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Jordan, Zeldin,
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THE CHAIRMAN: The committee will come to order.

Good morning, Dr. Hill, and welcome to the Houlse
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, which, along with
the Foreign Affairs and Oversight Committees, is conducting
this investigation as part of the official impeachment
inguiry of the House of Representatives. Today's deposition
is being conducted as part of that inquiry.

In light of attempts by the White House administration
to direct withesses not to cooperate with the inquiry, the
committee had no choice but to compel your appearance today:
We thank you for complying with the duly authorized
congressional subpoena.

Dr. Hill has served with distinction in and out of
government, including as National Intelligence Officer for
Russia and Eurasia at the National Intelligence Council, as a
senior fellow with the Brookings Institution, and, most
recently, as Deputy Assistant to the President and Senior
Director for Europe and Russia on the National Security
Council staff.

In her most recent work at the White House;, Dr. Hill
held a unique position at the top of the executive branch's
policymaking process, in which she would have had access td
and been involved in key policy discussions, meetings, and
decisions on Ukraine that relate directly to areas under

investigation by the committees.
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Although you left your position, Dr. Hill, only a few
days before the President's July 25th, 2019, call with
Ukrainian President Zelensky, we look forward to hearing your
testimony today about the range of issues and interactions we
are investigating that occurred 1in the leadup to the
July 25th call, as well as your expert assessment of the
evidence we have uncovered since you left the White House.

This includes the July 25 call record itself as well as
the documentary record that has come to light about efforts
after the call to get the Ukrainians to announce publicly
investigations into the two areas President Trump asked
President Zelensky to pursue, the Bidens. and Burisma, and the
conspiracy about Ukraine's purported interference in the 2016
U.S. elections.

Before I turn to committee counsel to begin the
deposition,; I invite the Ranking Member Nunes or, in his
absence, one of the Republican members present to make any
opening remarks. I will recognize one of the GOP members.

MR. JORDAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Hill, I want to thank you also for appéaring today.
My understanding is you were coming voluntarily until about
an hour ago when the chairman issued to you a subpoena.

THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me; could we suspend?

Do we have any members hére that are not members of the

three committees authorized to be present?

UNCLASSIFIED



23

24

25

4583
UNCLASSIFIED 7

Mr. Gaetz, you're not permitted to be in the room.

MR. GAETZ: I am on the Judiciary Committee.

THE CHAIRMAN: Judiciary Committee is not a part of this
hearing.

MR. GAETZ: 1 thought the Judiciary Committee had
jurisdiction over impeachment.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gaetz, you're not permitted to be in
the room. Please leave.

MR.  JORDAN: Mr. Chairman, reaily?

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes,; really.

MR. GAETZ: You're going to include Members of Congress
on committees that have roles of impeachment --

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gaetz, take your statement to the
press. They do you no good here. So, please, absent
yourself,

MR. GAETZ: You're going to have someone remove me from
the hearing?

THE CHAIRMAN: You're going to remove yourself;

Mr Gaetz.

MR. JORDAN: Mr. Gaetz is going to stay and listen to
the testimony.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gaetz, you'reé going to leave the
room.

MR. GAETZ: 'No, I think I have a right to be == i3 there

a rule you can cite as to why I am not --
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THE CHAIRMAN: 'You're not a member of this committee.
This is conducted in closed session. You're not permitted to
be here.

MR. GAETZ: 1I'm on the Judiciary Committee.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gaetz, please absent yourself from
the committee. TIt's the ruling of the chair you're not
permitted to be here. Please leave the committee.

MR. JORDAN: Mr. Chairman, I think in the 20 hours of
testimony we've heard in the two previous interviews, there
have been a grand total of 12 Members of Congress present. I
don“t think it's going to hurt to have a 13th Member actually
hear sométhing that, in my judgment, all 435 Members of
Congress should be entitled to hear.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gaetz, you're not a member of the
three designated committees that are participating in this
interview. You're not permitted to be here. That is the
ruling of the chair, and you are required to leave.

MR. GAETZ: Do you have a rule that you're able to cite
for that?

THE CHAIRMAN: T am citing the House rules and the
deposition rules. You are not permitted to be here.

MR. GAETZ: Which rule?

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gaetz, you are simply delaying the
procedures in violation of the rules. Please absent

yourself.
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MR. GAETZ: Which rute?

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gaetz, why don't you take your
spectacle outside? This is not how we conduct ourselves in
this committee.

MR. GAETZ: 1I've seen how you've conducted yourself in
this committee, and I'd like to be here to observe.

THE CHAIRMAN: We'll wait until Mr. Gaetz leaves before
we begin. I do want to say that this dilatory tactic will
come out of the minority's time for questioning.

MR. GAETZ: This isn't dilatory. You can begin any time
you like:

THE CHAIRMAN: We're going to begin the clock. This
will come out of the minority's time for questions.

MR. JORDAN: Well, I had a statement I wanted to get to
when you interrupted me.

THE CHAIRMAN: We're not back on the record.
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{10:43 a.m.]
THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Let's go back on the record:.
MR. BITAR: Hi. As the general counsel of the House
Intelligence Committee, I'm relaying the view of the

Parliamentarian, which was just relayed over the phone; to

both Members and staff of the minority committees as well 4s

the majority.

The Parliamentarian made ¢lear that the House deposition
regulations and the language used therein has always been
construed as meaning members of the committees undertaking
the joint investigation and not members of other committees
who may wish to attend for other reasons, and, therefore,
they are not allowed to participate in the deposition itself
or be present.

Thank you.

MR. JORDAN: Chairman, could I just add one thing?

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.

MR. JORDAN: The Parliamentarian was also c¢lear that
there 15 no precedent, no basis for docking anyone's time,
that this was a legitimate question and not dilatory in any
sense.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jordan, you have an opening
statement?

MR. JORDAN: I do.

On September 24th, Speaker Pelosi unilaterally
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announced -~

THE CHAIRMAN: The record should reflect that Mr. Gaetz
has left the room.

MR. JORDAN: Yes.

On September 24th, Speaker Pelosi unilaterally announced
that the Housé was beginning a so-called. impeachment inquiry.
On October 2nd, Speaker Pelosi promised that the so-called
impeachment inguiry would treat the President with fairness.

However, Speaker Pelosi, Chairman Schiff, and Democrats
are not living up to that basic promise. Instead, Democrats
are conducting a rushed, closed-door, and unprecedented
impeachment inquiry. Deémocrats are ignhoring 45 years of
bipartisan procedures, procedures that provided elements of
fundamental fairness and due process.

In past impeachment inquiries, the majority and the
minority had coéqual subpoena authority and the right to
require a committee vote on all subpoends. The President's
counsel had a right to attend all depositions and hearings
including those held in executive session. The President’'s
counsel had a right to cross-examine Witnesses and a right to
propose witnesses.

The President's counsel also had the right to present
evidence, object to the admission of evidence, and to review
all evidence presented; both favorable and unfavorable.

Speaker Pelosi and Chairman Schiff's so-called impeachment
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inquiry has none of these guarantees of fundamental fairness
and due process.

Most disappointing, Democrats are conducting this
impeachment inquiry behind closed doors. This seems to be
nothing more than hiding this work from the American people
and, frankly, as we just saw, hiding it from other Members of
the United States Congress. If Democrats intend to undo the
will of the American people just before the next election,
they should at least do $0 transparently and be willing to be
accountable for their actions.

And, finally, Dr. Hill, we've beéen advised by the State
Department that communications between heads of state are
¢lassified, and I think it's important that we keep that in
mind as we proceed through today's interview.

With that, I yield back.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Goldman.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This is a deposition of Dr. Fiona Hill conducted by the
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence pursuant to
the impeachment inquiry announced by the Speaker of the House
on September 24th.

Dr. Hill, if you could please state your full name and
spell your last name for the record.

DR. HILL: It's Fiona Hill. Last name 1is H-i-1-1.

MR. GOLDMAN: Along with other proceedings in
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furtherance of the inquiry, this deposition is part of a
joint investigation led by the Intelligence Committee 1in
coordination with the Committees on Foreign Affairs and
Oversight and Reform.

In the room today are majority and minority staff from
both the Foreign Affairs Comnmittees and the Oversight
Committees, as well as majority and minority staff from
HPSCI. Just so the record is clear, equal numbers of staff
from both the majority and minority have been and are
permitted to be Here. This is a staff-led deposition, but
Members, of course, from the three committees may ask
questions during their allotted time.

My name is Daniel Goldman. I'm the director of
investigations for the HPSCI majority staff, and I want to
thank you very much for coming in today for this deposition.

I would like to do brief introductions, and I understand
that the withess would also just like for everybody around
the table to introduce him or herself so that the witness
knows who everybody is. So; to my right is Daniel Noble, who
is the senior investigative counsel for HPSCI. Mr. Noble and
I will be conducting most of the interview for the majority.

And then, if we could just continue down the room next
to Mr. Noble, that would be great.

MR. HECK: I'm Denny Heck. I represent the 10th
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District of Washingtonh State.

T

MR. RASKIN: Congressman Jamie Raskin from Maryland's
Eighth District:

MR. ROUDA: Congressman Harley Rouda from Orange County,
California.

MR. ROONEY: Francis Rooney from southwest Florida;y

Foreign Affairs Committee.

MR. PERRY: Scott Perry, Pennsylvania's 10th District.
MR. ZELDIN: Lee Zeldin, New York-1.

MR. JORDAN: Jim Jordan, Ohio.

MR. CASTOR: Steve Castor with the Republicam staff of

the Oversight Committee.

MR. WOLOSKY: 1I'm Lee Wolosky, counsel to Dr. Hill.

MR. UNGAR: 1I'm Sam Ungar, also counsel for Dr. Hill.

DR. HILL: Thank you.

MR. GOLDMAN: Dr. Hill, this deposition will be
conducted. entirely at the unclassified level. However, the

deposition is being conducted in HPSCI's secure spaces and in
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the presence of staff who all have appropriate security
clearance. 1t is the committee’'s expectation thdt neither
questions asked of the witness nor answers by the witness or
the witness' counsel will require discussion of any
information that is currently or at any point could be
properly c¢lassified under Executive Order 13526.

Moreover, EO 13526 states that, quote, 1in no case shall
information be classified, continued to be maintained as
classified, or fail to be declassified, unguote, for the
purpose. of concealing any violations of law or preventing
embarrassment of any person or entity.

Now, I understand that, Dr. Hill, you had classification
authorization in your previous job. You were the classifying
authority. So we expect you to fully understand the
distinction here between the classified and unclassified; and
we will be relying on you in part to indicate whether any
questions that are asked may call for answers that are
classified.

If that is the case, we would ask that you please inform
us of that before answering the questions so that we can
adjust accordingly. Part of the reason for that is our
understanding is that your attorneéys do not have appropriate
security clearances --

DR. HILL: Right.

MR. GOLDMAN: == and so we'll want to make sure that we

UNCLASSIFIED
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preserve all classified information in our national security
interests.

Today's déposition is not being taken in executive
session, but because of the sensitive and confidential nature
of some of the topics and materials that will be discussed,
access to the transcript of the deposition will be limited to
the three committees in attendance. You and your attorney
will have an opportunity to review the transcript at a later
date.

Before we begin, I'd like to go over a couple of ground
rules for this deposition. We will be following the House
regulations for depositions. As you know by now, we have
previously provided your counsel with a copy of the
regilations, and we have copies here as well if you or your
counseél would like to review them at -any time.

The way this deposition will proceed is as follows: The
majority will be given 1 hour to ask questions, and then the
minority will beée given 1 hour to ask questions, and,
thereafter, we will alternate back and forth between majority
and minority in 45-minute rounds until the questioning is
complete. We will take periodic breaks, but if you or your
counsel need any break at any time, just let us know:

As we just understood, you do have counsel here, who
just introduced themselves. And so we want to make it clear

that, under the House deposition rules, counsel other than
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your own counsel, including counsel for government agencies,
may not attend. So it is our understanding that the only
counsel here. today representing you is your peérsonal counsel.

There s a steénographer taking down everything that is
said here today. For the record to be clear, we would ask
that you please wait until questions are finished before you
answer, and we will do the same when you answer. The
stenographer cannot record nonverbal answers, such as shaking
your  head or saying "uh-huh,™ so 1t is important that you
answer each question with an audible, verbal answer.

We ask that you give complete replies to the questions
based on your best recollection. If a guestion is unclear or
you are uncertain in your réesponse, please don't hesitate to
let us know and ask: that the question be rephrased or asked
again., If you do not know the answer to a guestion or cannot
remember, simply say so.

You may only refuse to answer a question to preserve a
privilege that is recognized by the committee. If you refuse
to answer a question on the basis of privilege, staff may
either proceed with the deposition or seek a ruling from the
chairman on the objection in person or by telephone during
the deposition at a time of the majority staff's choosing:

If the chair overrules any such objection, you are required
to answer the guestion.

And, finally, you are reminded that it 1s unlawful to
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deliberately provide false information to Members of Congress
or staff. It is imperative that you not only answer our
guestions truthfully but that you give full and complete
answers to all questions asked of you. Omissions may also be
considered to be false statements.

Now, as this deposition is under oath, Dr. Hill, would
you please stand and raise your right hand to be sworn? Do
you answer or affirm that the testimony you dre about to give
us is the whole truth and nothing but the: truth?

DR. HILL: I do.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you. Let the record reflect that
the witness has been sworn.

Dr. Hill, if you choose, now is your time to make any
opening remarks.

DR. HILL: I don't have any openings remarks. I'm just
here to answer everyone's questions.

MR. GOLDMAN: And, Mr. Wolosky, do you have anything
that you would like to address before we begin?

MR. WOLOSKY: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Goldman:

I would like to enter into the record a letter of
today “s ‘date, October 14, 2019, from Michael Purpura of the
White House Counsel's Office governing the subjects or
addressing the subjects of executive privilege and
classification, along with a letter from me to Mr. Purpura

dated October 13, 2019.
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I'd like to make it clear that Dr. Hill is testifying
today subject to the contents of these letters or of the
White House Counsel's Office's letter, also pursuant to the
subpoena she received today; and pursuant to any rulings that
are made by the chair during the pendency of these
proceedings.

THE CHAIRMAN: Those letters will be admitted into the
record.

[The information follows:]

KERE AR TNSERT 1-1 # ¥k x¥ sk
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THE CHAIRMAN: 1In light of the White House counsel
letter introduced by the witness' counsel, let me state at
the outset of today's testimony that this' testimony should
proceed without any interference or delay.

Dr. Hill, you are compelled to testify at this
deposition by a subpoena that the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence issued to you today; October 14, 2019. You
are required to provide full, truthful, and accurate
testimony in cornection with the committee's joint
investigation, which is undertaken as part of the House of
Representatives' impeachment inquiry.

Your counsel has provided a letter sent to your counsel
this morning from the White House stating that the
information that you may be asked to testify about today
could be covered by a privilege. Under the House deposition
rules, as the chair, I have the authority to rule on any such
objection, but no such objection will be in order or should
be necessary.

As you know, only the President may: assert executive
privilege, and the President usually does so in writing with
specificity along with an opinion from the Justice
Department. The President has not communicated any such
assertion to the committee with respect to the information
requested.

The President has also spoken extensively publicly about
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the matters under investigation here, and he has declassified
and publicly released a summary of his call with the
Ukrainian President. The administration also declassified
the whistleblower complaint and a range of accompanying
materials that address the range of issues under discussion
today.

The President's actions have opened the door to further
1nvestigat1vékactiops and. taking of testimony on these
subjects. The President has waived his ability to block
others from making statements about the same matters that
¢ontradict his own statements or expose his wrongdoing.

Regarding any claim of deliberative process privilege as
an element of executive privilege, this is not a privilege
recognized by the Congréss. Furthermore,; the information you
have been asked to provide is critical to the committee's
investigation and the House's impeachment inquiry.

We must obtain your answers here because Congress has a
constitutional duty to expose wrongdoing in the executive and
to act as a check and balance to the power of the executive,
especially when there is significant evidence that the
President is abusing his executive power for his own personal
gain. The committees cannot accept any effort to interfere
with these proceedings. We therefore expect you do answer
all questions during the deposition.

With that, I will yield back to Mr. Goldman.

UNCLASSIFIED
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MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you.
BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Dr. Hill, could you please explain for everyone in
the room what your role was on the National Security Council?

A Yes. 1 was the senior director who was overseeing
a1l of the interactions across the interagency pertaining to
Europe, our European allies, including also the European
Union and NATO, and also including Russia, Turkey, and the
subject -at hand, Ukraine.

Q When -did you join the NSC?

A I formally started on April 3rd of 2017.
Technically, 1t was April 1, but it was a weekend.

Q And when did you depart the NSC?

A I departed the NSC physically on July 19th of this
year,k2019. I handed over my duties on July 15th to my
successor, Tim Morrison, and I handed in my badge technically
on September 3rd of 2019. But I was actually on vacation, a
paid vacation from the NSC, from basically July 19 all the
way through until handing in my badge again. My last payday
was August 30th of 2019. And I give this detailed answer
because I khow that there's been some confusion as to when I
was physically there or what my actual tenure was.

¢ And from July 19th until September 3rd, what was
your access to email and other communications within the NSC?

A I had some limited access to unclassified email on
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my iPhone, and that would have be under agreement with
Ambassador Bolton and with other NSC staff. Because of the
short handover to Tim Morrison, there were concerns that
emails would come into me directly because 1'd been there
since the beginning essentially of the administration, and
they wanted to make sure that 1f I was the only person
getting an email, that it wasn't lost and could be forwarded
on.

Q Okay. And prior to joining the NSC, can you just
give us a brief overview of your professional experience.

A I ‘have been working on issues related to Russia
since T was an undergradiate at university back in the 1980s:
And, actually, I first started in a professional way working
on Russia-related issues, including actually with my counsel,
Lee Wolosky, in the early 1990s when we were both research
assistants [ ¢ the Kennedy School
at Harvard working on technical assistance projects.

After I completed my Ph.D. at Harvard and finished
working with - | then worked for the
Eurasia Foundation. I was the director of strategic planning
for the Eurasia Foundation, which was a congressionally
funded technical assistance foundation. I became an adjunct
fellow at the Brookings Institution in 2000, and I became a
full=time employee of the Brookings Institution around 2002,

2003.
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I then, from the beginning of 2006 through to
November 2009, at the end of the Bush administration and the
first year of the Obama administration, was the national
intelligence officer for Russia and Eurasia at the National
Intelligence Council.

I then returned to Brookings in the end of
November 2009, and for the next 7 years, I was the director
of the Center on the U.S. and Europe at the Brookings
Institution before I joined the administration.

Q You mentioned that you were responsible for
overseeing the interagency process as it relates to your
portfolio. Focusing on Ukraine, what does that mean?

A That means bringing together interagency meetings,
State Department, Pentagon, every other department for
discussions of U.S. Government policy. It also means
meeting, where appropriate, with Ukrainian officials, meeting
Wwith aﬁalysts from our jntelligence services to get updates
on a regular basis on developments in Ukraine, and also
preparing, of course, memoranda and any policy documents
necessary for the President or the National Security Advisor
or other seénior members of staff who may be having
interactions pértinent to policy.

Q All right. We are going to get into many of the
details during your time with the NSC, but I would like to

spend this first hour trying to hit on some top-line issues
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and get an understanding more broadly about what was going on
with Ukraine while you were there:

And, 1 guess, the first question, and this is perhaps a
lTittle difficult, but can you describe, generally speaking,
what the official U.S. policy was related to Ukraine and what
the focus of official U.S. policy was in relation to Ukraine?

A I think the policy towards Ukraine was going
through a period of evolution in the time that I was in the
administration. Many of you, being long-serving Members of
Congress, and the staff, will of course reécall that, you
know, a lot of focus was put onto Ukraine after the
annexation of Crimea by Russia in 2014.

And then, of course, there wWas the outbreak of the war
in Donbas, the downing of MH-17, and decisions made by
members. of this body to impose sanctions on Russia in
response to those acts that were conducted, those acts of
aggression against Ukraine.

So, when I came into the administration there was a
great deal of debate. This 1is, of course, you know, the
beginning of 2017, We've had essentially 2-plus years of
efforts to deter Russia from taking further aggressive acts
against Ukraine. The war in Donbas is still continuing.

There's a question about what role the Unitéd States
should play in the resolution of that conflict, because at

that juncture it was the French and the Germans in the course
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of the Minsk group, the grouping set up by the French and the
Germans, along with Ukrainians and technically also the
Russians, to try to find a resolution to the war in the
Donbas.

The United States didn't actually have & role in this.
So we were in the process of deliberating then what role the
United States should play, how we would work together with
the French and the Gérmans to try to seek a resolution of the
conflict in Donbas, how we should conduct ourselves in terms
of assistance to Ukraine: should there be the provision of
lethal weaponry, meaning, of course, defensive weaponry; how
would we be able to help Ukraine over the longer term -= this
is a big debate with the Pentagon -- to rebuild 7its military
forces that had been decimated not just by the war with
Russia but by the annexation of Crimea because the Russians,
of course,; seized the major ports and the whole entire
Ukrainian Black Sea fleet, and, of course, it also devastated
their command and control.

We were also concerned about domestic politics in
Ukraine. I méan, this has been a longstanding concern
through multiple administrations. -And when I was in the DNI,

I mean, I felt in many respects that I was reprieving, you

‘know, many- of the analytical concerns that I'd had when I was

national intelligence officer for Russia and Ukraine.

We were worried about the stability of the Ukrainfan
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Government, the role of oligarchs in the Ukrainian
Government. It was a very weak Presidency. There was, of
course, a great deal of corruption., This has been standard
across most of the republics in the former Soviet Union in
their independence:.

Many of them had had weak local governance in the Soviet
structure. And when they became independent entities, they
weren't particularly well set up to be independent countries,
and there was a great deal of efforts by private interests
to, you know, pick away at the structures of -government.

That happened in Russia as well.

And we were also trying to figure out indeed how we
wot'ld work with our European allies on a much broader set of
projects related to Ukraine's long-term sustainability. So
it wasn't just tackling corruption or helping the Ukrainians
build a more viable, sustainable state apparatus and
jastitutions, but also how we would tackle some key problems
for them beyond the restoration of their military capability,
including their dependency on Russia for energy supplies as
well as acting as the main conduit or transit for energy
supplies from Russia, exports of Russian energy through
Ukraine to the rest of Europe.

So we were also starting to work on a more comprehensive
approach to Russia's energy. I mean, you're all very much

familiar with the debates about Nord Stream 2. 1 was there
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in the Bush administration for Nord Stream 1 when we were
also trying to block the expansion of pipelines from Russia.
I mean, we tried again also under Reagan in the Soviet
period. I mean, this is a longstanding U.S. policy to find
ways of diversifying European energy supplies.

And so we weére starting to look at how we could try to
wean Ukraine off the dependence on Russian energy and try to
find other energy suppliers, be it U.S. LNG or other oil and
gas supplies, coal, including from Pennsylvania and, you
know, other U.S. States.

S0 we were, you Know, as I'm trying to point out here,
having a wide-ranging set of discussions about Ukraine all
against the backdrop, obviously, of a debate. about how
effective the sanctions were being on Russia's own behavior
and, you know, Russia's own attittides towards Ukraine.

MR. WOLOSKY: Mr. Goldman, can I just interject that the
witness is obviously testifying to U.S. deliberative
processes relating to the conduct of U.S. foreign policy. I
actually don't think that this is covered by the letter from
the White House Counsel's Office, but I would appreciate
guidance and a ruling from the chair on testimony such as the
type that she is offering.

THE CHAIRMAN: T thank the counsel for raising the
issue, and I'm prepared to rule on it now.

Dr. Hill, you are compelled to testify- at this
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deposition by subpoena that was issued to you by the House
Intelligence Committee on October 14, 2019. Your counsel nas
raised a potential objection on behalf of the White House
stating that information that you are providing could be
covered by privilege. Under the House deposition rules, as
the chair, I have the authority to rule on that potential
objection.

As you know, only the President may assert executive
privilege, and he usually does so in writing with specificity
along with an opinion from the Justice Department. The
President and Department of Justice have not specifically
invoked executive privilege with respect to the information
requested.

The President has also spoken extensively about the
matters under investigation here, and he has declassified and
publicly released a summary of his call with the Ukraintan
President. The administration also dectassified the
whistleblower complaint and a range of accompanying materials
that addressed the range of issues under discussion today.

The President's actions have: further opened the door to
further investigative actions and taking of testimony on
these subjects. The President has waived his ability to
block others from making statements about the same matters
that contradict his own statements or expose his wrongdoing.

The privilege cannot be used to conceal misconduct during =~
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in particular during an impeachment inquiry.

To the extent that the White House may be asserting a
deliberative process privilege as an element of executive
privilege; this is not a privilege recognized by the
Congress. Furthermore, the information the witness has been
asked to provide is c¢ritical to the committee's
investigation.

We must obtain your answers here because Congress has a
constitutional duty to expose wWrongdoing in the executive and
act as a check and balance to the power of the executive,
especially when there is significant evidence that the
President is ablising his executive power for his own personal
gain. Therefore, I am overruling any potential assertion of
privilege, and I instruct the witness to answer all guestions
during the deposition today.

MR. ZELDIN: Mr. Chairman, respectfully, if the witness
is about to give an answer and is unsure of whether or not
her answer may violate a privilege, is the witness permitted
to consult with the executive branch for advice on that
question of whether or not that content s privileged?

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Zeldin, the White House had the
opportunity, in correspondence with the witness prior to the
testimony today, to raise any specific objection to any
specific question. They chose not to do so. And, therefore,

we will go forward as the chair has ruled.

UNCLASSIFIED



22
23
24

25

4607
UNCLASSIFIED 31

MR. ZELDIN: That's not what the question -- well,
respectfully, Mr. Chair, the question is, if the witness'
understanding of what is privileged comes up and the Wwitness
is unsure as to whether or not her answer is going to violate
something that's privileged, will the witness be permitted to
get advice before being forced to provide information that
may be privileged?

THE CHAIRMAN:D No, counsel. The counsel for the witness
has already been in communication with the White House, has
already received whatever guidance the White House was
Willing to give. The chair has made & ruling on the guestion
of privilege; none applies here. We will not be asking the
witness about extraneous conversations with the President
about other matters. Our focus today will be on Ukraine, and
the chair has ruled,

Mr. Goldman.

MR- JORDAN: Mr. Chairman, if I could, just one quick
followup. So, if Dr. Hill gets & question and she believes
it does violate what she has communicated -+ the
communications her and her counsel have had with the
executive branch and she chooses not to answer that question,
are you then going to overrule it?

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jordan, as the witness counsel has
already made clear, the witness' counsel has raised the

concerns that were expressed to the witness through
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correspondence with the White House. 1It's appropriate that
the counsél do so, and they have done so, and I have ruled on
that potential objection. That is the process that we will
use today.

MR. JORDAN: I would just underscore, Mr. Chairman --
then we can get back to Mr. Goldman's question -- I would
just underscore this is why executive -- agency. counsel
should be here. This is why -= I have never =~ this is
now =- I've never beéen in these kind of proceedings where
agency counsel wasn't permitted to be present. We wouldn't
have these concerns if they wereé here.

THE CHAIRMAN: Actually, Mr. Jordan, you were present at
a deposition conducted by Chairman Issa without the presence
of agency counsel, and you were perfectly copacetic with it
at that time, so your statement is not accurate. But,
nonetheless, the chair has ruled and we will go forward.

Mr. Goldman.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Dr. Hill, ultimately toward -- by the end of your
tenure at the NSC, had the United States agreed to provide
lethal military assistance to Ukraine to withstand the
aggression from Ruséia in the eastern area of Ukraine?

A That's correct.

Q And what anticorruption efforts did the U.S.

promote within Ukraine during the time that you were there?
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A Well, the time that I was there has also spanned
what was a period in Ukraine itself of 'a transition in its
own govermment. I mean; we'll all recall that Ukraine has
gone through quite a period of upheaval.

The independence movemerits back in the 1990s, 1980s,
1990s, then in a period of turmoil and changes of government;
and then the events that were sparked off by Ukraine's
decision to try to join the European Union, at least to form
an association agreement with the Européan Union, that
precipitated Russia's decision to annex Crimea because of the
revolt in Ukraine that led to a change in government.

So there was a focus, as I said before, on trying to
find a way of getting the Ukrainian Government to stabilize
and sustainable. And we were also in the period in the last
year or so of preparation for Ukrainian Presidential
elections, which made it quite complicated in trying to work
with the incumbent government and all of their institutions
and then looking forward to what might be a change of
government in Ukraiﬁe,

So what we~werektry1ng‘to do was work with the
institutions that were there already in place, from the
prosecutor's office to the Ukrainian Parliament, the Rada; to
government officials who these sets of issues came into their
purview, and the main locus of that activity was through our

embassy in Kyiv and also through the State Department.

UNCLASSIFIED



24

25

4610
UNCLASSIFIED 34

Q Now ==

A I should also point out, of course, that we have
posted to the Embassy in Ukraihe, just as is the case in most
embassies, representatives of all the U.S. Government
departments and agencies that would be involved in these
kinds of issues, so from the DOJ, FBI, and many others.

Q But certainly eliminating corruption in Ukraine was
one of, if the central, goals of U.S. foreign policy?

A That's right, as it has been with many other former
Soviet states where the corruption pervades through anything
from the police force to getting into schools, getting
medical treatment, you know, all different levels of the
public sector.

Q Are you familiar with the Intelligence Community's
assessment of whether Russia interfered in the 2016 election?

A I am.

Q And are you familiar with an indictment that the
Special Counsel Robert Mueller filed in connection to Russian
interference in the 2016 election?

A Yes, I am.

Q Do you have any reason to doubt either the facts
alleged in the indictment or the Intelligence Community's
assessment that Russia did interfere in the 2016 election?

A I do not.

Q And do yeéu have any reason to believe that Ukraine
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did interfere in the 2016 election?

A I do not. We're talking about the Ukrainian
Government here when you say Ukraine, correct?

Q Yes.

A Yes, I do not.

Q Okay. I'm going to switch gears for a minute,

Dr. Hill. When did you first become aware of the interest in
Ukraine of Rudy Giultani?

A It would have been sometime between July - I'm
sorry -= January 2019 and March 2019. And I first became
aware of it partly through articles im the newspaper that I
see some of our Members of Congress reading, The Hill, by
John Solomon, and also because of Mr. Giuliani's statements
on: television.

Q Part of your duties and responsibilities is to keep
track of matters in the public, right, and in the media
related to the areas that you were covering. Ts that
accurate?

A Not entirely. I mean; my job was to, you know,
keep track of what our foreign counterparts were doing. 1
have to, you know,; confess right upfront that it's incredibly
difficult to keep up with what everybody else 15 doing as
well.

And T would often rely on members of our 1nterhal NSC

press corps, other colleagues, our directors, and other
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people to flag anything for me that they thought that I
should be paying attention to. I had every morning an intel
brief, and it didn‘t, you know, basically always pertain to
domestic related issues, of course.

But we do get as much, of course -- I think most of you
who have served in government krow this -- compilations of
¢lippings that the White House Sit Room deems to be of
relevance or of interest. And some of those would be
forwarded onto us if they had subject-related interest. So
that was how I first became aware that there was some deeper
intérest on the part of Mr. Giuliani.

Q And what did you understand that interest to have
been when you initially learned about it?

A To be honest; I had a hard time figuring out guite
what it was about because there were references to George
Soros: there were references to 2016; and then there wére all
kinds of references to -- when I first read the article in
The Hill, which I think was in late March of 2019, it was
referring to do-not-prosecute lists and statements from the
Ukrainian prosecutor, Mr. Lutsenko, none of which 1'd ever
heard of anything about before.

Q And at this point, what was your impression of the
Ukrainian Prosecutor General Yuriy Lutsenko?

A I hadn't really formed much of a personal opinion

of him, but certainly from the information that I had, not
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just from our embassy but from also colleagues at the State
Department and others across the analytical community, there
were clearly some problems with this gentleman in the way
that he was conducting his work.

Q And around this time, what did you understand the
relationship between Rudy Giuliani and the President of the
United States to be?

A Beyond the official role of Mr. Giuliani as the
private attorney, I had no other sense whatsoever of what his
role might be.

Q Okay. Did you ever meet or communicate with' Rudy
Giuliant directly on matters relating to Ukraine?

A I did not. I've never actually met him.

Q Now, after you first learned about Mr. Giuliani's
interest in March, what did you understand to be the
development of his interest in Ukraine after March?

A Well, he seemed to develop a very strong interest
in Ukraine +in that timeframe. And I was trying, you Know, to
the best of my limited ability, to figure out what that
interest might be. And I made a couple of inguiries to
people to ask what they knew about his activities, and I will
be quite frank in saying that most of the people who I spoke
to thought it was related to personal business on his part.

Q And who did you initially speak to about

Mr. Giuliani?
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A I asked several of my colleagues who were, you
know, familiar with his work in New York. I asked other
B ccouse some of the references were obviously to
energy related jssues. I talked to some of my colleagues
across the NSC who work in our energy directorate.

And T tried to read as much .as I possibly could in the
press to figure out what was going on because, at this point,
it started to have an impact obviously on our own work
because of the constant references by people to his
statements, especially on FOX News.

Q Can you explain what impact it had on the official
U.S. policy and your role in making that?

A Becalise Mr. Giuliani was asserting gquite frequently
on television in public appearances that he had been given
some authority over matters related to Ukraine, and if that
wag the case, we hadn't been informed about that. But he was
making a lot of public statements and, you know, obviously
making a lot of assertions, including about our ambassador tc
Ukraine, Masha Yovanovitch.

Q Did you try to determine whether Mr. Giuliani was
accurate and he had been given any portfolio over Ukraine?

A I asked my, you know, direct superior Ambassador
Bolton if he was awareAOf Mr. Giuliani being given some
direct taskings related to Ukraine, and he was not aware of

this.
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Q Did you speak to anyone else about this?

A People in the State Department also.

Q A1l right. And what was their response?

A Everyone was completely unaware of any direct
official role that Mr. Giuliani had been given on the Ukraine
account. And, at that particular juncture, no one that I had
been in contact with had actually spoken to him.

Q And what particular juncture are you referring to?

A You asked me about the early stages, so around
March, Aprilt of 2019.

Q To your knowledge, was Mr. Giuliani ever a
government employee?

A Not that I know of, no.

Q Do you krow whether he held a security clearance?

A I don't know.

Q Now, you said that, initially, you were led to
believe that his interest was based on his personal financial
interest. Did you come to understand that that interest of
his evolved over time?

A IT we're talking at later stagés, I mean; it
depends on how you want to go through this, you know,
chronologically or, you know, what I started to know before I
left. How would you like to approach this?

Q I'm asking after March, April, up until you left,

just broadly speaking, what did you come to uUnderstand his
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interests to encompass?

A Well, there was a period before the ousting of our
Ambassador, and there was a period after this. So, in the
period up until the ouster -- and I'm using this, I think,
very clearly, T think, for all -of us who were working on the
Ukraine account, the dismissal of Ambassador Yovanovitch was
a real turning point for us.

Because all of the information that I had seen in the
press, be it on The Hill, John Solomon's articles, on
Mr. Giuliani's whirlwind, on FOX News or the newspaper
articles I tooked at, material that was -- you know, I asked
B o collect together and, you know,
information that I got from other colleagues who were
tracking this as well seemed to point towards a mixture of
some busineéss associates of Mr. Giuliani. I was told the
names of the two gentlemen who happen to have just been
indicted. I had not previously come across them at alt.

There was also an American businessman in Florida who
was associated with them whose name was also mentioned to me;
Harry Sargeant. 1 didn't find any further information out
about him. I mean, and my job was to track what was going on
with Ukraine, not to start looking, you know, at what
domestic actors were about.

I just want to make it very clear that at no time did I

try to go beyond the confines of my job. I was just trying
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to understand what was going on so that I could then factor
that in into any interactions that we were having with
Ukrainian officials and across the board across the
interagency.

I was told that these gentlemen, Mr. Parnas, Mr. Fruman,
and Mr. Sargeant had all been in business with Mr. Giuliani,
and that the impression that a number of Ukrainian officials
and others had had was that they were interested in seeking
business deals in Ukraine.

Q Now why did the removal of Ambassador Yovanovitch
mark a turning point for you?

A Because there was no basis for her removal. The
accusations against her had no merit whatsoever. This was a
mishmash of conspiracy theories that, again, I've told you, I
believe firmly to be baseless, an idea of an association
between her and George Soros.

I had had accusations similar to this being made against
me as well., My entire first year of my tenure at the
National Security Council was filled with hateful calls,
conspiracy theories, which has started again, frankly, as
it's been announced that I've been giving this deposition,
accusing me of being a Soros mole in the White House, of
colluding with all kinds of enemies of the President, and,
you know, of various improprieties.

And. 1t seems to be extraordinarily easy, as Ambassador
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Yovanovitch pointed out in her opening testimony, for people
to make baseless claims about people and then to seek their
dismissal.

So I'd experienced exactly the same treatment that she
had in the whole first year of my tenure at the National
Security Council, which is a period in which Lieutenant
General McMaster and many other members of staff were
targeted as well, and many people were hounded out of the
National Security Council because they became frightened
about their own security.

I received, I just have to tell you, death threats,

calls at my home. My neighbors reported somebody coming and

hammering on my door. My EENEEEEE Picked up a phone call

to have someone call me obscenities to [l [EEEER very
nervous about me testifying today as a result of that.

Now, I'm not easilty intimidated; but that made me mad.
And when I saw this happening to Ambassador Yovanovitch
again, I was furious, because this is, again, just this
whipping up of what is frankly an anti-Semitic conspiracy
theory about George Soros to basically target nonpartisan
career officials, and also some political appointees as well,
because I just want to say this: This is not indiscriminate
in its attacks:.

And so it was obvious to us, and I mean all of my team;

everybody at the State Department that I spoke to including
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at the higher levels, inside the NSC at the high levels as
well, that she'd been subject to a pretty ruthless, nasty
defamation to basically remove her from place.

And the most obvious explanation at that point, it has
to be said, seemed to be business dealings of individuals who
wanted to improve their investment positions inside of
Ukraine itself, and also to deflect away from the findings of
not just the Mueller report on Russian ‘interference but
what's also been confirmed by your own Senate report, and
what 1 know myself to be true as a former intelligence
analyst and somebody who has been working on Russia for more
than 30 years. So the fact that Ambassador Yovanovitch was
removed as a result of this was, I have to say, pretty

dispiriting.

Q Who did you understand was responsible for her
removal?
A I Understood this to be the result of the campaign

that Mr. Giuliani had set in motion in coenjunction with
people who were writing articles and, you know, publications
that I would have expected better of, and also, you know,
just the corstant drumbeat of these accusations that he was
making on- the television.

And as. a result of that, he had created an atmosphere in
which she was under great suspicion, and it was obvious that

she would lose the confidence of senior people because these
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accusations seem to stick to people even when they're proved
not to be true.

Q Well, did you understand that the State
Department -- well, let me take a step back. Who ultimately
made the decision to remove her?

A I assumed, and I was told, that it was at the top
levels of the State Department because they felt that her
position was no longer tenable.

Q Did you understand whether the President of the
United States had a role in this at all?

A I was not led to believe that. I did not hear
that, and I was not told that. But it was clear that her
position had become untenable by the nature of these
accusations against her. And there are many other
distinguished public servants who we read about in the paper
every single day who have resigned or get pushed out because
accusations are made against them that make it incredibly
difficult for them to do their jobs.

Q Were you aware, by the end of April when Ambassador
Yovanovitch was removed, that the President himself had
retweeted some of John Solomon's articles in The Hill related
to this?

A I think I had seen those tweets. 1'd obviously
seen those tweets.

Q And since you were working in the White House, what
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did you understand at that point, in April, the President’s
view of Ambassador Yovanovitch to be, if you knew?

A Basically == yeah:

MR. WOLOSKY: Let me just cautien you not to speculate
about things that you don't know.

DR. HILL: Yeah. I was just going to say that I could
ohly form a judgment as everybody else could from the tweets.
I was not able to form any other judgment. I did not hear at
any juncture the President say anything about Ambassador
Yovanovitch.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:
Q And did you discuss Ambassador Yovanovitch with

Ambassador Bolton?

A I did.
Q And what was his reactioh to this?
A His reaction was pained. And he basically said -~

in fact, he directly said: Rudy Giuliani is a hand grenade
that is going to blow everybody up.

He made it c¢lear that he didn't feel that there was
anything that he could personally do about this.

‘T met with Ambassador Yovanovitch and Assistant
Secretary Phil Reeker on May 1lst when she was recalled to
Washington, D.C., to hear from her and to hear from Acting
Assistant Secretary Phil Reeker what they thought had

happened.
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Because this had a really devastating effect on the
morale of all of the teams that I work With across the
interagency because everybody knows Ambassador Yovanovitch to
be the best of the best in terms of a nonpartisan career
official.

And as. a woman, and, you know, I don't see always a lot
of prominent women in these positions, she was the highest
ranking woman diplomat. And I have worked with her across
all of my career in == both in government when I was at the
DNI and also in the think tank world as a professional who
works on this region when she'd been Ambassador in Armenia
and also in Kyrgyzstan.

And I only have a professional relationship with her. I
don"t see myself as a personal friéend of hers. But I just
see her as epitomizing what United States diplomacy should
be.

Q During that meeting that you had on May lst, did
she relay to you what the reasoning for her removal was as
she understood it?

A She relayed to me basically the same things that
she wroté -in her testimony, and that has been made public.
And she was deeply disappointed and very upset. She also
made 1t clear that she wasn't going to grandstand and that
she appreciated that the State Department were trying to help

her.
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It was obvious that this had left a lot of her
colleagues at high levels feeling extremely upset. It
ceértainly seemed that Deputy Sullivan, Assistant Secretary
Reeker, and other officials in the State Department's highest
levels were trying to do their best to make sure that she,
you know, kept her reputation and was also given at least a
position in the interim that would be worthy of the kind of
person that she is. She's, remember, also been commandant of
the National Defense University. I mean, this is really one
of our most distinguished diplomats.

Q Did she indicate to you that Deputy Secretary
Sullivan had told her that this order had come from the
President at that point?

A She did not -say that to me, but she did say that he
had said to her that there was no cause for her dismissal and
that he was deeply regretful of it. She was being very
discreet.

Q And it was your understanding that no one at the
senfor levels at the State Department had any issues with her
gualtifications or her competence?

A That was my understanding,; and the same With all of
her colleagues across the diplomatic corps, the ambassadorial
corps, and certainly within the National Security Council.

Q And did you understand whether Secretary Pompeo had

any concerns about her wWork product or competency?
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[11:33 a.m.]
BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q And you- said a second ago or a few minutes ago that
you never heard anything directly from the President related
to =-

A I did not.

Q -= Ambassador Yovanovitch.

Just broadly speaking, we're not going to get right now
into the communications, but how frequently did you speak to
the President. about any matters under your portfolio?

A Only in the context of larger meétings,
particularly arolind visits. It changed over time. In the
first year of our -- of the Presidency under General
McMaster, he had & very different style, and he would bring
many of Us into meetings.

That was different under Ambassador Bolton, but T think
that that's also quite typical of the approach of different
National Security Advisors, so I don't read anything into
that. People have a different approach. And, as you know,
there's been a big debate since the beginning of the Nationatl
Security Council when it was first set up, you know, around
the time of;, you know, World War IT and the Cold War, about
what the right size, what the composition should be, -and what
the approach should be, both of the National Security Advisor

and the staff.
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Q Now, so as it relates directly to Ukraine, how many
conversations did you have with -- were you present for where

the President was discussing Ukraine, Ukrainian policy, or
otherwise?

MR. WOLOSKY: I think it's fine to answer the question
of how many, generally speaking, times you were in
discussions with the President. I mean, if there are further
questions about the content of those discussions --

MR. GOLDMAN: I'm asking because she indicated that she
didn't hear anything about Ambassador Yovanovitch directly
from the President, so I'm trying just to understand how
frequently she would have been in a position to discuss these
matters.

DR. HILL: I mean, just also to be clear, Ukraine was
not a top policy item in a lot of this period. And my
portfolio covered all of Europe. It covered Turkey, which,
you know, obviously, there was a great deal of activity, and
Russia.

So it was really only ever fin the context of when there
would be an official meeting with the Ukrainian President.
And in the time that I was there, there were not a great deal
of meetings with the Ukrainian leadership. There was
Poroshenko at one of the U.N. General Assemblies.

So the meetings were only very much in the context of

brief preparatory discussions for a meeting -- and this is
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obviously covered by executive privilege -- with heads of
State.

MR. GOLDMAN: So you said that Ambassador Yovanovitch's
removal was a turning point. How did things change after
that?

THE CHAIRMAN: Before we go to that, if I could just
ask, Dr. Hill, you mentioned that the decision to remove the
Ambassador, as far as you knew, took place at the top of the
State Department. By that, do you mean Secretary Pompeo or
someone else?

DR. HILL: This would be a presumption so --

MR. WOLOSKY: If you don't know the answer, don't
speculate. Just state what you know.

THE CHAIRMAN: Ambassador Yovanovitch related seeking
support, a statement of support from the Secretary of State.
That was not forthcoming. Do you have any personal knowledge
of those circumstances?

DR. HILL: I do not. I did take part in basically
reviewing statements of support for Ambassador Yovanovitch
from the State Department, but this was done at the working
level. I mean, there were many announcements trying to
refute some of basically the baseless accusations against
Ambassador Yovanovitch in the period of March and April.

And I just want to say again that I met with her on May

1st, when she had been unexpectedly summoned back to
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Washington, D.C. It took all of us by surprise because, to
be frank, I thought that those accusations about her would be
dismissed because they were clearly, in some cases, just
absurd.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q So just going back to after her removal, how did --
you said it was a turning point. How so?

