t v~ Aru,t.i:St .. 
. ~ til .Pr.esi~~t a0;"'~lti' ~.tft.ed t,f,) l:'~t-1/fOt'ld to 41 ~u ... 
p~~ti&i: '!C'lf:t'!U~'3:i~g hl,m t~ t'&Stify ~t;l!. mt~t tl'.\ tits ti$!,)Bl:'t!l.'4 
;att~t:& ~ ~iO~l tl.1'. t':t!Sig,fl.&t::i.fflJI, ~f th~ ~:tt4\l E.l.$etrUl• 
~at:t~ Admi)Q.i.,~tl;'a.t..or <I ~ f:C~:r!tci~ hi~ t•,;:fu~1d. on t:h.4'l'i eon• 
f:l.(lm:t:-J:.al l'.'i$.t.tn"t'k $£ bif, rtili:l.at~&hif t:t:t ~I& f'r•i'i4:C.irtlt. ~ 
l:l~irtilmt~-~ (If t:htl Se~t~ (;;i:,mmi,tt~ ~~ A,;?''1t,:,'ll;tltur4ll; t.Jiffi 
~r.rin-~~$ly t:$eO~h.d ~a.t. h~ ~& dt:~ it»~ .«:r.iJJSt~t .. 
th~~Uf® ~tti<llS wreit~ t:hUt ~tr.~Jllmtt:l!tf:f: Gh!!t.\'.t'~ mat h~ 
(<till bi!!lievt?i~ ~t • lagb\1.AU;i'1'~ tro1$mU::t!t!:4l e~~l.d llOt :re• 
,,u:i .. .:t'fl E:i.'theJi.1'. tbs Presl~fflt o~ 11.:ti ~:ixl.~ti:ei.tr,u::tciv As~i.,u~,t 
to tett:if:r .ulfi to :tbeir: e:,<1Z\tV'.<wn,at::i-1:lnl\l i tbat. he hnd titlJ;fci'li 
e;Oflfei·z·ed 11lit'li. thl€i Pt~~:i:<.\~.nt; th~.t th¢ l,att4t dbl 1t{)t think. 
itt tb:Jii1 p.m,;~·tfo.\,,l.~ -tt.t'lit hit- tft;tt:.imo11y ~!iul(l. tidve:1'.stily e.£
f¢!(.!t th,e :pt1.lili~ i~~t::¢,st~ ~oo tl,_t ~:l.c,ls -ma~t: tl1.e,:~ft'l)l'ii 
U.t.Yw '4lt1 ll,i.~,t:; tG lUl$',,;"f~l: tht; ft\il'l'>O.ffilfilAi.'!:it:t~e • e ~V!Elltions ... 
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filM,u::;."l!W, A.d$.me 1 ,i-1.1:ri~ tb;e; Eillfjf;UU.OWtt-1,: ~nizt1:atior,., 
dee H~d t:o te~t'i.fy bef>trt.'.t< li o~U:.t~ i:n,n!:tsti~t:ing; t'.h~ 

· tu.~mi-i:at>ll\$ r~·t eol!ll;;l:~t ~~ t::bi, Jl:'.~ 11l't kl.Iii eoofi .... 
~~t:il!!-1 l:''E\\ latiooe;liip widl. the ~id~mt"' but. at: a. u.:u1:· 
~int it"! t:h~ .Ad.atui ttMti0t1 ~lUtit~~-ra.i:l t,{l, t.~.-t.i!y wdtlt 
:t~~JWir,:t tr.;. hit?. de.&l:ttir;s wi:tb ll~~-i~d (;;,oldfinl1¢. 

Lh'll'iillcf, t;i'l(l( h{t.1!!.l:b\g~ t:;)!K tb\1:: ®~~t.i,o,.n 'l.';f ll.t},.;, F'1f,tt..l,l.£. 

t:f..l b·ft Ch.:tef Ju.~foe l!.}f t:lw ~B;(ffl it:ttt,a, t:h.e .~n-!tt.ll'i .Jtt~ 
dic.lax.1• (kG."!¥!!.d.t:t~e r.i,tfi.ffiJil:t\.l;.\,ii, W, ~Y§..t'J:l': l'i~l'Sc$!.:.t, MfJ!OdtU;::(~ 
s1~i.~l 01;.l'~tl~l t;;, t:ii.~ h'<i!llid(ffit, to ~,~r and lt@&Uty 
:r~J\\<i'lt($b\i, tl,~ «rst-fti.nj. I';)] 1.ef~i;slatiMt attthin::itt.J:1.~g s.~r~t 
SU',"1~~ pnt.<1ct.to,n ft!Jlf f'r(i;&':i~t::.141 ~~tda.t.;;,s. u: Md 
li',\\\i® .,..""•-""''""'~ t~ the ~.it~ ~: Ju~Uo€< fort~i, · Md 

i~ du, f$:tlQ;t:i.~~ ~f tbiiii . _, ......... ~ •. ~t •~. 
ll,f; ~s :dt.t:Utf&, U A~ts~Ute J'u~t:1¢.e the 