A Well, it was a shock, to be frank, to all of the
team. Ambassador Yovanovitch had been a key person, as I
mentioned before. Many of the interagency-approved policies
that we were implementing were carried out primarily by the
Embassy in Kyiv, and we had just then lost the leadership.

There was also a changeover in the Embassy at that
point, as the -- inevitably, as you get into the
spring-summer period, as new staff are going to be brought on
board at the Embassy. And so there was a bit of a kind of a
loss of direction for a period.

Now, we had, of course, the ongoing efforts of
Ambassador Kurt Volker as the U.S. Envoy for Ukraine. But at
this particular juncture, Ambassador Volker's main job had
been to meet with the Russians as well as the other members
of the Normandy format Minsk group, the French and the
Germans, under the European leadership.

But the Russians at this particular juncture were not

really picking up on the idea of having further meetings.
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They were stonewalling because they themselves didn’t want to
make very clearly any steps in determining the future of
their own Ukraine policy until they found out who they were
going to be dealing with in the Ukrainian Presidential
election.

Now, we'd had, of course, the election in April of
Zelensky, but at this point, we were also waiting to see what
would happen in the Ukrainian Parliamentary elections, the
Rada, to see whether Zelensky would be able to have a
workable majority.

You might also recall in November of 2018, there was the
incident in the Kerch Strait, where the Russians seized Naval
vessels of the Ukrainian Navy that were trying to enter
through international waters of the Kerch Strait into the Sea
of Azov and then detained their sailors after, in fact,
firing on the two Ukrainian ships and injuring at least one,
but maybe more of the sailors. And they'd taken the sailors
to Moscow. They were effectively becoming prisoners of war.

And we'd been focused in this period on trying to push
the Russians to release the Ukrainian sailors, and we had
pulled down meetings, bilateral meetings with President
Putin -- this was actually the President's decision to do
so -- in response to the Russians' refusal to release the
Ukrainians.

And so, you know, there were many issues that we were
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still trying to push at this period, and we had to figure out
how we were going to do this. So there was a period of
uncertainty as to how we were going to be conducting our
Ukraine policy.

Q And that's from the official United States
position, you mean?

A Correct.

Q Now, how did Rudy Giuliani's efforts from after --
from May through the summer impact the official U.5. foreign
policy?

A Well, we heard that he was planning on visiting
Ukraine, and we didn't know why, you know, for what purpose
and what was his intent. And, you know, I heard about that
on the news and read about that in the paper. I mean,
subsequently that meeting was pulled down.

But this was then in the period where Ambassador Volker
told us that he was planning on meeting with Mr. Giuliani to
try to see if he could resolve whatever issues there may be
there. You've had Ambassador Volker come and talk on his own
terms and to answer your questions, and I'm sure he's told
you what he told us.

But this is also in the period where, rather
unexpectedly, our Ambassador to the EU, Ambassador Sondland
informed us, but just informed us without, again, us being

given any specific directive, that he had been assigned to be
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in charge, at least in interim fashion, of the Ukraine

portfolio.
Q And around when was that?
A That was in the May-June timeframe.
Q And who did you understand assigned Ambassador

Sondland to do that?

A At first, nobody. And it was only later, very late
June, when Ambassador Sondland told me again that he was in
charge of Ukraine. And I asked, well, on whose authority?
And he said, the President.

Q At this point now, Mr. Giuliani had indicated he
was going to speak to Ukrainian officials, and then he
decided not to go. Now, into the June timeframe into July,
did you understand what he was advocating about -- in Ukraine
and what his interests were?

A In this period in May, I had a request from a
former U.S. Government official to meet with me. This was
Amos Hochstein, the former U.S. Envoy for Energy, who I'd
previously worked with in different capacities.

Mr. Hochstein had been appointed to the board of Naftogaz,
the main Ukrainian-U.S -- gas and oil company. He had
actually been appointed during this administration, in
conjunction with discussions with the Department of Energy.

So I just want to make clear that although Amos

Hochstein had been the U.S. Energy Envoy under President
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Obama, he was somebody who was well-respected by the
Department of Energy, and he had very close ties with
Secretary Perry's staff and also with people who served on
the National Security Council who worked on energy issues.
So they were very comfortable with him taking on this role.
And he'd been in the position for several months,
perhaps even a year at this juncture when he came in to talk
with me, which was towards the end of May. And he came in to
express some serious concerns that he had. In the course of
his time on the board of Naftogaz, which he actually said had
actually not been a particularly uplifting experience, it had
come to his attention that there was a lot of pressure being
put on the officials of Naftogaz, who had also reached out to
talk to me and my colleagues at the National Security
Council, to have other board members put in place and this
seemed to be at the direction of Giuliani, and that they were
also being pushed more generally in the Ukrainian energy
sector to open up investigations into corruption in the
energy sector that seemed to go beyond what I had assumed was
the thrust of our push on corruption, which was related to
people trying to siphon off assets of Naftogaz or to use that
improperly, which had been done at many times in the past,
and, in fact, would include the energy company Burisma that
everyone has been very concerned about.

I, to be honest, had forgotten the name of Burisma. It
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had been a long time since that name had surfaced. It had
been on my radar screen sometime previously, and I asked Amos
to remind me of the Burisma issue. And he reminded me that
this was the company that Hunter Biden had been affiliated
with.

So, at that juncture, it became clear, from Amos'
concerns that he was flagging for me -- he also said that a
number of Ukrainian officials had come to him very concerned
that they were getting pressure from Giuliani and Giuliani
associates -- and he also mentioned the names of Mr. Parnas
and Fruman -- to basically start to open up investigations
and also to change the composition of the Naftogaz board.

Q So did you come to understand that Mr. Giuliani
perhaps, at a minimum, was advocating for an investigation
into Burisma?

A It was part of what seemed to be a package of
issues that he was pushing for, including what seemed to be
the business interests of his own associates.

Q And when -- the way Mr. Hochstein explained it to
you, did you understand what Rudy Giuliani's interest in an
investigation into Burisma was?

A Not entirely, I did not at that juncture.

Q At a later point, did you come to understand what
it was?
A Only, frankly, since I've left the administration.
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Q And what is that?

A It's only based on -- and, again, this is what I've
been reading in the papers. My jaw dropped when I saw the
indictments of these two gentlemen, of Fruman and Parnas. So
it becomes clear that they were certainly up to no good. But
that was what I was already hearing.

And I was also told by Amos and other colleagues that
they had some linkages, so I also want to, you know, get you
to step back at this period. This is, you know, March’
April, into May, where we were having a standoff over
Venezuela. And the Russians at this particular juncture were
signaling very strongly that they wanted to somehow make some
very strange swap arrangement between Venezuela and Ukraine.

In other words, if we were going to exert some semblance
of the Monroe Doctrine of, you know, Russia keeping out of
our backyard, because this is after the Russians had sent in
these hundred operatives essentially to, you know, basically
secure the Venezuelan Government and, you know, to preempt
what they were obviously taking to be some kind of U.S.
military action, they were basically signaling: You Kknow,
you have your Monroe doctrine. You want us out of your
backyard. Well, you know, we have our own version of this.
You're in our backyard in Ukraine. And we were getting that
sent to us, you know, kind of informally through channels.

It was in the Russian press, various commentators.
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And I was asked to go out to Russia in this timeframe to
basically tell the Russians to knock this off. I was given a
special assignment by the National Security Council with the
agreement with the State Department to get the Russians to
back off.

So, in the course of my discussions with my colleagues
D | -iso found out that there
were Ukrainian energy interests that had been in the mix in
Venezuelan energy sectors as well as the names again of
Mr. Parnas and Mr. Fruman, and this gentleman Harry Sargeant
came up. And my colleagues | GGG
said these guys were notorious in Florida and that they were
bad news.

Q And you understood that they were working with Rudy
Giuliani at that point?

A I did at this point.

Q You mentioned Ambassador Sondland, who I think in
June told you that he had been assigned by the President to
cover Ukraine. You said that was somewhat of an unusual
development. What did you mean by that?

A Well, it was very unusual because we were given no
instructions. There wasn't a directive. Ambassador Bolton
didn't know about this. Nobody at the State Department
seemed to know about this either. I went to consult several

times with senior State Department officials to ask them if
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they knew if this was the case.

Q And what did they say?

A They said they had no -- no directive, no
information to suggest this.

Q And who did you speak to about this?

A I spoke to Under Secretary Hale. 1 spoke to
Assistant Secretary Reeker. And I did have a phone call at
one point with Ulrich Brechbuhl, the counsel to Secretary
Pompeo.

But I also have to say that Ambassador Sondland had
asserted -- and, again, I mean asserted by telling me that he
had a very large remit for his understanding of Ambassador to
the European Union. He referred to a letter outlining his
authorities and his responsibilities given to him by the
State Department, which is, frankly, the regular State
Department letter to Ambassadors when they, you know,
get remit as the plenipotentiaries and the representatives of
the President.

In all cases, you know, they have guite extensive
responsibilities and authorities anyway. But said that he
had been -- again, this is what he said to us, and I can only
tell you what Ambassador Sondland said to me, that the
President had given him broad authority on all things related
to Furope, that he was the President's point man on Europe.

So this meant that anything that was related to the
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European Union could, in his view, fall within his purview.
And I was constantly going back to State Department and to
the Deputy Assistant Secretaries and Acting Assistant
Secretary to try to clarify this. And, again, in each case,
they had no knowledge of these responsibilities that had been
accorded to Ambassador Sondland in his rendition of these
issues.

And so I was spending an inordinate amount of time
trying to coordinate in some fashion with Ambassador Sondland
on a whole range of issues related to visits by heads of
states, meetings. And Ambassador Sondland would frequently
give people my personal cell phone to call up and demand
meetings with Ambassador Bolton or with me.

We had all kinds of officials from Europe, particularly
when || v2s the president in office of the European
Union, literally appearing at the gates of the White House,
calling on our personal phones, which are actually in lock
boxes, so it was kind of difficult to get hold of them. 1I'd
find endless messages from irate || officials who'd
been told that they were supposed to meet with me by
Ambassador Sondland.

I mean, some of it was comical, but it was also, for me
and for others, deeply concerning. And I actually went to

our Intelligence Bureau and asked to have | EGNGIN

I it cown with him and explain that this was a
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counterintelligence risk, particularly giving out our
personal phone numbers. And also just, I mean, basically
going beyond the larger remit because he should have been
having briefings. If, indeed, he had been given these
assignments, he should have been having appropriate briefings
for all of these meetings.

And as far as I could understand, the briefings that he
was getting -- so he was often meeting with people he had no
information about. It's 1ike basically driving along with no
guardrails and no GPS on an unfamiliar territory. He was
meeting with, for example, |l officials that we had
derogatory information on that he shouldn't have been meeting
with, or he was, you know, giving out his phone number and
texting to, you know, regional officials, for example, the
Prime Minister of |JJJli who he met at a meeting in
Brussels. All of those communications could have been
exfiltrated by the Russians very easily.

So I'll just say right upfront we had a lot of concerns,
but I expressed these openly to Ambassador Sondland. So I'm
not telling you anything that I didn't say to him.

0] Did there come a time when you had a meeting at the
White House with Ukrainian officials in early July, where
Ambassador Sondland was also present?

A Yes, that is correct.

Q Do you recall what day that was?
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A That was July 10th. So this was essentially the
week before I was due to wrap up and hand off.

Q And who was present for that meeting?

A This was a meeting by, at this point, the appointee
for President Zelensky to be his Natjonal Security Advisor,
Oleksandr Danylyuk, and his personal adviser, a gentleman who
has been named in the press, Andrey Yermak, with Ambassador
Bolton. Secretary Perry was also in attendance. Yermak had
an assistant. Ambassador Sondland. There was our Ukraine
director, Ambassador Volker, and myself and our senior
director for energy affairs, Wells Griffith.

And there may have also been -- the room got a bit
crowded and, I had to sit on the back sofa. I think there
might have also been one of Secretary Perry's aides with him
in that meeting. And then there were other officials who
were also there in attendance, but not in Ambassador Bolton's
office, who were waiting out in one of the anterooms.

Q And what was the ostensible purpose of the meeting?

A It was twofold. Danylyuk, who was the designated
National Security Advisor, was trying to seek assistance in
what he wanted to do with a revamp of the Ukrainian National
Security Council, which, frankly, could do with it. And so
he was wanting to ask Ambassador Bolton for his assistance
and recommendations on, you know, what they could do to sort

of streamline the national security apparatus, and would the
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U.S. be willing to help with technical assistance. I mean,
again, this would be something that would normally be done
through the State Department. It's not something that the
National Security Council deals with. But I think they were
trying to get Ambassador Bolton's imprimatur, because he is
the National Security Advisor, and support for this.

And also Ambassador Bolton has, you know, deep knowledge
of many issues, and Mr. Danylyuk was hoping to get, you know,
some of his advice just in the general perspective of
national security issues.

And then there was also that the Ukrainians were very
anxious to set up a meeting, a first meeting between
President Zelensky and our President.

Q And there had already been a written invitation to
that effect by that point from the White House, right?

A It wasn't an invitation. It was basically a
general, you know, we look forward to seeing you kind of
open-ended invitation at the end of a congratulatory letter
that was sent to President Zelensky after his election in
April.

Q But you understood that the Ukrainians wanted
President Zelensky to make a White House visit?

A Correct.

Q Why is that?

A Every single leader, with very few exceptions,
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who's either come into office or been in office some period
wants to have a meeting with the President at the White
House. All of my interactions with Ambassadors or officials
from other countries inevitably came to, "When can we have a
White House meeting, and if we can't meet with the President,
when can we meet with the Vice President?”

And people, you know, in these circumstances were not
satisfied with perhaps a pull-aside at a larger event like
the G-20 or the U.N. GA. They wanted to have a White House
meeting, if at all possible.

Q Did anything happen in that meeting that was out of
the ordinary?

A Yes. At one point during that meeting, Ambassador
Bolton was, you know, basically trying very hard not to
commit to a meeting, because, you know -- and, again, these
meetings have to be well-prepared. They're not just
something that you say, yes, we're going to have a meeting
without there being a clear understanding of what the content
of that meeting is going to be.

And that is a perpetual problem for us, that many -- not
all leaders but some, you know, want to really just have a
photo opportunity often for their own purposes. I mean,
legitimacy and legitimization of them as a new leader is
obviously very important. That's not just an inconsequential

issue.
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But sometimes -- you know, the previous President
Poroshenko very much wanted a White House meeting in the
runup to his election, because he wanted to use that for his
election campaign. We've had, you know, all kinds of leaders
or people who are running for reelection actually try to
ambush the President.

We had one candidate for election in one country that I
won't state who showed up at the - State Fair and worked
the rope line to get a picture with the President and then
put it up on the website of his campaign, claiming that he’d
had a personal meeting with the President. Well, you know,
it was against a backdrop, so you couldn't see the cows in
the background or, you know, the farm entity, but we all
thought it was quite hysterical that they go to those lengths
to work the rope line | to set 2 picture.

But this shows the importance that leaders put on
meeting with our President, and having a White House meeting
is obviously the most important of all. And Ambassador
Bolton is always -- was always very cautious and always very
much, you know, by the book and was not going to certainly
commit to a meeting right there and then, certainly not one
where it wasn't -- it was unclear what the content of the
meeting would be about, what kind of issues that we would
discuss that would be pertaining to Ukrainian-U.S. relations.

And Secretary Perry had been talking in this context
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about the importance of reforming the energy structures in
Ukraine in a very general sense and talking about how
important that was for Ukrainian national security and that,
as well as reforming their national security structures, they
also have to, you know, really pay attention to their
Achilles heel, all the places that Russia had 1evefage, the
military sector, which Ambassador Bolton had also been
talking about, and then the energy sector, which was really
in some considerable disarray.

Then Ambassador Sondland blurted out: Well, we have an
agreement with the Chief of Staff for a meeting if these
investigations in the energy sector start.

And Ambassador Bolton immediately stiffened. He said
words to the effect -- I can't say word for word what he said
because I was behind them sitting on the sofa with our Senior
Director of Energy, and we all kind of looked up and thought
that was somewhat odd. And Ambassador Bolton immediately
stiffened and ended the meeting.

Q Right then, he just ended the meeting?

A Yeah. He said: Well, it was very nice to see you.
You know, I can't discuss a meeting at this time. We'll
clearly work on this. And, you know, kind of it was really
nice to see you.

So it was very abrupt. I mean, he looked at the clock

as if he had, you know, suddenly another meeting and his time

UNCLASSIFIED



18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

4644
UNCLASSIFIED 68

was up, but it was obvious he ended the meeting.

Q And did you have a conversation with Ambassador
Bolton after this meeting?

A I did.

Q Describe that.

A Ambassador Sondland said as he was leaving --
again, I was back -- to the back of Ambassador Bolton's
office. And Ambassador Sondland said to Ambassador Volker
and also Secretary Perry and the other people who were with
him, including the Ukrainians, to come down to -- there's a
room in the White House, the Ward Room, to basically talk
about next steps. And that's also unusual. I mean, he meant
to talk to the Ukrainians about next steps about the meeting.

And Ambassador --

Q The White House meeting?

A The White House meeting. And Ambassador Bolton
pulled me back as I was walking out afterwards and said: Go
down to the Ward Room right now and find out what they're
talking about and come back and talk to me.

So I did go down. And I came in as there was obviously
a discussion underway. And there was a very large group of
people in the room. They were the aides to the Ukrainian
officials, Mr. Yermak and Mr. Danylyuk. There were a couple,
at least two State Department aides who had come over with

Ambassador Sondland. There was Ambassador Volker's aide, and
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there were a couple of other people. I weren't sure who they
were, whether they'd been part of Secretary Perry's team.
But as I was coming in, Secretary Perry was leaving to go off
to another engagement. So I think that one person there was
probably one of his team, but I'm not sure for certain,
because I didn't recognhize the person. And there was also
our director for Ukrainian affairs.

And Ambassador Sondland, in front of the Ukrainians, as
I came in, was talking about how he had an agreement with
Chief of Staff Mulvaney for a meeting with the Ukrainians if
they were going to go forward with investigations. And my
director for Ukraine was looking completely alarmed. And I
came in again as this discussion was underway. Mr. Danylyuk
looked very alarmed as well. He didn't look like he knew
what was going on. That wasn't the case with Yermak.

And I immediately said to Ambassador Sondland: Look, we

can't discuss the meeting here with our Ukrainian colleagues.

Ambassador Bolton sent me down to ask -- you know, kind of to

make sure that you understand that we'll be talking about the
meeting. We'll obviously be looking into this, but that we
can't make any commitments at this particular juncture
because a lot of things will have to be worked through in
terms of the timing and the substance.

And Ambassador Sondland cut me off, and he said: We

have an agreement that they'll have a meeting.
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And I said: Look, we cannot discuss this in front of
our colleagues. You know, we have to talk about, you know,
the details of this.

And he said: Okay, okay, I get it.

And he asked the Ukrainians to basically leave the room.
So they basically moved out into the corridor.

And I said: Look, I don't know what's going on here,
but Ambassador Bolton wants to make it very clear that we
have to talk about, you know, how are we going to set up this
meeting. It has to go through proper procedures.

And he started to basically talk about discussions that
he had had with the Chief of Staff. He mentioned Mr.
Giuliani, but then I cut him off because I didn't want to get
further into this discussion at all.

And I said: Look, we're the National Security Council.
We're basically here to talk about how we set this up, and
we're going to set this up in the right way. And, you know,
Ambassador Bolton has asked me to make it completely clear
that we're going to talk about this, and, you know, we will
deal with this in the proper procedures. And Ambassador
Sondland was clearly annoyed with this, but then, you know,
he moved off. He said he had other meetings.

And I went back to talk to Ambassador Bolton. And
Ambassador Bolton asked me to go over and report this to our

NSC counsel, to John Eisenberg. And he told me, and this is
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a direct quote from Ambassador Bolton: You go and tell
Eisenberg that I am not part of whatever drug deal Sondland
and Mulvaney are cooking up on this, and you go and tell him
what you've heard and what I've said. So I went over to talk
to John Eisenberg about this.

MR. GOLDMAN: We'll have to pick that up in the next
round. Our time is up. Over to the minority.

THE CHAIRMAN: The minority is recognized.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Good morning, Dr. Hill, Steve Castor with the
Republican staff.

A Yes.

Q Ambassador Volker related his thoughts about the
July 10th White House meeting. Was Secretary Perry involved
with that, was he in the meeting?

A He wasn't in the Ward Room when I came in. He was
leaving out. But he was in the meeting with Ambassador
Bolton, correct.

Q The first part of the meeting?

A That is correct, yes.

Q Could you just run down the people that were in the
meeting again? Danylyuk, Yermak.

A Yeah, Yermak's assistant or aide, whose name, I'm
sorry, I don't recall. There was Wells Griffith, P. Wells

Griffith, our senijor director for energy. He and I were
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sitting together on the sofa. There was Secretary Perry.
There was our director for Ukraine, and there was Ambassador
Volker and Alex Vindman, and there was Ambassador Bolton.
And, again, there may have been another aide to --

Q Was Volker there?

A Volker was there. Yes, correct, he was there. And
there may have been another aide to Secretary Perry. I'm
just trying to think about the layout across the table. It's
not a very big table. Because I think there was somebody
else sitting in one of the chairs. And I'm afraid, I'm
sorry, I can't recall who it was.

Q Did I get this right? You said Bolton wanted you
to go down to John Eisenberg, and he said, "I'm not part of
any drug deal"?

A That's exactly what he said, quote/unquote. 1
think he was being ironic. But he wasn't very happy. He was

very angry.

Q Then you went down and spoke with Eisenberg?
A Yes, I went across to speak to him in the other
building.

Q And what did you tell Eisenberg?

A I told Ambassador Eisenberg that Ambassador Bolton
had instructed me to go over there right away. And I gave
him the details of what had transpired in the meeting in

Ambassador Bolton's office and then what I had overheard as I
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came into the Ward Room and that my, you know, kind of
primary concern for me personally was the fact that
Ambassador Sondland was saying all of this in front of
foreign nationals.

Now, the Ward Room is located right beside the Navy
mess. It's inside really the secure spaces of the White
House. Ambassador Sondland said he had requested this room
through the Chief of Staff's Office, because I was a bit
surprised that they had this room. We do meet with foreign
delegations in there, but usually in a formal setting, not
just for informal talks.

And when he pushed them also out of that, they were
basically standing in a space between the Navy mess and the
White House Sit Room. So this was an awkward setup, to say
the least. So I also expressed those concerns to John, that
then foreign nationals, you know, are just standing around in
the corridor outside the Ward Room by the doors into the Sit
Room.

Q The President sent a letter May 29th, are you
familiar with that, where he congratulated Zelensky?

A I am familiar with that, right.

Q And at the end of the letter -- we can make it an
exhibit if we need to, but the President says: I would like
to invite you to meet with me at the White House in

Washington, D.C., as soon as we can find a mutually
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convenient time.
A Correct.
Q You're aware of that?

A Yes. And I also want to tell you that Ambassador
Sondland told us that he had dictated that paragraph to the
President and to the Chief of Staff to add to that letter.

That letter did not go through the normal NSC procedures
because the initial draft of the letter that we had put in
place was sent back to the Chief of Staff. 5o Ambassador
Sondland coordinated on that letter directly with the Chief
of Staff, and it did not go back through the National
Security Council Exec Sec. I had to get that letter directly
from the White House Exec Sec.

Q Is this an unusual statement to put in a letter?

A Not at all. I mean, it's the kind of thing that
one would normally have in -- or might have in a letter, but
I have to say, again, we were very cautious because it's not
the case that you want actually every single head of state
who's just been elected to come to the White House. S0 we
would usually have something more generic, "We look forward
to seeing you, you know, kind of at some future event,”
because a lot of heads of state we'd much prefer to meet with
them on the margins of the U.N. General Assembly or NATO or,
you know, some other event because, I mean, you can't have

basically every week the President having to host some head
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of state in the White House.

Q Is it fair to say sometimes these invitations are
theoretically extended, but, in practicality, they don't come
to fruition?

A That is correct. They're often done as a courtesy,
you know, as one -- and the President has had invitations
like that himself. You may remember he got an invitation
from Theresa May on her first visit to the White House in
2017 for a state visit to the United Kingdom, and that took a
long time to come about.

Q So is it fair to say it's part of the diplomatic
pleasantries?

A That is correct.

Q Say, we'll bring you to the White House?

A But not always, because we don't always put that
in. So, again, Ambassador Sondland specifically told us that
he had had that paragraph inserted. And we were, again,
somewhat nervous about that, because, again, when you make an
invitation like that and an expectation is set up, you need
to have a clear idea of the timeframe and then the nature of
the discussions.

And at this particular point, we're still waiting for
the elections to the Ukrainian Parliament. So I just want to
put that on the record.

Q When was that going to be?
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A That was going to be in July. Well, in actual
fact, at that point -- I'11 have to go back and check.
Perhaps we can all check whether it had actually been
announced because Zelensky was under a great deal of pressure
internally, domestically, and also from the Russians.

There was, you know, speculation in all analytical
circles, both in Ukraine and outside, that he might not be
able to get a workable majority in the Ukrainian Parliament.
And all of us are very cognizant of the dangers of writing
congratulatory letters to people who can't form governments.
We've had a number of letters, in fact, we had to pull back
where heads of state that we congratulated then couldn't
actually form a government.

And at that point, we were very hesitant to, you know,
push forward with any invitation to Zelensky until we knew
that he had a workable majority in the Rada and was then
going to be able to form his own cabinet.

So myself and others were actually cautioning against
extending an invitation at that particular point until we
knew that Zelensky would form a government. We were also
extremely concerned about Zelensky's relationship with the
gentleman Igor Kolomoisky, the Ukrainian oligarch, who was --
the oligarch who was basically the owner of the TV and
production company that Mr. Zelensky's famous Servant of the

People program had been part of.
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And, of course, our analysts and our Embassy and others
were watching very closely -- and this is playing out now in
the press and public -- to see how much influence
Mr., Kolomoisky might have on Zelensky or on governmént
formation.

And Kolomoisky is someone who the U.S. Government has
been concerned about for some time, having been suspected
and, indeed, proven to have embezzled money, American
taxpayers' money, from a bank that was subsequently
nationalized, PrivatBank. And he had gone into exile in
Israel in this particular timeframe.

Q Is he back in Ukraine?

A So we were watching -- he's gone back to Ukraine.
So we were watching for exactly these kinds of eventualities
and were very reluctant at that point to put a meeting on the
agenda, push for a meeting until we could see how the
complexities of Ukrainian politics would play out.

Q What were your thoughts on Zelensky in the runup to
his election victory?

A I had an open mind about him. He was, you Know,
somebody, you know, completely, you know, out of the -- from
outside the political realm. Obviously, you know, we asked
our analysts to, you know, get us as much information as they
could.

And, as I said, the one question we had was really
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whether he would be able to act independently. He would
obviously need a major Parliamentary majority for this or a
significant Parliamentary majority, and whether someone like
Igor Kolomoisky or other oligarchs would try to predate upon
his Presidency.

Q Did you believe he was genuinely campaigning on
being an anticorruption champion?

A There was a good chance that he was. And I'm
always one of the people, you know, trust but verify. 501
wanted to have a bit more information about him.

Q Had Poroshenko's time run out, you think?

A Poroshenko's time had definitely run out.

I also want to say that, you know, in this timeframe, we
were being very careful in the runup to the elections not to
appear, as the previous administration had done, to tip our
hat in the election.

And we all remember the notorious phone call that the
Russians basically intercepted and then put on YouTube of
Assistant Secretary Victoria Nuland talking to our Ambassador
Geoff Pyatt at the time about decisions about who should be
Prime Minister of Ukraine and the very damaging effect that
that had. So we were trying to ensure at that time --

Q When did that occur?

A That was during the -- gosh, when was that -- one

of the many upheavals in Ukrainian politics back in the
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2000s. I'l1l have to come back to you. That's one of those,
you know, trivia questions I would have failed in my pub quiz
there.

But, basically, you will all remember that it was
intercepted by the Russians. It was a question of then-Prime
Minister Yatseniuk about who would be more preferable for the
United States. And we had determined as a government that we
weren't going to play that game. We were not going to try to
in any case -- in any shape or form suggest that Poroshenko
was our candidate or that we had a preference for Zelensky or
any of the other candidates that were running in the
Presidential race.

And that had made President Poroshenko very
uncomfortable and he had been agitating for some kind of
meeting in that timeframe, including with the Vice President
or someone as well.

Q It's been posited that Ambassador Yovanovitch was
close to Poroshenko, whether that's true or untrue.

A That's rubbish, just to be very clear. Then
anybody 1in the government who is interacting with Poroshenko,
including the Vice President, was -- and the President was
close to Poroshenko, and that's just not true.

Q When was it clear that Poroshenko's time was up?

A I think it became, you know, very obvious in his

handling of, you know, various issues. The Kerch Strait
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incident could very well have been handled differently.

Q When was that?

A That was in November of 2018. They have a perfect
right to send their ships through the Kerch Strait, but it
seemed to us that this action, you know, was taken -- it was
taken on the eve of the armistice commemorations in France,
where we'd already announced that there was going to be a
meeting between the President and President Putin. There was
a lot of scrutiny on other major events.

And it seemed to have been done not just with a freedom
of navigation goal in mind, which, again, is completely
acceptable and the right of the Ukrainians, but also to gain
maximum attention.

And there was a miscalculation there. Perhaps the
Ukrainians -- this is speculation on my part, but I think it
bears on an analytical basis rather than on anything else --
that President Poroshenko thought that the Russians would
catch and release, that they would, you know, perhaps attempt
to detain the ships, not that there would be a fire fight,
which is actually what happened. I mean, those ships were
shot on by a Russian helicopter, and one of the seamen, the
sailors, was injured. And I don't think he anticipated
they'd seize both vessels and take the sajlors off to Moscow.

Q Was it clear that Zelensky was going to be the

winner?
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A It was not.
Q So it was trending not towards Poroshenko, but it

was going to be Zelensky or a third candidate?

A Yeah. I mean, all the analysis, we had many
updates at the time we were doing. In fact, the Embassy in
Ukraine was doing some really excellent work on polling and
on, you know, kind of outreach to Ukrainian citizens and
their think tanks. And it was clear that Poroshenko was
polling in the single digits, so it was an uphill battle for
him if it was a free and fair election.

So our focus was on encouraging all parts of the
Ukrainian establishment to have a free and fair election, and
signaling to Poroshenko that if he tried to steal the
election, this would not be acknowledged by the U.S.
Government, that we were watching this. And to be fair to
Poroshenko, he really did run a free and fair election. It
was something the Russians didn't expect, and it was
something I think that a lot of people did not expect.

Q How confident were you that Zelensky would be able
to get the margins he needed to form a parliament or to form
a majority?

A Not especially confident, to be honest, given the
pressures that he was facing and also the role of the
Russians in obviously targeting the Ukrainian elections as

well. You have to remember that before, you know, the
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Russians targeted us and targeted other European countries
around their elections, they targeted Ukraine as well. And
it was well-documented that the Russians were trying to run
their own candidates, people with affiliations with Russian
businesses, Russian oligarchs, and with the Kremlin.

Q But, ultimately, he was able to do that in the July
election?

A He was, because I think everyone has always
underestimated the Ukrainian people's political sentiment and
grassroots.

Q Ambassador Volker, you touched on it a little bit
in the first hour, what was his portfolio?

A His portfolio was to conduct, as best he could, the
negotiations or give the United States a role in the
negotiations with the Russians and the Ukrainians to find
resolution to the war in Donbas.

So his portfolio covered interactions with the Normandy
format Minsk group, the French and the Germans and the
Ukrainians and Russians in that context. He was responsible
for meetings with President Putin's designated Ukrainian
envoy to the Ukrainian conflict, Mr. Sokov. That in itself
is a challenge. Sokov is a political operator of the highest
caliber and, you know, very well-known in Russian circles.
And also to deal with other European leaders who have been,

you know, actively involved and engaging with Ukraine, and
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our other allies, the Canadians, you know, NATO and others.
But it was very much focused on the resolution of the
conflict in Donbas.

Q With Ambassador Sondland's self-asserted authority
over at least parts of the Ukrainian portfolio, who are the
other relevant U.S. officials, not Rudy Giuliani, but
relevant U.S. officials involved with Ukraine policy at this
point?

A In terms of across the interagency, the equivalent
Assistant Secretaries and Deputy Assistant Secretaries of
Defense and at State. So --

Q Who are they?

A George Kent is the DAS in charge of Ukraine at the
State Department. Wess Mitchell was previously the Assistant
Secretary, but he left in February of 2019, February of 2019.
Does that sound right?

And Phil Reeker came in as Acting Assistant Secretary,
having been the special adviser to EUCOM, only really in
April-May. So he was actually dual-hatted until the
retirement of General Scaparrotti. He was his chief adviser.
So he was, you know, doing two jobs at once. So I think he
was appointed of -- pamed as Acting Assistant Secretary, but
he only really was coming into the job in April.

And then, in terms of -- the DAS is Laura Cooper at the

Defense Department. Then -- well, we also had had a number
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of changes over there. I mean, the Defense Department, there
was a whole range of people who were involved in this,
because of just the nature of assistance to Ukraine. We'd
also had General Abizaid, who had been a chief military
adviser to Ukraine. He was replaced by Keith Dayton, General
Keith Dayton, who is the head of Garmisch -- our military
school at Garmisch.

So you had a broad range of people, people also at,
obviously, OMB, Departments of Commerce, USTR. There's a
broad range of people who were involved in one way or another
on Ukraine portfolio. Department of Justice, the FBI. We
had a Department of Justice team working, and also in our
Intel agencies as well.

Q And in your directorate, could you help us
understand how your directorate was set up?

A We had one director for Ukraine, who at this
particular juncture was Alex Vindman. Our previous director
-- who was detailed from the Defense Department, he had
been -- well, he still is -- a foreign area officer detailed
to the Chairman's Office, the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He had
been General Dunford's key action officer for interactions
with the Russians.

Q And who's that?

A For interactions, this is Alex Vindman.

Q Okay. This is Alex Vindman. Is he still there?
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A I'm just giving you his background. To the best of
my knowledge, he's still there. His predecessor was
Catherine Croft, who was previously the Ukraine desk officer
at the State Department, and she went to work for Kurt Volker
as his deputy, but only in the very last couple of months.

Q How many officials on your staff concentrated on
Ukraine?

A Only Alex Vindman.

Q How many personnel did you have in your
organization?

A As you're aware, there was an effort to streamline

the National Security Council. |GG

So, basically, we didn't replace people when they rotated out
of detail. So some people had enormous portfolios.

And Alex Vindman had initially been taken on by my --
the other senior director in -- the director with me, Colonel
Rich Hooker, who had been, you know, very interested,
obviously, in defense-related issues.

And we initially brought him on to look at the totality
of Russian defense-related issues, but then there was a
determination during -- in the course of the streamlining of
the NSC that that should all be concentrated in our defense
directorate. So another person had been taken on there to

focus on those related issues who would work closely. So we
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moved Alex to work on Ukraine, Belarus, and Moldova.

Q When did that occur?

A So he wasn't hired primarily -- it had occurred
when Catherine Croft left.

Q When was that?

A That would be sometime toward the end of the summer
of 2018. Every year, in the summer of -- the summer we have
a rotation of detailees. Most people are there for a year.
Some people get permission from their agencies for 18 months.
And on rare occasions people are seconded for 2 years, but
only if their department is willing to pay.

And there was a big debate while I was there that people
here may recall about whether departments and agencies were
going to pay for additional time beyond the 1 year.

Q And what agencies do you draw the detailees from?

A Every agency, if we can.

Q Such as?

A Every agency that we can that will detail someone.
I mean, it's rare to have --

Q Well, in your tenure, what were the agencies
supplying detailees?

A Well, it depended, again, on the memorandums of
understanding. When I first started, the majority were from
the State Department. But the State Department, when

Secretary Tillerson came in, was refusing to let people stay
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for longer than a year, and there was also some questions
back and forth about the downsizing of the State Department.

DOD initially were more receptive to putting forward
particularly foreign area officers and particularly people
from JCS. And there were a lot of detailees from DOD in the
time that I was there across the NSC and all directorates.
L

I was trying to get someone actually from Commerce,
because I felt like we needed, you know, kind of a diversity
of views, especially since an awful lot of the issues that we
were dealing with related to trade, especially when it came
to Europe but also with many other countries. And although
that was in our International Economics division, it was very
helpful to have people with, you know, broader backgrounds.

We had also detailees from Treasury, although Treasury
itself, they got short-staffed and were trying to recall some
of their deputies in that time.

And let me just see if I've missed anyone. And then --

o wnicn |

A I think in some cases, that would be classified.

Q And in total, you had anywhere from 10 to 14 people
under your supervision?

A At some times, it was only - because, often with

the detailees changing over, we could go weeks, you know, I
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R pwo

attest that, when you have a changeover of detailees, it
often takes a long time for people to come in, and you might
be really short-staffed.

So I have been literally down to - directors, you
know, kind of total, and myself have acted as a director and
at different times have had to ask our special assistant. We
also had a number of special assistants. In my case, we were
down to only | special assistant.

Q The --

A And often that was how people's portfolios ended up
getting determined. So we had one colleague who had to cover
the entirety of the eastern flank of NATO, I mean 20-plus
countries because, when . came in, the other previous -
directors who were divided up between them had left. And Il
did that job for several months and actually did it so well
that we decided not to hire an extra deputy. ll was
basically working 18-hour days, however.

Q Switching gears back to the July 10th meeting.

A Yes.

Q The next sort of key event was the July 25th call
with President Trump and President Zelensky. You had left
shortly prior --

A I had.
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Q -- prior to the call. But what was the preparation
for that call underway?

A It was not because the call had not been announced
when 1 left.

Q So you didn't know the call was scheduled --

A I did not.
Q -- as of July 19th?
A As of July 19th, I did not know it was scheduled.

And on July 15th was the last day that I had formal
interagency meetings. And from July 16th, 17th, 18th and
19th, I had meetings myself just to wrap up and, you Know,
kind of basically pass on information about the portfolio to
relevant people, including across the interagency.

Q Who did you pass your portfolio on to?

A I passed my portfolio on to Tim Morrison. And so
any meetings that were pertinent to Ukraine in that timeframe
of that week, he attended with Alex Vindman, although
actually, to be honest, I think he was traveling in that
period, He went to take part in -- he may have been back by
the Thursday -- an arms control meeting with the State
Department because he came over, as you know, from being the

senjor director for arms control.

Q Did he at any point work for you, Morrison?
A Work for me?
Q Yes.
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A No, he did not. He was my counterpart in weapons
of mass destruction.

Q Then he came over to take your job?

A Correct.

Q Why did you decide to leave the White House?

A I had always said when I came in: I'm a
nonpartisan, nonpolitical appointee. I was hired, in fact,
by General Flynn, K.T. McFartand, and General Kellogg. And
when they first approached me and asked me if I would be
willing to do this, I had previously taken a leave from
Brookings, I was on IPA to the National Intelligence Office.

So I had actually worked with General Flynn when he was
working for Admiral Mullen at the Joint Chiefs of Staff when
I was a National Intelligence Officer. And I said that I
couldn't commit to longer than 2 years, maximum. In actual
fact, I stayed longer because I agreed to help with
transition, finding new directors, and also trying to find a
successor and to be able to do a handover. And I said I was
willing to stay no later than the end of the year to do this.

And Tim Morrison wanted to start on July 15th.

Q So you're nonpartisan?

A I am nonpartisan.

Q In this current environment we're in, it’'s --

A That's actually why I took the job. Because in

this current environment we're in, I think it's extremely
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important for people who are nonpartisan to serve in
government positions.

Q At any point as you were on-boarding, was it -- did
you find that you were ostracized because you weren't
associated with the more partisan side of the house?

A I got ostracized by --

MR. WOLOSKY: What do you mean? Ostracized by whom?

DR. HILL: Yeah, by whom? Not by anybody in the
Republican Party, but I did have a colleague who had
previously --

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Like were you --

A -- who has not spoken to me since I took the job,
but for the opposite reasons from what you are suggesting.

Q And how would you characterize, were you a
supporter of the President? Were you agnostic?

A I was agnostic. And I don't think that there's
anything wrong with that either. I was, basically, like I
said, in the case of Zelensky and many others, I think
everyone should have a very open mind. And I think it's very
important to serve your country and to serve the President
and the Presidency, you know, as being duly elected.

And I thought it was very important to step up, as an
expert, as somebody who's been working on Russia for

basically my whole entire adult life, given what had happened
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in 2016 and given the peril that I actually thought that we
were in as a democracy, given what the Russians I know to
have done in the course of the 2016 elections.

Q So you say you were agnostic on the President, so
you hadn't been a critic of the President?

A I had not. There are a couple of articles where I
expressed some, you know, skepticism about how his
relationship would be with Putin that, you know, kind of
perhaps didn't prove to be true, but anyway.

So, I mean, you can look back and, you know, see that,
you know, I suggested they might not get along, you know,
kind of because, you know, given the different natures of the
individuals, I thought, you know, there might be some
friction.

Q At any point, did you find yourself becoming a
critic of the President?

A 1 did not. And if I had done, I would have left
right away, and I left only on terms. And a lot of people --
and I'm just going to put this out there. You haven't asked
the question, but I have been accused of it many times. I
did not write Anonymous. I am not Anonymous. 5o just to say
that because --

Q I didn't ask you that.

A -- Lee has been having endless phone calls from

people, and I was accused of that within the White House. It
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was the most uncomfortable time that I had. It was the only
time when I experienced discomfort. Because of people
parsing everything I had written. And Michael Anton, who was
the head of the press at that time, was fielding endless
calls from people saying that I was Anonymous. And I was
not, and I will state it for the record: I was not.

Q But you didn't leave the White House because you
found yourself becoming a critic of the President?

A No, I didn't. I had given myself 2 years. I
stayed longer than that. But, as a nonpartisan person, I did
not want to be part of the campaignh --

Q And even since you've left the White House, you
don't find yourself as a critic of the President?

A I have not returned to the Brookings Institution.
I'm on leave. And I have not taken on any speaking
engagements. I am not writing a book. I am basically trying
to keep my head down, you know, while everybody else is
trying to do their jobs. I worked with the most unbelievably
professional first-rate team of people, both political and
nonpolitical, in the time I was at the NSC, and I want to
give them the space to do their jobs.

Q The July 25th call, who would ordinarily be a
participant on that call?

A That really could vary because it also, you know,

depends -- I mean, there were calls that I would have been
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ordinarily on, but I wasn't there or present. I might have
been in another meeting or I might not have actually been
physically in the building.

So it would usually be -- well, again, it often would be
selected by the front office of the National Security Advisor
as well as, you know, the kind of the broader White House
team. You would imagine someone from the Chief of Staff's
Office, someone representing the National Security Advisor,
which could be the deputy. It could be myself, as the senior
director, or the director if I'm not present. Someone from
the Vice President's staff. Often someone from press or the
White House counsel.

And if there was an anticipation that a particular topic
in somebody else's area of responsibility would come up --
say, it's a call with Chancellor Merkel and she wants to talk
about -- let's just pick a random -- Libya, then the director
who has responsibility and the senior directors for Libya
would basically also be present.

So I can't say for sure, you know, who would normally
have been in those meetings, but that's usually -- I mean --
and then you have the White House Situation Room staff, and
then other Cabinet members can call in as well.

Now, also remember that there's another side to all of
these calls. So, while people start parsing who's in our

calls, all of those calls could very easily be being recorded
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as well as transcribed by a very large phalanx of other
people on the other side of the call. And I will, you know,
refer you to look at pictures that, for example, President
Erdogan of Turkey would frequently release with himself
listening to the call with about as many people as are

sitting here in this room.
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[12:33 p.m.]
BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Did you speak with anyone? You had left on the
19th, but had you spoken to anybody about the call?

A I did not. I was on vacation | 7rd at
the time the phone call took place, I think, based on my
date-stamp on my phones, I was snorkeling.

VOICE: You were under water.

DR. HILL: I was under water, yeah. It was a pretty
good alibi. I didn't take underwater pictures, but, you
know, I can basically --

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q So you didn't receive any read-outs of the call --

A I did not.

Q -- until it became public --

A I did not.

Q -- on the 25th?

A No, I did not. 1I'd actually asked people -- I said
I'd promise I would check my email once a day -- and there
was a big time difference as well, so that was quite -- and I

would forward on to them anything that they needed to deal
with and, otherwise, I would prefer if they didn't call me.

Q Okay. But you were getting your email, so you saw
the traffic from your --

A That was the first I saw that there was a call.
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Q Right. And were there any --

A And I didn't see anything after that call at all.

Q Were there any unclassified read-outs on emails?

A There were not. I mean, they don't normally do
that at all.

Q Okay.

A And, usually, any preparation is done on a more

secure system, because one should assume that, in those kinds
of emails, anybody could be reading them.

Q Right.

When is the first time you learned about the call and
its nature?

A Really when it was started to be made public. The
first hint that I got that there might have been some
discomfort about it was when I was handing back in my badge
on September 3rd.

Q Uh-huh.

A And I went in to talk to my office, and I said, how
are things going, and people said, well, not great. And I
thought, well, okay, something is up. But there wasn't
any -- I mean, I was coming in to hand in my badge, so I was
technically no longer --

Q Uh-huh.

A And I had a very brief discussion with Tim

Morrison, and he didn't mention the call at all. He did take
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the time to tell me that Gordon Sondland was apparently glad
that I had gone. So I thought, well, that was a rather
pointed message from Ambassador Sondland. But I didn't take
that to be about the call or anything else. It just seemed
to be a fairly gratuitous, you know, kindiof messaging as I
was leaving.

Q So Ambassador Sondland didn't attend your farewell

party?
A He didn't. No.
Q Did you have one?
A Sort of.
Q And when was that?
A That would've been in the week I was leaving. I

can't remember when it was, honestly.

Q But back in July?

A June or July, yeah.

Q Where was it?

A It was just in the White House. We had a lot of
farewell parties in that period. Well, it was because people
are rotating out, and everybody likes to go and relax and see
their friends.

MR. JORDAN: Doctor, you mentioned on September 3rd you
got a hint of the call or the content of --

DR. HILL: No, I had more a hint that something was up,

but I didn't know exactly what.
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MR. JORDAN: Not a hint of the call, just a hint that
something was up.

DR. HILL: Yeah. People didn't look very happy in my
directorate.

MR. JORDAN: Okay.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Who did you speak with when you came to turn in
your badge?

A 1 spoke to resource management, the financial
people, the ethics people. And I also did have a very brief
discussion with John Eisenberg and Michael Ellis, who I met
with very frequently on a whole number of issues and had a
really excellent, you know, professional relationship with.

And I asked them if there was anything that I should be
mindful of as I was leaving, in terms of communications.
Because I'd seen an email suggesting, again, that we had to
keep all communications related to Ukraine. There'd been an
email sometime in that timeframe. And I just wanted to tell
them that I'd put everything into the records, and was there
anything that I needed to know, and they didn't indicate that
there was.

Q Did you talk to Vindman?

A I did not talk to Alex Vindman, no.

Q What did Eisenberg and Ellis tell you about your

records?
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A They said that, as long as I was having no, you
know, kind of official communications, that there was no, you
know, reason to be concerned, and just asked me what I'd done
with all of my records.

Q Like, all your notes that you take in meetings?

A Correct. And I'd already filed all of those with
the records office on the 19th.

Q Okay. So you didn't take any --

A I took nothing with me.

Q -- of your own notes with you?

A No. All I took with me was my -- the ethics and,
you know, financial agreements. And the reason that I didn't
hand my badge in until September 3rd -- because I was on
vacation until the 30th -- is that you have to fill out all
the ethics paperwork on your last -- or immediately after
your last payday.

Q Yeah.

A And you can only then sign out of all of the
resource management. It's just, you know, kKind of a
bureaucratic thing.

MR. JORDAN: Doctor, you said you learned about the call
about the time of when it was public. Does that mean you
1eérned about it prior to the 25th? Or when did you learn
about the contents and the nature of the call?

MR. WOLOSKY: I believe that misstates her prior
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testimony over when she learned about the call, when she
continued to have access to her nonclassified email. The
record will speak for itself.

MR. JORDAN: No, but she -- earlier, she said -- she
said a hint of a call, and she clarified that and said that
wasn't about the call necessarily, just a hint of something.

DR. HILL: Yeah, I was alert to the fact that people
didn't look happy and something was up, but I didn't put it
together with the call.

‘ MR. JORDAN: And there was no time between
September 3rd, when you had a hint of something up, and
September 25th that you learned about the contents of the
callz?

DR. HILL: No, I did not learn about the contents of the
call. I did learn, as a result of lots of media calling
me -- I was with | NN T - !
very poor -- | has 2 WiFi router that doesn't extend
beyond, you know, kind of, basically this desk. I had to sit
on it to basically get a text. And I basically ran through
my entire data plan. And when I eventually called || || j R

to get the data plan extended, [} GGG

When it came back on, I had found I had just bazillions

of texts and emails from press. And I didn't know what was
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going on. And I texted || NI -- it was clearly about

NSC and a call. And I texted || o vas

not actually directly related to all of this, and said,
what's going on? What I do need to know? Why am I getting
all of these calls? And | NN s2i¢. it's the
whistleblower account, and it's related to the Ukraine call.

MR. JORDAN: That was before the 25th?

DR. HILL: That would've been -- because I came back on
the 25th with | T o it ves in
the couple of days before that. I basically read about

everything as I was sitting in Newark Airport in the transit

area with |-

MR. JORDAN: Uh-huh. And who was |-

oR. HILL: The [
N |
B cicn 't know -- I mean, again, B
!

And we kept a very close separation of issues,
especially on Russia. Russia was highly coordinated, highly
professional. And we kept all the Russia stuff out of
everything else, because there was a tendency for people to
leak information about Russia, and we wanted to make sure
that that did not happen.

MR. ZELDIN: If I -- excuse me. If I could ask a quick

followup on that?
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So, earlier on in your testimony, you stated that you
like to keep your head down. Even without being asked, you
stated that you're not the person who wrote the anonymous New
York Times --

DR. HILL: 1I've been asked about every single other time
by every imaginable press person, and all of the people who
are emajling me, who don't know me, are asking that. So I
thought I would just get it on the record so that it's not,
you know, kind of, a question that is all hovering over
people's minds.

MR. ZELDIN: Yeah, no, I appreciate that. But that's
why your last answer just sparked my interest, and I just
wanted to ask a followup guestion. How would so many in the
media have your phone number?

DR. HILL: I used to work at a think tank, the Brookings
Institution. In fact, I'm --

MR. ZELDIN: It was all from before you were in the
White House?

DR. HILL: -- I am technically, you know, supposed to go
back there. And I haven't gone back there because you can't
really shelter in place at somewhere like the Brookings
Institution when something like this is going on. And what I
mean by that is, I'm obliged as part of the job as a senior
fellow to talk to the media and to the press and to make

public pronouncements.

UNCLASSIFIED



13

14

15

16

24

25

4680
UNCLASSIFIED 104

MR. ZELDIN: So -~

DR. HILL: And Brookings has, very sadly, | R

MR. ZELDIN: Okay. But you weren't giving out your

phone number to the media while in your position at the White
House?

DR. HILL: No.

And 1'11 be very clear, and you can ask any of the press
directors, that I only ever gave background interviews at the
request of the White House, including the press secretary on
the NSC, with NSC press or White House press available. 1
never, on any occasion, talked to the media outside of those
circumstances -- background, authorized interviews. I did
not leak any information. I did not talk to the press.

I was accused of many things, and that's why I'm just
saying that it gets my back up when people like Masha
Yovanovitch and others were accused baselessly of doing all
kinds of improper activity.

And I did not leak, and I was not Anonymous. I am not
the whistleblower. And I'm not the second whistleblower.
Just get this all for the record so we have it all out there
and you don’'t have to ask any more questions about that.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Yeah, well, you know, if I may just walk you
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through this. We first heard about you coming in for today's
all-day interview, all-day deposition, last Wednesday night.
Nobody told us earlier than Wednesday. I contacted your
lawyer on Thursday to try to find out a little bit more
information and was unable to connect with your lawyer. We
were in here all day Friday. And, finally, I connected with
your lawyer for about 5 minutes last night.

And so you have to understand that when we're trying to
prepare ourselves and prepare our members, we are being kept
in the dark. So you just have to excuse the fact that we're
going to have some questions about who were the people you
worked for.

A No, I completely understand. And I think, you
know, my reaction is not because of you at all. I mean, it's
the, you know, kind of, just the onslaught that I have been
getting. I've had media inquiries and, you know, people I
don't know at all --

Q Got it.

A -- you know, working -- I'm on YouTube. I'm, you
know, on the internet.

Q Okay.

A My I is ranicked that, you know, kind of,
Il zcing to be targeted. You know, there are --

Q Well, certainly, that is --

A So I'm responding to, you know, all these
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suspicions about who I am as a person. And, again, I am a
nonpartisan professional. And that's just what I wanted to
have on the record.

Q Dr. Hill, we appreciate your service and have
enormous respect for you and, you know, the like-minded
nonpartisan people that serve in the National Security
Council. And, good heavens, anything that can be likened to
a threat and anything with || | JBBEE sood heavens, that
is something that nobody, on the Republican side or the
Democratic side, will --

A No, I'm aware that this is not you at all. 1It's
just, as you said, when you asked me a question before, given
the environment --

Q But just let me be clear that we find that type of
thing to be absolutely abhorrent, and we want to assist you
in any way possible to minimize that.

A No, I appreciate that.

Q Can you help us understand, like, when is the first
time you heard the committee had an interest in speaking with
you?

MR. WOLOSKY: 1I'm going to instruct her not to answer
that question to the extent that it calls for communications
with her attorney that are covered by attorney-client
privilege.

MR. CASTOR: Okay.
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Like, how did they know you were represented by
Mr. Wolosky then?

DR. HILL: When I asked Mr. Wolosky to --

MR. CASTOR: And when -- like, was it earlier than last
Wednesday?

MR. WOLOSKY: Yeah, I mean, I think that if you want to
ask a question to the witness, she will answer the question
to the extent that she has personal knowledge. If you want
to ask a question to me, I'm not the witness in these
proceedings.

MR. CASTOR: I don't want to ask a question of you.

I just want to know generally when you first became
aware the committee had an interest in speaking with you.

DR. HILL: I became aware of it, actually, when the
chairman released the letter publicly about what the --
because, you know, my title is on that list. It said current
and former.

MR. CASTOR: Okay.

DR. HILL: And so I assumed --

MR. CASTOR: Okay.

DR. HILL: =-- and I hope that it was a correct
assumption -- based on the very thorough list of all the
people that you intended to call for depositions, that that
would cover me.

MR. CASTOR: Okay.
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DR. HILL: Now, the title has changed somewhat. It was

Europe and Russia when I was the senior director. It's been

changed to European Affairs or, you know, European Issues or

whatever it's been changed to now.

MR. CASTOR: Okay. And do you remember when that was,
generally?

DR. HILL: Well, whenever the chairman published the
letter that was put in the media.

MR. CASTOR: When is the first time you learned the
committee attempted to contact you specifically?

DR. HILL: I saw that my name was on -- oh, not my name,
not my name in person, but my function and my job -- was on
the list. So I assumed that, at some point, I would be asked
to testify or to speak to someone in some fashion,

And I've known Lee for 30 years. And on my first day

back.
N W core vp to ne and said. [

B /ou necd 2 lawyer. And I thought, who do I know?
Oh, I know Lee.

MR. CASTOR: And when was that, the 25th?

MR. WOLOSKY: Thank you for the endorsement.

DR. HILL: I know he's a great lawyer. I know he's a

great lawyer, just to add to all of that. But I've known him
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since before he was a lawyer. Lee's like, great, now I'm
going to have no more clients. Anyway, sorry. Qops.

BY MR. CASTOR:

o which |

I I e
|

1 B dos Il vork for?

A R coes not. [ used to work for the [N
I

Q For what?

A I'm not going to bring JJj into this. |
-

Q I'm not asking you for [Jj nare. |

A el I oo I
I o )ou know, the government. [Jl] pursued
wite-cottar crine. GG

I mean, I was somewhat disturbed, |GG

Il would tell me that I should -- and I dismissed it at

first, but then, as the news media picked up on this, I

thought ] was probably right.
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Q And when did you first realize that, indeed, they
wanted to speak with you?

A Well, that's when --

MR. WOLOSKY: I mean, again, to the extent that that
involves communications with me, I'm going to instruct her
not to answer that question.

MR. CASTOR: Uh-huh.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q The documents produced last night, are you familiar
with what was produced on your behalf?

A The -- yes, I am. Yeah.

Q And what were the circumstances, to the extent you
know, not involving communications with your lawyer, but how
was that produced? Your calendar entries, is that something
that you had with you?

A I didn't actually have it with me.

Q Okay. There was a range.

A My assistant at the National Security Council --

Q Okay.

A -- actually kept the calendar. And it's only --
but only for the year in which he was working there.

Q Right.

A And I was asked to, you know, obviously, establish
a timeline, you know, and what meetings I would've been

available in. And I asked him if he had kept a copy of the
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calendar that I would be able to refer to to make sure that

we got at least, you know, kind of, the meetings that the

commi

ttee was most interested in in sequence.

Q The handwritten notes on the calendar, is that --
A That was just me circling --

Q Okay.

A -- you know, what I thought would be most

11

pertinent, and also pointing out that I wasn't -- because the

calendar had entries for after I had already left.

over

Q Sure. I think on the 19th it said --

A I'd gone or something, on vacation, or handed
the --

Q And is that your handwriting?

A Yeah, that's my handwriting. Because he gave it

me and I looked. And I only had one copy of this.

Q Okay.

A And, again, this is me trying to establish the

facts as best I can, because, as you know -- you know it.
mean, I can't have total recall of every --
Q Oh, of course not.
A -- you know, single timing and things as well.
Q And I don't expect you to.
A Yeah. Yeah.

MR. WOLOSKY: Can I have just 1 minute?

DR. HILL: Yeah. Please. Yeah.
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[Discussion off the record.]

DR. HILL: Yeah, I just also wanted to mention that, you
know, obviously, in terms of documents and document
retention, everything was filed in accordance with the
requirements from records.

And I had asked on that last day that I was in the
office, on September 3rd, if I could have a copy for
reference of my contacts database, because I wanted to be
able to pass on to Tim Morrison and to other colleagues names
of ambassadors and ambassadors' staff. And all of those
things are unaccessible to your successor when you leave. I
mean, the accounts are all closed down.

And that was the similar -- I asked if my assistant, who
was actually working in the transition period for Tim
Morrison, could have access to the calendar that he had kept
for me in that time so that Tim and others would be able to
refer back to when I had a particular meeting. Because, I
mean, it's obviously important for the Presidential record
and for, you know, recordkeeping and for directorate
continuity purposes to know when the predecessor met with

whom, you know, which ambassador or, you know, which other

official.
BY MR. CASTOR:
Q You always had a good relationship with Ambassador
Volker?
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A I did. Very good relationship with him.

Q I think we're clear where you stand with Ambassador
Sondland, but --

A I actually had a very good relationship, I thought,
at the very beginning with Ambassador Sondland. But the
unfortunate thing was I had a blow-up with him --

Q Right.

A -- in June, when he told me that he was in charge
of Ukraine, because initially I said to him, "You're not,"”
with that kind of, you know, surprise and probably irritation
in my voice.

Q Right. Right.

A And then he got testy with me. And I said, who has
put you in charge of it? It seemed like, hi, I'm in charge.
You know, there's no ambassador here. Well, at that point,
Charge -- Ambassador Taylor had been sent out.

And I said, who has said you're in charge of Ukraine,
Gordon? And he said, the President. Well, that shut me up,
because you can't really argue with that. But then 1
wasn't -- to be honest, I wasn't really sure.

Q But Ambassador Volker always acted with integrity?

A He did.

Q In the interest of the United States?

A He did. I have to say, though, that we did say to

him that we did not think it was a good idea for him talking
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to Rudy Giuliani.

Q And how did he respond to that?

A He said that he thought that he would be able to --
I don't think he used exactly these words, but be able to
reason with him and to, you know, kind of, basically, you
know, manage this. Well, we did not think that this was
manageable.

And Ambassador Bolton made it very clear that nobody
should be talking to Rudy Giuliani, on our team or anybody
else should be.

Q You may have had a disagreement with Ambassador
Sondland, like you just recounted, but, I mean, he always was
acting in the best interests of the United States, to the
best of your knowledge, correct?

A To the best of my knowledge, correct.

Q Okay. He --

A Ambassador Sondland, I'm afraid, you know, I felt,
you know, as I mentioned before, he was driving along on the

road. You know, he'd just gone off the road. No guardrails,

no GPS.
Q Right.
A And my main concern, that he was wading into, not

just on Ukraine but many other issues, everything which he
was not being properly briefed. And we reached out to his

team at the EU mission, and they weren't giving him briefings
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on this.

Q Right.

A And, again, that's why I asked || RN
to try to find some time to sit with him and to encourage him
again not to use his personal phone, not to use other
people's personal phone, not to give people's personal phone
numbers out.

Q Yeah.

A I mean, he -- I am pretty confident that he was,
you know, doing what he thought was, you know, the right
thing to get agreements made and to further relationships,
but he wasn't doing it in a way that was, you know, going to
basically make for good process. And he was also doing this
in a way that I thought put him at risk.

Q Who is "we"? You said "we."

A Ambassador Bolton, Assistant Secretary Reeker,

Under Secretary Hale, Deputy Assistant Kent.

Q Okay.
A I could just go on and on.
I mean -- and, also, we had complaints from other

ambassadors about Ambassador Sondland, that he was wading
into their areas. He would show up in their countries
without being, you know, kind of -- without really much
foreknowledge. In some cases they were pleased, and in other

cases they were not. And he would piggyback onto other
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people's visits when they wanted to, you know, basically, as
the ambassador, shepherd their head of state to visit, and he
would be there too.

Q And he wasn't a Foreign Service officer. He was
new to the experience, right?

A He was new to the experience. I mean, he was
clearly, you know, a savvy guy. He's charming. He's funny.
He was well-meaning. I mean, a lot of the stories that have
been in the press about him paying for things, actually I
think he was doing that out of generosity. He was truly
trying to build up morale in his embassy. His embassy loved,
you know, the kind of treats and things that he would get for
them. He was trying to create happy hours.

I think he was, in the spirit of being, obviously, a
pretty good hotelier, he was, you know, trying to do the
hospitality part of the embassy, which is actually an
important part of being an ambassador.

Q Ambassador Volker related to us that he was
engaging with Mr. Giuliani because he believed that Giuliani
was amplifying a negative narrative and he had the ear of the
President, and so he was trying to make the best of this
truism. Is that a --

A That's exactly what he told me as well. I mean, I
beg to differ, because I didn't think that this was actually

going to be very helpful. Because the more you engage with
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someone who is spreading untruths, the more validity you give
to those untruths.

Q But Volker's initiatives here and Sondland's
initiatives here, is it your testimony that you believe they
were trying to do what's in the best interests of the United
States?

A I do believe that they were trying to do that.

Q All right. And they're men of integrity?

A I know Kurt Volker definitely to be a man of
integrity. And in terms of Gordon Sondland, based on my
interactions with him, I've already expressed the concerns,
but I can't say that he's not a man of integrity.

And he definitely was very enthusiastic in all of our
early initial meetings about serving the United States,
serving the President, and really trying to do as good a job
as possible to also patch up our relations with the European
Union, which were quite rocky.

And, you know, from all reports that I was getting back
from EU ambassadors, they actually appreciated his outreach

and felt that he was very open --

Q Right.
A -- and they thought, you know, he was really trying
very hard.

Q Okay. So he wasn't part of the Lev Parnas and Igor

Fruman --
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A I don't think he even knew who those gentlemen
were --
Q Okay.
A -- because in the meeting where I had a bit of a

blow-up with him, I said --

Q Okay.

A -- Gordon, you're in over your head. I don't think
you know who these people are.

Q Okay .

A Because I also, myself, didn’'t know who all of
these people were either. I'd only heard their names. And
from what I could gather from just, you know, a quick Google
and, you know, kind of, open-source search, they seemed to be
bad news.

Q Yeah.

And Volker, he related to us that the President had a
deep-rooted skeptical view on Ukraine and their corruption
environment. Is that something that you can attest to?

A I think the President has actually quite publicly
said that he was very skeptical about corruption in Ukraine.
And, in fact, he's not alone, because everyone has expressed
great concerns about corruption in Ukraine.

Q And, you know, Ambassador Volker related the
President's business experience in the region and his

knowledge of other business executives that may have tried to
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do business in the Ukraine contributed to his deep-rooted

views of Ukraine and corruption. Is --

A Correct.
Q -- that something you can attest to?
A Well, I can attest to that, because, again, the

President has said this publicly.

Q And then, you know, additionally --

DR. HILL: Can I make a quick request to have a quick
bathroom break?

MR. CASTOR: Yeah, we've got about 2 minutes --

DR. HILL: Yeah, I'm not trying to cut you off. I'm
just sort of thinking I'd really like to go to the bathroom.

MR. CASTOR: We've got about 4 minutes left. Would you
want to --

DR. HILL: Could we just literally take a guick break?

MR. CASTOR: Yes, of course.

DR. HILL: Because I've been kind of waiting for a
pause.

MR. CASTOR: We can always take a break.

THE CHAIRMAN: We'll take a quick break.

[Recess.]

THE CHAIRMAN: We're back on the record.

BY MR. CASTOR:
Q We were talking about President Trump's -- what was

at least related to us as his deep-rooted skeptical view of
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Ukraine as a businessman, as both himself in the region and
also with his colleagues. But he also had a skepticism as a
result of allegations in the 2016 election.

Is that also fair to say, that the President harbored
some skepticism, whether based on, you know, legitimate
reasons or not, that he did harbor some reservations about
Ukraine?

MR. WOLOSKY: I think you should limit your comments to
public statements unless there is -- absent a ruling from the
chairman on the issue of privilege.

DR. HILL: Yeah, but I think he said it repeatedly in
public, you know, kind of recently as well.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q I'm not asking about your personal communications
with the President. I'm talking about your understanding, as
an official with responsibility for this area, that the
President harbored skepticism.

A He's expressed it openly in the press pool and his
own statements.

Q You know, the U.S.-Ukrainian relations, you know,
obviously, you have the President speaking with President
Zelensky. But you also have a fairly robust set of, you
know, staff ~-- at the National Security Council, at the State
Department, the DOD, other agencies. You know, you had Kurt

Volker, Phil Reeker, Wess Mitchell, George Kent. We have
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Bill Taylor. And I apologize for not using their official

titles.
A That's all right. No worries, no worries. Yeah.
Q I mean no disrespect by that.
A Yeah.
Q And so, to the extent there may have been some, you

know, comments exchénged on the call, isn't there a
relatively robust infrastructure around the relationship to
help steer anything into the types of back-and-forths
U.S. and Ukraine ought to be having?

A Hang on. Can you clarify again? So, absent the --

Q So the President, you know -- absent the
President's call with President Zelensky, there is an
infrastructure of staff, at the State Department, at National
Security Council, that are interacting with --

A Right. Okay.

Q -- Ukraine officials to help everyone understand

some of the various things that are being requested.

A Yes.

Q I mean, isn't that --

A Yeah, but I’'m not quite sure what the question is,
though. I mean, are you -- what are you suggesting?

Q Well, you know, there's discussion about, you know,

2016 and Burisma. And, you know, we saw the back-and-forth

on text about whether there's going to be a statement in
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advance of the White House meeting. And what we saw, I
think, in that exchange is that there was a, you know, good
bit of staff work going back and forth that ultimately led to
a conclusion where no statement was issued.

MR. WOLOSKY: We're sort of losing you here. It's an
extremely long, compound question. You're referring to text
messages that are not being presented as exhibits. 50 we're
happy to respond to a question if there's a clear, specific
question that you have for her.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q There is an infrastructure of staff dealing with
the U.S.-Ukrainian relationship.

A On that particular issue that you're talking about,
actually there was not. I mean, if you're talking about the
preparation for the call.

Q Uh-huh.

A And that was what I was explaining before about why
July 10th was so problematic. Because, normally, there is
indeed an interagency process that goes together in
preparation for a call.

Q Volker related to us that he got a readout from
both the Ukrainian and the U.S. side and nobody mentioned
Hunter Biden or 2016.

THE CHAIRMAN: You know, I just want to caution counsel,

we can't vet what counsel is saying was represented in
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earlier witness testimony. So if you have a question about
the facts for the witness, rather than representing what
prior withesses have said, that might be more appropriate.

MR. WOLOSKY: Let me put it another way. The witness is
happy to testify to areas that are within her personal
knowledge, not Mr. Volker's personal knowledge. So I'd ask
you to please direct your questions to her personal
knowledge.

MR. GOLDMAN: Time.

THE CHAIRMAN: Do you want to finish the last question?

DR. HILL: Yeah. I'm trying to figure it out what it is
that you're trying to figure out.

BY MR. CASTOR:
Q My question is, there is an infrastructure of staff

at the State Department to manage the relationship.

A There is infrastructure to manage the relationship.

Q And all these people, as you've testified, have
acted with -- you know, are individuals of high integrity.

A But they were not coordinating across the

government. I can be pretty confident, based on where I left
things on July 19th, that nobody beyond Ambassador Volker and
Ambassador Sondland knew what they were doing, beyond Chief
of Staff Mulvaney -- because Ambassador Bolton and -- both
Ambassador Sondland and Ambassador Bolton referred to

Mulvaney. Sondland said repeatedly he was meeting with Chief
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of Staff Mulvaney. And that was it. It was not going down
to the rest of the staff.

When I left, I did several things in the week that I
left just to wrap up. I had a discussion with George Kent,
telling him where I knew things stood and telling him -- and
this was not knowing that there was going to be a call,
because I don't think it was actually at all even scheduled
at this point or even thought of --

Q Uh-huh.

A -~ warning him that I was very worried about this
whole engagement between Sondland and Giuliani and with Kurt
and that he should be mindful of this, and I thought that it
was starting to take on different dimensions, including, you
know, this reference to, you know, energy corruption.
Although, when I spoke to George, I didn't have a full
picture. I just told him that he should be really mindful
and be careful on this.

And on the very last day, on the 19th, I had a phone
call with Ambassador Taylor relating everything that I knew
at that point. I was sort of sending out red flags for him
and telling him, there's a lot of stuff going on here that we
have no insight into and that you need to, you know, kind of,
figure out and get on top of this.

And I told him at that point that Ambassador Sondland

had told me that he was in charge of Ukraine. And that was
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also news to Ambassador Taylor.

THE CHAIRMAN: Let's pause here. We'll take a 10-minute
break to either wolf down lunch or get lunch, and then we'll
resume in 10 minutes.

[Recess.]

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. We'll go back on the record.

Mr. Goldman.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Dr. Hill, before, at the tail end of our initial
round, you were describing the circumstances around the
July 10th meeting at the White House.

A Yes.

Q And I believe you said that, after you came back
from meeting in the Ward Room with the Ukrainian counterparts
and the other American officials, you went and spoke to
Ambassador Bolton --

A Uh-huh.

Q -- right? And did you inform him of what had just
transpired in the Ward Room?

A Yes, I did.

Q And could you just tell us again what he said to
you at that point?

A He told me, as I stated before, to go and talk to

John Eisenberg. And he basically -- he said, you go and tell
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John Eisenberg -- you go and tell Eisenberg that I am not
part of this drug deal that Sondland and Mulvaney are cooking
up.

Q And what did you understand --

A He was saying that sarcastically, of course, I
mean, just to be clear. Actually, he was angry, but he was
also sarcastic. I mean, he wasn't --

Q Right, because --

A -- inferring that they were cooking up an actual
drug deal in the Ward Room.

Q  Right. So --

A Just to be clear.

Q So we're clear, because sometimes -~

A Yeah, I know. This could lead to some conspiracy
theories and -- yeah.

Q Yes. And sometimes our colleagues don't understand

parody or sarcasm, SO --

A No. Ambassador Bolton has a reputation for being
sarcastic and, you know, for basically using those kinds of
expressions.

Q Okay. But what did you understand him to mean by
that?

A Well, based on what had happened in the July 10th
meeting and Ambassador Sondland blurting out that he'd

already gotten agreement to have a meeting at the White House
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for Zelensky if these investigations were started up again,
clearly Ambassador Bolton was referring directly to those.

And Ambassador Bolton had said repeatedly that nobody
should be meeting with Giuliani. And you may recall before
that I said that he described Giuliani as a bit of a hand
grenade that was going to blow everyone up.

Q Uh-huh.

A And he was obviously, at that point, you know,
closely monitoring what Mr. Giuliani was doing and the
messaging that he was sending out.

Q Uh-huh.

A So this is also against the backdrop, as all of you
will recall, of Mr. Giuliani's frequent appearances on
television. And I can't say that I caught all of them, but I
was getting them relayed to me by, you know, other staff
members. And, often -- I mean, you've all, no doubt, been in
the National Security Council buildings and the White House.
There's TVs everywhere. So, I mean, I could often just walk
down the corridor and catch Mr. Gjuliani on the television.

Q But Ambassador Bolton specifically referenced
Mr. Sondland and Mr. Mulvaney, who --

A Correct. And he had said previously -- I mean, we
had regular meetings with Ambassador Volker, you know, in
which, you know, getting back to Mr. Castor's questions, they

were all about the, you know, regular coordination of what we
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were trying to do on Ukraine, you know, trying to get the
Russians to start meeting with Ambassador Volker again, see
if we could move forward on the Donbas. Ambassador Bolton
made it very clear that, you know, again, he didn't think
anybody should be dealing with Giuliani.

Q And who did he make that clear to?

A He expressed it in one of the meetings with
Ambassador Volker. But, at that point, I don't think he was
fully aware of the extensive meetings that Ambassador Volker
was having. This may have been early on, when Ambassador
Volker had just started to meet with Giuliant.

Because I only, actually, to be honest, became familiar
with the timeline once it was all published in the press.
Because we'd already said to -- again, I'd personally said to
Ambassador Volker and others that he shouldn't be talking to
Mr. Giuliani.

Q And did you say that to Mr. Volker before that
July 10th meeting?

A Absolutely.

Q What was Mr. Volker's response?

A Again, you know, getting back to what I said to
Mr. Castor, it was really about -- he was trying to fix it.
I mean, he was trying to refute, you know, the, kind of, very
negative perceptions that were coming out.

But I expressed to him that I was concerned that there
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were business dealings, nefarious business dealings,
underway. And I had mentioned to Kurt Volker the names of
these individuals that had been relayed to me.

THE CHAIRMAN: I just want to follow up with a couple of
guestions about Ambassador Bolton's comments about not
wanting to be part of this drug deal.

Did you understand it from that that he was not
referring to an actual drug deal but --

DR. HILL: Of course not. Yeah.

THE CHAIRMAN: -- some other kind of illicit transaction
that he believed that Sondland and Mulvaney were engaged in?

DR. HILL: Yes. He made it clear that he believed that
they were making, basically, an improper arrangement to have
a meeting in the White House, that they were predicating the
meeting in the White House on the Ukrainians agreeing, in
this case, based on the meeting on July 10th, to restart
investigations that had been dropped in the energy sector --

THE CHAIRMAN: And --

DR. HILL: -- by which point it was apparent that this
was code, at least, for Burisma. Because that had been
mentioned, you know, in the course of Mr. Giuliani's
appearances on television and in the course of -- I'd already
relayed to Ambassador Bolton everything that had been told to
me by everyone, including Ambassador Yovanovitch and Phil

Reeker, when Amos Hochstein had come in to see me, and I'd

UNCLASSIFIED



10
11

15
16
17

20
21
22
23
24
25

4706
UNCLASSIFIED 130

relayed to him everything I'd been told by our energy
directorate and by our Western Hemisphere directorate as
well.

THE CHAIRMAN: And not only was discussion of energy
code for Burisma, but Burisma was also, at this point,
understood to be code for the Bidens, an investigation into
the Bidens.

DR. HILL: That never came out explicitly, just to be
clear.

THE CHAIRMAN: And --

DR. HILL: I did -~ when I talked to Ambassador Bolton,
I also talked to Charlie Kupperman at length about this, the
Deputy National Security Advisor. I mean, I recall telling
Charlie that this was the company that Hunter Biden was
associated with. And we were concerned that -- not at this
particular juncture, again, not specifically about the Bidens
per se, but that Ukraine was going to be played by Giuliani
in some way as part of the campaign.

THE CHAIRMAN: Now --

DR. HILL: Because it was positing, you know, here that
there was a great deal of, you know, illegal or whatever
activity going on in Ukraine, according to Giuliani. You
know, basically, the 2016 alternative theory of the election,
the cyber issues -- these were all getting put out through

these articles in the newspaper. So it was kind of creating
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a kind of a story that was out there that was being packaged.
THE CHAIRMAN: Now, do you recall at the time -- you
mentioned that Giuliani had expressed that he was going to go

to Ukraine. Do you remember when that was?

DR. HILL: That was almost immediately after Ambassador
Yovanovitch had been removed from office, so it was sometime
in May. I mean, again, I saw it on the television, he said
he was going to go. And then I heard it from colleagues.

And there was, you know, kind of, quite a bit of
consternation on the part of the State Department.

THE CHAIRMAN: And he made it clear, I think, in those
television appearances, didn't he, that he was going to
Ukraine to seek to have them jinvestigate the Bidens?

DR. HILL: Well, that's what he said. That's what I

mean. This is part of -- I mean, I think, you know, part of
the dilemma that we all have here in trying to -- you, me,
and all of us -- parse this, is that a lot of this is

happening on the television, in terms of statements that
Giuliani has made.

THE CHAIRMAN: Did that give content to you when you
heard these discussions going on, or did that inform --

DR. HILL: Correct, it did. And it was clearly -- I
mean, in Ambassador Bolton's office, when I was meeting with
him, the television was always on. And it was usually on FOX

News. I mean, there was sometimes a split screen. And often
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when I was in the office, Giuliani would be on the
television, and, you know, Ambassador Bolton would put on the
sound to hear what he was saying.

THE CHAIRMAN: So they didn't need to make it explicit
in your presence what Burisma meant. It was clear from Rudy
Giuliani's public comments that, for Rudy Giuliani, Burisma
meant investigating the Bidens.

DR. HILL: Correct. But it was never explicitly said,
just to reiterate that.

THE CHAIRMAN: Not until the President's call with
President Zelensky.

DR. HILL: Again, which I only read about when the
transcript was released.

THE CHAIRMAN: But you've seen that transcript now.
And --

DR. HILL: I have. But I was not aware until that
point.

THE CHAIRMAN: And, in fact, in that transcript, the
President doesn't talk about Burisma; he talks about
investigating the Bidens. Is that correct?

DR. HILL: From what I've read in the transcript.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.

Mr. Goldman.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Ambassador Volker was also at that July 10th
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meeting, right?

A He was.

Q Okay. So, to that point, had you gotten any
indication that the acting Chief of Staff, Mick Mulvaney, had
any discussions about a White House visit with Ambassador
Sondland or anyone else?

A Yes, I had.

And just to be clear, that's also a part of, you know,

the acting Chief of Staff's role, is to oversee White House

visits. It would be rather unusual for him not to have been,

you know, consulted with on this.

I mean, you know, at this particular juncture, there was
a bit of tension on these visits overall. But many
ambassadors -- and I don't just mean our ambassadors, but,
you know, kind of, foreign ambassadors and foreign
officials -- I mean, were aware that Ambassador Bolton and
the National Security staff would always do everything
according to national security provisions.

So there were a lot of meetings that -- there were
requests, let's say, from heads of state that we actually
didn't think merited the President's time, because they
weren't pertinent to, you know, basically, policy priorities.

And I don't want to be insulting to any particular
countries by, you know, singling any of them out, but let's

just say I think you would all, you know, agree that there's
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a certain hierarchy of countries that one would imagine that
the President should be making the most time for, and there
are orders that would be, you know, kind of a nice, you know,
diplomatic gesture, getting back to the guestions before
about the letter, but that, you know, obviously wouldn't be
something that one would want to schedule at any particular,
you know, kind of fast pace. And these could be, you know,
heads of state that the President could have a greeting with

at a diplomatic reception at the UNGA and things like this.

Q Well, let me rephrase my question --

A No, so --

Q Oh.

A -- the point is, on this, that Mulvaney's office

had been pushed many, many times by Ukrainians and others for
a visit. And so I was well-aware that Ambassador Sondland
was talking to the Chief of Staff at the moment.

And Ambassador Sondland was, frankly, trying to play us
off the National Security Council and Ambassador Bolton
against Mulvaney's office. Because we were saying that we
didn't actually believe, at that particular juncture, that we
should have a meeting with Zelensky. Because we wanted to
wait until the July -- by this point, you know, I can't
remember exactly, you know -- and forgive me -- when it was
announced that the Ukraine elections would be July 21st.

Because there was some question about whether it would be a
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snap election. The actual election time might have been in
the fall. You know, it could’ve been in October or, you
know, some other date.

And so we were waiting to see when the election would
be. And we were pushing back against this, you know, kind
of, idea that Zelensky needed to have a meeting right away.
We were saying, you know, getting back to our earlier
discussion, no, we should wait to see if he actually has a
majority. I mean, what if he -- and we didn't also want to
then be seen to be playing in the Ukrainian parliamentary
elections. Because, obviously, a White House visit for
Zelensky before the Rada elections, the parliamentary
elections, would be a big boost, potentially, to his ability
to get a workable or a majority mandate. So we were trying
to be very careful,

And Ambassador Bolton knows Ukraine very well. I mean,
you've seen, you know, he did his independent visits there.
when he was outside of government, he was frequently in
Ukraine. He knew all the players. He knows how complicated
the politics and things are there. And he was trying to, you
know, basically restrain others for pushing for a meeting
that he thought would be premature.

Q Prior to that July 10th meeting, were you aware of
Mr. Mulvaney being involved in any conversations about a

White House visit being contingent on opening investigations?
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I was not.
So that was the first --
That was right.

-- that you had heard of it?

>0 > O >

But I knew that he was obviously a player already
in decisions about having a visit.

Q Okay.

A And I was -- to be honest, I was quite shocked. I
mean, prior to that, the only other indication that I had
that Ambassador Sondland and the Chief of Staff were, you
know, kind of talking about this, you know, directly was the
letter, getting back to the paragraph that we discussed
earlier, where Ambassador Sondland essentially, you know,
told us that he had, you know, personally made sure that this
letter was released and that -- because it was delayed, you
know, somewhat, it wasn't immediately out after the election.
The election happened over a weekend, and, you know, it was
taking a while for the results to get in, but it was, you
know, getting snarled up. And Sondland said that he would
make sure that the letter got out. And he said that he was
the person who put in this paragraph about having the White
House visit.

So that's in the week of April 22nd-23rd, if the 21st
was a Sunday. So that week immediately after the April 2lst

Presidential election.

UNCLASSIFIED



11
12
13
14

20
21
22
23
24
25

4713
UNCLASSIFIED 137

Q You're referring to the phone call?

A No, about the letter that was basically stating
that there would be a general invitation for a White House
visit.

Q I think the letter was May 2Sth.

A Was it May 29th? So there was a considerable delay
then.

Q So it was after the -- you may recall, just to
refresh your recollection, that the inauguration in Ukraine
was May 20th.

A Right. Okay. So it was around the inauguration.
I'm sorry then. I was getting my dates mixed up.

Q Uh-huh.

A So it was after, then, the inauguration for a
congratulatory letter.

Q Right.

A So that makes sense. I'm sorry, because I'm
getting my timelines confused here. Because the election
happened; there was a congratulatory phone call, which we,
you know, kind of, prepared just to say, hey,
congratulations, that was great. And then there was an idea
then there would be a letter that would be tied to the
inauguration. And there was a lot of back-and-forth on when
that would be as well.

But that was on the Ukrainian part. Because the

UNCLASSIFIED



10

11

20
21
22
23
24

25

4714
UNCLASSIFIED 138

Ukrainians, themselves, were not sure when to have the
inauguration, because, again, they were trying to determine
when they would call parliamentary Rada elections.

I'm sorry. I got the timeframes confused.

Q No, that's fine.

Just while we're on the topic of the April 21st call,
did you listen in to that call?

A I did not. It was on a weekend, and I remember I
was doing something with my [JJJJqlE. and Alex Vindman, our
director, agreed to go in.

Q And listen in?

A Yeah. And it was a very short call.

Q Did you read the transcript?

A I think I'm not --

MR. WOLOSKY: Yeah, I think that would probably be
classified, the April 21st call.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q I just want to know if you read the transcript
afterwards.

A I did.

Q Okay.

A I said it was a short congratulatory call.

Q All right.
So, just getting back to this, sort of, aftermath of

July 10th, you said you were surprised, and Ambassador Bolton
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asked you to go meet with John Eisenberg. Did you go meet
with --

A I did.

Q -- Mr. Eisenberg?

A Yeah.

Q When did you do that?

A I ended up meeting with him on the next day. 1
went over immediately and talked to him, you know, very
briefly, and we agreed that we would have a longer discussion
the following day, where I would talk to him about all of the
concerns that I had about what was going on on the Ukraine
front.

Q And in that initial brief conversation, do you
recall what you said and what he said?

A Yeah. I told him exactly, you know, what had
transpired and that Ambassador Sondland had basically
indicated that there was an agreement with the Chief of Staff
that they would have a White House meeting or, you know, a
Presidential meeting if the Ukrainians started up these
investigations again. And the main thing that I was
personally concerned about, as I said to John, was that he
did this in front of the Ukrainians.

Q Why were you concerned about that in particular?

A Well, I mean, this is -- you know, we're talking

here about, you know, should one reveal deliberative process
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to, you know, kind of, people outside of the government? And
here we're having a deliberative process. I mean, this is

what Ambassador Bolton was pretty livid about, you know, Kind
of in an argument between, you know, our ambassador to the EU
and our National Security Advisor about having a meeting, you
know, in front of the national security advisor-designate of
Ukraine and the chief advisor, Mr. Yermak, to the Ukrainian

President and a whole bunch of extraneous, you know, kind .of,

people who hadn't, actually, also been in that meeting on

July 10th.
Q The --
A And, again, the Ukrainians were put outside of the

Ward Room when I pointed out that this wasn’t an appropriate
place to be having a discussion about what was going to be a
deliberative process about how one goes about setting up a
meeting and the timing of it and the content of it. And then
they're standing there in, you know, basically the space in

the corridor between the Navy mess and the White House Sit

Room.

Q And why were you concerned about that specific
location?

A Well, because an awful lot of people were going in

the Sit Room and are having, you know, deliberative
conversations that may or may not be classified on their way

into there.
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And there's a sign in the Navy mess that says, you know,
do not have classified, you know, conversations in here
because, you know, external people may be present. But on
the way to the Sit Room -- I don't know if you've been in the
space. It's about the space of, kind of, the interior here
of these desks. So you have a couple of Ukrainians who were
standing there as Cabinet members or anybody else could be
going into the Sit Room, which will already give them
information about meetings that could be taking place there.
I mean, they shouldn't have been, you know, kind of,
basically out in the corridor.

But, also, that meeting in the Ward Room would've
been -- under normal circumstances, we would've known about
it. We didn't know that they were actually having a meeting
in the Ward Room. And it's completely inappropriate to have,
you know, the Ambassador to the EU take the Ukrainians down
to the Ward Room to have a huddle on next steps about getting
a meeting with the President of the United States.

Q You had said earlier that --

A Now, Secretary Perry, again, I want to say, had
left by the time I got down there. He had clearly gone down
and then had left. So this is Ambassador Sondland and
Ambassador Volker there.

Q And you had said earlier that you were concerned

that Ambassador Sondland was a counterintelligence risk. Is

UNCLASSIFIED



10
11

12

20
21
22
23
24

25

4718

UNCLASSIFIED 142

this an example of that concern?

A Well, yes. And a risk not by intent, getting back
to Mr. Castor's question about, you know, Ambassador
Sondland's integrity, but one about just more about being
clueless sometimes about the kinds of natures of threats.

And that's something -- ambassadors get all kinds of,
you know, early counterintelligence briefings. But, you
know, he has now expanded his remit, you know, to countries
that, you know, in the case of Ukraine, are targeted by the
Russians. One could be sure that -- you know, I didn't even
know whether the Ukrainians had left their cell phones in
boxes at this particular point. I mean, they had when they
were in Ambassador Bolton's office, but had they picked them
up before they went down to the Ward Room? I didn't know any
of this.

And so, I mean, all of them -- and you can be sure that
they're being targeted by the Russians, if not, you know,
kind of, members of our own Cabinet and our own team. And as
Ambassador Sondland was using his own personal cell phone at
all times, as well as his government-issued cell phone, I
became extremely concerned that his communications were not
going to be secure.

Q For example, the WhatsApp text messages that you've
now - -

A Yeah, we were not allowed -- just to be, again,
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clear, the White House has disabled all of those functions on
the phone. And Ambassador Sondland was always trying to
text. And on my White House phone, which did not receive
texts, I would always get this kind of ghost text from
Ambassador Sondland, from the very first time I met him,
texting me to say that he wanted to meet, from his personal
cell phone. And every time I switched the phone on, this
ghost text would appear. Just to make the point.

But he was the only person, you know, who tried that.

We kept telling him over and over again, please do not text
us. And the same thing with WhatsApp; we were not allowed to
use this because of the Presidential record and Presidential
communications,

THE CHAIRMAN: I just want to go back to that first
short discussion you had with Attorney Eisenberg.

DR. HILL: Yes.

THE CHAIRMAN: I think you conveyed that you described
briefly your concern over having this debate about setting up
this meeting in front of the Ukraine delegation. You
expressed your concern about the security issues involved
with having this discussion, where it was taking place.

Did you also discuss with Attorney Eisenberg, though,
Ambassador Bolton's concern that there was an illicit
transaction here?

DR. HILL: I did. And I said that, actually, what I
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would like would be for him to also ask my counterpart, Wells
Griffith, to talk to him too, who'd been in the meeting.
Because I couldn’'t really determine, at the time, initially,
in the meeting with Ambassador Bolton, exactly what it was
that Ambassador Sondland had said that triggered off
Ambassador Bolton's reaction.

Because Secretary Perry had been sticking to the regular
talking points about energy that we always had, you know,
that were obviously referring to Naftogaz and, you know, to
the energy sector writ large, which was, frankly, rife with
corruption.

And, you know, you may all recall, you know, under
previous iterations of the Ukrainian Government, there was
the notorious Dmytro Firtash-run organization or intermediary
gas entity, RosUkrEnergo -- and I'm sure you had lots of
congressional hearings, you know, about this -- that was
really basically an interface for all kinds of illicit
dealings between the Russians and the Ukrainians.

So we've been on this issue for decades, frankly. I
mean, I was working on this with the Bush administration and
the Obama administration. Everybody has gone through looking
at this issue. So when Secretary Perry was talking, I mean,
from my perspective, it's just following in a long line of
all of the issues that we said.

And then when Ambassador Sondland came in about specific
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investigations, that's when Ambassador Bolton stiffened up
and immediately, you know, brought the meeting to a halt,
because he tied that to the meeting. But when I went down --

MR. GOLDMAN: Sorry. You mean the White House meeting?