~~tt~ Pi~tO:tii Wit~ll~~ tM 
i•1~t.~ lallit~ s!tii f~!.l1~V!flH 

~.&ooiJii,.t11il ($~J;'j.~l t~•.;ie:;l. t;c; t.~ ,Flc:(l}$id~t 
~~f l:Ji1,. l ~~: ~~ 

.l\t.lllll:ttt~rs ,,u,,.. . .,, ... ._.,,,,. t~t ~ 

~- (3 ~.i.e. i :u.'l~) tt. bas 
~i;t::li.ibli~h4J\4* fl ,$. ~ttc l.\i.t 

p~$&,~i;tt1!'. i ~!..,M;; ~~1$,l:fi: .~f 
1.~Ut~ ~'ta.f! ;0'h.4ll ~t .a;ppe&x 

h~~'l:,i; ./A\ C:f.m.5);,t'U/$:t~.al o~~;i.tt~ :t~ t~"':tity 
Wi.t;:loJ: r.M·pe¢t. to t1'w. ~,:fo~~ "f tt.ei:r 
d1:ti~lii Qtl beh>l1.U' {)f the hAi~t. '!'.M.t, 
li&dtltti;M}t '1/lf!iI.~it ~it 'i~t. 1"$:l.;t~il.P:i:i.%\ by th(.;, 
t;WAi:'!'~'1l<& ,U ~.H !\S ti'tii ~uti.ve I illi I;\.md<il-'' 
ll.'l.e~.~); to 47UX ~y~t!/.l!£u '71f f,;.O'lr'1J..~~tt. 1 i~.it$t. l 

tl1f::r:,.::fc.~, l~tl\£1~1!(t:h1llJ· d'!i}eU:t,t;. the. itl'-"'it . .t-~ 
UQt1 to t>i.'lt;,t.ifr t~ tiw: h.eei,ing:i.~" 

'fh~s ~' ;ntec(tder;.t.;(;; l'l:rt,, -ll1;Y\d~ur.ly quit({, lne:mi,;:. lm, i,;.re 1 1l!llr-
t.:lct~ 1au: l.y H on\>?; f.<f.l{'t,if.& t.o apfllJ' th~i;, ·to l~r:{l'0r llf!'>":el ~11.,it.~ HQ1.1se 
staff ~!'€;1'~•~,:nt. ltl .~ o.t:rictl:, t.$Ct.l.,cdl !;ll;lf;.)lH('• tl:m ~-¢'7t:lv~ nrati.ch 
hll'l-t a bca,t-at.a:rt ti, .tl."i)' ccrw1trlll'\r.tr~y 1..d.t:h Urn L~t:ir.1.!itlvt!, f.T.~neh, 
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I'# inc¢ t.l::.'l!I. L18-Jt;tJ1t l.~t.i.ve Ur-111-tu.:h w,a.)'ilt.1it lt(ll1:i1.a:th~~ t:bi,f,!. ~t'lic:v.t:br~ 
£.:r-~i~b ~, a~o{/1 _th~n,HO:t:at the- tniU~ti\l<(\1 lies ~::it.h tht«i f<rt1:-;;iJ1tn::, 
ti.ll tbi"'t ~~S::t;lti;v<,l\ }W,i!; ~ d"G bi •t~e~in tht:<J !.~t:.~ ~,- ~T~ .h't" 
P-il-'llll"""i$,'.\l.l$. &M_$l?f::~l?£.1 of ~xs~.i M-t:. i;he &ut:ho:tit:1 it:ll> :iUdf 
¢Ct.~.)::;. "'&l'-•:.i;.U ·ill i,•i~llle~~ \\\'!h-<\tl:6- f.t:, .I;'..~~;;ct,ti,; ~.s ~~t\~\t.au"'} 
ei~- t:he 1;:.._,, iio t.td.€t 4J?1~nll:t.1,1 pr~,~U~I in thi,,i .Dl!ll:'J..e1$ 
iueide~t ~ 

.otit; tlis1t <£t.!".eat1.~ -e£ l.1.t&;-fll. :r~~tU$.t, h n~t: U-,~, Q'aly ~ ~-
vtl~iiid.l.' iu, llr~- ~:U a.wt1r~. t:.l~ .11:@iti,.,d~tt:t: e:la..~;mt. ~~u .. 