DR. HILL: To the White House meeting or to a meeting
with the President. Now, just to be, kind of, clear,
actually, it wasn't always a White House meeting per se, but
definitely a Presidential-level, you know, meeting with
Zelensky and the President. I mean, it could've taken place
in Poland, in Warsaw. It could've been, you know, a proper
bilateral in some other context. But, in other words, a
White House-level Presidential meeting.

THE CHAIRMAN: So then you were saying -- and then you
went downstairs.

DR. HILL: And then I went downstairs. And I came in
when the conversation was already underway, because I had
talked to Ambassador Bolton quickly to, you know, kind of,
get a bit more of a sense of, you know, kind of, his concerns
and what he wanted me to be watchful for. I mean, I had my
own concerns.

As I said, when I was coming in, Secretary Perry was
leaving. So I'm not sure that Secretary Perry was there for
this portion of the discussion. And Wells Griffith had
already -- had also left as well.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:
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Q Was Ambassador Volker still there for this?

A Ambassador Volker was still there, and Yermak and
Danylyuk and, as I mentioned before, a couple of State
Department people and somebody who I thought could've been
one of Secretary Perry's aides but I'm not 100 percent sure.
Because Secretary Perry had a large -- because he was off to
go to do some other business and he had a large group of
people with him.

And it was at that point that Sondland was complaining
to our director, Alex Vindman, about the fact that he already
had an arrangement to have this meeting that he worked out
with Mulvaney.

THE CHAIRMAN: And so I want to get back to your
conveying this to the attorney, Eisenberg.

DR. HILL: Yeah.

THE CHAIRMAN: What did you convey to him at that first
short meeting? And then Mr. Goldman will get into what you
conveyed to him in the longer meeting. But in the first
meeting, what did you convey to him about any concern you had
over this illicit transaction, the "if" that you mentioned?

DR. HILL: Yeah, I explained to him what I just
explained to you. And then I said, but I need to actually
talk to Wells Griffith and we should talk to Wells about what
he understood was the larger context here as well.

Because Sondland talked about Burisma when I was with
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him in the Ward Room, but I didn't hear him say Burisma when
I was in Ambassador Bolton's office. And, again, I was
sitting at the back, on the sofa. They were all, you know --
I was behind Sondland, and he was talking forward. So I
wasn't sure if I missed it or whether he didn't say it at
alt.

And I also wanted to be clear -- because he seemed to
sort of interrupt Bolton and Perry -- you know, what it was
that Wells understood that éecretary Perry was talking about.
Because this gets to the nub of what we're concerned about.
Was this a generic discussion about, you know, corruption in
the energy sector and Ukraine, or was it something much more
specific? And I wanted to make sure that Wells Griffith
could also talk to Eisenberg. And that's why we had the

larger meeting the next day.
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[1:55 p.m.]

THE CHAIRMAN: And did you -- the larger meeting with
Eisenberg?

DR. HILL: Just me and Eisenberg and Wells Griffith. 1
mean meeting, meaning to bring in Wells, and so that I could
get into more detail, and I could go through my notes and,
you know, kind of basically figure out, you know, what
exactly had happened.

THE CHAIRMAN: Do you want to walk through that meeting?
BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Yeah. So in that meeting on July 11, Wells --
Wells also came in.

What's his last name?

Wells Griffith.

Griffith.

o P O » O

It's P. Wells Griffith. And he is a long-term,
he's a really, you know, superb energy expert, works very
closely with Secretary Perry.

Q And it was the three of you?

A Yes, it was the three of us.

Q All right. And so describe that conversation.

A Well, I reiterated to John the day before, and, you
know, I apologized to Wells for, you know, jumping on him,
but I said that I wanted to, you know, basically just to

clarify for John, you know, what had -- I told him what had
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happened in the Ward Room, but I wasn't entirely sure, you
know, what Wells also thought had happened in Ambassador
Sondland's office, because it was immediately after Secretary
Perry had gone through his talking points.

And Wells and the deputy -- the deputies to Secretary
Perry had worked on those talking points. And I wanted to
just kind of be certain, 100 percent sure that Secretary
Perry's talking points were exactly what I anticipated or
thought that they were, which is about the generic, you know,
problems of the energy sector, which is what --

MR. WOLOSKY: You said Ambassador Sondland's office. I
think you meant Ambassador Bolton's office.

DR. HILL: Oh, did I? I'm so sorry. Yeah. Thank you
for correcting me, Yeah, when Ambassador Sondland was in
Ambassador Bolton's office.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q And just to be clear, between meetings with
Mr. Eisenberg, did you have any follow-on conversations with
Ambassador Bolton?

A I did not, no, not in that time.

Q Did you talk to anybody else about this meeting?

A I talked to Wells Griffith. And then I also had --
my colleague Alex Vindman was really upset, because he said
that before I came in Sondland was making it very clear that

there was all kinds of -- that there was -- and Perry had
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left at this point. He said Perry didn’'t need to stay,
because by the time I came into the Ward Room Alex Vindman
was very up upset.

Q And what did Mr. Vindman say?

A ‘ He said that these are obviously not issues that
the National Security Council was dealing with, should not
deal with. And he actually said this along the lines to
Ambassador Sondland, that whatever it was that he was talking
about was not appropriate for us to be engaged in, and that
we were -- you know, could only, you know, be organizing a
meeting, you know, as the National Security Council on, you
know, official national security basis, and clearly something
else was going on here.

Q So at this meeting on the 11th with Mr. Eisenberg
and Mr. Griffith, what did Mr. Griffith relay to
Mr. Eisenberg about his recollection of this meeting?

A His recollection was somewhat similar that, you
know -- and he confirmed that Secretary Perry's talking
points were all the usual talking points about energy sector
corruption, the importance of getting the energy sector into
good shape and diversification of energy, all of the issues
that we were trying to do.

We were trying to get the Ukrainians to work with the
Czechs, the Poles, and with the Europeans more broadly, the

Germans, you know. Secretary Perry had been going to the
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Three Seas Initiative, which is all about building up
infrastructure in Eastern Europe.

So Secretary Perry was, you know, very much focused on a
whole larger initiative spearheaded by DOE but also with the
State Department on trying to help Ukraine wean itself off
this dependency. So everything that Wells believed that
Secretary Perry was saying was related to that.

We also agreed that Sondland seemed to be redirecting it
into --

Q What was his recollection of what Ambassador

Sondland said in the Ward Room?

A In the Ward Room he wasn't in.
Q Oh, so this was just in the main meeting.
A Wells was also confirming, though, that Secretary

Perry was not in on this discussion in the Ward Room, that
he'd come down briefly. And that was also important to me
because I needed to know did Secretary Perry, you Know, have
part of this discussion as well, |

Q So it was you personally who heard Ambassador
Sondtand mention Burisma --

A Correct.

Q -- in the Ward Room?

A Correct. And Wells had been sitting with me in
Ambassador Bolton's office when the initial meeting took

place, and he also understood it was a redirect.
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And Mr. Vindman was also there --

Q

A Correct.

Q -- and heard it?

A And Kurt Volker.

THE CHAIRMAN: Can you tell us what -- you said
Mr. Vindman expressed concern about what took place, and he
was there before you got to the Ward Room.

DR. HILL: Yes.

THE CHAIRMAN: Can you tell us what Mr. Vindman told
you --

DR. HILL: He was really uncomfortable with where the
conversation was, and that's also because it was in front of
Ukrainians, that it was basically Ambassador Sondland getting
very annoyed that he already had an agreement with the Chief
of Staff for a meeting between the Presidents on the basis of
these investigations.

THE CHAIRMAN: And did he know anything more about the
investigations?

DR. HILL: He was alarmed, Mr. Vindman, because he
didn't know exactly what was going on. And he said that --
and as I said, Sondland had mentioned meeting with Giuliani
in front of, again, the Ukrainians. And --

MR. GOLDMAN: So what -~

DR. HILL: -- who was the National Security Advisor --

MR. GOLDMAN: -- did he say about that?
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DR. HILL: I didn't get exactly what the wording was.

THE CHAIRMAN: But Mr. Sondland brought up Mr. Giuliani
in the context of there being this agreement on the meeting.

DR. HILL: And that he said he'd been meeting with
Giuliani as well. This is at least what I understood, you
know, from Alex.

THE CHAIRMAN: That was what Mr. Vindman relayed?

DR. HILL: That's what he understood, yes.

THE CHAIRMAN: And did Giuliani's name come up when you
were in the Ward Room?

DR. HILL: No.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Can you just clarify why it was important to you to
understand that Secretary Perry's talking points were
separate and apart from the reference to investigations by
Ambassador Sondland?

A It was important to me because I was trying to
figure out how much Ambassador Sondland was coordinating with
others. And, again, we'd actually tried to prioritize in
this timeframe energy sector reform and all of the work with
the other European countries. So I was pretty concerned here
in thinking that maybe Ambassador Sondland was not keeping
Secretary Perry fully informed of what was going on either.

Q And so --

A And I'd understood from the May inauguration, I was
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not in the meeting that relayed back to the President about
how the inauguration had gone, but I understood from the
readout there that we were to focus on energy sector reform
as a top priority, and that Secretary Perry had been asked to
sort of step up and to really see what he could do to, you
know, work with the Ukrainians in this timeframe to prove
that they could actually start to tackle, you know,
corruption in Ukraine.

And so by this point I'm personally concerned that
there's something else going on, and I wanted to make sure
that I understand who it's going on between.

Q So the energy sector reform and the anticorruption
efforts surrounding that were what Secretary Perry was
talking about?

A Correct.

Q And is it -- was it your understanding that
Ambassador Sondland was not talking about that --

A Correct.

Q -- when he mentioned --

A And it's the way that he did a redirect.

Q And what do you mean by redirect?

A Well, Secretary Perry was talking, and then, you
know, he laid out all of these talking points. And then
Ambassador Bolton said -- you know, was basically saying

well, you know, we'll work all the way through all of this,
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you know, kind of a rule, you know. At some point start, you
know, thinking, you know, basically about a meeting, but, you
know, we’'re going to be, you know, in the process of -- and
it was encouraging actually what you're talking about, which
was all the staffing work and the different parts of the
agencies, State Department. He was urging the Ukrainians to
deal with the State Department and to deal with Secretary
Perry.

And this is when Sondland, who 1is, you know, a fairly
big guy, kind of leaned over across Ambassador Bolton,
because I could see that from where I was sitting, and said
to the Ukrainians and back to Ambassador Bolton, but we've
already got, you know, kind of an agreement on a meeting.

I mean, he was basically -- and you can imagine, you
would all be annoyed as well that he was basically
countermanding what Ambassador Bolton had just said. In
other words saying, I actually have, you know, some
completely separate agreement about a meeting, you know, kind
of you're stonewalling kind of thing.

And then he was clearly in the -- when he went out into
the office in front of Ambassador Bolton he was kind of
clearly, you know, feeling irritated, Sondland was. And
that's when he said, let's go back down to the Ward Room and
talk about next steps for the meeting. And that's when

Bolton was just, you know, I wouldn't say apoplectic, but
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pretty furious.

Q Who did Sondland say that to?

A He said it to the Ukrainians.
Q Was it your understanding that he had previously
discussed --

A I took it from that that he'd already said to the
Ukrainians that there was going to be a meeting and that
obviously he was expecting Ambassador Bolton to start, you
know, pulling out the schedule, which is not what Ambassador
Bolton does anyway. That's worked out through the Chief of
Staff's Office and the Visit.

Q And just so the record is clear, when you say
meeting, you mean a Presidential meeting?

A A Presidential-level meeting, again, be it the
White House, be it in Warsaw, be it, you know, kind of in any
of the places it would be.

And we had been again, as I've said repeatedly,
Ambassador Bolton and others, recommending against having a
meeting at this juncture because this is, you know, before
the Ukrainian parliamentary elections.

Q Was it your impression that the Ukrainian officials
there were hearing this idea of a Presidential meeting
conditioned on these investigations for the first time at
that meeting --

A Danylyuk for sure. He just looked alarmed, and
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actually he wanted to speak to me afterwards because he
obviously didn't know what was going on.

Q And what about Yermak?

A Yermak was more impassive, but I'm not entirely
sure that he fully understood everything because I'm not
convinced about how good his English is. So I just want to
state that for the record, that I wasn't entirely clear that
Yermak was understanding everything because he didn't really
say too much. And he had an aide with him who was whispering
to him, and, again, I was sitting at a distance, and he maybe
had been helping him with translation.

Q Did you end up speaking to Danylyuk about --

A I did, but we actually didn't really discuss what
had actually happened -- well, I didn't want to discuss what
had happened obviously in the Ward Room.

What I was trying to encourage Danylyuk was to work with
the State Department, work with our embassy, and, you know,
particularly as he was interested in working on the National
Security Council reform in Ukraine.

I really wanted to get, you know, Danylyuk into the
channels that we all, you know, kind of knew were working on
getting back to this robust relationship. Danylyuk was a,
you know, very above-board guy, one of the reformers in
Ukraine. Actually, he resigned his position in Ukraine

recently.
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Q Was it your understanding from any of the
interactions you had with him or any information you got that
Danylyuk was aware of Rudy Giuliani's efforts separate and
apart from the official --

A He didn't raise it. He was just generally
concerned about actually not having a meeting because he felt
that this would deprive Ukraine, the new Ukrainian Government
of the legitimacy that it needed, especially vis-a-vis the
Russians. So this gets to, you know, the heart of our
national security dilemma.

You know, the Ukrainians at this point, you know, are
looking at a White House meeting or looking at a meeting with
the President of the United States as a recognition of their
legitimacy as a sovereign state. And they are, you know,
clearly perplexed, you know, kind of about this whole
situation surrounding the meeting.

Q What was -- just because we're somewhat short on
time, I'm going to jump to the crux of this July 1lth
meeting. What was Mr. Eisenberg's reaction to what you
explained to him had and Mr. Griffith had explained to him
had occurred the day before?

A Yeah. He was also concerned. I mean, he wasn't
aware that Sondland, Ambassador Sondland was, you know, kKind
of running around doing a lot of these, you know, meetings

and independently. We talked about the fact that, you know,
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Ambassador Sondland said he'd been meeting with Giuliani and
he was very concerned about that. And he said that he would
follow up on this.

He has frequent meetings with Ambassador Bolton and had
frequent meetings with Ambassador Bolton and also with
Charlie Kupperman, our deputy National Security Advisor, both
of whom, you know, were fully cognizant of everything that
was kind of going on and churning around,

I'd already expressed concerns to all of them about the
removal of Masha Yovanovitch. I mean, I'd gone to talk all
the way up my chain expressing my concerns and, you Know,
basically anger that this had happened.

I'd also talked to the Vice President’'s staff, to
General Kellogg, who was the person who'd hired me and who,
you know, I'd previously reported to in the first year of the
administration, about these concerns as well, flagging for
him that there were problems and that we should --

Q Sorry, just to be clear, you mentioned Ambassador
Yovanovitch. What are these concerns?

A That she had been unfairly dismissed, that she'd
been forced out as a result of all of these conspiracy
theories and these attacks on her.

Q Did you speak to them as well about
Mr. Giuliani's --

A I did.
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Q -- efforts and influence?
A Because this was all in the news, and, I mean, you

know, again, everyone was watching the news and seeing this.
And I said that this was, you know, a massive complication in
terms of our engagements with Ukraine, because we were also
talking about the Vice President having engaged with the
Ukrainian leader if we could not schedule a meeting with the
President, and that's simply about scheduling.

Because, you know, traditionally the Vice President has
played an important role on countries like Ukraine or Georgia
or a whole host of issues. And the Vice President had on his
itinerary a range of foreign trips, including the trip you
saw that he took recently, a personal trip to Ireland.

And we were trying to talk to his staff about whether it
would make sense for the Vice President to maybe go via Kyiv
or, you know, kind of basically meet with President Zelensky
if we could not schedule a Presidential meeting in due
course, you know, within a reasonable period of time after
the parliamentary elections.

Q After --

A And also, by the way, September 1lst we knew was
coming up because the President had been invited to
commemorate the initiation of World War II.

Q There wasn't a long period of time when you were

still there after this July 11th meeting, but at any point
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before July 19th did you hear back either from Mr. Eisenberg
directly or from Ambassador Bolton or anyone else about any
further conversations that Mr. Eisenberg had on this topic?

A Not from Ambassador Bolton, I did not. John
Eisenberg said that he had followed up, and he had followed
up, you know, through his basically reporting authority,
which would be the White House counsel.

Q But did -- and you didn't hear anything else --

A I did not, no.

Q -- on your side of the --

A No, I did not.

Q Do you know whether Mr. Eisenberg spoke to
Mr. Sondland at all?

A Well, that wouldn't be, I think, appropriate in his
position.

Q Who would be the proper person to speak to
Mr. Sondland and tell him to, you know, changg his course of
action?

A It would be the State Department.

Q And did you hear whether the State Department
did that?

A Well, I talked to Assistant Secretary Reeker about
this, and I also flagged it, you know, again, as I'd
mentioned before, at different points, actually probably not

after the July 11th discussion. But I'd also at different
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points talked to Under Secretary Hale about the concerns
about Ambassador Sondland, well, obviously, going in a
direction we were hoping he wouldn't on the Ukrainian issue.

Q And was there a substantive response from Under
Secretary Hale or Mr. Reeker?

A I mean, they were aware of it. And, you know, my
presumption was based on the fact that they're both, you
know, stellar professionals that they would follow up on this
in some way.

Q Around this time in mid-July, we understand that
there was an order to hold on the security assistance
intended for Ukraine.

A Right.

Q When did you learn about that?

A I learned about it in that week, that is my last
week there.

Q And how did you learn?

A I learned about it just in the normal course of
action. We were informed that there had been a hold on the
-- by the -- from OMB.

Q Were you informed as to the reason why?

A No, there was no reason given. And we were told
that it actually came as 2 direction from the Chief of
Staff's office.

Q From Mr. Mulvaney?
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A Who, I think -- is he still technically the head of
OMB?

Q Yes. He hasn't left, yes.

A So there you are then. Yeah. I mean, that's -- I
mean, he had three different hats then, I guess, and I think
it came under his -- it would have been, you know, I guess,
normal for him to have put the hold on.

Q As of that July 10th meeting, do you Know whether
Ambassador Bolton or anyone else was aware of whether this
military aid or security assistance had been put on hold?

A I don't think they knew. It had not been
discussed. It was in the last week that I was there.

Q Okay. And did you have any conversations yourself

about the hold --

A We did.
Q -~ Wwithin your reporting structure?
A And, in fact, there was a meeting set up, two

meetings on Ukraine in the last week that I was there, but
Tim Morrison went and chaired them, so I did not take part in
these meetings.

So there was -- interagency meetings were basically
called to find out what was going on. And Charlie Kupperman,
the deputy assistant to the President, the National Security
Advisor, was basically trying to get to the bottom of it.

Q And did you ever learn what he found out?
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A I did not, but I know that he was going to go and
talk to Mulvaney about this.

And I left on the 19th, so, you know, by that point --
but I relayed to Ambassador Taylor at that point most of the
things I've actually relayed to you today.

Q So let's just talk about Ambassador Taylor for our
last couple minutes. He had become the Charge d'Affaires in
Ukraine?

A Correct.

Q And you spoke to him you said, I think, on
July 19th?

A Yes, but I'd actually spoken to him on several
occasions before. I think you're all familiar with
Ambassador Taylor's biography. I've worked with him in many,
many different capacities.

And he was asked after Ambassador Yovanovitch was
removed along with a number of other people whether they
would be willing to be Charge, because it was agreed that
with her precipitous removal -- I mean, she'd initially been,
it was my understanding because I'd been told that by the
State Department, asked to stay on for a transitional period
a bit longer than she was supposed to, you know, as the
Zelensky Presidency was underway.

So it was pretty abrupt, notwithstanding all the

information we now have about this. S$o there was a debate
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about how -- could you possibly still have the embassy there
with, you know, no Charge of any stature.

And there was a new DCM being sent out, Kristina Kvien,
who I met in that last week as well, who was just being sent
out fresh, although she was very knowledgeable about the
region,

And there was a debate back and forth about whether they
could find someone from either previous ambassadors to
Ukraine or someone from high level, like a Paula Dobriansky,
you know, the Ukrainian American community, or somebody who
would be willing to be Charge at this transitional period to
basically -- again, getting back to the national security
questions about showing to Ukraine that we were still
supportive of them and that we were still standing by them in
the face of Russian aggression -- to have someone of stature
there until there could be a formal appointment and naming of
a new ambassador.

Q And Ambassador Taylor was someone of stature in
your view?

A Correct. Yes. I mean, he'd previously been
ambassador to Ukraine and is one of the most distinguished,
you know, people that one can think of.

Q I believe you said, and I just want to clarify
this, that Ambassador Taylor, you relayed I think you called

them red flags --
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A My red flags.

Q -- your red flags to Ambassador Taylor, and that he
was unaware that Ambassador Sondland had taken lead on
Ukrainian policy. Is that --

A Correct. That was news to him. I mean, he, like
everybody else, knew that Ambassador Sondland was playing a
role, but he had not been told that Ambassador Sondland was
the lead.

Q And he had not been told by the State Department?

A No.

Q Nor by Ambassador Sondland?

A No.

Q Okay. All right. I believe our time is up, so I
yield to the minority for 45 minutes.
BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Is it fair to say just about every special envoy or
broadly chartered ambassador sometimes is blamed for jumping
out of their lane?

A Yes, but Ambassador Sondland hadn't been named as a
special envoy or, you know, ambassador at that time. We had
Ambassador Volker who had been named as the special envoy for
Ukraine, but Ambassador Sondland was saying that he was in
charge of Ukrainian affairs writ large.

Q Are we certain the President never appointed

Ambassador Sondland to this role?
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A No.
Q Or we only know about --
A As I said before, you remember, when I said, I said

what? Who? You know, who said this? And he said the
President, and then, you know, I couldn't really argue with
that.

Q In the July 10th meeting in the fallout in the Ward
Room, was it ever clear to you what investigations were part

of this discussion?

A Well, he mentioned Burisma.

Q Burisma. Anything else?

A No.

Q  Okay.

A And again, I cut it off because it was obviously

going down avenues which were not appropriate for the
National Security Council to go down. And also, again, he's
haggling almost about this meeting.

Q Are you aware of the allegation -- there's been
some reporting, there was a big Politico article in
January 2017 -- about Ukrainians' efforts to affect the
outcome of the election, the U.S. election?

A I'm aware of the articles.

Q And do you give any credibility to some of the

basic charges in there, such as || | |} J N IEEE: ~rc you

familiar with that? Would it be helpful if we marked this as
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an exhibit, this Politico article?
A I've seen that Politico article.
Okay .

Look, I think we have --

Q
A
Q I can hand it to you.
A No. But we have --
Q Do you want it?
A -- and I am very confident based on all of the
analysis that has been done -- and, again, I don’'t want to
start getting into intelligence matters -- that the Ukrainian
Government did not interfere in our election in 2016.

Q Okay. But you're aware of the reporting?

A I'm aware of the reporting, but that doesn't mean

that that amounts to an operation by the Ukrainian

Government.
Q Right. What do you know about | G-
A I don't know very much about them, apart from

things that I couldn't speak about.

Can I also say that in my past life at Brookings, is a
think tank, I must have had about 25 different people from
all kinds of different backgrounds coming to try to use me as
a conduit to various campaigns, Republican and Democrat,
given my experience and links, from, you know, Ukrainian,
Belarussian, you know, Georgian, Russian, all trying to make

contact with the campaigns.

UNCLASSIFIED



10
Il
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

4745
UNCLASSIFIED 169

I could write a million articles like that putting all
kinds of people's names out there based on just the contacts
of people that I had.

Q Fair enough. Just asking the questions.

A No, but I'm just saying in here that -- but this
gets back to what Masha Yovanovitch said, that you can write
something in an article and it somehow becomes true that it's
written in an article without all of the due diligence that's
done about -- done on this later.

I have my own beef with 2016 and the investigations,
that I don't believe it should have started by focusing,
first of all, on Americans. It should have started by
looking at what Russians were doing, and I think we would
have ended up in exactly the same place that Mr. Mueller did
on what the Russians did with the same sets of indictments,
and it might have not been quite so politicized at the time,
hecause I can promise you that the Russians did everything
that he outlined and then some. And I myself have been
targeted by the Russians on many occasions.

And that doesn't make me anti-Russian. But I'll just
say that this particular Russian administration, run by
somebody who is an incredibly, you know, well-skilled KGB
operative, is something that you just don't mess with. And
we are going to be in big trouble --

Q Who is the KGB operative?
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A That's President Putin.

And we're going to be in big trouble, if we don't get
our act together, in creating more fodder for them to throw
right back at us in 2020. And I think this is an issue of
our national security for all of us, no matter what part of
the aisle that you're sitting on.

Q Would you agree though that, you know, the bringing
of Mr. Manafort's dealings in the Ukraine to the forefront,
you know, may have had --

A Corruption is the way that President Putin and
other nefarious actors, be they from China, Iran, or North
Korea, access our system.

Q Are you familiar with the, you know, the allegation
about Serhiy Leshchenko? I'm sorry if I'm not pronouncing
that --

A Leshchenko, yes.

Q You know, relating to publicizing Manafort's role
in the Ukraine?

A You've also got to remember that Ukraine is going
through a massive period of upheaval itself in this period.
I mean, this is the period where Yanukovych, the previous
Ukrainian President, basically flees the country, leaves all
kinds of documents and things behind, and the Ukrainian
investigative reporters and everybody poring all over this.

You can go back and look on YouTube at some of the
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rather strange things that Yanukovych left behind him. He
tried to flush half of his documents down the toilet. He
threw some of those in a lake. There was all kinds of
material that were out there for people to pick over and to
look at. And I think, again, that Mr. Mueller and his team
have well documented a lot of this information.

Q But to the extent the Ukrainians were involved in
pushing out the information on Paul Manafort, don't you think
that could have had an impact on the election?

A There are all kinds of things that could have had
an impact on our election.

Q Do you think it's fair that people who are aware of
that reporting --

A I don't know how much the average American voter is
aware of that reporting. My family || [IGczNGN rv
in-laws, that was not the reason that they voted in the
election, for example. 1 have a huge American family, and
none of them have ever referenced anything like that to me at
all. They just -- they care about all the things that the
average American cares about, which is health, education,
jobs.

Q But if there are Ukrainians trying to push the
information out about Manafort, isn't that an effort to
influence the outcome of the election?

MR. WOLOSKY: I think she answered the question several
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times.

DR. HILL: Also there are Ukrainians pushing out --

MR. CASTOR: It's a pretty harmless question.

MR. WOLOSKY: You've asked it three or four times.

DR. HILL: Yes, but there are Ukrainians pushing out
information about Masha Yovanovitch which is untrue. Why
don't you ask about that as well? Is Masha Yovanovitch any
less of an American that Mr. Manafort? She has not been
accused of any corruption.

MR. ZELDIN: Dr. Hill --

DR. HILL: I'm sorry. I'm just getting annoyed about
this, because the point is that, you know, Mr. Manafort has
also been subject -- I don't know him either. But there's
been a trial in which he was convicted of certain activity.
And I like to believe that the law was abided by in pursuing,
you know, what he did.

And, again, as I've said, corruption is our Achilles
heel here in the United States. And I am shocked, again,
that we've had the fajlure of imagination to realize that the
Russians could target us in the same way that they use
corruption in Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova, Armenia, Georgia.
We, unfortunately, by not cleaning up our own act, have given
them the doors in which they can walk through and mess around
in our system.

And if Mr. Manafort did half of the things that he was
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said to do, shame on him. Okay? And I don't know him. And,
again, this is not a partisan discussion. And, frankly, what
he did should not be subject to, you know, this kind of back
and forth either.

MR. ZELDIN: Just kind of unpacking that back and‘forth
and the origin of it, the first question, the answer was that
it was -- and I don't want to put words in your mouth, so
please correct me if this is not accurate. But the answer to
the first question was where you concluded Ukraine did not
interfere in the U.S. election?

DR. HILL: The Ukrainian Government did not interfere in
the U.S. election. The Ukrainian Government did not do that.
The Ukrainian Special Services also did not interfere in our
election.

MR. ZELDIN: Okay. The followup question and answers,
the answer is that it's your assessment that where there was
interference by Ukrainians that it's your assessment that it
didn't change the election results. So I see that there is
an interpretation --

MR. WOLOSKY: That misstates her testimony.

DR. HILL: It also misstates it. I have no basis --

MR. ZELDIN: Feel free to correct it. I'm just --

MR. WOLOSKY: We just said it misstated her testimony,
so0 go to your next question, please.

MR. ZELDIN: So the first answer is, it's your position
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that the Ukrainian Government did not interfere with the U.S.
election, correct?

DR. HILL: Correct.

MR. ZELDIN: Did Ukrainians interfere with the U.S.
election?

DR. HILL: I mean, look, this is ~-- any foreign
individual -- the way that you're going with this question is
any foreign individual who evinced any kind of interest in
the campaigns or tried to meet with anyone in any campaign --
and I just said to you before, I can come up in my own
accounting of a whole range of people who are foreign
individuals who wanted to meet with the various campaignhs --
then that would count as interference, anybody wanting to
meet with anybody in any campaign to talk to anybody.

MR. ZELDIN: Okay. As far as --

DR. HILL: So did some Ukrainians want to talk to --
yes, but so did some Chinese, did a lot of Russians. And
there were a lot more Russians that were trying to get
involved in all kinds of people's campaigns. I myself
witnessed some of this, and it wasn't just on, you know, the
kind of Democratic or the Republican side.

And, I mean, this is not the nature of my testimony
because it's when I was in, you know, not in my current job,
but when I was at the Brookings Institution. But remember,

I've been the national intelligence officer for Russia before
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this for 3-1/2 years. So a lot of the information I have is
classified.

And I know from my previous position about how many
people who were trying to gain influence into our politics.
And it's very -- the Russians want to show that, in fact,
that it wasn't them that were involved in 2016.

MR. ZELDIN: Was || JNJEE involved in any of the
Ukrainians' efforts to interfere with U.S. elections?

DR. HILL: Tampering with our election systems? No.

MR. ZELDIN: A1l right. Was | corrected at
all to any of the activities of Ukrainians to interfere with
the U.S. election?

DR. HILL: I can't answer that question. No, I can't
answer that question.

THE CHAIRMAN: And just to be clear whether we're
talking about on the basis of press reports or are we talking
about witness' personal knowledge?

MR. ZELDIN: The witness' personal knowledge.

DR. HILL: My personal knowledge, no. My personal
knowledge, no. I mean, there were a lot, a lot of press
reports purporting to all kinds of things, and I'm not
testifying about press reports.

MR. ZELDIN: So that I don't misunderstand your answer,

based on your personal knowledge, you're not aware of

B ocinc connected to any Ukrainians attempting to
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interfere with the U.S. election?

DR. HILL: Correct.

And I also want to just point out here that our
intelligence agencies were pretty thorough about a lot of the
investigations and things here.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q wWho was your predecessor at the NSC?

A My predecessor at the NSC -- well, there would have
been two predecessors, because this was an amalgamation of
two bureaus. The immediate predecessor would have been
Celeste Wallander for Russia, Central Asia, I guess, but
probably not Ukraine.

Q Who had the Ukraine portfolio?

A I think it would have been Charles Kupchan.

Q I'm sorry, what was his last name?

A Charles Kupchan. He's a professor at Georgetown.

Q And then who had the Ukraine portfolio before
Vindman?

A Catherine Croft, who was the Ukraine desk officer
at the State Department and then went to work with Ambassador
Volker.

Q And what was the timeframe that she had the Ukraine
portfolio?

A Up until the summer of 2018. And béfore her it

was -- oh, I can't remember who was before her. There were
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several changes of directorates in the time that -- of
directors in the time that I was there.

Look, and I'm sorry to get testy about, you know, this
back and forth, because I'm really worried about these
conspiracy theories, and I'm worried that all of you are
going to go down a rabbit hole, you know, looking for things
that are not going to be at all helpful to the American
people or to our future election in 2020.

You just had the Senate report coming out informing us
all yet again, a bipartisan, nonpartisan report from the
Senate about the risk that there is to our elections. If we
have people running around chasing rabbit holes because Rudy
Giuliani or others have been feeding information to The Hill,
Politico, we are not going to be prepared as a country to
push back on this again. The Russians thrive on
misinformation and disinformation.

And I just want to say that that was the reason that I
went into the administration when I was asked by General
Flynn, K.T. MacFarland, and General Kellogg. We're in peril
as a democracy because of other people interfering here.

And it doesn't mean to say that other people haven't
also been trying to do things, but the Russians were who
attacked us in 2016, and they're now writing the script for
others to do the same. And if we don't get our act together,

they will continue to make fools of us internationally.
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MR. JORDAN: Dr. Hill, was Christopher Steele's dossier
a rabbit hole?

DR. HILL: I think it was a rabbit hole.

MR. JORDAN: You think the Russians were trying to
influence us and get us to buy into something that was
absolutely not true?

DR. HILL: But that was not on any basis -- once I got
into the administration I didn't see that that was a rabbit
hole that my former colleagues in the National Intelligence
Council had gone down to. The way that the Russians operate
is that they will use whatever conduit they can to put out
information that is both real and credible but that also
masks a great deal of disinformation.

So I've written a book on Vladimir Putin, and if you,
you know, have a moment when you want to have a sleep aid,
you know, late at night, I've laid all of that out there.
And Putin himself has gone around, you know, claiming there
were dossiers on him trying to redirect people to look in
other places for information.

When I was at the National Intelligence Council there
was some person who kept constantly writing to us, telling us
that we were missing, you know, whole things about, you know,
Vladimir Putin, which was clearly, you know, kind of an
effort on the part of the Russians to send us down rabbit

holes of inquiry that would kind of distract us from looking
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at the actual issues that we should be really concerned
about. And this was under the Bush administration.

MR. JORDAN: So I just want to be clear, there was a
story done in Politico on you last month. In that reporting
it says Steele might have been played by the Russians into
spreading disinformation. That's what you think happened
with --

DR. HILL: 1It's very likely that the Russians planted
disinformation in and among other information that may have
been truthful, because that's exactly, again, the way that
they operate. And I think everyone should always be
cognizant of that.

MR. JORDAN: Yeah. So information that Christopher
Steele was played by the Russians, that information was used,
as you well know, by our Justice Department, specifically our
FBI, as part of the basis for securing a warrant to spy on an
American citizen.

DR. HILL: I think it's already come out that that
wasn't exactly the case, that the dossier was basically out
there when those investigations had already taken place.

MR. JORDAN: Well, that's not accurate. It was part of
what was taken --

DR. HILL: Well, some of the information was that it had
come through other ways. But, look, I don't want to also get

into, again, a discussion that could go down a classified
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avenue because I just want to tell you on, you know, really
good authority that the Russians -- I mean, again, we should
all know this, the Senate has reconfirmed this again --
attacked --

MR. JORDAN: I'm not disputing that.

DR. HILL: -- attacked our democracy.

And also, the point that actually hasn't come out and,
again, why I've been very cross in the media, is that the
President was attacked as well, because the Russians sought
to discredit him.

And I've been very unhappy with the media coverage of
all of thfs, which is why I don't want to start, you know,
kind of basically doing testimony by virtue of an article
that you've read in Politico. Because everybody wants to
sensationalize things, everybody wants to spend time looking
at the things that seem sexy, and they don't want to actually
look at, you know, talk to what the facts are.

MR. JORDAN: 1I'm not trying to do that.

Doctor, tell me about your relationship with
Christopher Steele.

DR. HILL: He was my counterpart when I was the

director, the national intelligence officer. || GcIcNININ

MR. JORDAN: And so --

DR. HILL: So inevitably, when I had to do liaison
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meetings with the U.K., he was the person I had to meet with.

MR. JORDAN: And so you had a working relationship with
him for how long?

DR. HILL: For the whole period that I was national
intelligence officer, so that would be from 2006 to the end
of 2009.

MR. JORDAN: Okay.

DR. HILL: So anybody who was working in the
intelligence agencies at the time --

MR. JORDAN: I get it.

DR. HILL: -- who was dealing with Russia would have to
deal with him. He retired |||} NG 25 1 vnderstand,
at the end of 2009.

MR. JORDAN: The story on you says that you spoke with
him in 2016. So can you tell me about that conversation?

DR. HILL: That was prior to the time that I had any
knowledge about the dossier. He was constantly trying to
drum up business, and he had contacted me because he wanted
to see if I could give him a contact to some other
individual, who actually I don't even recall now, who he
could approach about some business issues.

MR. JORDAN: And earlier you said there were all kinds
of folks who contacted you from time to time wanting to get
involved and have contact with various political campaigns.

Is Mr. Steele one of those individuals?
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DR. HILL: He was not.

MR. JORDAN: He was not, okay.

And then the same article mentions that you, when you
were hired, as soon as you were hired you told Mr. McMaster
that you had worked with Mr. Steele. Is that right?

DR. HILL: Yes, in the course of my official duties as
NIO, because I thought, obviously, given the situation, it
would be worth saying that. I also told Ambassador Bolton
this as well.

MR. JORDAN: Okay. And you did that based on the fact
that Steele was in the news?

DR. HILL: Correct.

MR. JORDAN: Okay. And you did that after you were
hired or before you were hired?

DR. HILL: I mentioned it to General Kellogg when he was
interviewing me as well.

MR. JORDAN: Okay.

DR. HILL: I mean, you can't, you know, choose who you
have to interact with.

MR. JORDAN: No. I just want to know --

DR. HILL: And at that point Christopher Steele was the
B -oint person for dealing with Russia.

MR. JORDAN: Great.

MR. ZELDIN: Dr. Hill, are you aware of any interaction

between Mr. Steele and Ukrainians --
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DR. HILL: " I'm not.

MR. ZELDIN: -- involved in the dossier?

DR. HILL: I have no knowledge whatsoever of how he
developed that dossier, none, I just want to state that. The
first time I saw that dossier was the day before it was
published in Buzzfeed when a colleague, like it seemed to be
about half of Washington, D.C., had it and showed me a copy
of it and I was shocked. And then it appeared in Buzzfeed
the next day.

MR. JORDAN: And when you read it you were convinced
that it was ~--

DR. HILL: That was when I expressed the misgivings and
concern that he could have been played.

MR. JORDAN: Yep. Okay. Thank you.

DR. HILL: Because if you also think about it, the
Russians would have an ax to grind against him given the job
that he had previously. And if he started going back through
his old contacts and asking about, that would be a perfect
opportunity for people to feed some kind of misinformation.
I had no basis on which to assess that.

MR. CASTOR:

Q We learned during the course of our investigation
that Steele was desperate to see that Donald Trump was not
elected President. Do you --

A I don't know anything about that at all, no.
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Q How does the National Security Staff staff the Vice
President? Is there 2 separate unit that --

A He has a separate unit. But we, in my directorate,
work very closely with the series of people, again, that he
has detailees often for just a year at a time who rotate
around. And we try to keep them as informed as possible
about everything that's happening in our area of
responsibility, especially, as I said, that's in the context
of, you know, your question about red flags.

I wanted them to know that, you know, if we were
discussing the possibility of a Vice Presidential visit, that
there would be issues that we might be concerned about to be,
you know, very careful about, you know, protecting the
integrity of the Vice Presidency and the Vice President.

Because the Vice President played actually a very
important foreign policy and diplomatic role in terms of his
outreach, and especially this Vice President like, you know,
predecessors has really kind of stepped up where there's been
a conflict or where there's been some special care needed,
you know, for a country that, you know, perhaps isn't one of
the top allies but, you know, certainly might need some
attention.

And, you know, Vice President Pence has been, you know,
extremely good about stepping up when asked, you know, to go

and, you know, give speeches for Munich Security Council
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conference and other settings, for example.

But the other thing, it's often very difficult for him
to do these trips because of course he can't be out of the
country when the President is, and he has got other domestic
obligations, not least being here as representative as well.

Q Right. There was some question about whether Vice
President Pence was going to attend Zelensky's inauguration?

A It depended on the date. I mean, we were hoping,
you know, if others couldn't attend that he could. I mean, I
myself couldn't attend because of the date, that the way that
it -- again, there were several different dates, and then the
date that was announced in May was very quickly announced.

Q Right.

A It was, you know, kind of basically with a couple
of days' notice.

Q So the decision not to send the Vice President had

nothing to do with --

A Well --
Q -- anything other than his schedule?
A I can't say with any -- with complete certainty. I

did flag already that there were some problems, but I have no
reason to believe -- you know, I flagged to his staff, to
General Kellogg that there were some issues, you know, kind
of noise going on around Ukraine that was worrisome and that

we'd need to get to the bottom of. But I have no basis to
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say that he was told not to go. I think it would have been a
real stretch for his schedule.

Q Okay. How big is the NSC staff for the Vice
President?

A To be honest, I don't know. I don't know the
numbers. It's not big at all, maybe about 10 people total.

Q Which is about the same size as your --

A Is that about right, Derek, 10 people at the Vice
President's staff?

MR. HARVEY: I think so.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q And that's about the same size --

A Yeah, which is why we always tried to help.

Q -- as your --

A Yeah. I mean, no one can say that the Vice
President is overstaffed.

MR. BITAR: Just for the record, that was Derek Harvey
answering.

DR. HILL: Yeah, Derek Harvey, yes. You know, I asked
him because I could see him and I know that he would, you
know --

MR. BITAR: For the reporter.

DR. HILL: I'm sorry. Yes. Yep.

MR. CASTOR:

Q Vice President Biden had a role overseeing Ukraine
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policy. Do you know anything about that?

A It was, you know, as far as I understand, you know,
part of the division of labor from the previous
administration. I mean, as I said, Vice Presidents often,
you know, step up and play particular roles,.

When I was in the Bush administration as NIO, Vice
President Cheney had actually played a very active role on
the former Soviet Union, gave many speeches. And I often had
to go and brief him as well when I was NIO.

Q When you left the NSC on July 19th, could you just
go through your direct reports again?

A There was my assistant. Do you need me to name
them all for the record?

Q That would be helpful.

A so there was my assistant || | ) JJJEE- He ves a0
NSC direct hire. He's no longer there because he had agreed
to be there for the year that I was there and then he would
transition off. He's gone to the Treasury Department.

There was | NI o ves basically detailed
from Treasury, and she and I started around the same time and
ended the same time. She'd also had an agreement to be there
for 2 years, and Treasury was understaffed and wanted to pull
her back.

There was John Erath, who was the deputy senior

director. John had been there for about a year and from
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State Department, and he had previously been detailed out to
the Defense Department and all kinds of other -- NATO. He's,
you know, kind of a quite long-serving State Department
official who covered the whole gamut of issues.

There was -- sorry. I'm closing my mind to kind of do

the desk things in order here.

. o 2 cetailec fron I
_ and covered the entire eastern flank of

NATO. I mentioned before that some people ended up with a
huge portfolio of countries, so we had everything from the
Baltic States all the way down to kind of Romania, Bulgaria,

Poland, you know, all those other countries.

There was [N o wes detaited from [
I o vas covering the U.K., France, the
Netherlands, and the Western European countries. He's gone
vack <o I

There was || NN =1sc ror

who was our NATO director. And he had a smaller portfolio
because NATO is very wide ranging on a whole host of issues.
There was | NN ~ho was the director for Turkey,
Greece, the Aegean, and at one point had the Caucasus as
well, but that actually became too much for him to handle.

Turkey is a 24/7, 365-days-a-year job. He's actually now off

with the | o hc was also detailed
over from tne |
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There was Alex Vindman, who, as I explained before, got

Ukraine, Belarus, and Moldova, also detailed in from the JCS.

There was | -ho wes detailed from
N o < shared vith the I

directorate, and the nature of - job was classified.

And then there was i, who was our director for
Russia and who was really handling all the outreach that we
had to the Russian National Security Council and very much
focused on just the nitty-gritty of coordinating all of our
interactions with the Russians, which at this point were
actually fairly extensive.

And he did -- none of these other individuals worked on
the Ukraine portfolio. We actually had to ask - to step
up ard help on the Baltics and Caucasus just in a pinch
because our other directors were getting overwhelmed,

I don't think I've missed anyone. How many people do
you have there? How much does that add up to? Is that Il?

Q It's about JJj. yeah.

A "Yeah, that sounds about right. And we previously
had a couple more directors and we'd gone -- wWe were
agreeing, I mean, as you've heard and read about the NSC
downsizing, we were agreeing to attrition --

Q Right.

A -- you know, so that directors would not

necessarily be replaced.
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Q So what was it like when you first arrived? Like,
you know, how many people did you have reporting to you?

A Initially there were ] people there. But by the
time I arrived there was a reorganization going on, because
we used to also have Central Asia, and that moved to the
directorate covering Central and South Asia. So one of the
directors already went, and the Western European portfolio
was differently arranged, and we didn't replace one of those
directors.

so, in fact, | |} rac 211 of the EU,
Germany, Italy, the Vatican, Spain, Portugal.

Q In the course of your experience did you ever come
into contact with national security staffers that had a
political orientation?

A Well, I mean, I had plenty of political appointees
from the administration.

Q Any political or nonpolitical appointees that had a
political orientation?

A Not in my experience. People did not express
those. I mean, I made it very clear from when I came on --
in -- that I was nonpartisan and I did not want people’s, you
know, politics brought into the office. I mean, people could
share opinions. And I was aware, you know, obviously of a
few people’s political preferences, but they weren't in any

way -- that was only just by chance. But they were mostly
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all Republicans,

Q When you started were there any holdovers from the
previous administration?

A Well, of course there were because the
administrations -- that always happens. I mean, I was a
holdover from the Bush administration at the DNI --

Q How many of the . were holdovers?

A Well, when I first started all of them would have
been, because my first job, when I came in in March, was to
preside over -- that's why I can't remember, you know, all of
the sequencing of directors, because the entire staff were
from the previous administration. And from, you know, the
period between March and the summer, that's when I ended up
down with four people at one point. We were trying to find
new detailees.

Q And you were --

A And everybody left, you know, well, for the most
part, who had just had a l-year detail in the summer of 2017.
But, again, all of these people were detailed from agencies,
so they're professional staff.

Q You were initially introduced to the possibility of

working at the NSC by General Flynn --

A I was.
Q -- K.T. MacFarland?
A Correct. I had my first discussion with K.T. in
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December of 2016.
Q And when General McMaster --
A I had to wait a while to see whether he wanted to

continue.
Q Okay. And could you just help us understand, he

wanted you to continue to -~

A He did. I mean, I came in to meet with him.
Q And --
A I mean, I'd been already offered the job and I was

already in the process of onboarding. But clearly, you know,

if a new National Security Advisor comes in, he's, you know,
perfectly within his rights to decide not to proceed.

Q But he --

A And I didn't know him well. I mean, I knew him
somewhat professionally. 1I'd been at a conference or two
with him. But, I mean, it wasn't like I really knew him
well.

Q When you onboarded, did you have any Flynn
loyalists that you had to -- that left?

A Remember, I was hired by General Flynn, and I knew
him from the period when I worked at the DNI. And there were
a number of people who continued who had worked with General
Flynn. But, yes, it was true that, you know, Ambassador --

sorry -- General McMaster, just like Ambassador Bolton, also

did change out the staff.
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Q General McMaster, could you identify the
differences, top-line differences between how he ran the NSC
and Ambassador Bolton?

A They have very different personalities. I mean,
they've obviously got very different backgrounds. And
General McMaster was very focused on process. He had a lot
of interagency meetings. He was focused in the whole year
that he was there on the National Security Strategy and then
trying to create integrated strategies to pull all the policy
together.

So, you know, it was a very different, deliberative
approach, a lot of, you know, meetings in his office, a lot
of meetings with a lot of staff, you know, going through all
the national security principles.

And Ambassador Bolton, you know, is much more of the
view, as I think is well known about him, of a much smaller,
streamlined National Security Staff in which just the
principals interact with the President and, again, small
meetings between, you know, the -- he famously has a picture
on his wall that's put in all of the, you know, bios of him
or the stories about him since it's all been out in public of
the picture of the, you know, the Bush White House with
Scowcroft and Powell and Cheney and others just at the desk,
at the Resolute Desk, you know, kind of a small group.

Where Ambassador Bolton then kept it small, General
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McMaster liked, you know, kind of the larger, bringing out
the guys, you know, for meetings and things.

Q There was some discussion about the WhatsApp usage.

A Yes.

Q And you indicated that White House staffers
couldn't use WhatsApp?

A No. It was not on our phones.

Q But the State Department folks, they --

A Yeah.
Q -- do use WhatsApp?
A So this has actually been an issue not with

WhatsApp because it's a relatively, you know, recent
platform, but when I was NIO between 2006 and 2009, State
Department did an awful lot of business on their BlackBerrys
or, you know, whatever their system was at the time.

I think BlackBerrys were invented by 2006, right? I
keep remembering times when we all had giant, you know, kind
of phones and things like this.

And we had a real problem at the time capturing, you
know, the flow of information. And when I was NIO, I mean,
an awful lot of things that we relied on were embassy cables
and feedback, you know, from our ambassadors or the deputy
assistant secretaries, assistant secretaries. And a lot of
the information was just not accessible to us because, you

know, they'd take weeks to write up a cable and often the
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information was not captured.

And, you know, obviously, in the executive branch,
because of the concerns about executive privilege, but also
about Presidential records, everything needs to be captured.

Q But State Department officials that are utilizing
WhatsApp, as long as they're preserving it for their own
recordkeeping rules --

A I presume that, you know, the State Department has
fairly robust procedures.

We were also instructed, you know, like everybody else,
that if anybody, you know, got hold of our personal email in
any way or, you know, kind of phone number, that we had to
immediately forward that onto our NSC email, which I always
did.

It didn't happen very often, but, you know, as you
mentioned before, you asked me a question, why did the media
have my phone number, my email, in actual fact, it's on my
Brookings out-of-office message on leave. So they have it.
You know, it's quite easy to get, hence why I get a lot of
emails and phone calls.

So sometimes I'd find that, you know, some official had,
you know -- couldn't remember the sequence of the NSC, so
they'd just use my Brookings email and email me, and I would
forward that on. But we were not allowed, as I said, to go

before, in any official business in otherwise an official

UNCLASSIFIED



18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

4772
UNCLASSIFIED 196

manner like that.

Q President Trump's Ukraine policy with forwarding
lethal defensive weapons to the Ukraine, is it fair to say
that that is a much more robust aid policy?

A That's correct.

Q And what else can you tell us about the difference
between the current administration and the previous?

A Well, I, myself -- you can find this in the public
record -- wrote an op-ed before -- long before I joined the
administration, after the annexation of Crimea and with the
war on the Donbas, actually opposing lethal weapon
provisions, defensive lethal weapons to Ukraine, because I
was really worried at the time as an independent analyst and
based on what I'd known previously in my NIO job that tﬁe
Ukrainian military was in such a state of shambles that it
would never be able to stand up to the Russian military,
which had, you know, basically escalation dominance, and that
we were in the danger of basically fanning, you know, of the
flames of the conflict and having the slaughter, frankly, of
Ukrainian soldiers.

And also that the Europeans wouldn't step up and
wouldn't do anything. I mean, this is a perpetual problem
that I was facing on many fronts. Remember, Europe is all in
my portfolio as well. And we were very concerned that, you

know, it could become -- I was concerned, and my cohort at
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the time, that it's become a rift in our relations with
Europe, that they might actually even step back from
sanctions or other commitments that they've made with us as a
government.

Now, when I got into the government, the administration,
I became actually more convinced that there was a thorough
plan, that our colleagues at the Pentagon had really thought
all of this through, and that General Abizaid and then, you
know, kind of his replacement, Keith Dayton, who had been
working on the behalf of the Pentagon as a special envoy of
the Secretary to work with Ukrainian defense, as one would
hope, they knew what they were doing.

And then they had a proper plan for the long-term
sustainability of the Ukrainian military, and that the intent
was that the Ukrainian defense sector would be able to get
itself back into shape again over time. Because you may
recall that Ukraine, as a republic of the Soviet Union, was
one of the locus, along with Belarus, of the majority of the
defense industrial base of the Soviet Union.

So many parts for helicopters and planes, all the heavy
1ift capacity for the Russian forces, were still being made
in Ukraine up until the falling out between Ukraine and
Russia. So we were kind of confident that if Ukraine could
get its act together, especially if it could tackle some of

the energy issues as well, which, you know, were really
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dragging it down, energy efficiency, and as we all know,
militaries are one of their biggest utilizers of energy, that
over time Ukraine, you know, could actually have a viable
military.

And given the size of the country and, you know, the
size of the population, Ukraine could actually potentially
over time become a formidable military power, like the Poles
were already becoming in Eastern Europe.

And so there was a plan there. So I, you know,
everybody changes their mind, you know, and kind of learns
things, I, you know, was basically persuaded that, you know,
this was actually worth doing, even though I still had qualms
about Russian escalation dominance and was worried about how

this would be provided and making sure not to provoke the

Russians.
Q So you came around to the view that it was --
A I did. I mean, I didn't want to use it as a way of

just, you know, sticking a finger up to the Russians, you
know, which is kind of -- you know, there were a few people
that wanted to say, hey, you know, here, Russians, you know,
kind of we're taking these actions, but it was very few. I
wanted to make sure that it was part of a well thought out
policy.

MR. CASTOR: I have about just shy of 10, 8 minutes.

Does anybody, any Members have any questions?
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MR. ZELDIN: Dr. Hill, Ambassador Volker made it sound
like many in the U.S. Government working on these issues
really wanted the meeting with Zelensky to happen. And
earlier you're testifying a little bit about the desire for a
meeting between President Trump and Zelensky. Can you just
help me better understand your interest and your team's
interest in wanting to set up a meeting between President

Trump and President Zelensky?
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[2:56 p.m.]

DR. HILL: Well, there was a bit of a split there as
well. You know, I think I've made myself clear, but I'1l1,
you know, be more clear. That myself and Ambassador Bolton
and, you know, some other parts of our team did not believe
we should be having a meeting with President Zelensky -- 1
mean "we" writ large as the U.S. Government at the highest
levels -- until we were very sure how the Ukrainian Rada
parliamentary elections would play out. And also, then, we
could be really sure -- which, you know, nothing is ever
really sure -- about how much Zelensky was going to be under
the influence of various oligarchs.

And, again, I was concerned, as was Ambassador Bolton,
that there was all this extraneous activity going on that
would one way or another impact on this meeting in ways in
which -- and this is actually my worst nightmare, what's
happening now, that this could, you know, basically spin out
and put, you know, kind of the United States in a very bad
position because I did not know exactly what Mr. Giuliani was
doing. So we are now living my worst nightmare.

MR. ZELDIN: As far as people inside of the United
States Government working on the Ukraine issue, there was a
difference of opinion and desire of whether or not to set up
a meeting between President Trump and President Zelensky?

DR. HILL: VYeah, overall, we all wanted to have a
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meeting, but under the right kind of circumstances, you know,
with the right messaging and the right discussion because it
was important for the legitimization of the new Ukrainian
Government and as a strong symbol of U.S. solidarity with
Ukraine.

I mean, Ukraine is in a really remarkable and very
difficult position. I mean, it first got its independence
after the collapse of the Soviet Union and -- Lee will
actually remember this. Back in 1994, we all worked on a
report called "Back in the USSR" when we were at the Kennedy
School that was basically documenting all of the efforts that
the Russian Government and Boris Yeltsin were actually makKing
to subvert the sovereignty of all of the new countries that
emerged out of the Soviet Union.

And we basically highlighted Ukraine as being the most
vulnerable at that particular juncture because this was the
period when Ukraine was being pushed to give up its nuclear
weapons. And we actually wrote in the report that Ukraine
shouldn't give up its nuclear weapons because there was a
good chance that they would then be predated upon by the
Russians. And this was then addressed by the Budapest
Memorandum in late 1954.

And there were all kinds of attacks on Ukraine taking --
this is a long time to go back -- but there were lots of

attacks on Ukraine, strange assassinations, all kinds of
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threats of military action, including against Crimea, all in
this timeframe. And that's when the U.S. Government moved,

with others, to basically give guarantees to Ukraine of its

sovereignty.

So, when you now look at what's happened to Ukraine, you
know, basically 20 years on, exactly what we feared at the
time has happened. So Ukraine has basically lost its
sovereignty again. And our concern was to show that we were
looking at Ukraine as a sovereign country. And one of the
ways of expressing that sovereignty is obviously to show
respect to their head of state at the very highest levels in
our country. It's something that we traditionally do.

MR. ZELDIN: Ambassador Sondland seems to have a
reputation, from the conversations I've had outside of this
setting and from what we're hearing, that he really liked to
get his hands into everything. Even though he was the U.S.
Ambassador to the EU, someone told me that he really looked
at the entire European continent as his. And on his own
initiatives, he was just getting himself involved in
everything. Was that pretty much your observations too, or
did you have a different observation?

DR. HILL: Well, that was my observation. And I said,
you know, before that I was -- I had, you know, what I
thought was an unfortunate blowup with him at the time when

he told me he was in charge of Ukraine, which it was already,
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you know, at the juncture where Ambassador Taylor was being
sent out as Charge. And when he said -- that was the first
time that he said to me that the President had told him he
was in charge of Ukraine.

But prior to that, he'd actually said to me repeatedly
when I challenged him, you know, on issues like this where,
you know, he was running around with, you know, | GGG
appearing at the White House and, you know, all kinds of
other things that he was, you know, doing at the time that
were, you know, completely out of the ordinary process, I,
you know, said to him again: What's going on here?

And he said: The President has given me, you know, this
broad -- I am to be his point man on Europe.

MR. ZELDIN: Do you know whether or not he was actually
getting any of this guidance from a higher level, or is it
possible that he was just name-dropping the President?

DR. HILL: It is entirely possible that he was
name-dropping the President. There were many times where --
I mean, he was a shocking number of times in Washington,
D.C., to the point where several people said to me: Is he
ever in Brussels?

And I busted him a couple of times on the street in West
Executive where, I mean, if he was there, he would normally
come in through protocol, as all the other Ambassadors did.

They would have a meeting with me or with Ambassador Bolton.
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And he would have some meetings with Ambassador Bolton
from time to time, but I'd often see him in West Exec coming
out of, you know, what looked like he was coming out of the
West Wing. And he'd say that he'd been in, you know, to see
the President, but I would find from talking to the staff
that he'd only been up to see Mick Mulvaney. I don't know
whether that's hearsay or presumption or --

MR. ZELDIN: But as far as him getting involved in other
countries outside of the EU, he came across as someone who
was trying to get his hands into everything on his own
initiative?

DR. HILL: If he met somebody in Brussels from another
country, they were fair game, is basically how it appeared to
be. He spent a long time working on |l for 2 while and
actually made a huge mess-up because he was given a piece of
information from the |l Prime Minister that he should
have actually handed over to State Department. He sat on it
for 3 months.

And people at the State Department had meetings that
were pertaining to that piece of paper, and it had never
actually been handed over. And the | thousht that
their counterparts were either, you know, kind of insane or
deliberately obfuscating on the issues that they kept
raising.

THE CHAIRMAN: It's time, Mr. Zeldin.
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MR. ZELDIN: The time is almost up, or it is up?

THE CHAIRMAN: It is up.

Mr. Goldman.

MR. WOLOSKY: Can we take a 5-minute break?

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, take a 5-minute break and we'll come
back in.

[Recess. ]

THE CHAIRMAN: A1l right, let's go back on the record.
Mr. Noble.

MR. NOBLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

BY MR. NOBLE:

Q Dr. Hill, you said in the last segment of your
testimony that we're now living your worst nightmare. Can
you unpack that a little bit for us? What do you mean by
that?

A Well, I was extremely concerned that whatever it
was that Mr. Giuliani was doing might not be legal,
especially after, you know, people had raised with me these
two gentlemen, Parnas and Fruman. And also they'd mentioned
this third individual who, I mean, I guess is actually on the
list of names that you had because I didn't recognize all the
others of, Harry Sargeant and when I'd spoken to my
colleagues who, you know, were based in Florida, including
our director for the Western Hemisphere, and he'd mentioned

that these people were notorious and that, you know, they'd
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been involved in all kinds of strange things in Venezuela
and, you know, kind of were just well-known for not being
aboveboard.. And so my early assumption was that it was
pushing particular individuals' business interests.

Q Did there come a time when you understood, though,
that Rudy Giuliani was also pushing the Ukrainians to conduct
or reopen or open particular investigations?

A Yes. I mean, that was when Amos Hochstein had come
to talk to me in May. I think it was May 20th, May 22nd,
something like that. So all around the time of when we were
preparing for the inauguration. And he had said that a
number of Ukrainians had come to complain to him that they
were -- that this was starting to happen. I also had the --

Q Just to be clear, that Rudy Giuliani was in

Ukraine, trying to --

A Correct.
Q -- press Ukrainians?
A Or was talking to Ukrainians, I mean, in all kinds

of different settings, and was sending messages to
Ukrainians.

Q And was it about these investigations in
particular?

A Also about Naftogaz, again, the Ukrainian oil and
gas company. And the --

Q So those two. So Naftogaz and the investigations?
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A Correct. And the board of Naftogaz in this same
time period had also come to have an official meeting with us
in the NSC because --

Q I think we're going to get to that a little bit
later.

A But they raised the same concerns, that they felt
that they were under pressure to change out their board.

Q And with respect to the investigations, I just want
to be very clear, did you have an understanding of which
investigations in particular Rudy Giuliani was pushing or
pressing the Ukrainians on, and when did you come to realize
that?

A It was really in that period of late May after
Masha Yovanovitch had been removed where it became clear that
it was Burisma. And it was being couched in the context of
energy investigations, but it was primarily focused on
Burisma.

Q And did you ever come to understand that Rudy
Giuliani was also pressing the Ukrainians to investigate
matters related to purported Ukrainian interference in the
2016 U.S. Presidential election?

A Only based on what he was saying himself on the
television.

Q And when, in what time period did you realize that

that was what Giuliani was pressing as well?
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A Well, that began with the articles that I started
to see in The Hill and others, you know, from March onwards.
And I started to pay attention to this. There was also the
mentioning of George Soros, which, again, has become this
crazy trope where every time somebody mentions the name of
George Soros, there's a whole flurry of conspiracy theories,
and he seems to be basically orchestrating absolutely
everything.

Q Right. So, in your last segment of testimony, I
believe you said while you and other NSC officials in the
interagency were trying to make Ukraine policy the way that
you normally went about such things, there was all this
extraneous stuff going on?

A Correct.

Q What do you mean? Were you referring to what Rudy

Giuliani and others were doing --

A Correct.

Q -- as the extraneous stuff?

A Correct. And saying, yeah. I mean, so, you Know,
every single day it seemed -- and that's probably an

exaggeration, but every single day it seemed that he was on
television, you know, basically spouting off, you know, one
thing after another.

Q Okay. And I believe you also said something along

the lines that you didn't actually know exactly what Rudy
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Giuliani was going on, but did you have -- it seems that you
did have some understanding at the time of what he was up to.
A Well, I tried -- I worked extraordinarily long

days, so the last thing that I wanted to do when I went home
was watch television. And I watch FOX News just as much I
watch anything else, and I've appeared on FOX News, and
that's how I got to know K.T. I was often on her show. I
knew her through the Council on Foreign Relations.

So, you know, just to be kind of clear, I'm an omnivore
when it comes to watching the news, and -- but I would have
to go home in the evening and try to look on the news to see
what Giuliani was saying. And then I would have to go onto
YouTube or whatever else I could find, you know, kind of
replays of things because people were constantly saying to
me: My God, have you seen what Giuliani is saying now?

And it was clearly starting to create this, you know,

meta-alternate narrative about Ukraine --

Q And about Ambassador Yovanovitch?

A -- political articles and all these other things as
well.

Q And Ambassador Yovanovitch as well?

A Correct.

Q Now, so, when you saw Rudy Giuliani or you talked

to your colleagues about his appearances on the television,

part of what he was saying and part of what he was pressing
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was for Ukraine to investigate Hunter Biden and his
connection to Burisma, correct?

A He was. He was.

Q So, at some point, did you come to realize that
what Rudy Giuliani was pressing, these investigations were
political in nature, that these were investigations that
could benefit the President in his reelection campaign?

A I came to realize that one way or another Ukraine
was being used as part of the discussions and debates around
the elections. And that's what I mean about my worst
nightmare because Ukraine and the national security aspects
of this and what the Russians have done and will continue to
do is something that we should all be -- it should be a
nonpartisan issue, and we should all be paying a lot of
attention to it.

And that's what I mean about my worst nightmare, is
having Ukraine become politicized -- I'm sure it's the
Ukrainians' worst nightmare as well -- to become politicized
in the way that Russia has become politicized in all of our
discourse.

And so, at that point, I saw all of the above being
bundled together: somebody's nefarious business interests,
conspiracy theories about George Soros or the alternate
retellings of what happened in 2016, and then also,

potentially, you know, digging up dirt on candidates, all
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based on what Giuliani himself was saying, just to be very
clear.

Q Right. But did you also have an understanding that
Giuliani was working and self-proclaiming to be the agent,
essentially, of the President of the United States?

A Yes, of course, I was aware of that. I mean, he
said it all the time,

Q And did you have any conversations or did you hear
through other U.S. officials about how the Ukrainians were
reacting to this --

A Yes. I heard from --

Q -- to this essential shadow foreign policy?

A Yes, I heard from our Embassy staff. And this was
after Masha Yovanovitch had left as well. I mean, I was in
constant contact with Embassy staff. I heard from former
Assistant Secretary Wess Mitchell, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary, many others, and, of course, there's a whole think
tank world out there. You know, I'm reading articles, and
I'm hearing from people all the time.

As well, we had regular meetings with people from
Heritage, CSIS, you know, kind of -- Atlantic Council --
because they were doing a lot of work on energy. And I know,
you know, a lot of this gets politicized again, but we were
meeting with everybody from all of the think tanks. And I'll

just point out that our colleagues from Heritage were
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complaining to us repeatedly about what they were really
concerned about what was going on with Ukraine.

Q Who at the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv were you speaking
with about this issue?

A The previous DCM. I mean, obviously Masha
Yovanovitch herself before, you know, she was removed, and
then, after she was removed, I mean, talking to Ambassador
Taylor, who had been reaching out and talking to -- in the
course of his work, you know, he'd been, you know, very
closely associated with all of the former Ukrainian -- U.S.
Ambassadors to Ukraine, who had also been talking to people
as well.

Q And the prior DCM, was that Mr. Pennington?

A That is correct. And he got moved on, you know,
kind of basically in this sort of timeframe as well.

Q So you said, you know, you were concerned about the
politicization of Ukraine. How does that impact our national
security, U.S. national security?

A Well, if Ukraine suddenly becomes, as it, you know,
certainly appears to be, on the track of being a partisan
issue, and we can't have a serious nonpartisan or bipartisan
discussion about what the U.S. national security interests in
it is, then that's a problem, especially as many of the
sanctions that we've put in place -- I'll give you a concrete

example about this.
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I mean, we put sanctions, as a government and as the
U.S. Congress put in place, against Russia because of
Russia's annexation of Crimea and the starting of the war in
the Donbas. The Europeans came on board with those sanctions
and have been tightly coordinating with us since the downing
of MH17, the Malaysian airline flight over Donbas, by what
has been proven to be Russian operatives. And there's been a
very thorough international commission and investigation for
this.

The Europeans have started to see that many of these
issues, including sanctions that we've put on against Russia
from 2016 onwards and now many of our machinations about
Ukraine, are nothing more than our own domestic political
games now.

So I was very disturbed and distressed in my last few
weeks at the NSC in discussions that I had with Europeans.
One case in point was the CAATSA sanctions that you as the
Congress, you know, kind of put forward, and the decision to

basically sanction Mr. Deripaska and Rusal because the

Treasury Department did a completely aboveboard -- and this,
you know, is on everyone here -- process to really try to
deconflict because when -- we're presuming that when you all

put on sanctions under CAATSA, there wasn't an intention to
close down factories and, you know, major installations

across Europe. They're kind of collateral damage. And the

UNCLASSIFIED



11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

4790
UNCLASSIFIED 214

largest aluminum factory, manufacturing factory in Europe
happens to be in Ireland. There are major facilities in
France and Sweden and, you know, elsewhere.

And all of the Ambassadors came to talk to us, very
concerned about the impact that this was going to have on
their countries and on, you know, major workforces, massive
employment, if the sanctions were done to the narrow letter
of the law. So Treasury was talking, you know, with all of
them and trying to work on a supervisory arrangement and to‘
try to make sure that there could be no collateral damage.

And when, you know, Ambassadors would come to talk to
staff and people here, they got the impression that this was
just a political game between both parties and that we were
not taking seriously the implications of this.

So they began to believe that we were politicizing our
foreign policy, that we were doing it sometimes to target
them or that we were doing this, you know, to basically fight
out, you know, our own disagreements. And that means that we
cannot be effective in working together with our European
allies on pushing back against Russia or also trying to
enshrine Ukraine's sovereignty.

Q Okay. I want to -- I'm going to jump around just a
little bit to cover some topics that you already spoke about.
The July 10th and July 11th, 2019, meetings with Eisenberg,

are you aware of any documentation of the concerns that you
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raised or Mr. Griffith raised with Mr. Eisenberg?

A I'm not.

Q You're not aware of anything?
A No.
Q Are you aware of whether Eisenberg wrote anything

down or made any written reports?

A I'm not. I mean, in the time when -- actually,
John has really great recall, as one would hope in a lawyer.
And -~ I'm sorry. I'm making that shtick about poor Lee all
the time here.

But he was listening very intently, and he said that he
would follow up.

Q Okay. Was he taking notes?

A And I had every reason to believe -- he was very
familiar already with a lot of this because, again, like
everyone else, he was observing what was going on on the
television.

Q Had you had prior conversations with Mr. Eisenberg
about these issues?

A In passing, I believe that I had. I met with him
probably every day one way or another. His office was
opposite mine, so I would see him constantly. But also, just
to be clear in terms of process, we always had a legal
representative at all of our interagency meetings and -- you

know, as one would hope, you know, in terms of keeping us on
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the straight and narrow on many things.

Q So, going back to Ambassador Volker, his role was
limited to trying to bring peace to the Donbas, correct? He
wasn't -- he didn't have -- he wasn't in charge of Ukrainian
policy writ large, is that right?

A He was not, although I think, you know, you had a
reference before about special envoys. We often saw mission
creep with special envoys. And, frankly, it's a difficult
job for them anywhere because they're given a particular
slice of and are dealing with an issue, and they've got to
bring in, you know, so many other things as well.

Q Do you know whether Ambassador Volker ever had
direct one-on-one conversations with the President?

A He did not.

Q What about Ambassador Sondland?

A Well, Ambassador Sondland told me all the time that
he did, but I don't know if that was actually the case.

Q When was the first time you discussed Rudy Giuliani
with Ambassador Volker?

A I'm trying to think about which -- I think it might
have been in an unscheduled meeting where I saw him around
the time of Masha Yovanovitch's dismissal.

Q So that would have been late April 20197

A Late April, yes.

Q And do you remember what that conversation was?
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A It was basically talking about, you know, kind of
basically the circumstances of her dismissal and that we
should be extraordinarily careful about dealing with
Giuliani.

Q Okay. And can you explain just a little bit more
what you said to him, what he said to you about Giuliani and
what he's up to in Ukraine?

A Well, he basically mentioned at this time, and I
can't say -- I mean, hopefully, he told you this -- exactly
when he had his first meeting with him. But he was
intimating that he was considering meeting with Giuliani or
perhaps he had some initial encounter with him so that he was
clearly trying to -- you know, getting back to the question
before -- try to figure out, you know, how he could do, you
know, the right thing, in terms of trying to smooth this over
and trying to deflect away because he was just as concerned
as the rest of us were about the, you know, kind of
politicization or the distortion of U.S.-Ukrainian relations
or, you know, of U.S.-Ukrainian policy.

Q And what did you say to Volker when he suggested he
may meet with Giuliani?

A I thought that it was futile. I mean --

Q Explain why.

A Because based on my -- look, I'm not a psychologist

or anything, but based on my assessment of what Mr. Giuliani

UNCLASSIFIED



24
25

4794

UNCLASSIFIED 218

was saying on the television, it was all over the place. And
if that's what he's like in person, I have no way to judge
it, but if he was anything like he was on the television, I
didn't see the point in having a conversation with him. He
seemed at times to actually believe some of the things he was

saying that I knew to be untrue.

Q That what Giuliani was saying was untrue?
A Correct.
Q Are you aware that Ambassador Volker produced text

messages to us?

A I am aware because they were in the paper.

Q Okay. Have you read some of the text messages that
are in the paper?

A In the newspaper, yes.

Q Were you aware that those conversations were going
on at the time?

A I was not.

Q You never saw those -- you were never part of those
WhatsApp conversations?

A No. And, actually, the timing of it was after I
left the NSC. Most of those text messages seemed to have
been in the July-August timeframe, as far as I can tell.

Q But, in any event, you weren't aware that Volker,
Sondland, and Taylor were having text message exchanges?

A I was not. I would hope that they would be talking
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to Ambassador Taylor. In fact, that was also one of my
concerns when I was leaving, that they would not have
Ambassador Taylor in the loop.

Q And why is that? Why was that a concern?

A Because Ambassador Sondland had done this with our
charge in Il 1 mentioned before he'd met the ]
Prime Minister in Brussels and then decided that he was going
to be the point person to . because we were also
without an Ambassador in |l but we had a very good
Charge -- like Ambassador Taylor, who had previously been an
Ambassador || N : ¢ 25 retired. but had
come back to step up. And Ambassador Sondland just ignored
him and pretended he wasn't there.

Q Having reviewed the text messages that are in the
papers, what's your opinion of those? Is that normal
diplomacy, as you -- based on your experience?

A No.

Q And why not?

A Because of the content and the nature of, you know,
setting up a meeting in relation to this, to something that
is not a national security deliverable.

Q And can you explain that a little bit more? Like
what do you mean by this was not a national security
deliverable? What was not the national security deliverable?

A It was obvious from those text messages that they
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were referring to the investigations, and that was not
something that we were pushing from the national security
perspective, certainly not the National Security Council and
certainly not the State Department.

Q And they were pushing that in exchange for a White
House meeting?

A In exchange for a White House meeting.

MR. NOBLE: 1I'd like to show you what's going to be
marked majority exhibit 1, I guess.

[Majority Exhibit No. 1
was marked for identification.]
BY MR. NOBLE:

Q And this is -~

A I'11 put my glasses on.

Q -- one of the text message exchanges involving
Ambassador Volker and actually Andrey Yermak?

A Uh-huh.

Q And I direct your attention to the entry, the first
entry on July 25th, 2019.
Uh-huh.
Do you see that?
Yes, I do, yes.
Can you just read what that says?

Which? Hang on. 1It's the one that --

OO 0 O >

Yeah.
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A -- starts with Kurt Volker.

Q Yeah, Kurt Volker writing to Andrey Yermak.

A It says: Good lunch. Heard from White House --
assuming President Z convinces Trump he will investigate/get
to the bottom of what happened in 2016, we will nail down
date for visit to Washington. Good luck. See you
tomorrow -- Kurt.

Q Okay. And just for the record, the Bates stamp is
KV-19.

A Uh-huh.

Q Dr. Hill, the message that Kurt Volker is relaying
to Andrey Yermak, President Zelensky's adviser, how does that
correspond or match up or not with the message that
Ambassador Sondland delivered during the July 10th meeting
that Ambassador Volker was in attendance at?

A It seems consistent with that. At least in that
case, he's talking about investigations. And in the context
of the July 10th/11th, you know, that was more on the energy
sector in the way that Sondland -- but in terms of saying he
will investigate and then, you know, get to the bottom of
what happened in 2016 is consistent, at least, with the way
that that was laid out in the July 10th.

Q But in July 10th in the Ward Room meeting, I
believe you testified you overheard Ambassador Sondland

specifically mention Burisma. 1Is that right?
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A He did.
Q And can you tell us a little bit more about what
he -~
A But this seems, you know, somewhat -- well, this is
slashed so I don't know -- I mean, obviously, I don't know

exactly what they had in mind there.

Q But, again, it's the -- they seem to be exchanging
a White House meeting for a commitment by Ukraine to
investigate these matters that Rudy Giuliani had been
pressing?

A That's what it looks like. The "heard from the
white House" is interesting to me because I don't know,
obviously, who they heard from in the White House.

Q Was it you or anyone at the NSC that you're aware?

A It would not be me because I was not there. But, I
mean, this could be the Chief of Staff's Office.

Q Mick Mulvaney?

A I mean, that leans to speculation, but based on the
July 10th, which is 2 weeks prior to that, the only person
that Gordon Sondland referenced was Chief of Staff Mulvaney.

And, actually, getting to the point when you asked me
before about when did Sondland tell me he was in charge of
Ukraine, at that time, in that rather testy exchange I had
with him, you know, I was trying to impress upon him the

importance of coordinating, you know, with all of these
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different individuals and others that, you know, you were
laying out. We had a fairly robust set of interactions with
Ukrainians.

And he retorted to me that if he was coordinating with
the President because, again, this is part of him saying he's
talking to the President, he was talking to Mulvaney, and he
was filling in Ambassador Bolton -- he didn't say he was
talking to him, Ambassador Bolton, he said filling in
Ambassador Bolton -- and then talking to, you know,
basically -- he said Brechbuhl, Ulrich, at the State
Department. He didn't actually mention Secretary Pompeo,
which I noted at the time I thought was a bit odd. Who else
did he have to inform?

And I said: Well, it would be nice to inform all of us
and, you know, the -- obviously, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary and others.

And he did not think that he needed to do that.

Q Did you have an understanding why he was -~

A He was also, of course, talking to Ambassador
Volker and Secretary Perry, and he did mention that.

Q Why was he keeping Ulrich Brechbuhl in the loop?

A Ulrich is a special counselor to -- Brechbuhl -- to
Secretary Pompeo. And, of course, Secretary Pompeo at this
time is on the road all the time. So I'm -- you know, it

would be difficult to meet with Secretary Pompeo on a regular

UNCLASSIFIED



13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

4800
UNCLASSIFIED 224

basis. So that would actually make sense, I mean, but he's
the special counselor. He's not, you know, kind of in the
chain of command.

And that's actually what I pointed out to Gordon, that
he wasn't -- to Ambassador Sondland. He wasn't, you know,
kind of basically linked into anybody in the Embassy. He
certainly wasn't talking to Deputy Assistant Secretary George
Kent, who, you know, on the basis of, you know, the daily
interactions, would be managing that in the State Department.

And he wasn't aware of some of the larger policy threads
that were going on either. He simply just wasn't aware of
some of the elements of things we were trying to do with
Ukraine. He wasn't, again, getting a regular brief on any of
this either.

Q Do you know whether Ulrich Brechbuhl was generally
aware of what Rudy Giuliani was up to in Ukraine?

A I could not say.

Q Did you have any direct conversations with
Brechbuhl about Giuliani?

A Certainly not about Giuliani. I did not, no. I
mean, I did have conversations with him about coordination,
you know, trying to figure out how we could coordinate
better.

Q And did Rudy Giuliani come up in those contacts?

A He did not. No, he did not.
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Q On the security assistance issue, I believe you
testified that the first time you learned that the President
had placed a freeze on the assistance was July 18th. [Is that
right?

A Yes. But I learned that as OMB --

Q Oh, that OMB had put the freeze --

A -- and Mick Mulvaney had put a freeze on. So, just
to be clear, I never learned that the President had put a
freeze on this. And this is on -- what was happening at this
time was there was a freeze put on all kinds of aid and
assistance because it was in the process at the time of an
awful lot of reviews of foreign assistance.

Q But had there been any discussion within the
national security staff about freezing the Ukraine
assistance?

A No. I mean, it was at that point supposed to be
moving forward.

Q And did you ever get an explanation before you left
government for why the freeze was put in place?

A I did not. And I discussed with Alex Vindman, the
deputy, and with others that it would be important to follow
up on this, and they should work very closely with the Deputy
National Security Advisor Charlie Kupperman because he at
this point was also trying to keep tabs on everything that

was happening. So, I mean, I kept him fully apprised of all
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of my concerns.

And, obviously, it was easier to meet with him often
than Ambassador Bolton. And, you know, we were aware that
Gordon Sondland was talking to Chief of Staff's Office.
They're all in the same corridor. And we were hopeful, at
least I was hopeful at that time, that Deputy National
Security Adviser Kupperman would be able to figure out what
was going on.

Q Did Kupperman or Vindman or anyone else you spoke
to in that timeframe express any views as to why they
believed there was a freeze in place?

A No. They were just wanting to find out. And they
were in touch with OMB, and they weren't getting much
information apart from the fact there was a freeze. So I'll
just say that my assumption at the time was that it was in
this general framework of many, you know, foreign assistance
items being put on hold.

Q And do you believe that the assistance that the
U.S. was providing to Ukraine should have gone through?

A Yes. I mean, it had all been agreed on and was
actually in train, but so had some of the other assistance,
just to be clear.

Q And were you aware that, at the time, DOD had
already certified that Ukraine was compliant with the

anticorruption requirement?
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A I was aware of that, yes, because that's what I
mean; it was already on train, and our colleagues in the
Pentagon had been working on this, you know, very thoroughly.

Q Sitting here today, do you have any other -- has
your understanding changed about why the freeze was put in
place?

A It hasn't actually because, you know, as I said,
when I left, there wasn't an explanation, and foreign
assistance overall was being frozen. And I haven't seen
anything, at least in the public record, that would suggest
that it was -- that the foreign assistance was being frozen
for specific purposes at that point.

I mean, this was also, remember, again, at the point of
discussion about cutting back on lots of Pentagon projects
for the building of the wall for Homeland Security purposes,
the border wall.

Q After you left the National Security Council, did
you have any conversations with anyone about the freeze?

A I did not, no. I mean, I had a conversation with
Alex Vindman in the last couple of days. And I did also have
a conversation, as I reported before, with Ambassador Taylor.
But I said at that point that I had no insight as to why it
had been frozen, but I said, again, that I hoped that people
would be able to get to the bottom of it with Mick Mulvaney.

Q Did Ambassador Taylor say anything about why he
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believed the freeze was in place to you?

A Well, at that point, he was asking me why it was,
and I couldn't answer that. And then, again, I was leaving.
So, I mean, I'd left that to Tim Morrison. And I believe
that the following week they had a meeting. So I left on the
19th. So, sometime on the 22nd or 23rd, there was a meeting
scheduled as I was leaving for them to pull everyone together
from the interagency to try to get to the bottom of this.

But I did think that if it was political for whatever
reason, the wall or, you know, you name it, it would have to
be resolved at high levels in the interagency, and that
Ambassador Bolton and Deputy National Security Advisor
Kupperman would have to sit down with Mick Mulvaney and try
to get to the bottom of what was going on. And, again, there
were other freezes of assistance because there was a move to
push out the new foreign assistance strategy.

Q There's been reporting that the President or
perhaps Mulvaney had tasked Ambassador Bolton to do a review
of the security assistance. Are you aware of --

A I'm not aware of that. Not when I left, I didn't
know about that.

Q If there were a freeze -- if a freeze were going to
be put in place like this, would it have been normal for the
National Security Council staff to have been involved in the

decisionmaking process leading up to the freeze?
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A Well, if it was done from the perspective of OMB,
this has happened before, so define normal. I mean, you
know, 1in other settings -- actually, when General McMaster
was in place there was a lot more process, so a lot more
regular interactions. And he always made sure to have OMB
and everybody else present in meetings.

And there had been interventions by OMB previously, when
Mr. Mulvaney was only single-hatted as the head of OMB, to
hold things back and to review them. I mean, that had
happened before. But in terms of -- you know, by this point,
I have to say in this point in July, the process had somewhat
broken down.

Q You testified earlier about the scheduling of a
meeting between President Trump and President Zelensky, and
that --

THE CHAIRMAN: Can I just interject for a quick
question? Dr. Hill, you mentioned I think, when you left
your position, you didn't have any firsthand knowledge about
why the military assistance was being frozen.

DR. HILL: Correct.

THE CHAIRMAN: And you didn't subsequently personally
learn anything that would inform you as to whether it was --

DR. HILL: Correct.

THE CHAIRMAN: -- withheld as part of a broad

withholding or for a more insidious purpose?
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DR. HILL: I did not, no. I mean, the first I saw of
something suggesting otherwise was really in this exchange of
text messages and also in newspaper reports.

THE CHAIRMAN: And the text message you're referring to
is one in which -~

DR. HILL: Ambassador Taylor makes the comment about
this.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes. And have you had any conversation
with Ambassador Taylor --

DR. HILL: I have not. No, I have not been in touch
with him at atll.

THE CHAIRMAN: So, if there were a hidden agenda here,
in terms of why that military assistance was being withheld
along the lines that Ambassador Taylor indicated, that would
have not come to your attention while you were there and --

DR. HILL: It would not have done, no. And, again,
though I did speak to Ambassador Taylor at great length on
the 19th of September, in which I reviewed a whole host of
issues that I wanted to hand over to him, so Ambassador
Taylor was very much alert to all kinds of concerns. And he
was going to, you know, basically -- because he had to in his
job as Charge -- you know, basically try to look into these
and to try to figure out, you know, how he could work, you
know, more closely with Ambassador -- well, he was already

working closely with Ambassador Volker but also with
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Ambassador Sondland to figure out what was going on.

MR. WOLOSKY: You referenced the 19th of September. I
think you meant July.

DR. HILL: July. I'm sorry. Thank you, Lee. I'm
sorry. My brain is now more shook up than my water. Sorry.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

DR. HILL: I apologize for that.

THE CHAIRMAN: You testified --

DR. HILL: How does this get corrected, by the way? I
mean, do you go back, do you do the whole, you know, kind of
correction back and forth of dates, you know?

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, the transcript will read as you
sajd, and the correction will appear as you corrected it.

DR. HILL: Okay, good, thanks. That was just a slip,
based on, you know, the timing here. Yeah. Anyway, go
ahead. Sorry.

BY MR. NOBLE:

Q The meeting between -- scheduling the meeting
between President Trump and President Zelensky, I belijeve you
said that, in your opinion, you were waiting to see what

happened in the Ukrainian parltiamentary elections --

A Correct.
Q -- which I believe were held on July 21st. Is that
right?

A That's right. And I left before that.
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Q To date, though, there's been no meeting between
President Trump and President Zelensky, at least at the White
House, right?

A No, there has not. But there has been a meeting,
of course, in the --

Q At the U.N. General Assembly?

A In New York, yes. And, actually, I mean, again,
we'd been preferring those kinds of meetings in the past
because setting up a White House meeting, as one can imagine,
is a very heavy 1ift and, you know, the scheduling is always
very difficult. And, you know, basically, we always try to
have a serious meeting wherever we can.

And the initial -- even when I was there, there had been
kind of a scheduling aspiration for Warsaw on the 1lst of
September because that seemed to be actually a very apt first
meeting. Because after Poland, you know, the lands that were
now modern Ukraine were pretty much run over by Nazi Germany,
and, you know, Ukraine suffered greatly during World War II.
And we thought it would be appropriate to, immediately after
the meeting with the Poles, to have the President meet with
Zelensky. So, I mean, that seemed to be kind of a nice
packaging.

Q But, as you said, after you left the White House,
you weren't privy to the conversations that were going on

behind the scenes --
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A I was not, no.
Q -- by Ambassador Sondland, Ambassador Volker, and,

to a certain extent, Ambassador Taylor about the scheduling
of the meeting and linking it to the Ukrainian commitment to

investigate --

A I was not.

Q You did not see any of those messages?

A I did not see any of those messages.

Q I believe you said that you've reviewed a copy of

the July 25th call summary, the call between President Trump
and President Zelensky?
A The one that was published in the newspaper, yes.
Q I'd 1ike to ask some questions about those.
MR. NOBLE: So we're going to mark this government
exhibit 2 -- I mean majority exhibit 2.
[Majority Exhibit No. 2
was marked for identification.]
DR. HILL: See, we all have things --
MR. NOBLE: 01ld habits die hard.
MR. CASTOR: Do you have a copy of that?
MR. NOBLE: We might have another copy.
THE CHAIRMAN: It's just the call record.
MR. CASTOR: Okay, gotcha.
BY MR. NOBLE:

Q So I direct your attention to page 3. You see at
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the top there that President Trump says: I would like you to
do us a favor though --

A Uh-huh.

Q And then he goes on to mention: I would like you
to find out what happened with this whole situation with
Ukraine, they say CrowdStrike... I guess you have one of your
wealthy people... The server, they say Ukraine has it.

Do you know what the President -- what President Trump
was referring to when he was asking President Zelensky to
look into those things?

A I think some of this gets to some speculation here.
Clearly -- well, this seems to be the alternative theory for
2016 at the beginning here with the whole situation with
Ukraine when as you've been asking questions along that
Ukraine might have interfered in the election, particularly
in the references to CrowdStrike.

Tom Bossert has already spoken out publicly against
this, and we spent a lot of time with Tom and General
McMaster and others trying to refute this one in the first
year of the administration.

Q Can you say a little bit more about that? What did
Tom Bossert do in the first year?

A Well, Tom Bossert came out publicly and said that
he really regretted this reference after he read the

transcript as well because this was a debunked theory. And
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this was also a muddle.

Q But you said there were some efforts early on in
the administration internally to debunk this theory. Can you
explain what you did?

A Basically, Tom and others who were working on
cybersecurity laid out to the President the facts about the
interference. Again, I can't say any more than that.

Q Okay. But to a certain extent, they advised him
that the alternate theory that Ukraine had interfered in the
election was false?

A Correct.

Q If you turn to the next page, the top of paragraph
4. I'm sorry. Page 4, the top paragraph.

A Uh-huh.

Q So the President is saying that he's going to have
Rudy Giuliani and the Attorney General call President
Zelensky about these investigations, and then he goes on,
lower in the paragraph, says: The other thing, there's a lot
of talk about Biden's son, that Biden stopped the prosecution
and a lot of people want to find out about that so whatever
you can do with the Attorney General would be great.

And then down in the next paragraph, President Zelensky
responds. Kind of middle of the paragraph, you see he says:
He or she, referring to the new prosecutor general that

Zelensky says he's going to appoint, will look into the

UNCLASSIFIED



20
21
22
23
24
25

4812
UNCLASSIFIED 236

situation, specifically to the company that you mentioned in
this issue.

Do you have an understanding of, when President Trump
references investigating Biden's son, Hunter Biden, and
President Zelensky's response that they're going to look into
the company, what company President Zelensky was referring
to?

A Well, I think he means Burisma, President Zelensky
is referring to.

Q And why is that?

A Because that was the company that Hunter Biden was
on the board of.

Q So you had an understanding -- did you have an
understanding back at the time that when people like Giuliani
were talking about investigating Burisma, they were also
saying that Hunter Biden and Joe Biden should be
investigated, or Hunter Biden?

A That was becoming apparent. But, I mean, Mr.
Giuliani made it very apparent as well.

Q And going back up to that top paragraph, do you see
Président Trump says: The former Ambassador from the United
States, the woman, was bad news and the people she was
dealing with in the Ukraine were bad news so I just want to
let you know that. Do you know who he's referring to there?

A He's obviously referring to Ambassador Yovanovitch.
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And I know that, later on, President Zelensky runs her name
back again, although he mispronounces it.