\f(il;flil.~<!lt td.the:r t.~ .diwl.tifl .t ei:""1-1.tu~;.1t: ~1:· to 
f)ell!ait: lfl: w.:tit•s,~ t~ t:eJ!'it;Uy 1 l-tl!i :i~d~.4t-tai1· d~ws. t~ lrlJ11.t1id£ 
fll:Qi;l;t~ -~ir:U.:::id3t.;l!t fin: ''w!t~..;.l~-ilg"' l:"'l:l~~t 'l!IM"ide~£"$. ft:om ~ 

0,1: tr_. tl'ur. ~;1~lle. Whi.l~ ,;a $.tliUMly <i:l\\'t~1tffl]~~ t:1fltim 
~~ll:.'tut:i~ 1.1:&.k"!L1,,.1;""''""'' i~ •t :$!1lj ~, i~:.wrz;~~t:ii, of t.h\i'l 

~:~e;t1,'t1V4'l l,-~,\l:~,;.i:'l:i ~ -~ i.,U~ti,t;ti,t.1® $le"!,; t:h,{;; ~'1ll<l.:f s 

l'litt :l..t"~d"'!'ti~J~t~ly j-ust;tfi.et'! flt~1m ~f ~~:tiv~ r>rivll~}l:~ 4- ~tily 
,~ i>lt tb.;;i b~t. ~f i.t$! ~~f~iaey • tM.J' "bi!: ~- ,&~t-1 d,tg .. 
ie~-~a1 t:~ 'tl-.e- !t'imid~t,. Jl Th~ ,J~Jti!.tlt~ ~i~b ~-b~ri, :$tab£ 

t::~ :bie 11;~t,:1:b ~- ~~l!i>. 

'rt~ t.}'!ii! ~tlJllnt ~t -;t j'l\iM!:ll.Udt.i~~, ~'Sy b~ Ii;:-~ · fl::~l'.il 

tffll'l £~:z'.$1'li",l!!!i~" a:r~ tM,1ces~-llirrl.t,, ~~lltiV(!, ill.11:d &k~:ellly. l 
~ff~r tl~ £~ll~ti~~~: 

U.) 
th#~ '11.~i('J, <.\l~~ily ~~t- '!ll.1.-t.'t.: th:~, fr-e~i~t.: ~- ~ l:',!;'l;i);.lnl~ 11t:· 
.frcilf,q,u~t; b4'.!,i,!"t.,-.,;,,!'1~1tl hit: ~11\l'W-~ atui~l:tit;tJ,ylJ" 11.t~e t"a:'~l t~!!tl."" 
!.'l'IQil<i~l C~U.lfli~i. ~:f a C-Qni?!e.'iii;J,ilMl e11.1mit,&~e. 'l"b1!iy l'i:Gt ,~:r . 

i:~t b,~ a~~i~;d wi:t,la n~p~t ta tb.!l.tl"t" i>.ffir.:~1 ~itle:s, ~u1:. 
~:l't ,ev~t b!1l< ~ll&U.~tii tl:f api~;r, · !it a~~:l'.et~s 

et.>,'!'~i.tt-0ct!.'.. 'l'.ht11y ft"' f)l:\lr;J~Il\Pt.1fflY ~V'<'lttl'llitle to t:fa(~ he:iii>:i!lll-'l.l;t, 
1:4 hatt:r.':I!; @; dayi, ~e. th~ n~ce:S$1.1t:W of t,itJ;i(U'.: a.c.~.O!l;b't'l~.dati~1c;, .ts. 
c0ugr1a1s;i;i.~m.-f,l ~~U:t:~it 1wx ~;:re~{i'i.l't;g. ai ¢.O'Grt t~ lilI:t'~tl.i&l;: .<il.. ni-or~, 
e•~Ntlll(IJ;:t,t. til'l'l/€t¥ '€:':Qttld- ::t~atr ttti,i\.t ~,l'l\tfl;<ibi.l:H:y •. 