Q I think it's spelled Ivanovich in the summary in
the next paragraph.

A Yes.

Q And in the next paragraph, President Trump says:
Well, she's going to go through some things. Do you know
what President Trump was referring to when he said that --

A I do not.

Q -- Ambassador Yovanovitch was going to go through
some things?

A I do not know what that meant.

Q Because at this point, July 25th, she'd already

been removed, ousted, as you said, from her position,

correct?
A Yes, correct.
Q How did you react when you read that, the

transcript, particularly the portions I pointed to about
President Trump pushing President Zelensky to investigate the
Bidens and investigate Ukrainian -- purported Ukrainian
interference in the 2016 election and as well as his comments
about Ambassador Yovanovitch?

A I was actually shocked.

Q Why?

A Well, particularly on Ambassador Yovanovitch, and
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very saddened because, again, Ambassador Yovanovitch is a
great American, and I don't think any American citizen should
be disparaged by their President, just to put it out there.
So that made me very sad and very shocked and, yeah, not too
happy .

And on the other issue, it was pretty blatant. So, I
mean, I found that I couldn't really explain that away with
an alternate explanation. So that's what I mean about being,
you know, quite shocked.

And I was also very shocked, to be frank, that we ended
up with a telephone conversation like this because all of
the -- and, you know, this is obviously going into executive
privilege, and I'm not going to say anything more about this,
but I sat in an awful lot of calls, and I have not seen
anything like this. And I was there for 2 and a half years.
So I was just shocked.

Q And I'd like to ask you some questions, to the
extent you can answer, about the process of prepping for
these types of calls in a little bit.

So you just said that it was pretty blatant, what
President Trump was saying in this call. What do you mean by
that?

A Well, that it looks to me like it was in the
context of everything else that had come to my attention.

Q And what do you mean by -- you mean like what
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Ambassador Sondland had brought up in the July 10th meeting?

A Correct. And then, you know, that Rudy Giuliani's
commentary -- I mean, again, Rudy Giuliani has been saying an
awful lot of things all the time, and he was pretty
inescapable. And after a while, you know, kind of he was
making it crystal clear what it was that he was pushing. And
this is very much repeating things that Rudy Giuliani was
saying in public on television.

THE CHAIRMAN: And by that, you mean that he wanted an
investigation done of the Bidens and of this debunked
conspiracy theory about 20167

DR. HILL: Correct.

THE CHAIRMAN: And that this was a condition of getting
this White House meeting?

DR. HILL: That's certainly what this looks like, 1in the
context of this transcript.

BY MR. NOBLE:

Q And by "this," you mean the July 25th call summary?

A Correct. But, again, I only read this in the
context of the publication of it by the White House and
subsequently 1in the press.

Q And here it's -- I mean, this is essentially
President Trump adopting exactly what Rudy Giuliani had been
pressing since the spring of 2019 in this phone call. Is

that right?
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A I mean, Giuliani has been relentless on this point,
you know, to the point where, you know, obviously, he has, as
Ambassador Volker said, shaped a very negative image.

Q But now it's President Trump pressing the President
of Ukraine to do exactly what Rudy Giuliani had beén trying
to get other Ukrainian officials to commit to, correct?

A That is certainly how this reads.

Q With the assistance of Ambassador Sondland and
Ambassador Volker?

A Well, I can't say that it was, you know, directly

with their assistance.

Q But you've seen the text messages between them,
correct?

A I have.

Q Doesn't it seem that they were, if not assisting,

facilitating this scheme?

A They certainly seem to have been -- look, I wasn't
in the deposition that Ambassador Volker gave. I don't know
how many times he met with Ambassador -- I mean, with
Giuliani or Ambassador Sondland, for that matter. I know
that Ambassador Sondland talked repeatedly about
conversations -- and you have him coming to give a deposition
and, you know, I should leave it to him to speak on his own
behalf.

But he said to me repeatedly that he was going in
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talking to the President. I mean, again, you can actually
ask him because he'll have to tell you all truthfully how
many times he really did meet with the President because I
have my doubts. I could be wrong, but there were often times
when he said he'd been in to see the President when other
staff indicated to me that they did not believe that he had.
He was certainly meeting with Chief of Staff Mulvaney on a
regular basis.

Q And how do you know that?

A Because I know that from Mulvaney's staff.

Q Who in particular told you about those meetings?

A Many people did. I mean, he has -- look, and there
are also lots of -- again, I keep telling -- well, I've said
this before. Any of you who have been into the West Wing,
into the entryway when you go in from West Executive, it's a
very small space. So lots of people can say that they have
seen people.

The front office of Ambassador Bolton, the door is
always open. It looks right down the corridor to the Chief
of Staff's Office, to the entryway to the foyer. People who
are sitting on the staff of Ambassador Bolton could see
Gordon Sondland going into Mulvaney's office. The guards
could see Ambassador Sondland going into Mulvaney's office.

I didn't have to be told secretly by, you know, some

high-ranking staff member. I could just say to someone, the
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front desk receptionist: Hey, has Ambassador Sondland just
been in?

And I could just say: Did he see the President?

No, but he's been in to see Mulvaney.

So, I mean, I'm uncomfortable with answering, you know,
kind of the question the way that you put it because I don't
know, you know, to what extent Ambassador Volker, you know,
was talking -- I don't know whether when Ambassador Volker is
saying, you know, "the White House" whether he means the
Chief of Staff or whether he means that Ambassador Sondland
has told him that he's heard from the White House and he's
just relating that to Yermak.

Q Fair enough. Do you know whether Ambassador Bolton
or Secretary Pompeo ever tried to rein in Ambassador
Sondland?

A Ambassador Bolton complained about him all the
time, but I don't know whether he tried to rein him in
because, again, Ambassador Sondland isn't in his chain of
command. And Ambassador Sondland, you know, would
occasionally -- and I just say "occasionally" -- make an
appointment to see Ambassador Bolton, usually when he knew
that I or somebody else wasn't there, just to -- so I don't
know also what he said to Ambassador Bolton because I didn't
get a readout.

So, often what he did with me, I would find out later
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Ambassador Sondland had told people that he'd called me and
spoken to me about an issue, but he wouldn't relate what I'd
told him. He'd just then proceed to go ahead on the way that
he wanted to proceed anyway by just simply saying: Oh, I
talked to Fiona, and, therefore, you know, kind of I'm doing
this.

And I'd find out after the fact that he'd used my name,
you know, as the basis of a phone call to just go forward and
proceed with doing something.

Q Right. Going back to the transcript just quickly,
the investigations that President Trump was urging President
Zelensky to undertake, is it fair to say that those were to
serve President Trump's personal political interests as
opposed to the national security interests of the United
States?

A I don't honestly see much national security
interest in what I've just read there, and I do not see and I
did not see at any point any national security interest in
the things that Rudy Giuliani was saying on the television
that I watched. Now, I could have missed many of his
appearances. Again, they were ubiguitous, and I couldn't
keep up with all of them, but I don't believe that he --
anyway, he's not a national security official at this
particular juncture.

Q Do you see anything that would benefit President
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Trump politically?
A Well, I think it depends on how this all plays out.
THE CHAIRMAN: Our time has expired. The minority.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Qo you know I W

?

>I

I have, yes.

And what do you know |} I

'|>’

o

what were I} IR

o

wnat vere [ NN
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Q And do you know what the circumstances of JJJjj

L[

I mean, a similar thing happened with Ambassador Bolton.

And a

couple of other people, there's just been a couple of people

who have -- Ambassador Bolton's, one of his key assistants,

, who would actually, you know, know a lot

about all of these comings and goings,

Q Did you have any discussions, communications with

?

A I've kept in contact with most of the people that
I've worked with, in a general sense. And JJJj --

Q When is the last time --
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Q And so when was the last time | N NN IR
A The tast time ||} JJNIEE B wovid have been before

I went on vacation. I mean, in the last week. We did a lot

of wrap-ups with all of the people who were, you Kknow,
pertinent. I did a lot of, you know, out-briefing in the
professional arena. I often met, as I said, with DAS Kent.
You know, I could run through, you know, all the people that
I met with in that week just to, you know, wrap things up
again.

Q Since you left --

A This was part of the whole briefing, you know, and
analytical -- I should actually clarify. When I mentioned
analysts before -- I'm an analyst myself, so I tend to use

that as shorthand. But, you know, obviously, we met with an
awful lot of analysts or, you know, subject-matter
individuals from around the agencies.

Q Since you left on July 19th, did you -- have you
had any communications with any of the individuals we've

discussed today about your --
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A With all of my staff.

Q About your appearance here today?

A Well, they know I'm appearing, yeah. I mean --

Q Did any of them reach out to you, have any
communications with you?

A Well, a lot of them have reached out to me and, you
know, kind of in solidarity, you know, because, I mean,
obviously, this isn't a pleasant experience for everybody.
And I've had a few people who have reached out because
they're just very concerned about the future of the National
Security Council, and they're worried that, you know, all of
these issues will politicize what has, you know, up until now
been -- again, has certainly strived to be a nonpolitical
body.

Q Anyone try to influence your testimony?

A No, they have not.

Q And, again, please doh‘t jump down my throat when I
ask this.

A I won't.

Q When was the first time that you knew you were

coming in today?

A When was the first time I knew I was coming in
today?

Q Yes.

A Well, for sure when I got the letter requesting me
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to come in.
Q But today specifically, not that you were on a
generalized list.
A I don't know when the first day would be because I

gave Lee a sense of dates about when I was available.

Q But it was sooner than -- it was farther back in
time than last Wednesday, right?

A It might not have been. Actually, when was last

Wednesday? What was the date of last Wednesday? I'm sorry,

I'm -~

MR. WOLOSKY: 1I'm not testifying. If you don't know the
date --

DR. HILL: Yeah. No, I'm sorry, I don't know the answer
to that.

And, look, and one of the reasons that I've been

pasicatly -- [
N, ¢

I don't have a laptop right now, which may sound bizarre,
because I've taken an extended leave from Brookings. So I
only have my iPhone. And I've been, you know, basically
trying to keep focused on the personal stuff.

And, also, I wanted to come here without any undue
preparation precisely for the reasons that you've said, so

that no one could influence my testimony. It's hard to
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escape the news, and I've tried to keep on top of that, but I
haven't been, you know, completely keeping track of when I
knew what, you know, because I wanted to come in and just
make myself available, you know, and do my duty.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Okay. In terms of the universe of State bepartment
officials -~

A Yes.

Q -- that you had communications with about these

relevant matters, I just want to make sure that we haven't
missed anybody. There was Wess Mitchell?

A Yes, who left in February of 2019, yes.

Q And Phil Reeker?

A Correct.

Q And George Kent?

A George Kent.

Q And Masha Yovanovitch?

A Kristina Kvien, who went out to be the DCM. I met
with her as she was going out. I also met with Catherine
Croft, who I mentioned had been our director previously and
replaced Chris Anderson, who was previously Kurt Volker's --
he's another individual you're probably aware of, Christopher
Anderson, who is Kurt Volker's deputy.

Catherine was actually in language training to be sent

out to Baghdad for all the period after she left, but then
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the Embassy in Baghdad got downsized, as you're all aware, so
they started redeploying people. And given her work on
Ukraine, she was moved to work for Kurt Volker. And I would
have talked to all of, you know, the office, relevant office
directors. David Hale. I've also talked to Deputy Sullivan,
Under Secretary Hale. Brechbuhl only a couple of times.

I've talked to Morgan Ortagus, the press spokesman, and press
spokesperson -- and Robert Palladino -- I think he's moved

on -- press people, because we coordinated a lot of

statements in support of Ambassador Yovanovitch.

Q Ambassador Taylor?

A Ambassador Taylor, correct.

Q How about a former Ambassador Pyatt?

A No. I've obviously had contact with Ambassador

Pyatt because he's Ambassador to Greece. Is he still
Ambassador to Greece? He was, you know, last time when I --
yeah, And so, but I only dealt with him in the context of
things that we were doing in Greece. We didn't actually
speak about Ukraine, only with the exception of || [GzcNB&
I
N |
|
I o, o,

I mean, that was the only -- and he's been very good about

keeping a separation from his previous work on Ukraine
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because he got burned in that infamous phone call with
Ambassador Nuland.

Q Kathy Kavalec, do you know her?

A I do know her, yes. She was nominated to be our
Ambassador to Albania until an Albanian lobbyist group used a
very tenuous tie that she had to Chris Steele to have her
removed from the nomination. So this is another thing of
somebody who was treated rather disgracefully. She had been
instructed as part of her duties to meet with him. She
hadn't met him before. She had had very limited interactions
with him when he was [JJJJJqIB ir official position. And she
was snarled up in all of these exchanges of emails when she
just reported that she'd met with him.

And an Albanian lobbyist group also started to accuse
her of being part of spurious conspiracies. And so her
nomination to Albania to be our Ambassador was shelved, even
though she would have been an excellent Ambassador and was in
Albanian language training.

Q Did you have any communications with her 1in regards
to the Ukraine matters?

A I have not. I mean, I've been in touch with her
more generally because she's now got a new position. She's
being sent out to the OSCE to do some work on the Balkans,
but I did not talk to her about Ukraine.

Q How many communications did you have with
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Mr. Brechbuhl?

A Only a couple. I mean, these were in general
coordination-related issues.

Q Was it --

A I went out to meet with him, you know, first to
introduce myself when he was appointed. I happened to have
been in grad school with || BB so I had a connection.
I obviously had met him at some point in the distant past.
And I wanted to go and meet him so he'd know who I am and so
we could talk about trying to do better coordination.

Because Secretary Pompeo didn't have a chief of staff, and,
you know, given the incredible amount of travel that he
takes, it was important to be able to have some interactions.

And we were also concerned at this point about
coordination with é couple of Ambassadors, including
Ambassador Sondland. So I wanted to make sure that
Mr. Brechbuhl would feel free to reach out to me if there was

any issue.

UNCLASSIFIED



11
12

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24

25

4829
UNCLASSIFIED 253

[4:05 p.m.]
BY MR. CASTOR:

Q And forgive me if you said this. We've been here a
little bit. Did you have any discussions with Mr. Brechbuhl
about Sondland, Giuliani --

A I did not. But I -~

Q So it was just Yovanovitch and the circumstances of

her departure?

A Correct. But, obviously, Mr. Giuliani seemed to
have had --

Q Right.

A -- even at the time, a big influence in her
departure.

Q Okay.

A And I expressed concern about that.

Q You expressed concern to Mr. Brechbuhl about --

A I probably said something about the circumstances

of her departure, But this is only in a general sense.
Q Was it a one-on-one meeting or telephone call?
A I think it was a telephone call.
Q Okay.
A But it was really about other issues. So, you
know, he may -- I took most of my concerns, you know,
directly to Under Secretary Hale, Ambassador Bolton, and to

Assistant Secretary Reeker. And I also spoke to Deputy
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Secretary Sullivan.

Q

Uh-huh.

The fact that the foreign assistance was frozen, it

occurred on July 18th, which was the day before --

A
Q

firsthand

A
Q
A
Q
lifted?
A
Q

Yeah, exactly.

-- you left. So you may not have a lot of
Correct.

-- facts, but --

And I already said that.

-- it's your understanding that it was subsequently

That's my understanding.

And Ukraine got their Javelins and, you know,

everything has been flowing in terms of the financial

assistance?

A
Q
A
Q

starts

o0 0 O

is

I haven't any of the information on this at all.
But that's your understanding?

That's my understanding.

Is it fair to say that this type of stops and
sometimes common --

Yes.

-- with foreign assistance?

It is.

That there's different -- different power centers
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have questions and there are some starts and stops?

A That's correct. And as I mentioned before in
response to this question, OMB quite frequently would raise a
lot of questions about this at other meetings in the past
they had.

Q Right. And sometimes there's issues from the Hill.
You know, Members get concerned about something, and that has
to be sorted out and --

A Correct. And it wasn’t clear, when I left, about
where was the provenance of this concern, but that Mulvaney,
presumably in his hat as sort of the head of OMB, you know,

not just as chief of staff, had put the hold on this.

Q So these holds can happen for any reason or no
reason?

A Well, there's usually a reason --

Q But good reason.

A -- as you just laid out. Well, it depends on one's

perspective of good reason.

Q Right.

A I mean, for some persons, it would be a good
reason; for others, it wouldn't be.

Q Right. I guess that's what I was trying to
establish.

A Yeah. Yeah.

Q Do you agree with that?
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A I do agree with that.
Q And I have a couple followup questions from --
A Sure.
Q -~ other rounds. And I know I asked you this
before, so forgive me.

You know, witnesses told us when we looked at the -- we
looked at the Hillary Clinton investigation, and we looked at
the beginnings of the Russia investigation last Congress with

Chairman Gowdy and Chairman Goodlatte. And so we had a lot

of firsthand testimony about --

A Right.
Q -- Christopher Steele and Bruce Ohr and so forth.
A Right.

Q And it was established -- I don't think anyone
really disagreed with this -- that Steele's mindset was that
he was desperate, or passionate, that President, you know,
Trump not be elected.

And so my question -- and forgive me if you've already
addressed this. I just want to be sure. Did you have any

idea whether he held that view?

A I had no idea whatsoever. I was shocked to find
out that he'd even been -- and undertaken this investigation,
honestly.

Q Okay.

A Because what I knew he was doing was, like,
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political risk. I thought he was, like, doing, like,

controlled risks or Kroill.

Q
A

Okay.

And all in my discussions with him, I mean, he was

clearly very interested in building up a client base. I

almost fell over when I discovered that he was doing this

report.

Q

Okay. So you have no idea whether he was desperate

and it related to his business interests or he was --

A
Q

I have no idea whatsoever.

Okay.

Do you ever have any communications with Bruce Ohr?

> 0 r o o O >

Q

No.

You ever met him?

I mean, not since -- oh, I met him when I was NIO.
Okay.

Because, I mean, he was at interagency meetings --
Right.

-- given the nature of his position.

But did you ever have any communications with

Mr. Ohr about the Steele dossier?

A
Q

I did not.

Okay.

How about Mr. Simpson, Glenn Simpson, at Fusion GPS?

A

I didn't know who he was until he was --
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Q Okay.

A -- basically named in the press.

Q Okay. Fair enough.

President Trump has, from time to time, expressed
concern, among other descriptors, of Director Brennan,
Director Clapper, and their role, you know, in the run-up to
the 2016 election. Was there ever any friction caused by
that at the National Security Council between some of the
nonpartisan staff that had been serving under Director
Clapper and Director Brennan?

A Not that I noticed or was ever raised, you know, to
me. We did have discussions in the staff that we wanted to
see the nonpartisan depoliticization of intelligence. And
having been the National Intelligence Officer for Russia and
Eurasia previously, I personally didn't believe that
intelligence officials should take political stances. So we
did have a discussion about that. But there wasn't any
friction within, certainly, my directorate or with any other
directorates about this.

Q And did you ever have any discussions with Director
Brennan or Director --

A I did not.

You did not.

I worked briefly --

O 0 O

About these --
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A -- with Director Clapper --
Q About these issues.
A -- when I was the NIO. But, no, I've had no

contact with Brennan. I don't think Brennan would know who I
am.

Q Okay.

And I think you've addressed this today on several
occasions, but I just want to be sure that, other than the
reference of Vice President Biden in the transcript, he has
never come up during the course of, you know, any NSC
activity regarding the Ukraine?

A He did not. No. 1It's only in the context of Rudy

Giuliani --
Q Okay.
A -- on the television repeatedly.

Q Okay. And, to your knowledge, Ambassador Volker or
Sondland -- nobody was encouraging the Ukraine to investigate
Vice President Biden?

A To my knowledge, no.

Q Okay. It was related to Burisma, and to the extent
the Vice President's son was a director on Burisma, that
could be a --

A Correct.

Q But it wasn't Vice President Biden --

A I did not hear that.
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Q -- himself. Okay. And you never heard of any

reason why anybody should be investigating Vice President

Biden?
A I also did not hear that, correct.
Q Okay.
A Yeah.
Q Do you have any concerns generally about the

circumstances of the transcript release of the July 25th
call?

A In what way would I have concerns?

Q Well, it lays bare the communications between, you
know, our leader and the --

A I have a lot of concerns now that I've read it,
but -- and, no, please, I'm not saying that joking. I mean,
it's raised an awful lot of concerns as a result of reading
it.

Q But as a more general matter, the declassification
of, you know, call records from heads of states, does that

concern you?

A Yes, it does, actually, as a general matter.
Q Because if --
A I mean, I was responsible for overseeing many of

these in my position, and I was deeply concerned at all times
that they would not be leaked.

And in the first period when I was at the White House
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and the NsC in 2017 --
I - trcc vere @ Lot of leaks

of material, and I felt that this was incredibly damaging.

Q Uh-huh.

A Sometimes it was obvious it was being done to
settle scores internally, because there was blame apportioned
to people who were not responsible for the leakage. And I
firmly believe that one of the leakages of the preparation
packages for, basically, a phone call with Putin was used to
have General McMaster fired.

Q Okay. Is it due to that pervasive leaking that
these transcripts may have been moved to a different server
or placed under a different set of --

A I personally never heard of a transcript being
moved to a different server. That also -- those
circumstances trouble me. But we did move -- and I was
responsible for part of that, with our legal colleagues -- to
reduce the number of people who had access to any of these
transcripts --

Q Okay.

A -- including transcripts that I would write up from
meetings with heads of state.

Q Right.

A And I took that very seriously up to the records

office.
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And there were a number of people who left, you know,
from the NSC because they felt very responsible for all of
these issues and felt that they couldn't continue with all of
this leaking going on. People were being accused, left,
right, and center, of having leaked documents. And I think
it's incredibly important for all of us to have integrity of
communications.

Q Uh-huh. And you're in favor of, if there is a
pervasive leak problem, to do something to fix it, correct?

A Yes, but not to put them on a system that isn't
designed for that. You can restrict the number of people who
have access to it fairly easily. I mean, we did a lot to
make sure that you could actually figure out who got access
to them. Having been, myself, accused multiple times of
leaking documents, we made sure that you could actually get a
record of who had --

Q Who accessed it.

A Who accessed it. Exactly. And, also, being very
mindful, and we were encouraging people to report if they saw
somebody trying to look at their computer, for example, if
they had access to something.

And then it was also -- usually, if there was some
concern about the sensitivity of the communication, having a
restricted number of people sitting in on the call.

Q And what do you know about the alternative server

UNCLASSIFIED



10
11
12
13
14
15

16

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

4839

UNCLASSIFIED 263

arrangements?

A I'm not going to talk about it because it's
classified --

Q Okay.

A -- and it shouldn't be used for this kind of
material --

Q Okay.

A -- unless it has classified content. And very few

people have access to it.

Q Okay. And do you know -- can you tell us when the
migration occurred?

A I don't know anything about it. I only know what I
read in the paper, and, as I said, that raised concerns for
me as well.

Q Okay. Do you know if it occurred while you were --

A It couldn't possibly have done because I wasn't
there. I wasn't there for the call. So if the question was
could the transcript of the call be placed on the server
while I was there, the answer is no ~--

Q Oh, I'm sorry.

A -- because I had left.

Q My question was, the decision to move a certain
amount of information from one server to another, did that
occur while you were --

A Not related to transcripts. No.
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Q Okay. So, if that did occur, it was after you
left --

A Correct. But it was -- I do not have any knowledge
of any transcript that came under my purview being moved to
that server.

Q Okay. There's been press reporting that there may
be other calls with, you know, other leaders dating back to
the earliest part of the administration.

A I cannot speak to that.

Q Okay.

The July 11th meeting with John Eisenberg you attended
with Secretary Perry's --

A Well, no. Our senior director for energy, Special
Assistant P. Wells Griffith, he used to work for Secretary
Perry.

Q Oh, okay.

A We had a lot of people detail from DOE. I mean,
again, you know, you need expertise.

Q Sure.

A And Wells is really a great energy expert.

Q So, if my recollection is correct, after the events
occurred, Ambassador Bolton referred you to Mr. Eisenberg.

A Correct.

Q And you walked across the hall --

A I had concerns myself -- well, I went out of the
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building and up. John Eisenberg's office is in a separate

building from Ambassador Bolton --

Q Okay .

A -- and his office was opposite mine.
Q Right. So, on the 10th, you --

A I went over right away.

Q -- went to talk to him?

A Correct.

Q And you gave him the information?

A I mean, basically along, you know, the lines that I
said before, a quick summary, probably about in the same kind
of length and with detail that I gave to you.

Q Okay. And then he had you come back a day later
to -~

A No, I asked if we could go back for a more lengthy
call and discussion and asked if we could include Wells
because he'd been in the meeting with me --

Q Okay .

A -~ and I wanted to make sure that I wasn't, you
know, kind of, purporting things being said by Secretary
Perry to be part of this as well.

Q Uh-huh.

A Because Secretary Perry had been talking at great
length about energy sector and corruption. And at no point

did I think that anything Secretary Perry said referred to
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any of these issues that are under discussion today.

Q Okay.

A And I wanted to make sure that I was 100 percent
correct and that when Secretary Perry had talking points,
that, you know, these were -- there was nothing in there
about any of these issues. Because, again, that would
explain the very abrupt response to Gordon Sondland’s
interjection.

Q Okay. And nothing Secretary Perry --

MR. GOLDMAN: Mr. Castor, I'm sorry, do you mind? She
just said "these issues,” and I want to make sure the record
is clear as to what she meant.

DR. HILL: Oh. Again, about Burisma and the
investigations on energy. I'm sorry. I should've been more
specific on that, yeah. And do you need any further
clarification?

MR. GORDON: No. Thank you.

DR. HILL: No? Okay.

MR. CASTOR: 1I'd like 30 seconds back. Just joking.
Just joking.

MR. GOLDMAN: 1It's all yours.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q You didn't have any concerns about what Secretary

Perry was saying during that meeting?

A I did not. And I wanted to make sure that it was
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very clear with John Eisenberg that, you know, kind of,
Secretary Perry was having one, kind of, set of discussions
and that, clearly, Ambassador Sondland seemed to be having a
different one. Because it was, you know, the --

Q Okay .

A -- disjuncture between the two that was what had
immediately got Ambassador Bolton alerted to it.

Q Okay.

A It also suggests that Ambassador Bolton --
Ambassador Bolton also, you know, suggested to me that this
was all related to the Rudy Giuliani discussions.

Q Right.

A So he had been, in the run-up to this -- every time
I was in his office, Giuliani was on the television. And I
told you he'd already told me that Giuliani was a hand
grenade that was going to blow everybody up.

Q Uh-huh.

Secretary Perry's, you know, involvement in this and his
issues with the LNG and the other, you know, gas issues, you
didn't have any issue with anything he was pursuing there,
did you?

A Not in the discussions that I had with him.

Q Okay.

A We always had discussions about -- I was the one

who often was pushing for Secretary Perry to show up around
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Europe --
Q Okay .
A -- sending him off in a plane to Three Seas
Initiative meetings and other -- because he knew what we were

talking about. And we were trying to get him to integrate or
help us integrate --

Q Okay.

A -- all of the different aspects of European energy
to bring Ukraine into this so that it wasn't just the United
States trying to push on Nord Stream 2. So we got the
Germans, the Poles, the Romanians, and others to -- Czechs,
Slovaks -- to step up and to help the Ukrainians.

Q Uh-huh. And he led the delegation to President
Zelensky's inauguration?

A Correct.

Q And he was involved with, it's been reported, some
debriefing of the President about that --

A He was. Correct.

Q -- meeting. And with all of his involvement as it
relates to these issues with President Zelensky, you don't

have any concerns?

A I personally had no concerns.
Q Okay.
A I wasn't in all of the meetings, but there was

nothing in any of my interactions with Secretary Perry that

UNCLASSIFIED



15
16
17

18

20
21
22
23
24

25

4845

UNCLASSIFIED 269

would lead me to think anything different.
Q Okay.
So getting back to the July 1l1th meeting with P. Wells

Griffith and John Eisenberg --

A Right.
Q -~ and Michael Ellis, I think you said --
A I didn't say, actually, because I'm not sure that

Michael Ellis was in there.

Q Oh, okay.

A I did say that, on my last day in the office, on
September 3rd, that I met with both John Eisenberg and
Michael Ellis.

Q Okay. Okay. What was the finél determination
of -- you gave a readout of what occurred in the meeting,
maybe what your concerns were, what Ambassador Bolton's
concerns were. What was the final --

A The final outcome of that was that John Eisenberg
said that he would talk about this further, and I presumed
that he meant with the White House counsel, with Pat
Cipollone, and that he would, you know, raise these concerns
about what Sondland had said.

Q Okay.

A And Wells Griffith, you know, obviously, was:also
you know, concerned in the general sense about the

references, you know, that were going out with Giuliani and
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the other two, Burisma. But he did not indicate that, you
know, Secretary Perry was following up on any of these
issues.

Q Okay. And was that loop ever closed? Did
Eisenberg ever reach out to you and tell you that he spoke
with Mr. Cipollone or any other officials?

A He said that he'd talked to Cipollone, but he
didn't then give me any further -- but, again, at this point,
having told so many people and also Charlie Kupperman, as
well as Ambassador Bolton, there was every indication that
they were all going to follow up on this.

Q Right. And presumably you articulated to John
Eisenberg --

A And, again, this is July 11th, and I'm leaving the

following week. So I don't have a lot of time --

Q Fair enough.
A -- to do, you know, followup.
Q Fair enough.

You related your other concerns about Sondland, not just
the --

A Well, I'd said multiple times to him and to others
that I was really worried about, you know, Sondland's
extensive potentially self-appointed portfolio and that this
could cause a whole range of problems, because we didn't have

any oversight or insight, often, into what he was doing.
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And, again, it's like, you know, the guardrails were off and,
you know, kind of, there could be a lot of problems from
this.

And I'd already gone and spoken to our intelligence
directorate to ask them to reach out to the chief of station
at the EU mission to see if they could actually do a proper
briefing for him again.

And I'd expressed that to Eisenberg as well, because
that's also within Eisenberg's portfolio, to have these Kinds
of concerns about, you know, kind of, inadvertent disclosure
or, you know, kind of, basically if somebody is being
targeted by foreign powers. And, basically, at this point,
Sondland has made himself a target for foreign powers,
because he's basically telling people, I can get you into the
White House, I can get you in to see Ambassador Bolton.

You know, you show up at the door, and, I mean, I think
all of you who have tried to show up at the door of the White
House will know it‘'s actually not that easy to get in and you
have to go through all kinds of procedures. You can't just,
kind of, appear at the doorstep and be let in by the Secret
Service.

People were literally coming up at the door because
Sondland was -- and then he would, you know, literally call
up and shout at the assistants in the front office to make

sure that people were giving, you know, their passports or
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any kind of information because he wanted to have meetings.

So he was already offering himself as a conduit to all
kinds of foreign officials to the White House for meetings.
And it didn't matter whether it was the President, but with
myself and others. I mean, that is, in itself, a problenm.

Q And these are the concerns you related to
Eisenberg?

A Correct.

Q And he was going to talk to Pat Cipollone and he
was going to --

A Yeah. And, look, I'm sure from the point of view
of Ambassador Sondland, having never been in the diplomatic
service before, I mean, and being a business guy, I mean,
this is what you do. You kind of connect people, and you set
up meetings.

Q Uh-huh. Did you ever communicate to Sondland your
discomfort? I know you had talked about the one --

A I did. I mean, I had that -- which is probably why
Tim Morrison related to me that Ambassador Sondland was glad

to see the back of me when I had come back again.

Q Okay.
A Because we ended up with a kind of testy set of
final interactions, which, you know, kind of -- as I said,

you know, when I first started off, I had quite high hopes.

He was enthusiastic. He clearly wanted to serve, you Know,
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the -- he's a patriot. He wanted to serve the American
people. You know, I didn't get any indication, you know,
early off that he was going to go off on a tangent like this.

Q Uh-huh.

How did Volker deal with Sondland?

A I don't really know, because I also said to Kurt
that I didn't think he should be spending quite so much time
with Sondland. Because, again, if you recall, originally, I
was skeptical that Sondland was actually in charge of Ukraine
from any higher authority other than his own interest in this
issue.

Q Uh-huh. Okay.

MR. ZELDIN: Dr. Hill, you brought up the phone call
that President Trump had with President Putin and the leaks
that took place and the firing of General McMaster.

DR. HILL: Yes.

MR. ZELDIN: Do you know who leaked that information?
When you say that you believe that it was leaked in order to
get General McMaster fired, do you know who actually leaked
it?

DR. HILL: I don't know for sure, so I won't start to
speculate. But I'm pretty confident and, you know, kind of,
just from other discussions that I've had more recently, that
this was exactly what happened, that this was leaked to get

rid of him.
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I was on, you know, kind of, phone calls after that with
General McMaster when he was being ripped open on this topic,
blaming his staff for leaking this. And I know that I did
not leak it and that my team did not leak it. And we offered
to resign on that day, because it had clearly been used as
part of an internal score settling.

MR. ZELDIN: You believe you know who leaked it -~

DR. HILL: Could I just offer --

MR. ZELDIN: -- but you're not sure?

DR. HILL: ~-- to be clear, that this particular "do not
congratulate" card was not intended, even, to be briefed to
the President. So that's kind of part of the backstory that
isn't publicly known. Because we knew that the President was
going to congratulate him anyway, because that's -- you know,
the President always congratulates people. And we always
have a lot of people wanting to put things into, you know,
Presidential call packages for the historical record. And it
was the State Department that had requested that we write
that in.

MR. ZELDIN: I guess just due to the subject matter of
why we're here, I won't ask further on that, but in another
setting I'd have some followup questions.

DR. HILL: But this gives you the, kind of, sense of how
these things can be manipulated, you know, by people, which

is also deeply disturbing. Because, again, this is a
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national security issue. And no matter what your views are
of General McMaster, he’'s an American hero who served his
country, you know, to great distinction. And to be pushed
out over the leaking of a stupid card that wasn't even
briefed to the President is pretty ridiculous.

MR. ZELDIN: Earlier --

DR. HILL: Whether he was the right person for the job
or not is another matter, you know, that you all can debate
at some point.

MR. ZELDIN: Earlier on, after you had referenced the
term "drug deal," Chairman Schiff asked a question
referencing it, where he used the word "illicit"” in his
question. Do you recall that question and answer with
Chairman Schiff earlier?

DR. HILL: I clarified, of course, that the drug deal
was an ironic and sarcastic statement that Ambassador Bolton
made.

MR. ZELDIN: Yeah. Was your opinion that it was -- I
just want to be careful with the use of the word "illicit."
Do you believe that it was illegal or no?

MR. WOLOSKY: What are you referring to?

DR. HILL: What was illegal?

MR, ZELDIN: I just -- it was one question and answer
from earlier on --

MR. WOLOSKY: You can have it either read back --
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MR. ZELDIN: That would be fantastic.

DR. HILL: Yeah, that would be, yeah, because I'm --

MR. ZELDIN: And I think that might serve everybody --

DR. HILL: I mean, clearly, Ambassador Bolton was
worried that something was going on, which is why he wanted
me to go to John Eisenberg.

MR. ZELDIN: We might get back to that. Just for sake
of time --

MR. GOLDMAN: 1It's going to take a long time to get back
to that. If you could just rephrase the question?

DR. HILL: I'm afraid I can't remember the exact
phrasing of Chairman Schiff's question.

MR. ZELDIN: You have a reputation, Dr. Hill, of being a
master note-taker. And I don't know if this reputation is
accurate --

DR. HILL: I haven't been doing all of it quite as much
as I normally do.

MR. ZELDIN: Apparently, you -- and you took a lot of
notes all the time, and you had books. The -- first off, is
that accurate?

DR. HILL: That's correct. I grew up in a town that was
very impoverished, and we didn't have textbooks. 5o I
learned to take notes from basically first grade onwards,
because, you know, otherwise, I wouldn't have learned

anything. And so it's a habit as much as anything else.
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MR. ZELDIN: The books themselves, were they --

DR. HILL: They're all in the records.

MR. ZELDIN: They all have been turned back in?

DR. HILL: Correct. On the 19th, I filled up more boxes
than I think is normal and spent lots of time putting in all
the forms about all the dating of all of those books, and I
handed them over to Presidential records.

MR. ZELDIN: And you don't have in your possession any
of those books or copies of those books?

DR. HILL: I do not, and that would be illegal.

MR. ZELDIN: Did you ever disobey any orders you
disagreed with or refuse to implement superiors' policies
that you disagreed with?

DR. HILL: I did not. And if I'd come to a juncture
where I'd been forced to do that, I would've left.

MR. ZELDIN: And earlier on, at the beginning of this

o inuees you vere v M N

DR. HILL:
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did not start formally until April 3rd, and the
administration came in in January.

1 had already been offered the job at that particular
point, but, as I mentioned before, General McMaster came on
board. 1I'd been hired by General Flynn and K.T. and General
Kellogg, and so we had to wait a period to see if General

McMaster wanted to continue with the hiring process.
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MR. ZELDIN: And I apologize for bouncing around a
little bit. Just some questions from earlier rounds.

September 3rd, you mentioned that you came back, spoke
to your team, and one of the people you spoke to was Tim
Morrison.

DR. HILL: Correct.

MR. ZELDIN: And that's when you first became aware that
there may be an issue?

DR. HILL: Well, I just noticed that everybody was not,
you know, kind of, as chipper as, you know, I was expecting.
Well, I mean, I was going in just very briefly --

MR. ZELDIN: Did you -~

DR. HILL: ~-- but there seemed to be, you know, just --
people just seemed tense. And, you know, I put it down
initially to the fact that there was a transition, you know,
underway and, you know, all kinds of things. But I wasn't
exactly -- I was just being honest in saying that I felt at
the time that the atmosphere, you know, was different and

people seemed worried.
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MR. ZELDIN: But you didn't speak to them specifically
as to what that issue was?

DR. HILL: No. I just said, how have things been? And,
you know, a couple of people said, not so great.

MR. ZELDIN: But nothing more specific than that?

DR. HILL: Correct.

But I had seen -- and I mentioned that before -- that
there'd been -- and this is what I did raise to Mr. Castor
when you asked about meeting with Michael Ellis and John
Eisenberg. As part of my out-briefing, I had to have a
meeting with them.

And I had seen an email sometime in the -- I don't know
what exactly timeframe it would've been -- maybe late August,
early September, just as I was, you know, coming back to
D.C. from my vacation, that said we had to retain all
documents pertaining to Ukraine.

And so I asked them, did I have to do anything? I also
told them I'd already handed in all my documents before I saw
this. So I was concerned about my own obligations, making
sure I'd done proper retention, because, you know, I hadn't
seen that before I left. And, obviously, I might have been
more extensive in even keeping some of, you know, the just
generic intel pieces you can often just, kind of, archive
electronically. Because I didn't know whether it meant, you

know, you had to keep anything that had, you know, "Ukraine"
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on top and what that meant.

And they didn't tell me anything in particular. They
just said that I'd already done what I needed to do.

MR. ZELDIN: So, on July 25th, you were snorkeling
during the call. And at the end of the --

DR. HILL: I could've been sleeping, actually, in that
time, given the time difference, but anyway --

MR. ZELDIN: Hopefully not at the same time.

DR. HILL: Hopefully not, no.

MR. ZELDIN: At the end of August, you said you returned
home from vacation. Was that the same vacation from the end
of July --

DR. HILL: I'm afraid it was. I know that sounds
outrageous. But I didn't take much vacation in the time [
was at NSC, and they owed me 6 or 7 weeks of back pay, and
they said they'd prefer to do it as a vacation rather than as
a payout.

MR. ZELDIN: That communication --

DR. HILL: So I took an outrageous vacation.

MR. ZELDIN: That communication at the end of August is
the first communication that you received to alert you that
there may be some issue related to Ukraine?

DR. HILL: Correct.

MR. ZELDIN: And who was the --

DR. HILL: It was an NSC -- you know, from the office of
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the legal counsel, so from John Eisenberg and his staff.

Very generic. We've had these before, you know, related to a
congressional inquiry or anything else, saying that we had to
retain all documents pertaining -- any kind of
communications.

And, you know, as I said, I'd already handed in my box
and, you know, did a big purge of my office. And I'd also
handed over things to colleagues that I thought would be
useful for them for continuity purposes. And that's why I
was nervous. You know, I thought, oops, did I retain
everything I was supposed to? And I didn't know what this
was about.

MR. ZELDIN: In an earlier round, we ran out of time. I
was asking about Ambassador Sondland --

DR. HILL: Yeah.

MR. ZELDIN: -- and how he had stated -- or you had
stated that he asserted himself as a lead for Ukraine?

DR. HILL: Correct.

MR. ZELDIN: And that his authority was --

DR. HILL: He said he was in charge of Ukraine,

MR. ZELDIN: And he stated that his authority was
granted to him by the President?

DR. HILL: VYeah, because I said, "No, you're not."” And,
you know, I mean, sorry, it was kind of a bit of a rude

retort because I was just so, "What?" And I said, "Well, we
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have Ambassador Taylor who's been sent out as Charge. Who
says you're in charge of Ukraine?" It wasn't exactly the
most diplomatic of responses on my part. And he said, "The
President." And I was like, "Oh."

MR. ZELDIN: But you don't know whether or not he
actually was given that authority from the President.

DR. HILL: I do not. And nobody else seemed to be aware
of that either.

MR. ZELDIN: There's a possibility that Ambassador
Sondland was appointing himself as the lead for Ukraine and
stating that it was --

DR. HILL: I think you should ask Ambassador Sondland
when he submits his deposition.

MR. ZELDIN: Yeah, I will. So we just don't know one
way or the other.

DR. HILL: I do not know. There was never any kind of
directive. Ambassador Bolton was not informed, and people at
the State Department did not seem to be informed about this.
I would've thought that Assistant Secretary Reeker, you Know,
and others would've known, if that was the case.

MR. ZELDIN: One last question before I turn it back
over. The calendar that we got with your document
production, very detailed. You said it was prepared by
someone else. Who -~

DR. HILL: My assistant. I mean, it wasn't prepared. I
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mean, it's my schedule. 1It's just a schedule.

MR. ZELDIN: Your assistant post-leaving-the-White-House
or from when you were at the White House?

DR. HILL: No, it's actually only from the time that my
assistant was making the schedule. So my assistant, this
particular last assistant, || JJJEEI. vho I mentioned to
you before, he only worked with me for a year because, like
in many other positions, there was a rotation of detailees.
And the role of a special assistant is to keep the schedule.

MR. ZELDIN: Thank you.

DR. HILL: So, I mean, it wouldn't also have every entry
on it of everything I ever did either.

MR. CASTOR: Do you have something?

MR. JORDAN: Dr. Hill, Ambassador Yovanovitch said that
President Zelensky, you know, had one priority and ran his
campaign on ending corruption in Ukraine. Do you share that
belief?

MR. GOLDMAN: Mr. Jordan, I'm sorry to interrupt, but I
don't believe that was what Ambassador Yovanovitch testified.
And maybe if we could just ask -- she wasn't there for this,
50 --

MR. JORDAN: I'm reading from her statement. She said,
"During the 2019" -- which I think has been public. And I
think Dr. Hill --

DR. HILL: The public statement. Okay.
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MR. JORDAN: I think Dr. Hill said she read it.

DR. HILL: Yeah, I had read that. Yeah.

MR. JORDAN: "During the 2019 Presidential elections,
the Ukrainian people answered the question once again.
Angered by insufficient progress in the fight against
corruption, Ukrainian voters overwhelmingly elected a man who
said that any corruption will be his number-one priority."

DR. HILL: He did say that, yeah.

MR. JORDAN: Okay.

DR. HILL: I mean, that was his campaign pledge.

MR. JORDAN: But then, earlier, you also said that you
never know, right?

DR. HILL: Yeah. I said that we were concerned, as you
might recall, to an earlier question, about the potential
influence of Igor Kolomoisky, who was an oligarch, who was
the owner of the television and, you know, production company
that Zelensky's program, "The Servant of the People," was
broadcast on.

MR. HECK: Your time has expired.

I'm inclined to take a 5-minute bio break unless
somebody objects.

Hearing no objection.

[Recess.]

MR. HECK: Very good. Let's go back on the record.

Dr. Hill, I'd like to start, before turning it over to
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Mr. Goldman.

DR. HILL: Certainly.

MR. HECK: You said in answer to an earlier question
from Mr. Noble that the President had been briefed early in
the administration that the Ukraine Government did not
interfere in the 2016 election in the U.S. How do you come
to know that?

DR. HILL: I know that from my interactions with General
McMaster and Tom Bossert and many of the National Security
staff.

MR. HECK: They both informed you that they had briefed
the President thusly. 1Is that correct?

DR. HILL: Well, they informed me that those briefings
had taken place. But I think, you know, part of those
briefings were also conducted by the intelligence services.

MR. HECK: Good. Very good. Thank you.

Mr. Goldman?

MR. GOLDMAN: I'11l turn it over to Mr. Noble.

MR. NOBLE: Thank you.

BY MR. NOBLE:

Q Dr. Hill, just sticking on that point for a moment,
can you say anything about how Mr. Giuliani or others working
with him pursuing this theory that Ukraine interfered in the
2016, even though it's been determined that they did not, how

does that affect Russia? And can Russia take advantage of
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that in any way?

A Of course Russia can take advantage of -this. I
mean, actually, President Putin's whole schtick since 2016
has been, "We didn't do it."

Q And tried to pin it on Ukraine?

A Pin it on whoever, you know, kind of else, and
alternative theories.

Q Are you aware of any conversations between
U.S. Government officials and Russia or Russian officials

about this theory that Ukraine interfered in 20167

A I'm not aware of that.
Q Okay.
Are you aware of -- well, did you watch any of the press

conference that was held between President Trump and
President Zelensky on the sidelines of the U.N. General
Assembly in September?

A I confess I did not.

Q You did not watch it?

A I was with my mother, and I did not watch it. I'm
sorry.

Q Okay. Well, during that press conference,
President Trump said something along the lines that President
Zelensky should meet with Vladimir Putin and settle their
disagreement. Was a Putin-Zelensky meeting ever part of

U.S. policy when you were working at the National Security
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Council?

A I encouraged a Putin-Zelensky meeting to the
Russians when, you know, I was speaking to them as well.

Q To what end?

A To, indeed, have Putin -- because for a period of
time; Putin was refusing to acknowledge Zelensky as the new,
legitimately elected President of Ukraine. And we had been
encouraging -- we, writ large -- the Russians to adopt a
different strategy towards Ukraine.

And, ultimately, if Ukraine and Russia make peace, it
has to be on Ukraine's terms, and it would be much better to
be negotiated by Ukraine than, frankly, done by
intermediaries. I mean, I think that's the case in point for
most disputes and most conflicts. International mediation
can only do so much. We've still got Kosovo-Serbia, for
example, where we're trying to encourage them to have direct
talks. So I don't think that that, in and of itself, is
anything that anyone should be concerned about.

And I had gone out to Moscow in between the two rounds
of the Ukrainian Presidential election at a point where --
you know, there was an earlier question, you know, were we
sure that Zelensky was going to be elected? .We were not.
But, certainly, between the two election rounds, Zelensky
looked like he had a pretty good chance of becoming the

President.
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And I laid out to the Russians that, you know, maybe
they should take a fresh look at this, that, you know,
they're creating lifelong enmity with an otherwise fraternal
country, people who've been close to them, you know, for
hundreds of years of history, and that, you know, they would
be well-served to not be just so punitive with the Ukrainians
and to, you know, rethink over the longer term.

We also had in June a trilateral meeting with the
Russians and Israelis in Jerusalem just before the G-20 in
Osaka. And you're probably aware of that happening. And I
conducted meetings with my counterparts from the Russian
National Security Council, by which time, of course,
President Zelensky had already been elected, and I tried to
urge them to take a different approach.

Because there were two issues that one could immediately
refute with Zelensky's election. The first was the Russians
were saying that Ukraine was being run by a fascist
government and one that was also hostile to Russian speakers.
Well, Zelensky is a Russian-speaking Jew from basically
eastern Ukraine. All of his family ties are in Russia. He'd
spent an awful lot of time in Russia. He can neither be
described as a fascist or as somebody who is hostile towards
Russia or Russian speakers. And they couldn't argue with
that. And, basically, the point was, you know, this is a

time for reassessment.
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But they were waiting, honestly -- and this is why it
gets back to before, where Russia was looking for as much
leverage over Ukraine as they possibly can. They were
obviously waiting to see how things unfolded with the Rada,
the parliamentary elections, which took place later on in
July, and to try to see there how much leverage they would
have over Zelensky. They were still holding on to the
sailors from the Kerch Strait incident, and we'd been trying
to push them to release them. And, in fact, we thought that
they might around Orthodox Easter in April, and they didn't.
We'd been given all kinds of signs that they might.

And it was very clear that the Russians were looking for
anywhere to, you know, basically put Ukraine in a weaker
position so that when they do finally sit down with them
they'1ll have the upper hand and Ukraine will have, you know,
little choice but to go along with, you know, many of the
issues that were already on the table, of maximum autonomy
for Luhansk and Donyetsk and basically having a veto over
Ukrainian foreign policy, including any chance that Ukraine
might have, somewhere off in the future, of their joining
NATO or even becoming, you know, kind of a member state of
the European Union at some point.

Q Right.

A So it was all very obvious, you know, at this

particular juncture, that Russia was looking for leverage.
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But we were hoping that we could get, you know, kind of,
Putin to see it's somehow, you know, kind of, in his
interest, a recalculation and a recalibration of Russian
policy, to at least begin to engage with Zelensky.

Q Would a meeting between President Trump and
President Zelensky following Zelensky's election be something
that the Russians would be paying attention to?

A Sure.

Q Why is that?

A Well, first of all, they are very interested in
finding out whether they can drive a wedge between Ukraine
and the United States. I mean, President Putin has been out
in public -- this is not, you know, classified information or
anything from the course of my work, but you can look at any
public pronouncement of President Putin about Ukraine, and
it's unremittingly negative. And he also, himself, always
points to corruption in Ukraine. It's become, kind of,
shorthand for, "This is not a real country, this is not a
sovereign country, and this is not a country that deserves
support from the U.S. or the Europeans at all.’

Q Okay.

I want to go back to the July 25th call summary. And we
were talking about, I believe in the last round, the transfer
of that summary into the NSC Codeword Classified System --

A Uh-huh.
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Q -- which I believe is sometimes referred to as
Bl s that -- are you familiar with that acronym?

A I am kind of familiar, yeah.

Q Okay. Do you believe there was any rea;on for this
particular call, the July 25th call, summary to be placed in
the i} system?

A No.

Q Okay. And why not?

A Because that's not the appropriate place for these
kinds of transcripts. As I said before, they can be
restricted, in terms of their access, very easily, and you

can keep track of who has access to them.

Q And when you were at the NSC, were you aware that
some transcripts were being transferred to the -- or, not
transcripts -- summaries of meetings or telephone calls

between the President and foreign leaders were being
transferred to --

A I was not. And the only circumstances in which
that would be conceivable would be if it dealt with
classified information.

1 Q Highly classified information?

A Yes. But, I mean, we do occasionally talk to
counterparts about that kind of information.

Q who would have the authority to order a call

summary like the July 25th call summary to be transferred to
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the | system?

A I'm not entirely sure, to be honest, because I've
never had to deal with that.

Q Okay.

A I imagine that -- well, I shouldn't imagine. I
basically -- I'm not really clear. I would have to refer you
back to, you know, other officials to ask for that.

Q Okay.

A That was not, certainly, in my purview. I would
never be able to, you know, make a determination to have it
in that system.

Q And I think I know the answer to this, but are you
aware of whether or not John Bolton or, before him,

H.R. McMaster was aware of this practice and that this was
going on?

A I don't believe that it happened on any occasion
when General McMaster was there. 1'd never heard of anything
about it. You would have to ask Ambassador Bolton.

Q Okay.

There's been public reporting about the May 2017 meeting
between Ambassador Kislyak, Foreign Minister Lavrov, and
President Trump in the Oval Office. Did you participate in
that meeting?

A I did not.

Q You did not. Did you get a readout from that
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meeting?
A I did.
Q Okay. And do you know whether the readout or the

notes or the summary of that meeting were placed in the JJJjij

system?
A To my knowledge, it was not.
Q Okay .
A But I don't know for sure.
Q Okay .
A There were concerns about that transcript being

leaked, and so it was certainly being preserved. And, also,
the fact that it was later on requested by Mr. Mueller 1in the
course of his investigation. So there was every effort made

to keep that transcript secure.

Q And what were the concerns about that being leaked?
A Well, I think there's concerns every time -- it's
been mentioned before -- about the integrity of

communications, of leaking information.

Q But was there anything in particular about the
conversation or the --

A Well, the conversation seemed to immediately end up
in the press.

And let me also just keep saying that, every time we get
bent out of shape on issues like this, remember, there are

foreign participants in all of these meetings who take just
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as good of notes as I do or, in some cases, could very easily
be recording some of these meetings. Because when you go --
not in the White House, of course, but if you're in the G-20
or you're in some other public setting, UNGA, I am not
convinced that these things are screened.

And T'11 just give you an example. When I was at one of
the G-20 meetings, a member of the Chinese delegation came in
with a big backpack which they left on the chair in one of
the meeting rooms, and it was there for the entire time.

Q When you got the readout of that May 2017 meeting,
was there anything that caused alarm for you?

A Can I ask why we're going over the May Oval Office
meeting? Because I don't see how it's directly related to
Ukraine.

Q Well, there's been public reporting about that
particular meeting being particularly sensitive within the
White House and it being -- the transcript or readout, the
summary being placed in the - system.

A I was not aware that it was placed in the -
system.

Q Right. And I understand that's your --

A Yeah.

Q -- testimony, but we're trying to figure out why
that meeting, in particular, could have been --

A Well, that meeting --
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Q -- treated the same way as the July 25th
call summary.
A That meeting was scrutinized because of, again, the

press reporting that the President, who had the authority to
declassify information, had talked about something that was
previousty codeword, in a general sense. And in actual fact,
if that was the case, then there would be a reason to put it
on i, whether he'd said it to, you know, kind of,
unauthorized individuals or not, if he had declassified that,
but it would still technically be classified codeword.

Q Okay .

A And, indeed, when we had the readout, we had to
redact portions of it. So that actually would not be in any
way inappropriate on that occasion.

Q Okay.

Going back to the July 25th call summary, some of the
portions I read included ellipses. And there's been some
public reporting and speculation that there could be other
things that were said.

Are you aware of, in the process of creating this type
of call summary, whether there's a more word-for-word
transcript that's created?

A Transcripts that I produced often had ellipses in
them.

Q Okay.
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A I put ellipses in.

Q Can you explain to us the process by which these
types of call summaries are created, from when the call
occurs to when this type of summary is drafted?

A There's been some public discussion of this, but I
feel that this might be verging into secure, you know --

MR. WOLOSKY: I'm sorry. Could you repeat --

MR. NOBLE: Yeah. I was asking her to explain the
process of creating a call summary. So there's a call that
occurs, What's the process by which notes are taken? Is
there a verbatim transcript created?

DR. HILL: 1Is that fine to talk about?

MR. WOLOSKY: You can talk about the process --

DR. HILL: Process. Okay.

I mean, some of this has already been --

MR. NOBLE: Right.

DR. HILL: ~-- made public. I mean, I saw a piece of it
on CNN or something that was reporting to say how the
transcript would've come into being.

But the White House Situation Room, they produce that
transcript. They actually talk in real-time through kind of
a -- I don't know, it's almost like -- I don't know whether
you have one as a stenographer, but they actually sort of
talk through a device in real-time as they're hearing the

speech and the exchange. And that's how --
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Q Who talks through the device?

A The White House Situation Room staff. And that
produces a kind of a word voice-recognition version of their
voice. So they are -~

Q And they're repeating what the Presidents are

saying?

A And what the translator is saying on the other end
as well. And that's probably -- I mean, those of you who,
you know, are familiar with voice recognition -- is probably

to deal with the fact that translators and others have

‘accents. I have an accent. So, you know, it would make it

difficult for the voice-recognition software.

And, also, I think, at this point, we no longer tape our
President. That doesn't mean to say that the other party
don't tape all of these communications, just to be very clear
here.

So that rough transcript is then produced and then sent
to either the director or the senior director or both,
whoever is available, to look through, and then to others who
were on the call that's pertinent to their area of expertise
or who have taken notes --

Q Okay .

A -- to check this for accuracy. And sometimes there
can be some pretty hysterically funny misrepresentations of

what people heard.
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Q Okay. I won't ask about examples.

So once you or your director reviews the, kind of, raw
transcript created by the voice-recognition software and you
make all the corrections, are you the ones who draf; the
summaries, like the one that we see for the July 25th call?
Who drafts that?

A This, to me, looks like the transcripts that we
would draft.

Q Okay. And then where does the transcript --

A It goes to our --

Q Are there further layers of approval?

A It goes through further layers of approvals. That

was managed by the Executive Secretariat of the NSC --

Q For the National Security Council?

A Correct.

Q Okay .

A And then with the White House review, and it goes

to the National Security Advisor and others as well -- and
the Deputy National Security Advisor -- to take a look at.

Q Okay.

Skipping around a little bit, are you aware of a
compilation of documents, you might say a dossier, that Rudy
Giuliani created about Ambassador Yovanovitch and --

A Only from news reports.

Q -- others? Okay. You weren't aware of that at the
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time --
A I was not, no.
Q -- that that was created that it came in a White

House envelope to the State Department?

A I had never heard anything about that.

Q Did you ever see those types of materials or a
similar dossieg floating around the White House?

A I did not.

Q Okay.

I believe in the last segment of testimony you said that

you had some conversations with Deputy Secretary of State

Sullivan --

A Correct.

Q -- about Rudy Giuliani and your concerns?

A Uh-huh.

Q How many times did you speak with Deputy Secretary
Sullivan?

A I saw Deputy Secretary Sullivan quite a lot at
events, and I often talked to him on the sidelines of this.
So, often, these were conversations that I was just having
with Deputy Secretary Sullivan, who is a pretty wonderful
individual. And, you know, I know he's now been nominated to
be Ambassador to Russia. But he and I would talk a lot on
the margins of events and other meetings.

Q And did you raise the --
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A I did.

Q -- concerns you had?

A Frequently. And he was also concerned.

Q Okay. Did he say anything in response when you
raised your concerns about Giuliani's activity?

A He just expressed that he was also concerned. He
didn't give any specifics, you know, back again. He just
gave me a good, you know, respectful hearing. And it was
clear that he was very upset about what had happened to
Ambassador Yovanovitch.

Q Did he ever say whether he ever tried to, himself,
do something about it or get Secretary Pompeo to do something
about it?

A He said that both he and Secretary Pompeo had tried
their best to head off what happened.

Q Did he explain how they had tried?

A He did not.

But I was also very much struck by the commentary in her
public statement, in Ambassador Yovanovitch's public
statement, that they'd been under pressure since summer of
2018. I had no idea. Because, for me, I only -- you know,
obviously, as I mentioned before, I just started to pick up
that there something after January of this year.

Q Uh-~huh.

A And, most definitely, when I saw what I think was a
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March 20th article in The Hill by John Solomon, then I looked
back and saw that there were, you know, other similar
reports. And then, of course, I started to watch
Mr. Giuliani on television.

Q Okay.

Did you ever speak with Michael Ellis about your
concerns?

A I'm sure I did. But, I mean, not at the request
of, as I mentioned before, when I went in to talk to --

Q Mr. Eisenberg?

A -- Mr. Eisenberg. Yeah.

Q Okay. So thesevwere --

A Because I saw all of them, both Michael Ellis and
John Eisenberg, pretty much daily, sometimes multiple times
in the day. Again, our offices were opposite each other.
And it was, kind of, they were with me working on a whole
range of issue. This was a big portfolio, and I needed a lot
of legal advice. We'd often looked at treaties and other
issues that we were trying to coordinate, and we needed them
to work with the legal staff at the State Department, for
example, or to reach out to DOD for us on a whole range of
issues.

And I just, you know, wanted to say that they were the
epitome of professionalism, and I've had a great working

relationship with them. And I had no hesitation in going to
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express concerns to them about any issue.

Q And --

A So I probably talked to Michael on a number of
occasions about this, just in a general, hey, you know, this
is going on and I'm worried about it.

Q Uh-huh. Did you ever ask him to do anything in
particular about --

A I did not. I mean, I was raising concerns, but I
did do the official reporting to John Eisenberg.

Q Okay. And did Mr. Eisenberg or Mr. Ellis ever tell
you that they had taken steps to try to address the problem
or had reported it further up the chain in the White House
counsel's office or elsewhere?

A Yeah, I already responded to that, that I believe
that John Eisenberg talked to Pat Cipollone --

Q Okay .

A -- 1in the White House counsel's office.

Q What about Mr. Ellis?

A I do not know about that. And, again, you know,
July 11th is just -- 10, 11 -- is just the week before I'm
leaving.

Q Okay .

On the issue of the security assistance freeze, had
assistance for Ukraine ever been held up before during your

time at the NSC?
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A Yes.
Q For what -- and when was that?
A At multiple junctures. You know, it gets back to

the question that Mr. Castor asked before. There's often a
question raised about assistance, you know, a range of
assistance --

Q But for Ukraine specifically?

A Yeah, that's correct.

Q Okay. Even though there's been bipartisan support
for the assistance?

A Correct.

Q Okay.

A But there's been a lot of hold-up of other
assistance, you know, a lot of additional questions asked. I
mean, again, clarification. You know, new people -- again,
remember, also, there's a lot of turnover in staff at this
point. So, as Mr. Castor was sort of suggesting, a lot of
people suddenly want to know why is this happening, you know,
kind of, who authorized this, what's the nature of it.
Sometimes it was just informational.

Q But at this point in time, when you learned about
the freeze, July 18th I believe, everyone in the interagency
had blessed it, so to speak, and had signed off on the aid.
And so, as far as you know, there was nothing that

legitimately should be holding it up.
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A Correct.
Q Okay.
On the issue of security assistance for Ukraine, are you

familiar with the first sale of Javelins to Ukraine --

A I am.

Q -- back in 2018? March or April timeframe, is that
correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q Okay. Around the same time, are you aware that

Ukraine stopped cooperating with Special Counsel Mueller's
investigation?

A I was not aware of that.

Q Okay. Are you aware that they also stopped four
separate investigations of Paul Manafort around this same
time?

A I was also not aware of that.

Q Are you aware that Ukraine allowed Konstantin
Kilimnik, who was a witness in the Mueller investigation,

slip across the border to Russia?

A I was aware of that.
Q You were aware of that?
A Uh-huh.

Q What did you know about that?
A Well, Konstantin Kilimnik is somebody -- if we're

in the space of who knew people in the past, he used to work
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for the International Republican Institute in Moscow. And
when I was working at the Kennedy School of Government on
technical assistance projects, you know, we had a lot of
interactions with IRI as well as NDI, and Konstantin Kilimnik
was there. And all of my staff thought he was a Russian spy
at the time that I was working with.

So Konstantin Kilimnik was somebody who popped up on the
radar screen from time to time. So, when his name came up, I
immediately had the, you know, reminders of the 1990s and of
people being somewhat suspicious of Kilimnik. And so, you
know, I did note that he'd --

Q How did you learn that Ukraine had allowed him to
exit to Russia?

A It was in a report that I read.

Q Okay. Are you aware of any connection between that
and the sale of Javelins to Ukraine?

A I am not.

Q Okay.

You said that sometimes in your transcripts that you
created or reviewed you'd use ellipses.

A 1 did.

Q Why would you use ellipses?

A When the sentence trailed off, it wasn't a complete
sentence. And that might be, you know, my English training,

because, often, the Exec Sec would correct sometimes and, you
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know, change punctuation and things. I overuse commas, for
example, and --

Q Are you a fan of the Oxford comma?

A I'm confused, is kind of basically where I am.
Because when I was growing up, they changed the comma
formatting, and then when I came here, I found there was all
kinds of different comma formatting. So I tend to put commas
everywhere.

And I also do like ellipses. Because, you know, when
somebody trails off, like I just do sometimes, just dot, dot,
dot, finish that thought. So I wouldn't read too much into

the ellipses.
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[5:14 p.m.]
BY MR. NOBLE:
Q While you were working at the NSC, were you aware

of whether Kash Patel had any role in the Ukraine portfolio?

A I became aware of that by chance and accident. In
the last couple of weeks that I was there, probably in May,
just after the Presidential inauguration in Ukraine. I --

Q How did you learn?

A I'd gone over to the Exec Sec in the White House
just to pick something up, and this was around the time where
we were trying to -- there was going to be a setup to debrief
the President on the Presidential delegation. And just one
of the people in Exec Sec just as a routine, you know, just
said: Oh, the President wants to talk to your Ukraine
director.

And I was like a bit surprised by that because the
President has never asked to speak to any, you know, of our
directors ever before. And I said: "Oh?"

Yeah, to talk about some of the materials.

And I said, "Oh," again because I thought this is
strange.

And they said: Yeah, so, I mean, we might be reaching
out to Kash.

And I said, "Oh," because Kash -- the only Kash --

Q What was his role as far as you know?
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A -- I could think of was Kash Patel, and I thought,
well, he is in our International Organizations Bureau and,
you know, considerably he works on the U.N. and other related
issues but he's not the Ukraine director. The Ukraine
director, you know, after all the streamlining is only in our
office.

So I basically didn't engage any further because I was
wondering to myself: That's very strange.

And I went to talk to Charlie Kupperman, who was going
to be taking part on our behalf sitting in on the debriefing
for the President. And I said: Apparently, the President
may think that Kash Patel is our Ukraine director, and I just
want to make sure there's no embarrassment here. I'm not
quite sure why that might be, but I want to flag for you that
this 1is the case.

And I related what I related to you. And I said: That
probably means that Alex Vindman, our Ukraine director who
had actually been on the Presidential delegation, probably
shouldn't go into the debrief from the delegation.

Q And this was the May 23 meeting --

A Correct.
Q -- after the delegation got back?
A Correct. And then I went back to my office and

started looking at all my distro lists to see, you know, kind

of whether Kash was on any of the -- maybe I'd missed out,
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you know, that he had some special, again, Ambassador
Sondland-1like representational role on Ukraine that I hadn't
been informed about, and I couldn't elicit any information
about that.

Q Did you ever figure out what Mr. Patel was doing
with respect to Ukraine kind of behind the scenes?

A I did not, but I raised concerns with Charlie
Kupperman about that, and he said that he would look into
that, which is the appropriate course of action.

Q And did you ever learn what he learned after he
looked into it?

A I did not because, again, you know, it's difficult
always to follow up on these issues. But I did warn my
office to be very careful about communications with Kash
Patel until we figured out why it was that he was sending
clearly materials on Ukraine over to the -- because I didn't
know what kind of materials.

Q Did you ever see the materials?

A I did not.

Q Okay. Did you ever learn what materials Mr. Patel
was providing?

A I did not.

Q Okay. You said that you advised or told
Mr. Vindman not to go into the debrief on May 23.

A Well, particularly after it seemed to be the case
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he's evidently not Kash Patel and that if there was some
confusion over who the director for Ukraine is, that could be
rather difficult and awkward.

Q Okay. But you knew this meeting was supposed to be
about briefing the President on -~

A On the Presidential delegation.

Q -- the delegation to the inauguration?

A And Alex Vindman was also just there as the
representative of the NSC. He wasn't the lead of the
delegation in any case. And the whole point of the
debriefing was for Secretary Perry, Ambassador Volker, and
Ambassador Sondland, and Senator Johnson to talk about their
experiences and their views on Zelensky and to relay back the
meetings.

And Alex was only in those meetings as basically a
notetaker and, you know, again, as the representative of the
NSC because neither Ambassador Bolton or I were able to go
given the timing of the inauguration.

Q Do you know whether Kash Patel attended that
meeting?

A I do not. I had never heard any information to
suggest that he was there.

Q Okay. Did Mr. Patel have anything to do with
Ukraine after that meeting, to your knowledge?

A I'm not aware that he did. And I took him off our
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distro 1ist because I was alarmed in thinking that, you know,
this is -- I mean, this is obviously just not appropriate,
and I'd already reported it to Charlie Kupperman.

Q Do you know whether any of the documents that
Mr. Patel was providing to the President relating to Ukraine
had anything to do with what Rudy Giuliani was doing?

A I really do not know. And I'll be also clear: 1
never actually have ever had a conversation with Kash Patel.
I knew who he was. I knew he was at the international, you
know, organization group, and I'd seen him in meetings.

And I was, you know -- let's just say it's a red flag
when somebody who you barely know is involved on, you know,
one of your policy issues and is clearly providing, you know,
materials outside of the line that we don't even know what
those materials were.

And we were always very circumspect about the materials
that we provided, and we only ever sent them up the chain to
the Exec Sec to Ambassador Bolton. So, I mean, we never did
anything to the President's or to the Chief of Staff or
anything else except through the National Security Advisor.

Q And it's your understanding, though, that these
materials that Mr. Patel provided made their way directly to
President Trump?

A That's what I was led to believe from my very brief

interaction with the Exec Sec. And, again, I went
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immediately and told Charlie Kupperman about this.

Q Okay .

MR. NOBLE: So, Dr. Hill, I do want to go through some
of the other meetings on your calendar, and I think we'd like
to mark your calendar as an exhibit. So it's going to be
majority exhibit No. 3.

[Majority Exhibit No. 3
was marked for identification.]
BY MR. NOBLE:
Q And we have an extra copy for you. And we're just

going to skip through some of the meetings and see if there's

anything --
A Sure.
Q -- relevant.
A And I just want to assure everybody that I was not

filing my nails or having spa treatments in all this black
space. I obviously don't look like I was very busy, but
there were a lot of other meetings.

And we also were very mindful of our calendars because
calendar information can obviously be used by outside
parties, meaning Russia, you know, kind of any others to kind
of figure out the kind of meetings that they should be
checking for people’s communications with. So I would also
ask people to be very careful with this.

Q Okay. We appreciate that.
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Let's skip to page 36. It's Hill 36. These are the
entries for April 29th through May 3rd, 2019.

A April 29 to --

Q May 3. It's page 36.

A Yeah. We haven't got -- oh, yeah. 1 see.

Q Bottom right.

A Yeah., I got it. Yes.

Q Okay. So the meeting on May 1, I think we talked
about that with --

A We did.

Q That was with Phil Reeker and Ambassador
Yovanovitch?

A Correct. That's when she told me that she was
being removed as Ambassador.

Q Okay. The next day, on May 2nd, you had a meeting
with Rob Blair.

A Correct.

Q Who is Rob Blair?

A He is the deputy to Mick Mulvaney.

Q Do you recall what that meeting was about?

A Yes. And there was also a meeting with -- JRB was,
_you know, Ambassador Bolton, and then with General Kellogg.
They were both to relate to them -- they were to relate to
all of them my meeting with Ambassador Yovanovitch and Phil

Reeker.
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Q Okay. And what specifically about Ambassador
Yovanovitch?

A How disturbed I was by what had happened to her,
and I asked if there was anything that we could do.

Q And what did they say?

A That's when, you know, I mentioned to you that
Ambassador Bolton, who looked extremely pained, you know,
basically said there was nothing that could be done, but Rudy
Giuliani was a --

Q That's the hand grenade comment?

A -- hand grenade, yeah, that's going to blow
everybody up.

Q Okay. And who is General Kellogg?

A He is the now National Security Advisor to the Vice
President. And General Kellogg is the person who hired me
along with K.T. McFarland and General Flynn to work at the
Natjonal Security Council. He's had a number of positions.

Q What was his role at this time?

A He was the National Security Advisor to the Vice
President. And I wanted him to know that this very troubling
development had taken place because, I mentioned before in
the line of questioning, that we were always contemplating:
Was there a way that we could get the Vice President, you
know, to go to Ukraine at an appropriate time? And, you

know, we had been, you know, talking about, depending on the
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timing of the inauguration or, you know, any of the potential
meetings.

Q Sure. Let's talk about that for a second because
there has been public reporting that originally Vice
President Pence was supposed to attend the inauguration, and
then President Trump, at least has been reported, ordered him
not to attend. Do you have any knowledge about that and how
that happened?

A Yeah. 1 already responded to that in regard to
Mr. Castor's question, and as I said, there was a lot of
scheduling issues. The Vice President can't be out of the
country at the same time as the President. And as I
mentioned, I'd already flagged that there were all kinds of
issues swirling around with Rudy Giuliani and Ukraine and,
you know, the ousting of our Ambassador.

And it was going to be very tight for the Vice President
to make it for the inauguration. So I, you know, have no
knowledge that he was actually ordered not to go, but it was
going to be very difficult for him to go.

Q Okay. And --

A And I had already put forward, you know, as I
mentioned before, Secretary Perry, who I, you know, was
always advocating to go and -- you know, go to things like
this.

Q Did you have conversations with General Kellogg
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about your concerns regarding Giuliani?

A I did.

Q Okay. And was that -- is that around this time?

A No. This is exactly -- that's what I'm saying.
These meetings with the three of them, and I know they look
like they were in the same time because they were both very
short with Ambassador Bolton, and then with Kellogg, it was
for somewhat longer because I had already expressed concerns
with Ambassador Bolton beforehand.

And I wanted to flag for Rob Blair, because often
ambassadorial issues come through the Chief of Staff's
Office, and Rob Blair is a, you know, very good professional,
knows foreign affairs, that this was all transpiring and that
this was going to have a massive backlash also at the State
Department and that it already had, you know, a chilling
effect, you know, with our Embassy in Kyiv and also among,
you know, many people that we were interacting with.

People were shocked. They'd already got word that she'd
been, you know, recalled for or summoned very abruptly for
consultations back at home, and she told me at this meeting
here that she'd already been dismissed, and it was looking
for a time for her to come back.

Q Okay. How did Mr. Blair respond when you raised
these concerns?

A He said that he would flag this for Mick and that
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he would pay attention to it, for Mulvaney.

Q How about General Kellogg?

A General Kellogg didn't say that he would tell the
Vice President, but he said that he would talk to the team.
And I also had Jennifer Williams, his director who covered
all of Europe, who was our counterpart there -- I mean,
again, we talked about how small the Vice President's team
is -- and she was also in the meeting.

So I wanted to make sure that they knew that there were
issues and they should be very careful, you know, so that the
Vice President didn't, you know, get mired up in -- you know,
I was flagging, you know, in case Rudy Giuliani or anybody
who's sort of seeking meetings.

We did this frequently. I mean, that's what the Vice
President's staff would rely on us for sending red flags to
them for, you know, meetings they should avoid or, you know,
kind of things that they should be aware of because they
didn't have a big team to be able to track everything.

Q Okay. Let's skip to the next page, page 37, a
meeting on May 6th with, it looks like, the Ukrainian -- it
was a Ukrainian delegation along with --

A There was a Ukrainian delegation. I can't actually
speak about that one. This was arranged with our
intelligence directorate.

Q Okay.
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A And then tﬁe secure call with Phil Reeker was me
following up again on, you know, more of these related
issues.

Q Relating to Giuliani?

A Related to concerns about Ukraine and, you Know,
how things were unfolding with Ambassador Yovanovitch. But
also, I mean, as Phil Reeker was the Assistant Secretary for
all of Europe, we always had a long agenda of items that we
needed to discuss about. And in this, you know, timeframe
there was also things related to -- and you'll see on the
next page -- Viktor Orban, the Prime Minister of Hungary was
coming, and Ambassador Reeker was in charge of obviously
Hungary in his portfolio. And we were doing a press
background briefing in this timeframe. He was doing one, and
I was doing one. So all of these issues would have been on
the agenda.

Q Okay. On May 23rd, it's not on your calendar, but

that's the day of the meeting we've been talking about when

the --

A That's right.

Q -- U.S. delegation came back.

A Yeah.

Q Did you get a readout from anyone about that
meéting?

A Yes. I got a readout from Charlie Kupperman.
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Q He participated in the meeting?

A He did.

Q And what did he say happened during that meeting on
May 23rd?

A He sajd that the other participants had made -- I
mean, he obviously wasn't on the delegation -- had made a
concerted effort to express -- and Senator Johnson can talk
to you about this because he was in that meeting -- about
their positive impressions about Zelensky, and that there had
been a lot of stress on energy reform, and that Secretary
Perry had been instructed that he had 90 days to see if we
could make some progress on the energy -- reform in the
energy sector.

And, again, this was all consistent with, as I mentioned
before, discussions that we'd been having with our energy
team, including with Wells Griffith and his staff and many
others, on how we would try to get Ukraine more embedded in
European energy security, not just look to some kind of
object vis-a-vis Russia or as a transit country for Russian
energy, but how we would get Ukraine in and of itself in a
better place in terms of its energy diversification and the
restructuring of its own energy sector.

Q Are you aware of President Trump saying anything in
that meeting along the lines that he believed that Ukraine

had tried to bring him down in 20167
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A That was related to me by Ambassador Volker at a
later point.

Q Okay. What did Ambassador Volker tell you?

A He told me exactly that.

Q Okay. Had you ever heard -- did you ever hear that
on any other occasions, President Trump expressing belief
that he believed Ukraine --

A I think he said it publicly, but definitely
Mr. Giuliani has said things in that regard.

Q Turning to page 39, on May 24th, that Friday, it
looks like you had a meeting with Ambassador Taylor --

A That's right.

Q -- and Mr. Vindman?

A Yes. And I had a previous meeting with Ambassador
Taylor on the 13th. So this was when Ambassador Taylor, on
page 38, was, you know, basically in the process of -- he
wasn't able to go out to the inauguration. He was in the
process of going out as Charge,

And as I mentioned before, I've known Ambassador Taylor
for decades, and he and I talked, you know, very frequently
about some of the challenges he was going to face in this
position.

And I know he's going to come in and talk to you
himself, but he had made it very clear that if the State

Department didn't have his back on this, that he wouldn't
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continue in the position. He was very reluctant to step into
a situation where the previous Ambassador had been ousted on
paseless charges. He was very well aware of all of the
dangers here.

Q Did that include the dangers of Giuliani?

A Yes.

Q Yeah. You discussed that with Ambassador Taylor?

A I did discuss that with Ambassador Taylor. And,
actually, initially, I thought he shouldn't do it. And then
over time we became, you know, more -- we needed Ambassador
Taylor, frankly, somebody of his stature. And he said that
he had an undertaking from Secretary Pompeo that they would
have his back and make sure that he wasn't subject to
baseless attacks either from inside of the Ukraine or from
the outside.

Q Why did you initially think he shouldn't do it?

A Because he was basically taking over what looked at
this point like a tainted, poisoned chalice, I mean, if you
have had your previous Ambassador ousted on no just cause and
somebody elée has to step in and they have to basically clean
up a mess, I mean, would you do that?

Q I'm not testifying, but --

A Yes. But I think basically most of us would think
twice, three times, four times before agreeing to do this.

Q Yeah. On page 39, there's this meeting on the 22nd
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with Amos Hochstein. 1Is that the meeting that you referred
to earlier?

A That's the meeting that I referred to. And I
related to Ambassador Taylor, who also knows Amos Hochstein
from the past, what he had told me and suggested that he
should, you know, also talk to him if he wanted to. But
Ambassador Taylor seemed to know a lot of this information
anyway. Ambassador Taylor is extremely well informed, and
he's, you know, kind of never stopped on his keeping track of
Ukraine, you know, since the time that he was an Ambassador.

Q Okay. What about this meeting on May 23 with
Kristina -- I'm going to --

A Kvien. She 1is the new DCM, deputy chief of

mission, in Ukraine.

Q And what was this? Was this meeting just a briefer
on --

A Correct.

Q -- before she went over?

A And for us to talk about, you know, kind of policy
issues. And I related to her, you know, the hopes that we
would be able to focus with the Ukrainians on this broader
energy sector reform and how we could work with other
European embassies there, the Germans, the Poles, the Czechs,
the Slovaks, you know, not just the usual, you know, suspects

of, you know -- we always work obviously with the EU or the
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NATO allies in a general sense, but how we could be more
proactive in trying to get the Europeans to do more on
Ukraine.

And it wasn't just about military issues; it was also
about energy because, you know, the Germans -- we were in
this spat with the Germans about Nord Stream 2, but, you
know, the Germans also have the wherewithal to help Ukraine
refurbish its energy infrastructure and, you know, also to
work with the Poles and the Czechs and Slovaks for bringing
in LNG.

And the Germans were also at this point talking about
bringing through Bremen, and through a new port, LNG into
Germany that also could come into Ukraine if there was indeed
a building up of the infrastructure in that part of Europe.

Q Okay. On page 41, we're moving into early June,
you had a SVTC with Ambassador Volker, it looks like?

A Yes. That was for him to update the Europeans on,
you know, the Presidential delegation and some of the next
steps, you know, on -- and then, you know, the guestion still
at this point was, were the Russians going to be at all
willing to meet, you know, as we're getting now past the
jnauguration of President Zelensky, or were we going to have
to wait until the larger elections were taking place?

And so this is a kind of occasion where the French and

German counterparts to Ambassador Volker would relay
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information from meetings that they had participated in. I
have to confess, I was only in part of that meeting.

Q Okay. That's okay. We don't need to go into
detail. But I did want to ask you --

MR. HECK: [Presiding.] Your time has expired.

Minority.

DR. HILL: And just as a note, the Alex Ukraine thing
after this is to follow up to say, you know, to kind of make
sure that we were, you know, following up on any issues that
would pertain to us in terms of interagency coordination.

So, often, when we had a meeting, I would follow up with
our Ukraine director just to make sure that if we had any
do-outs that we had to be in charge of -- and, you know, at
his level, there's lots of working-level meetings that I
don't participate in -- just to make sure that everyone is on
the same page.

MR. NOBLE: Okay.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q So you told Mr. Vindman not to go to the debriefing
with the President?

A We agreed with Charlie Kupperman that, given what
I'd just learned about this confusion about Kash Patel, that
it would not be best.

Q What if it was just a mistake?

A Charlie Kupperman led me to believe that it
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probably not was a mistake, and he didn't want to get into
personnel issues.

Q Okay. So --

A But he was clearly concerned by this as well.

Q What exactly was the issue? It sort of strikes us
as random that now we're talking about Kash Patel.

A Well, it was a bit random to me too. 1I'd never
talked to -- I would -- him, and I told you I didn't have any
meetings with him. And suddenly the Exec Sec, just, you
know, the regular guys, you know, who I'm picking up some
other material for are telling me that the President wants to
meet with this Ukrainian director about materials that they
had got from him and, you know, just to have -- an alert that
he'd be asking for Kash. And that's obviously what, you
know, for me --

Q Is it possible there was just a mixup, that --

A It didn't sound like it. That doesn't really

happen. I've not had that kind of mixup before. It's not

like the names of directors -- not everybody knows our
directors.
Q Any other reason the President would know Kash

Patel? I mean, maybe --
A I couldn't tell you. I think you'd have to ask
that yourselves. I don't know.

Q And you have never met Mr. Patel or you didn't --
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A I have met him. I know what he looks like, and I'd
been in meetings with him. But I'd never had any one-on-one
interaction with him, and he'd not been attending any of our
Ukraine meetings. He was on the general distro for his
directorate. But I started to worry that he'd been sending
some of our materials in an unauthorized fashion, so I made
sure that he wasn't on any of our distros that could have

been internally.

Q Did you communicate your issue with Ambassador
Bolton?
A Charlie Kupperman said he would speak to Ambassador

Bolton about this.

Q Okay. And did he ever get back to you about what
the --

A He said that he was dealing with it.

Q Okay. That's it? That was the end of it?

A Charlie Kupperman always dealt with issues that you
brought to him, and it was in discussion with him that he
said that he would go in and sit in and give us a readout of
the meeting, because it was another red flag at that point
that something was going on, because Kash Patel had not been
involved in the inauguration meeting. And I never raised
this with Kash Patel because, again -~

Q Was this 1ike a widely known fact at NSC? It just

seems like a rather random factoid.
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A When I told my office that this was the case, I
said: Has any of you had any interaction with Kash Patel?

It alarmed everybody.

Q Right. But now it's the subject of a Q and A being
raised by, you know, congressional staff. I mean, how would
that information get to congressional staff?

A Well, that suggests that Charlie Kupperman did
indeed raise it with people.

Q Including congressional staffers?

A I don't know about that, but he must have raised it
with other people because, you know, how else do you guys get
to know a lot of this stuff?

Q Okay. But you haven't communicated that

information --

A I have not.

Q -- 1in advance of today, right?

A I have not.

Q And the information conveyed to the majority has

been equal in terms of majority and minority get the same
information coming from you?

A I haven't spoken to anybody from any of the staff.

Q Okay. So this is the first time that you've been
here talking --

A About?

Q -- about these matters? You didn't have a
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pre-brief?

A That is correct, I did not.

Q Or any pre-felt telephone calls?

A I did not.

Q And to your knowledge, there was no proffer raised
by your representatives, whether your attorney or otherwise?

A What do you mean a proffer?

Q Proffer is when, you know, an attorney will call
and talk about the testimony that his or her client intends
to give.

A Not to my knowledge. Although, now, what I have to
say is that I've read a lot about my testimony, purported
testimony, and as you know, I don't have a written testimony
in the press.

Q Right.

A So, as I had raised Kash Patel as a concern in my
directorate and to other people, and I mentioned it to DAS
Kent, Deputy Assistant Secretary Kent, and to also Ambassador
Taylor, and after I'd put it up the chain asking them to be
aware if there was any communication from Kash Patel, I can
be, you know, fairly confident that they talked to other
people about this.

Q Okay. So it wasn't a mistake. It was something to
be handled, in your view?

A Correct. That's right.

UNCLASSIFIED



14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25

4906
UNCLASSIFIED 330

Q Okay. And --

A And based on my experience of 2 and a half years at
the National Security Council, something like this isn't
usually a mistake. We had an awful lot of people in the
early stages of the administration doing all Kinds of things
that were not in their portfolio.

Q Okay. Did you talk with Mr. Patel's supervisor?

A I did not because they were in the moment of a
transition there as well. And Charlie Kupperman was the
person who was dealing with all personnel issues, so I went
to the appropriate channel.

Q And did he ever --

A I also was not, you know, at the time, you know,
going to, you know, basically throw Mr. Patel under anybody's
bus. I told Charlie Kupperman about it, and I said: I
barely know Kash Patel. I know what he works on.

But I did go back to my office and, again, flag for the
people who were working on Ukraine that they should just be
alert to make sure that they had no representation from him
and, you know, kind of suggested there may be some
confusion -- that is exactly what I said -- from our Exec Sec
for whatever reason about who is our Ukraine director. And I
just want to make sure that everyone knows it's Alex Vindman,
and there is no other Ukraine director at the NSC.

Q Okay. And Vindman wasn't in the May 23 debrief?
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A He was not.

Q Was anybody from NSC?

A Charlie Kupperman.

Q Okay. And Charlie Kupperman didn't get back to you
with a result of his --

A He gave me a readout, and I just, you know,
repeated that --

Q No, with the Kash Patel issue.

A He did not. But I wouldn't necessarily have
expected him to, but my experience with Charlie Kupperman is
he always followed up, always, on any issue that I brought to
him.

Q Well, if there's some confusion about somebody
operating in the Ukraine policy space --

A Then he would have dealt with this.

Q -- you would think that he would follow up with
you.

A From what I've heard most recently is that Kash
Patel has been moved to counterterrorism, where there's not a
lot of terrorism going on in Ukraine.

Q Okay. But I guess my point was, if there was an
issue that needed to be deconflicted and Mr. Kupperman went
and did that but didn't come back to you, I mean, what --

A He did not, but, I mean, he would not necessarily.

If there was any disciplinary or anything else as a result of
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that, he would not come back to me on that. That's a
personnel issue that he would deal with.

Q Did he indicate to you that he had handled it?

A He said he would. He said he would handle it.

Q Okay. But you never had any closed loop --

A I did not, no.

Q I'm going to ask you about the Politico article
from January 17th again.

A Okay.

Q I just want to warn you in advance.

A All right. I mean, I have to go back and read that
all over again.

Q And we have copies if anybody wants one.

A You don't work for Politico, do you?

Q What's that?

A Well, it's just you're touting this, you know, kind
of Politico article.

Q I'm not touting it. No. I'm just -- you know,
this is, you know, a news account. It's rather in depth.
You know, this is a reporter that --

A Who's the reporter? Jog my memory.

Q Mr. Vogel, Kenneth P. Vogel. Do you know

Mr. Vogel?
A I mean, I know of him. 1I've seen his bio and other
things.
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Q Right. I mean, he's gone on to The New York Times
at this point. And, you know, this article goes through

B - ctreaties to the Ukrainian Embassy, you

know, here in the United States. And Mr. Vogel interviews
and gets people on the record talking about what || EGzG
was interested in.

And I'm just -- all the guffawing over the veracity of
this article, I'm just --

A This is in January 2017, this article.

Q Yes. Yes.

A So, remember, I go into the government, into the
administration in April of 2017.

Q Right.

A By which time, I receive or when I go in an awful
lot of briefings --

Q Right.

A -- from the Intelligence Community, and I read all
of the documents pertaining to 2016. And I am then fin

endless meetings about this to try to push back against the

Russians.
Q Right.
A And so all of the materials that I have from a

classified context, there is none of that, anything, you

know, related to || N

Q Okay. But, I mean, it's -- you know, reporting is
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a compilation of talking to sources. And you're not saying
the whole story is just --

A No, I'm not.

Q -- outright fabrication, right?

A No, I'm not.

Q Okay. Are you able to characterize what parts of
the story concerns you?

MR. WOLOSKY: I mean, we --

DR. HILL: I really -- yeah, I'd like to know why we're
doing this.

MR. WOLOSKY: Just wait before we get to that.

DR. HILL: Yeah. Okay.

MR. WOLOSKY: You know, I don't know what document
you're talking about.

MR. CASTOR: Okay. We can make an exhibit.

MR. WOLOSKY: I haven't read it. The witness hasn't
read it.

DR. HILL: Well, I read it a long time ago.

MR. WOLOSKY: A long time ago. It's not been entered as
an exhibit --

MR. CASTOR: 1I'm going to enter it.

MR. WOLOSKY: -- or offered as an exhibit. Do you want
us to sit and read the article? I mean we're here. We'll do
whatever you want.

MR. CASTOR: This is exhibit 4.
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[Minority Exhibit No. 4
Was marked for identification.]

MR. WOLOSKY: If you are going to ask her about, you
know, generally what's accurate and what's not accurate, you
know, why don't you point her to specific portions of the
article.

MR. CASTOR: Yeah, I'd be happy to.

DR. HILL: Yeah, I remember, I mean, of course, this
article. And as I said before, I could give you a long list
of people who were reaching out on all kinds of different
fronts to all of the campaigns, all of the campaigns, from
all kinds of different sources who were trying to do
something like this.

MR. CASTOR: So you don't discount the fact that
B 25 orobably doing what's reported here? I mean,
you're an expert --

DR. HILL: 1It's not -- well, what specifically are we
talking about?

MR. WOLOSKY: Well, what specifically are you referring
to because we're not going to have her answer -- you Know,
affirm broad statements: Is this accurate? Is this 30-page
article accurate?

DR. HILL: Yeah. And it's also, you know, talking about
people in the Ukrainian American community, which is pretty

extensive, people with meetings at the Embassy. And as you
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know, there were all kinds of peace projects that were being
put around at that time. I received about three of them from
different people.