.,..,111~~...,,.~+ffl'\~ 
1/ ti'...t'l'i:llJ, tlM:, 'tt;ll~lXl't- V®K, j:n'\r~ti&,t;at.i,'&~ '.t'rc:itti:mr1t C-o~l.id,!l;(< 
>ZO!.'f..flid~it"'ei:i Att:Oi~.ey G-fl'~Jt.-itl tua,1¾~~1:ty1 r;. 1:~~i:Kim,e1:iid-1tt:ioi:1 ti':! i~~k,E 

11::G:~~u.tiv"' wirl¥i.~g~ .t.{(f to hU ,1~:tiv'i.t;it\® fa, t::be l.1epii1-1:t~i1:t: fl'f 
J\HR't:\.ee, t}'l'.li 5.ll~tildvi~e-d tfaAlt:. he askad to:r hii .?'t'l!dgnt.ilt':t~. l.Cl 
Coi::,$;.. li.~J::. U.4itL 
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(2) l ,¢1~ not: t:h.1.nk -t;h:tii pr:1.Mipb, c~ ~;:: e~.s;ht t~ bCI 
"f~Xt.~d.~1 1:$ 4ill '-';tber.'s/' of ttw ~:U:;e, i!OO$il\\i t.t:taff, lll'WittltW'v.,r 
tha.t s1:ticl.!£!i ~,:~ inel.u~.. ·~at:her o~~ ~ts t:o@.la:1;!ilHy ~ tl.'le 
t~iiti 4):f ~~t ,t!!.pf'f'~t•i~tit»i th¾!it: J;alalt'';l'..~$ a:i::~t :p~illi <>"rt oi:, 
t'.tt(i, bu,:tl.~1,ng it>i v.t,toh th,t,y h"Ci~l~.,, :t11.t' ltl.the1~1i®,i::,.li l.$\ll!er lw,,l 
V.'l:.ttte Hnua;i;:, ~t:11ff 'tli.~~'t'l)i o•t tfJ ~V'.;;,; fH~w., ft:1rm of t:e;i.t;i .. 
~1,:r,;,.ial. pt-i,•it$gr.:: \\'!it'h l~$.l.,~t 1!:e eft~r1M,.ii,~1,..._l ~estis;at:b:iz 
CQl'i).t,xi ttilhSS. i,~t l t:t.i.w.< tt i~Af !i~re bt e.e~a:rd.ru.1~t.1 w\\.t;h. :t<!t ... 
l~t¢d d1:tl'.itri:m'.;~t :u:i, th1& l.&'W t:o tS;f tli.at $1.'l:e:h & t,1::1:vilegi¼ it 
n-o.t; C>™-' wlrd,eh e&m l~ thelf, t~ wh~l.ly -0;1$:t'ii<,!,fotN:i a 1S:ubp.oe.i1a.* 
oi· w e:nt::b::(11.i:y 1.:<~i~- t,Q ~,,pie~~ b.¢~e ~ e~~gr*ts1$d.~l. tt1:I).~ 

mt:tiactllJ. i111,~t~1:1$ it .i:~ 1:., j~tvil,~i~ ·tG :r~fu.ci~ t~ t;;;.>Jtttify wit,li 
t:lil:tpi'¾,¢:1:. ti, •1 i.;.~te~ all:tabt iFl! tb.ii e:~r.:;$.t: .~ t~l'll:ir (!,ffit.:;ia.l 
p~d.ti~~ ~f ~ll!vi.11.'b::1,;s\ Qt' f'll)~1lat.ing i¾..tlrlce f(i'f' Ut~ hefl:ii~t:. 

~t't:ier JI th:t~ i:i.,$U~it!l?il. ~:1 ~I.lit bli!i ef 
i!'.,,.,!,~""·r.t,i,,.=..,. ll¢~a,s'$~, ~-f t;;li~ (J~tt:~ s~~:i,!1~$ t,W «~btjee1~ 

bt it.~ t<~~it, .-.d t:~ $tihj:oot. i~ t)J:t:1t 1,1!tt1. 
t('; pdvUet;it _,. lit~ ~l,td.•d., th1t 17~ztw!!itr ite~u 

b~ d~eU~ti ~ tltJiitt ~~d~ .• !/'.$'t i:ti t.~~ a4v~~ta;z. a 
Ct!,her~t set cf dt.ilflM~ibl~ p,ri~ei,lfl,, l t:1'.d,l\k ™ lii$t,ittdi¢1tl:. 
·iitc .an. _,,....,.1,•1!:!111,f• t.?rt~. !if 

(3). \Ht:fi :t'.liilllil<.,.~-t ~ ~~.tut ~!:tlf t~ :.."Ole ~£ tM, 
L~:si.s11Jlti>1li\ lilt:~~ it; ii,~t,. ~e ~8~ttal; ,.t:U, b~ld 
offie~E .~ ~dt~i$t~;1;· de,~tJ, ~eh.~~ C'~~~t.41,d by. Act 
of ~~.:i:&;rez$. 'l"bl!l .J,at;ti.~l'I; D~~~f.$1~t, f~ ~~le, ~i;'®.tl\l~t..tr-$ 
.i:.;;a,d ,t':l\i'l.);1..·{l!N t;,~t~Nlill\i tit! ~t~t;~i• ~ult «~II:! ,e~t~ by ~®;ii,t:~$Z. 

~lvetltwr (Ir ~t Ua~ At:t~•IS.~J ~,,:;~41, l'..tm::.H,lll:f ffiiiY ~4\' . .¢'.®li~llfflll. t~ 
apfi{:a.: ~tss a ~i.t.>'l~~ bef~t'tl a ¢0l\~'M-&.i1)~:$l ~o..~:L.tt:~e. t:.t) t~tii'y 
ati tei. t;hc fl.1fiM~:t: .tw~ wl.i:tc.bs. th;1; ,l'.,ei~&.t"t.Mi.t: pairf~~ t.be$~' tasJ~.6, 
i t'l,ir;J::, l'.ht1i·.; i.i ~.ft). "!Ullilt:::Lot.: bu.t t:r~t thtf. ~,,,l;t:?;:'~@:,t l.~ OL'-li"" 

~&tee t.ri fa:ir.1,:.t~li s~1t ll:n~wle,rlge~t,ltr wl.tueu, tVt :rfs$PQ'i:LI\\~ ct~ ~. 

y---iI;~· "ili,r.stt:tde~lt: ~~ f;'l;f {l:f.1.n::S;~ ,. t:\1~!.:v!., Ui,r~ 1.n:i vi U2f.•' an-d per
m.ix eith,,tc cl£il'i;lli Qf a.dvit:,,ti:rz tea t,(itlt.ify. I.:s vi~. of tli.S .. $., t:h"" 
Fi:·tiwid~n.t gh~le! t;,fii. sdvh~. :G.f ~ny lu~t.ll<~~i It.1 \<Jh:i.<.th £ !ittt:.>rrJ;;ie:l'.· 
cf t.h;;. Wh'i:t.f• fiOUfF\t" ib!4:i:f: it; sui.~Jc"Gi~~~ O'.f.' rer:i.~.£t~-£ t;ci t;.~l\lt::Lfy. 
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~@l'i@,'li:eJt;si<n~,l. :.:~'i;,(!t.l>t;. £0,.1· t.{;\!l}t:,Jm0,i1:v ai.1 t.htii: s£1.'lhJ~ct:. on tht.. 
oth®t: h~:i.d, .r t.ui~I';. .it ~!ilt•ll'iU,;,•· cl.~1t.t- t;jtl;_.!,i,i::; t1to Cill-biu~t off,.1.ee,F 

b~ ut~r't'~.J'l;~t~~ ~t l'llll ~tt;b . X'flllif•P~c~:. Ii:~ Wl~-~t. tt)tl/i., pl~C{I 
ttt. -i:ii. <::abtnet ;;i~~, ..... :n~,. i,'t' ~fl te 4-1lv ()if r~~-n:f~~i!J~l'l¢ o:-x 
miiM'-'t:itt/j;S w1'1.ich ~-&i:e. r.M::U.~~ fot~ t:}14;: p~pr>e.'1$ •t.rtf li~0~i~i't,{;; <:,<;t; 

fo:tl;!\,ll.l.Zittin:r.~ a-dvi'i.."'li¼ ff-JI;;: th$; f'.i'.'.~J,iQe-ttt ~ 

(L,) It it: ·;.,it.41 t'ri.at: .a -re~~&'¼~t.io:1:, th-8/t. the Fr~~i~~t 
i%.~lilf%]:t ,~t'!lilti:g;.;:y, tH:l: I.I. CQO,£ldi.s1a':t,d Ol'it(~, b!'.!let~tlil\ll;l: tl,4' (;~~~'j.~~$,S 

of. il!l.itii:1.Uy 4~~J:t:.b:i:t, t}Jt' el;ai.i~ ~~ tll~:t 'f~e~.:!:ialI; i"t.Oill it: in 
ti1.ti f~r::~ (.'}f ~'!ilhli4 &iti.tiei,e1.i1, ~.x.e ~b,r-i,Q,U~,ly r~art.,, l'n;tt:Uul t.b;att 
.$t:l' lr.d.~:i,11 d~i·dm.-i, 1M~t t;cy _ ~~::t t'~it: e\l-ill.:l:~. 

\ttH:t11m n .. 1<:e~4.tti,~ 
A~~hit::•:mt: Attcn1.ey ~1".'ti.1 

Offt,Ht ot: JAglf.l ~~Mel 
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