1 had people asking to talk to Colin Powell and would I,
you know, help set things up with that --

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Sure,

A -- before, you know, for example, Jeb Bush, you
know, you name it. There were people coming forward trying
to use any contact that they possibly could to talk to
people. And there aren't articles about all of them.

So, when I go back to Brookings, perhaps I could start
writing a lot of articles about the people I knew previously
in the runup to the 2016 election who were trying to do some
of these things too. It does not amount to a large-scale
Ukrainian Government effort to subvert our elections which is
comparable to anything that the Russians did in 2016.

And if we start down this path, not discounting what one
individual or a couple of individuals might have done, ahead
of our 2020 elections, we are setting ourselves up for the
same kind of failures and intelligence failures that we had
before.

Q Okay. I --

A Look, and I feel very strongly about this.

Q Evidently.
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A I'm not trying to mess about here.

Q Evidently you do.

A Yes, and so you should, too, in terms of our
national security.

Q Well, let me help you understand here. I'm trying
to understand: Is it the whole thing, everything?

MR. WOLOSKY: Ask her a guestion about a specific thing
of which she has personal knowledge, and she'll respond.
She's not going to respond to an 18-page article based on
some general --

MR. CASTOR: I'm not asking her to respond to an 18-page
article. I marked it as an exhibit, and we're about to get
into it.

MR. WOLOSKY: Well, ask her something specific, Mr.
Castor.

DR. HILL: Are you trying to suggest -- sorry. Okay.

MR. WOLOSKY: Just ask her a question, and she will
respond.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Okay. Page two --

A All right.

Q -- a Ukrainian American operative -- this is the
third paragraph on page two -- who was consulting for the
Democratic National Committee met up with top officials of

the Ukrainian Embassy in Washington in an effort to expose
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ties between President Trump, top campaign aide Paul
Manafort, and Russia, according to people with knowledge of
the situation. The Ukrainian efforts had an impact in the
race helping to force Manafort's resignation.

MR. WOLOSKY: Answer to the limit of your personal
knowledge that you had.

DR. HILL: Well, this is the conclusion of Kenneth Vogel
and David Stone.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Right. And so --

A This is not the conclusion of the U.S. intelligence
agencies.

Q Okay. So --

A I cannot make that conclusion just based on that
article either.

Q Okay.

A This is an assertion, the conclusion that the
authors of this article are making.

Q Okay.

A Now, should we have been looking, all of us,
overall, at every effort to interfere in our election? Yes,
we should have been.

Q At my peril, I'm trying to figure out whether this
is just complete fiction that was pitched to a reporter and

has been completely debunked based on information you have or
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whether there's any other explanation for this --

A It is a fiction that the Ukrainian Government was
launching an effort to upend our election, upend our election
to mess with our Democratic systems.

Q Okay. But there could have been some Ukrainians
that were interested in injecting information --

A And this appears to be a Ukrainian American, which
we're also talking about Mr. Fruman and Mr. Parnas are
Ukrainian Americans who were also trying to subvert our
democracy and who managed to get one of our ambassadors
sacked.

Q On page 11 is where it starts getting into
Leshchenko's involvement. Like, what do you know about
Leshchenko's efforts to expose the Manafort issue?

A Only what I have read in the press.

Q Okay. 50 there is nothing that you have --

A Again, this is in January of 2017, and the period
in which I entered into the government and, you know, the
period in which you're working there, we unearthed more and
more information on what the Russians were doing.

Q Okay. I'm not --

A And it's not to --

Q -~ trying to compare what they're doing --

A Yes, but I'm not sure where we're going with this

line of inquiry here --
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Q I'm just asking you about --
A Because if you're also trying to peddle an

alternative variation of whether the Ukrainians subverted our
election, I don't want to be part of that, and I will not be
part of it.

Q I'm not trying to peddle anything. I'm trying to
ask you about what information you have regarding these.

And, you know, frankly, if we didn't have such a --

A But you're asking me about an article that was
written in Politico in January of 2017.

Q And I probably wouldn't have returned to it, but it
was just such a passionate rebuke of this article that
just --

A Well, it's of the thrust of the question that
you're asking here, which is to basically -- you know, what
we're dealing with now is a situation where we are at risk of
saying that everything that happened in 2016 was a result of
Ukraine in some fashion.

Q Yeah, I'm not saying that. I'm not -~

A Well, that's certainly what it sounds like to me.

Q I'm not going down that path. I'm just simply
trying to understand the facts that are discounted -- or
recounted in this story.

On page 13, it talks about the Ambassador Chaly penning

an op-ed. Do you have any familiarity with the op-ed that
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the Ambassador wrote that was negative to the President, the
President when he was a candidate?

A There were an awful lot of people from every
imaginable country at this particular point trying to game
out where things were going to go in our election. We can
find an awful lot -- we had to do this, by the way, before
every head of state visit. We had to comb through what any
of them might have said in the course of the election
campaign that might be negative toward the President, and
there were an awful lot of people who said negative things.

You might remember a moment in public in the Rose Garden
with Prime Minister Tsipras of Greece, and I got my ass
chewed out for this one afterwards because we hadn't
noticed -- because I don't happen to speak Greek and didn't
have on hand a Greek-speaking staff member, but John Roberts
of CNN did a gotcha moment for Tsipras in public, full
view -- I remember it very vividly -- pointing out to Tsipras
negative things that he had said about the President and how
much he hoped that President Trump was not basically elected
during the Presidential campaign.

And the President was not at all happy, and the press
staff said to me: How could you have missed that?

Well, it was all in Greek. So I presume that CNN has a
whole Greek staff on board who are poring over things at, you

know, vast expense. Well, we don't have lots of
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Greek-speaking staff members poring over everything.

So, getting back to this again, many individuals were
trying to game out our political system, many other
governments. The Russians are the government that have been
proven from the very top to be targeting our democratic
systems.

Q Okay. Fair enough.

A And I'm sorry to be very passionate, but this is
precisely --

Q I'm just trying to get your ~--

A -- why I joined the administration. I didn't join
it because I thought the Ukrainians had been going after the
President.

Q I didn't say you did. I'm just trying to get your
reaction to --

A Well, my reaction obviously is pretty strong
because, again --

Q I know. It's proven very interesting.

A -- I'm extremely concerned that this is a rabbit
hole that we're all going to go down in between now and the
2020 election, and it will be to all of our detriment.

Q I'm just asking you to give your reaction and if
you have any firsthand information given your area of
expertise.

A My firsthand reaction is exactly -- of certain
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information -- is exactly what I've said, that there may be
I :n¢ !
can name lots of other American citizens with various
appellates to them who were running around trying to do
similar things with similar embassies.

Q Okay. But you don't have any firsthand information
about Ambassador Chaly? Was that ever a point of discussion?

A It was not. But Ambassador Chaly was always trying
to obviously push President Poroshenko's interest and, you

know, obviously has now been removed by President Zelensky.

Q  Right.

A He was the former chief of staff to President
Poroshenko.

Q Was President Poroshenko, you know, in favor of

Hillary Clinton over President Trump to the extent you know?

A I do not know. I do know that President Poroshenko
spent an inordinate amount of time in the early stages of the
administration trying to create as good a relationship as he
possibly could with both the Vice President and the
President.

Q On page 14, Ukraine's Minister of Internal Affairs,
Avakov --

A Mr. Avakov, yeah.

Q Yeah. He had some disparaging remarks about the

President on Twitter and Facebook. Do you have any firsthand
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information about that, or can relate any additional
information?

A I can't. As 1 said, we found disparaging remarks
made by pretty much every world leader and official at
different points about the President. So, you know, this is
not surprising but, again -- you know, and the fact of this
was in the course presumably of the campaign. Again, this is
January of 2017, this article.

Q Okay. And this will be my last passage that I
point you to, page 15, a Ukrainian Parliamentarian Artemenko?

A Artemenko. Yeah, I don't really know him.

Q It was quoted -- you know, it was very clear that
they, presuming the Poroshenko regime, was supporting Hillary
Clinton's candidacy. They did everything from organizing
meetings with the Clinton team to publicly supporting her to
criticizing Trump. I think they simply didn't meet -- that
is with the Trump Organization because they thought Hillary
would win.

A Well, I think that this is the kicker here. As you
well know and as we all know, there was an awful lot of
people who actually thought that Secretary Clinton would win
the election. So an awfulllot of countries and individuals
were already preparing for that eventuality by trying to
curry favor with the campaign.

Q Okay.
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A And certainly, as I said earlier on, before
President Trump was selected as the candidate, I mean, if
you're at all interested, at some point, I can sit down with
you privately and go through all of the people I know who
tried to go through every single one of your colleagues’
campaigns from every kind of different people who came up to
us, because I had colleagues who were working on Senator
Rubio's campaign, on Bush's campaign, on Jeb Bush's campaign.

And, believe me, there were Ukrainians, Ukrainian -
Americans, Russians, all of whom wanted to talk to those
campaigns too because they didn't think that President Trump
would become the candidate.

Q Fair enough. Yeah. And at the end of today, I am
pretty certain you and maybe your lawyer won't want to see me
again, but --

A No. No. 1It's totally fine. I'm just trying to
basically say here that I have very ~-- you know, obviously
strong feelings about our national security. And I just want
to, if I've done anything, leave a message to you that we
should all be greatly concerned about what the Russians
intend to do in 2020. And any information that they can
provide, you know, that basically deflects our attention away
from what they did and what they're planning on doing is very
useful to them.

Q The bottom of exhibit 3, on each page there's a
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date stamp July 31.

A That was when my assistant printed it out. As you
can be aware, I was not actually there at the time.

Q And do you have any firsthand information about why
this was printed then?

A Because that was his last day in the office. And
before I left, after I'd been in to talk to our legal team, I
asked if I could have a copy of the contacts and the calendar
for reference purposes so that I could help Tim Morrison with
transition.

And I wasn't actually able -- the contacts is also
date-stamped the same time because I wasn't savvy enough to
be able to print it out. Every time I printed it, it didn't
print.

Q Fair enough.

And then it was printed --

A Simple incompetence.

Q It was printed on the 31st and then --

A And he held onto it, and I picked it up --

Q When you came in in September?

A Basically, yep. My printer -- picked it up from

him, yep.
Q To the extent that the information that
Mr. Giuliani was communicating to the various persons, to the

extent the individuals he was communicating that information
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to --

A That was a lot of us, I think, you know, but anyone
who was watching.

Q -- took it at face value --

A Right.

Q -- and didn’t undertake their own fact checking --

A Right.

Q -- or own investigation. If they simply took it at

face value, you know, is it fair to say that if people
genuinely believed what was being provided, I mean, is it
fair to say that that could have yielded some of the results
that we saw?

A What results?

MR. WOLOSKY: I don't understand. Too much breadth in
that question. Could you sort of maybe break it down?

DR. HILL: Yeah. What results?

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Well, some of the results about the information
Mr. Giuliani was proffering --

A Right.

Q -- you testified yielded the unpleasant result of
Ambassador Yovanovitch being recalled?

A Oh, Ambassador Yovanovitch being recalled. Well,
yes, if you believe in conspiracy theories and, as you said,

you know, and you don't have any --
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Q Right.

A -- alternative ways of fact checking or looking
into issues, if you believe that George Soros rules the world
and, you know, basically controls everything, and, you know,
if you --

Q Was Mr. Giuliani pushing that?

A He mentioned George Soros repeatedly, and The Hill
article as well did and many others.

Q But just the March 24th Hill article?

A I think it was the 20th or something like that,

that I saw.
Q Okay.
A And 1 was very sensitized to this issue because in

the whole first year at the NSC -~

Q Right.

A -~ more people, myself included, were being accused
of being Soros moles. And, indeed, I'm out on InfoWars again
with Roger Stone, Alex Jones purporting that indeed from the
very beginning I've been involved in a George Soros-led
conspiracy.

Q Okay.

A So, if you believe things like that, I mean, in
general, and a lot of people seem to do, or some pecple seem
to do --

MR. WOLOSKY: I just wanted the record to reflect that
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Mr. Castor laughed in response to that question.

MR. CASTOR: Well, no. No.

MR. WOLOSKY: Let me finish. And this is a very serious
matter, okay. This is a matter where people are being
targeted and people --

MR. CASTOR: That is an outrageous -- that is outrageous
to say that I laughed at that.

MR. WOLOSKY: You did laugh, and I want the record to
reflect it because this is a very serious matter where
people's lives potentially are in danger. And it's not a
laughing matter.

MR. CASTOR: She discussed a number of individuals and
situations that I have no familiarity with, and so to the
extent you think that --

MR. WOLOSKY: And when she mentioned Soros and InfoWars
and the fact that she is now back into that cycle, you
laughed about it.

MR. CASTOR: I didn't bring up InfoWars.

DR. HILL: I did. I did.

MR. WOLOSKY: And you laughed. So the record will
reflect it.

MR. CASTOR: Well, that is, you know, an absolutely
ridiculous characterization.

DR. HILL: Look, I think the unfortunate thing that

we're all in at the moment -- and as I said, you know, I try
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at all times to, you know, maintain this nonpartisan, you
know, expert approach, but we're in an environment where
people believe an awful lot of things.

I mean, Mr. Soros and a whole lot of other people were
sent pipe bombs. I had a call from one of the detailees from
the FBI who was in my office previously, my previous special
assistant, who told me to seal up my door slot today before I
came down here because he's been following the alt right out
of those -- and white supremacists.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Who was that?

A My colleague back at the FBI, who was detailed, my
special assistant, and he said I'm lighting up the
Twittersphere.

Q Okay. I have no --

A I don't follow all of this stuff, so I have to rely
on other people tipping me off about this.

Q Okay. I know nothing about Alex Jones or anything
1ike that. I'm simply interested in The Hill reporting and,
you know, what Lutsenko may or may not have said to Solomon
and --

A But it's become part of what's become a very large
universe of information and stories that are out there on the
internet that is really affecting an awful lot of people's

judgments.
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MR. CASTOR: Mr. Jordan?

MR. JORDAN: Okay. Dr. Hill, I just want to go back to
where I was last hour, if I could. Again, Ambassador
Yovanovitch in her statement last week talked about
corruption is not just prevalent in Ukraine but is the
system. And then along comes this guy, Zelensky, who 1is
running a campaign on -- you know, totally on cleaning up the
corruption, I mean, it's a central issue of his campaign, and
wins. And my understanding is he won rather big.

DR. HILL: He did win big, yeah.

MR. JORDAN: But as you indicated earlier, you still
don't know. You know, people run campaigns and say things,
and then they get elected and sometimes they do things that
aren't consistent with what they told the voters they were
going to do.

DR. HILL: Right.

MR. JORDAN: So you wanted to wait, see how things
happen in the parliamentary elections --

DR. HILL: Yep.

MR. JORDAN: -- see how he handled himself. And so you
wait and the parliamentary elections go well for his party,
right?

DR. HILL: Well, this happened, you know, in July,

July 21st, by which I had already left, but that is correct,

yeah.
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MR. JORDAN: Right. You're kind of waiting. And you
also said earlier that -- I guess you were probably also
waiting to see what happened -- what kind of feedback you got
from the folks, Secretary Perry, Senator Johnson, who went to
the inauguration, see what their feedback was. And my
understanding, that feedback was positive for President
Zelensky.

And you testified earlier that --

MR. GOLDMAN: Sorry to interrupt, but if that's a --
you're nodding, so I just want the record to reflect you're
saying yes.

DR. HILL: Oh, I'm so sorry. Yes. 1 forgot the
first -- yes. That is correct. Yes. I'm sorry.

MR. JORDAN: And then you said earlier that, you know,
OMB holds up dollars all the time.

DR. HILL: Uh-huh.

MR. JORDAN: It happened -- in your, you know, extensive
experience, it's happened several times, even happened with
Ukraine, right?

DR. HILL: That's cbrrect.

MR. JORDAN: Yeah. And then, in the end, it sort of all
worked out, the Javelins happened, the security assistance
dollars happened, continued to flow. And then, when
President Trump and President Zelensky meet, like many people

have told us, it seems to me they actually hit it off when
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they met in New York.

So we've got all this stuff going on, and I get it, and
we've spent several hours talking about it all. But as I
look at it all, in the end, it kind of worked like it
normally does. I understand there were different people
talking and doing different things, and you talked a lot
about Ambassador Sondland and Mayor Giuliani and different
things.

But in the end, what needed to get done, everything you
have said -- you agreed with the Javelins going there. You
agreed with the security assistance happening. You felt, I
think, like the rest of the folks that we have spoken to,
that if President Zelensky and President Trump get together,
they're actually going to get along.

And you felt that when the Senator and the Secretary
went there for the inauguration, they liked this guy too.
All that kind of worked out. Is that fair to say?

DR. HILL: Well, it depends on what you mean about
working out. The President and President Zelensky did, in
fact, meet at the U.N. GA. That is correct. The military
assistance appears to have been delivered, to the best of my
knowledge and also to yours.

But in terms of the overall U.S.-Ukrainian relationship,
no, I wouldn't say that this has worked out because we're in

the middle of now what is a scandal about Ukraine. So the
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manner in which we got to this point has been extraordinarily
corrosive, the removal of our Ambassador and what we have
done, which is laying open what appears to have been an
effort in which a number of unsanctioned individuals,
including Ukrainian American businesspeople, seem to have
been involved in these efforts --

MR. JORDAN: Dr. Hill, why do you think President
Zelensky was in favor of a new Ambassador to Ukraine from the
United States?

DR. HILL: I only see what I see in the transcript, in
which he's talking to the President. He didn't say that he
was necessarily in favor. He's just responding to what he
has been told in this transcript.

MR. JORDAN: I mean, I can look at this transcript
again, but I think he said he favored it 100 percent. He was
pretty emphatic about --

DR. HILL: He's responding to what the President said,
as far as I can tell here. I can't speak to what President
Zelensky is thinking. I really can't.

MR. JORDAN: You think he's simply responding to the
President's suggestion? It seems to me, if that was the
case, he would say: Okay. I think that would be fine.

He says: No, I agree with you 100 percent. She was for
Poroshenko.

DR. HILL: He also says that he agrees 100 percent,
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actually 1,000 percent, on, you know, Angela Merkel and other
European countries not helping Ukraine, which actually isn't
true. It is true, as the President has asserted, that
they're not helping on the military front, but the Germans
and the French and other Europeans are giving an awful lot of
technical assistance and funding and money to Europe. We
were trying to get them to do more, but it's not true that
they're not doing much.

Look, I can't speak to what either of the Presidents
were thinking in this moment. I can only read and respond to
the transcript.

MR. JORDAN: Well, okay, fine. I mean, we have what
President Zelensky said. He obviously wanted a new
Ambassador just like President Trump did.

DR. HILL: Well, he doesn't say he wanted a new
Ambassador here. He wants his own new Ambassador. President
Zelensky also removed Ambassador Chaly because he's newly
elected, and Ambassador Chaly used to be President
Poroshenko's National Security Advisor and Special Assistant,
Special Diplomatic Advisor.

MR. JORDAN: I'm just reading what President Zelensky
said. I agree with you 100 percent -- page four, second
paragraph, President Zelensky, near the bottom: I agree with
you 100 percent. Her attitude towards me was far from the

best as she admired the previous President and she was on his
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side.

DR. HILL: Look, I can't speculate about why President
Zelensky was saying this and about what he was thinking about
at this particular time. He also doesn't have her name
correct.

MR. JORDAN: You don't think --

DR. HILL: And he says: It was great that you were the
first one who told me that she was a bad Ambassador.

He said: It was great that you were the first one who
told me that she was a bad Ambassador.

MR. JORDAN: I understand. I'm not saying --

DR. HILL: No. But I'm just saying that this seems to
suggest something else, so perhaps all of us shouldn't be
speculating on what they were basically both thinking or
saying.

MR. JORDAN: I'm not speculating. I'm just saying what
he said. I'm asking you --

DR. HILL: Well, he says: It was great that you were
the first one -- the first one -- who told me that she was a
bad Ambassador because I agree with you 100 percent.

That doesn't mean to say that he thinks that she was a
bad ambassador. He's responding to what the President has
said to him.

MR. JORDAN: So, when he said, "I agree with you 100

percent," he's not agreeing with the President 100 percent?
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DR. HILL: Well, he's agreeing with the President
100 percent if the President has told him that she is a bad
Ambassador, as the first one who is telling him.

MR. JORDAN: All I'm --

DR. HILL: I'm just saying to you what I'm reading here
as well. And, look, I don't want to start parsing what
either the President is saying or President Zelensky --

MR. JORDAN: I didn't posit why he wanted her. I just
said what he said. You're the expert on Ukraine, not me.

DR. HILL: Look --

MR. JORDAN: I'm asking you what you think --

DR. HILL: I am saying that he --

MR. JORDAN: -- why did President Zelensky, the guy who
ran on corruption, the single biggest issue, that was his
campaign, he wins, he gets elected. He wins the
parliamentary races, and he says -- he wins overwhelming in
his Presidential election, he says he wants a new Ambassador.
I'm just asking you --

DR. HILL: You'll actually see here that there's an
error in translation here. So, remember, President Zelensky
doesn't really speak English. He speaks some English but not
a lot of English. I would like to actually know whether this
was, you know, fully interpreted or whether he himself was
attempting to speak in English for this because you'll

actually see it's quite garbled.
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So, if you start to actually look at this paragraph
here, and I worked as a translator as well, as an
interpreter, just to be clear here, and I do speak Ukrainian,
although not as well as I speak Russian, and what he’'s saying
here is he has got confused between the Ambassador to the
United States from Ukraine, which could, in actual fact, be
his Ambassador, the Ukrainian Ambassador to the United
States. So he's getting himself confused in this particular
point here.

MR. JORDAN: What was her name -- or his name, excuse
me?

DR. HILL: That's Ambassador Chaly. But you see, he
says here: 1It'd be very helpful for the investigation to
make sure that we administer justice in our country with
regard to the Ambassador to the United States from Ukraine.

So that's already a confusion.

MR. JORDAN: Well, but he didn't say --

DR. HILL: So what I'm saying here is -- he didn't, but
he's getting confused.

MR. JORDAN: He said Yovanovitch.

DR. HILL: Yes, but as I say, he's getting confused
because he's talking about the Ambassador to the United
States from Ukraine.

MR. JORDAN: Okay. Fine.

DR. HILL: So what I'm saying here is, and then he said:
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It was great that you were the first one who told me -- the
first one who told me -- that she was a bad Ambassador

because I agree with you 100 percent. And then he says her
attitude to me was far from the best as she admired the
previous President and she was on his side.

And this is what we understand as being said by Rudy
Giuliani. Because I know from working with Ambassador
Yovanovitch that she wasn't personally close to Poroshenko.

MR. JORDAN: Dr. Hill, that is fine.

DR. HILL: And let me just tell you this, there's been
two instances -- just let me finish -- there's been two
instances in which ambassadors have been refused agrement or
been refused consideration by the countries because they've
been accused of being close to the previous incumbent
President.

This happened with our Ambassador to Georgia, and she'd
been previously serving in the Embassy in Georgia under
Saakashvili, and the current President said that she was
close to him and purported to provide information to me and
to others, and this wasn't true. Again, as I've said before,
anyone who had worked with President Poroshenko --

MR. JORDAN: Doctor, I'm not asking about Georgia. I'm
asking about Ukraine.

DR. HILL: No. But I'm pointing out to you that this is

a common refrain that we get from other embassies in other
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countries when they don't necessarily, you know, want to
either have an ambassador that we're trying to send to them
or that they want to curry favor with many of our officials.
They will often refer to things like this.

MR. JORDAN: All right. Thank you.

MR. ZELDIN: ©Dr. Hill, do you have a relationship with
former Assistant Secretary of State Victoria Nuland?

DR. HILL: In what way, a relationship?

MR. ZELDIN: Professional.

DR. HILL: A professional relationship, yes, when I was
working in the previous capacities as the national
intelligence officer. She's a long-term, you know, Foreign
Service officer. She'd been the National Security Advisor to
Cheney, for example, to Vice President Cheney at that time.
I do not have a personal relationship with her beyond the
professional relationship.

MR. ZELDIN: Are you aware of her directing anyone at
State to talk to Christopher Steele during her tenure as
Assistant Secretary?

DR. HILL: I was aware from the exchanges that she asked
Kathy Kavalec to talk to him after we had this discussion
already, when I suppose Christopher Steele had asked to talk
to her, and she asked Kathy Kavalec to talk to him instead.

MR. ZELDIN: 1In your opinion, would that be proper?

DR. HILL: I wouldn't have talked to him in that
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position, but whether it's proper or not, I think, is a
judgment for Assistant Secretary Nuland and others.

MR. ZELDIN: This was in the midst of the 2016 election,
correct?

DR. HILL: I believe that's the case. I mean, I read
about this later, and Kathy Kavalec told me that she'd been
instructed to go and talk to him.

MR. ZELDIN: Has anything been stated so far today that
you would describe as classified, or would you say everything
up to this point is unclassified?

DR. HILL: I don't think that anything that I have said
is classified. Or are you referring to just questions that
you have asked? I mean, I think that when we've got into --
and this is why, you know, perhaps I've been a little harsher
in my responses to the questions about the Politico piece and
things about Ukraine because I have a lot of classified
information that leads in other directions, and, obviously, I

can't share those.
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[6:15 p.m.]

MR. ZELDIN: But it's your --

MR, BITAR: Just as a matter of record for the
interview, this interview, as we said at the outset, has been
conducted at the unclassified level. We have not flagged
anything at this moment in time as classified.

DR. HILL: No, and I have confined all my answers to the
things that have either been in the public discussion --

MR. BITAR: I just don't want to leave any ambiguity, in
light of the question

MR. ZELDIN: That's why I'm asking the question.

So specifically with regards to the first round of
questions, you stated something about Venezuela and Russia.
Do you recall talking about some type of --

DR. HILL: Yes. I said that the Russians signaled,
including publicly through the press and through press
articles -- that's the way that they operate -- that they
were interested in -- they laid it out in articles, I mean a
lot of them in Russian -- but, you know, obviously, your
staff and Congressional Research Service can find them for
you -- positing that, as the U.S. was so concerned about the
Monroe Doctrine and its own backyard, perhaps the U.S. might
also be then concerned about developments in Russia's
backyard as in Ukraine, making it very obvious that they were

trying to set up some kind of let's just say: You stay out
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of Ukraine or you move out of Ukraine, you change your
position on Ukraine, and, you know, we'll rethink where we
are with Venezuela.

And I said that I went to Moscow. It wasn't a
classified trip because I was going to meet with Russians.
And in the course of those discussions, it was also apparent,
including with a Russian think tank and other members, that
the Russian Government was interested in having a discussion
about Venezuela and Ukraine.

MR. ZELDIN: And just for my own knowledge then, so
that's something that it's all been publicly reported,
everything's unclassified there?

DR. HILL: 1It's been reported and that the Russians, the
Russians themselves made it very clear in unclassified public
settings that they were interested at some point in -- and,
in fact, it was even reported in the press that I had gone to
Russia, by someone that asked a question of our State
Department officials in doing a press briefing: Had I gone
to Russia at the time to make a trade between Venezuela and
Ukraine? It was asked as a question to Christopher Robinson
during a press briefing at the State Department.

MR. ZELDIN: Did you state earlier that there was a
nexus between Rudy Giuliani associates and Venezuela?

DR. HILL: I was told that by the directors working on

the Western Hemisphere. I didn't have a chance to look into
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this in any way. I was told that the same individuals who
had been indicted had been interested at different points in
energy investments in Venezuela and that this was quite
well-known.

MR. ZELDIN: Have you maintained -- after you left the
U.S. Government, have you been in contact with any Ukrainian
Government officials?

DR. HILL: I have not.

MR. ZELDIN: Have you had contact with any U.S.
Government officials sharing any information with you about
when Ukraine became aware of a hold on aid?

DR. HILL: I have not. 1I've only read about it in the
paper.

MR. ZELDIN: So the sole source of information that you
have with regards to the hold on aid to Ukraine has been
based on press reports?

DR. HILL: No. Well, you said about Ukrainian
officials, when they knew about when the aid had been put on
hold.

MR. ZELDIN: With regard to Ukrainian officials, solely
through press reports?

DR. HILL: I only know about that from press reports.
When I left, it had just been announced internally, and I was
not aware at that point whether the Ukrainians knew about

that. So I left on July 19th.
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MR. ZELDIN: And you were snorkeling on July 25th?

DR. HILL: I was snorkeling quite a bit in that
timeframe, yeah.

MR. ZELDIN: How much time do we have left?

MR. HECK: Three minutes.

MR. ZELDIN: We yield back.

MR. HECK: Turn now to the gentleman from California,
Mr. Rouda, who has a couple of questions.

MR. ROUDA: Thank you very much.

Dr. Hill, thank you for a long day of testimony.

MR. GOLDMAN: Mr. Rouda, can you use the microphone?

MR. ROUDA: Just a couple quick questions. You talked a
little bit about the aid that was approved in a bipartisan
fashion that it is typical for the agencies and departments
involved to slow down and move forward, step back as the
process goes through for them to get to their final
approvals.

If I understood your testimony correctly, it did appear
that all approvals had been made at the time that this aid
was delayed and that that would be characterized as unusual.

DR. HILL: That is correct.

MR. ROUDA: And equally unusual that the communication
from Mulvaney to the respective departments, that there was
no specific reason for it. Would you characterize that as

unusual as well?
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DR. HILL: That is correct.

MR. ROUDA: Thank you. And then I just want to get a
little bit of better understanding on the voice memorandum --
the call memorandum, excuse me. And if I understand
correctly from your testimony, we have individuals who are
repeating exactly what the President of the United States has
said as well as what the President of Ukraine has said that's
going into voice analytics, and that that is more than one
person, is that correct, that's doing that activity?

DR. HILL: I think there may be more than one person at
times.

MR. ROUDA: So do we know in this --

DR. HILL: I know -- I personally myself know of one
person who usually does this, but there could be two at the
same time, particularly if it's, you know, kind of a long
call or, you know, maybe one person does one person, one
person does another.

MR. ROUDA: So, in this situation, we don't Know as we
sit here right now whether there was one or more people
who --

DR. HILL: I do not know.

MR. ROUDA: But, regardless, it's being dictated into
the voice recognition, and then there’'s a process to go back
and check against people's notes to make sure that the

memorandum is as close as possible to what they believe they
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heard during that call?

DR. HILL: That's right.

MR. ROUDA: And then, once that's completed, various
individuals, including members of the White House staff, have
the ability to review that memorandum as well and make any
additional edits?

DR. HILL: Say again. Members of the --

MR. ROUDA: Members of the White House staff would have
the ability to look at that call summary?

DR. HILL: Only the Executive Secretariat would.

MR. ROUDA: Okay, the Executive --

DR. HILL: But usually for punctuation or, you know,
kind of style punctuation-related issues.

MR. ROUDA: And is it possible that the memorandum that
was circulated could have had redactions from it?

DR. HILL: It's possible, but it doesn't necessarily
indicate this in looking at this. This is not inconsistent
with other transcripts that I've worked on.

MR. ROUDA: Thank you, Chairman. I yield back.

MR. HECK: Mr. Goldman.

MR. GOLDMAN: Mr. Noble will take it.

BY MR. NOBLE:

Q So I'd like to go back and ask about some more of

the meetings on your calendar.

A Sure.
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Q Actually, this one is not on your calendar, but the
day before the meeting on the 5th that we were talking about,
there was a dinner or some kind of celebration hosted by
Ambassador Sondland in Brussels to celebrate independence 1
month early. Were you aware of that?

A I was. Yeah, that was in June. And this was the
dinner that he had invited President Zelensky to attend.

Q Right. Do you know why he invited President
Zelensky?

A Yes. Basically, this was in the course of, you
know, the discussions that it would be very difficult for us
to necessarily get a high-level meeting scheduled with
President Zelensky, you know, immediately after his election.

We'd already talked at great length about, you know,
kind of all the back-and-forth about what we were going to do
about trying to have a Presidential meeting or a meeting with
the Vice President.

And the Germans and the French and others were already
inviting President Zelensky to visit. And Ambassador
Sondland, what was traditionally -- well, I guess the United
States Embassy always traditionally has a July Fourth party.
For whatever reason, Ambassador Sondland was going to have
his a month early.

You know, it was within the respectable period after the

election of President Zelensky. We all wanted to have a
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touch of some description at a high level with him, something
that would, you know, show that the United States was paying,
you know, attention to him. And Gordon Sondland came up with

that idea and, in fact, we all supported it.

Q Who else attended the dinner, do you know, on the
U.S. side?
A I never saw a full invitation list. I mean, I read

that Jay Leno was there, which was quite interesting and I
guess makes sense., He's one comedian, you know, and another.
And I do know that Jared Kushner was there. There was even a
discussion about that because he was going to Europe for
other business. And it was discussed that this would be a
signaling, you know, on the part of the White House that, you
know, Zelensky was being treated seriously by having a member
of the President's family and also another senior White House
official attending that dinner. So we did not see this as
untoward in any way.

Q Did you get a readout from the meeting?

A I did not get a readout. I mean, this was being
billed more as something social, and it was to introduce
Zelensky to the European Diplomatic Corps and other European
heads of state. And I believe that he -- President Zelensky
had some other meetings around that with European officials.

Q Okay. On page 42, on June 13, you had a meeting

with Ambassador Volker and Ambassador Bolton.
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A Yes.
Q Do you recall what that meeting was about on the
13th?
A Yes. That meeting was, again, looking forward to

where we were going to try to go with Ukrainian policy,
whether there was going to be any hope of having the Russians
revisit some kind of process again with Ambassador Volker.

I mean, at this point, he's been waiting for some
response from Sokov as to whether he's intending to meet with
him again and whether we should anticipate the Russians doing
anything before the Rada, the parliamentary elections. And
he was relating to Ambassador Bolton, you know, all of his
efforts to talk to the Europeans and to others at that time.

Q Did you recall that that, on June 13th, that was
the same day that President Trump told George Stephanopoulos
in an interview that he'd be willing to accept dirt from a
foreign government on a political opponent?

A I did not make that connection. No, I did not

recall that.

Q So you didn't discuss that with Ambassador
Volker --

A No.

Q -- and Ambassador Bolton?

Did you ever discuss that statement by the President

with Ambassador Bolton?
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A I did not, no.

Q Did that raise any concerns for you when you heard
the President say that?

A I mean, it raised general concerns about, you know,
what does that mean? I mean, obviously, you know, I'm sure,
based on my responses to some of these questions, you can be
sure I don't approve of that kind of thing because, again,
this is where we've all got ourselves into a predicament.

Q And did you discuss that concern with anyone else
at the NSC?

A I did not.

Q On the next page, on the 17th, you met with General

Kellogg about Ukraine.

A Yes.
Q Do you recall what that meeting was about?
A Yes. This was, again, you know, following up with

him on my previous concerns and also trying to check to see
if there was any more chance that perhaps the Vice President
might consider, you know, going to Ukraine at some point in
the summer.

Q And the next day you met with Ambassador Sondland?

A That is correct. That was the day that I was told
by Ambassador Sondland that he was in charge of Ukraine.

Q Okay. We've gone over that. Skipping forward to

the 3rd of July, it's on page 45, you had a meeting with
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Michael Ellis and John Eisenberg, and it looks like you
handwrote this transition and question mark?

A Yes, because I think that was my first initial
transition meeting, and I just wanted to, you know, kind of
double-check for myself because, you know, this is already in
the month that I'm leaving, and there was an awful lot of
things I had to make sure that I was complying with. I was
also asking them, were there any of the issues that we'd all
worked on together that I should specifically think about
handing off to others, other individuals.

Q This was a week before the meeting on July 10th
that we talked about earlier where Sondland blurted out about
pushing --

A That is correct. And that hadn't -- actually
hadn't been fully scheduled at that particular time. We were
working on having Oleksandr Danylyuk and Andrey Yermak come,
but we didn't at that moment actually know that Ambassador
Sondland and Ambassador Volker were going to participate as
well.

And in actual fact, they weren't on the initial list to
participate because I'll just say it was actually highly
unusual for both of them to be at a meeting with a senior
Ukrainian official that was with Ambassador Bolton. I mean,
the normal thing would have been to have Ambassador Volker

have his own meetings with them at State Department, but
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Ambassador Sondland was pretty insistent on getting into the
meeting along with Ambassador Volker.

Q Was he admitted to the meeting over the objection
of --

A And then that's actually when we also determined
that Secretary Perry should be there as well, because
obviously we were having Ambassador Yolker and Ambassador
Sondland, and Secretary Perry was having -- you Know,
basically, was really in the process of initiating work on
the Ukrainian energy sector. Then, if we were going to have
the two of them, we should then have Secretary Perry as well
and cover the whole range of issues. It also seemed, to be
frank, to be an opportunity for coordination that we
obviously sorely needed at that point.

Q Fair enough. The May 20th inauguration, the U.S.
delegation, its composition, was there ever any debate about
whether or not Ambassador Sondland should attend the
inauguration?

A Yes. He wasn't on our initial list.

Q Okay. How did he --

A We were trying to determine -- and the Chief of
Staff's Office kept putting him back on. And Ambassador
Sondland, in any case, said he was going.

Q Mick Mulvaney's office kept putting him back on?

A That's right.
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Q So did Ambassador Bolton essentially get overruled?
A Essentially. I mean, that actually is not uncommon

for us to put forward a list and then others to put forward
1ists. The State Department often puts lists forward of
people that they want to be attending as well. And
Ambassador Sondland also got the State Department, Lisa
Kenna, who is the Executive Secretary at the State
Department, to make it clear that he should attend.

Q What do you mean, he got Lisa Kenna to make it
clear that he should attend?

A He contacted me when he wasn't on the list that
Ambassador Bolton had put forward and said he wasn't on the
list and that he would be contacting Lisa Kenna to write to
the NSC to make sure that he was on the list. And he wanted
to know why he wasn’'t on the list. And I related to him that
the list had been drawn up according to people who were
responsible for, you know, Ukrainian affairs.

This is before -- remember, this is May 20th, before
he's announced to me that he's in charge of Ukraine on June
18th -- and that there was, you know, kind of no reason to
see at that point why he should be going to the Presidential
inauguration of the Ukrainian President as Ambassador to EU.
It was just simply -- as simple as that.

And he said that he had been instructed by the State

Department and that he would have Ulrich Brechbuhl, you know,
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if necessary, call, but he was going to have Lisa Kenna send
a note to the Executive Secretariat.

Q Of the National Security Council?

A Of the National Security Council.

Q Do you know whether she sent that note?

A I believe she did. We'd also invited quite a lot
of people. I think, you know, Senator Portman as well as
Senator Johnson and a range of other people. But the
scheduling was so tight that very few people were able to
come.

Q Was Sondland, Ambassador Sondland originally on the
list of attendees for the July 10th meeting?

A No. Initially -- I mean, this is a meeting that
was requested with Ambassador Bolton, and they asked if they
could attend, Ambassador Sondland and Kurt Volker. Then we
decided to -- that we should also have Secretary Perry come.

Q Who did they ask to attend, Ambassador Bolton?
Whose permission did they have to get?

A They went through Ambassador Bolton's office. And
we were also then asked to push forward if they wanted to
attend. So we had some back-and-forth with Ambassador Bolton
about this. Because, again, 1in the spirit of coordination at
this particular juncture, it seemed like actually a good
thing to do.

Q Okay. We may have talked about this one, so
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forgive me, but on page 46, there was a meeting with George

Kent --
A Yes.
Q -- on Monday, July 8th. What was that about?
A That was basically in the course of my -- you know,

I mentioned before I was trying to do handover meetings. And
I wanted to fill in DAS Kent about the -- Deputy Assistant
Secretary Kent -- about the fact that we were working very
closely with Secretary Perry on trying to promote
energy-related issues. And given his portfolio, I asked him
if he would take the lead in making sure that there was full
coordination with Secretary Perry on the energy issues.

Q Okay. On page 47, we may have talked about this
one as well, July 19th, your meeting with Ambassador
Taylor --

A Yes.

Q -- about Ukraine. Was that another -- that was a

transition meeting?

A It was a secure phone call with him.
Q Okay.
A He wasn't at this point in -- he was actually in

Kyiv. This was actually a secure phone call.
Q And is this the conversation you had where you went
through the laundry list of concerns with him?

A That is correct.
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Q Okay .
A And this was because, you know, obviously, the
previous week we had, you know, had this -- these episodes,

and I hadn't been able to talk to him since. I was trying to
schedule a call with him.

And as you can see, I've also got Phil Reeker. We had
lunch and I basically was trying to hand off. It wasn't
just, again, about Ukraine in his case. All these issues
that I was worried were loose threads that needed to be
wrapped up, and I was worried there wouldn't be coordination
on.

Q Got it.

A And then, as you can see here, Mr. Danylyuk called
me as well, because he was still worried about not having
reached a conclusion on who he should engage with to work on
the National Security Council reform in Ukraine. And I
suggested to him again that he work with Deputy Assistant
Secretary Taylor -- Kent and also with Ambassador Taylor,
because that would be appropriate, because normally the State
Department carries out this kind of technical assistance or
advisory role. And we'd already done this, of course, with
the Ukrainian military, with General Abizaid and also with
Keith Dayton.

Q Did Danylyuk raise anything about the -- any

concern about setting up a meeting between President Zelensky
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and President Trump?

A He kept expressing concern that there was no sign
of the meeting. And I assured him that Ambassador Bolton was
treating it seriously and that we would do it, you know, when
it was appropriate in terms of the schedule. I also stressed
again that, at this juncture, we needed to wait for -- you
know, as I've said to our colleagues, that we needed to wait
for the Rada elections and then to see about the formation of
the government.

Q Which were scheduled for the following week at that
point?

A The following week, correct.

Q Okay. And then, on July 23rd, the next page,
there's a Ukraine PCC meeting?

A Yes.

Q I take it you did not attend that meeting?

A I did not. And I actually didn't attend the
meeting that's also on the calendar for the 18th, because I'd
already handed over to Tim Morrison. The last series of
meetings that I went to in my formal capacity were on the
15th, the redacted meetings.

And after that, we'd agreed with Ambassador Bolton and
Charlie Kupperman that, you know, because of the short nature
of the -- that we should hand over to Tim. But Tim had been

traveling in this period. He did return on the Thursday, you
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know. And then the point was to have this meeting on the
Tuesday, which was actually supposed to be where they started
to discuss what was going on with the hold on the military
assistance.

Q Did Mr. Morrison, do you know, did he attend that
meeting on the 18th, or was he still traveling?

A I would have to check. He might have -- I remember
he came back I think on the Thursday, but he might have
missed the meeting. But this, looking at this, you know,
often when it says Vindman, this is a meeting that is being
held at the director level, which could have been, you know,
kind of preparing for the larger meeting on the Tuesday,
which Tim Morrison in that new role would have been --

Q Would have attended?

A That's right.

Q Okay. That's it on the calendar. Thank you.

MR. GOLDMAN: Mr. Jordan, with your consent, would you
mind if I took over this round, even though ordinarily we
understand the rules are that counsel, just since we don't
have a time limit?

MR. JORDAN: Are you guys planning on using all 457

MR. GOLDMAN: I don't know.

MR. JORDAN: Go ahead.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:
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Q Briefly, you mentioned earlier Dmytro Firtash. I
don't want to get into too much detail about him. But I'm
curious whether you know, whether you learned at any point
whether Parnas and Fruman had any association with Firtash?

A I did not learn that, no.

Q And do you know whether Rudy Giuliani had any
connection to Firtash?

A I also do not know that.

Q Do you know who represents Firtash in his
extradition to the United States?

A I actually didn’t know that either. Who was it?
Do we know that?

Q I mean, the public reporting right now is that it's
Joe diGenova and Victoria Toensing.

A I see. No, I don't know either of those names. I
mean, all of my knowledge of Firtash comes from my time when
I was at the DNI and then, you know, subsequently, to some
degree, when I was in the think tank world because, of
course, his role in RosUkrEnergo and the, you know, various
middleman dealings between the Russian and Ukrainian energy
sectors was very well-known. But he didn't really come onto
the radar screen very much in my time in the administration.

Q Are you familiar -- I'm going to switch gears now
to Naftogaz again. Are you familiar with the public

reporting that Secretary Perry tried to convince Naftogaz to
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change members of their board?

A I was not familiar in the way that it's been
publicly reported. I know that, you know, we were focusing
on Naftogaz. Secretary Perry hadn't opposed Amos Hochstein
being on the board initially, but there was definitely a
discussion about how was Naftogaz going to be moving forward
into the future. And part of that would have required
probably getting, you know, kind of a pretty robust oversight
board. And there were concerns expressed to me by the
Naftogaz executives when they came to visit that they were
under a lot of pressure at that particular point.

Q Pressure from whom?

A They did mention to me that there was pressure
coming from Ukrainian Americans. They didn't get into any
details because they clearly felt uncomfortable about this.
But one of the women on the board who actually at that point
was potentially slated to be Deputy Foreign Minister told me
that it was coming from these Ukrainian Americans who were
dealing with Giuliani.

Q Fruman and Parnas?

A That's exactly the case, yes.

Q Did you ever become aware of a memo or an open
letter written by Dale Perry?

A No. I don't know who that is.

Q Did you ever come to learn whether there was a
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meeting in March of this year in Houston between an executive
on Naftogaz, with Naftogaz, Andrey Favorov, and Parnas and
Fruman?

A I did not know, but this could be what they were
referring to, because it's after that time when they came in
to see me. And this is around the time when Amos Hochstein
came in and said the Naftogaz people being on the board are
coming under an awful lot of pressure.

Q So just one last little bit on this. What was the
rationale, that they would need a stronger board, you said,
or -- I don't want to -- I don't know that that was your
exact terminology, but --

A Well, I mean, that was part of the discussion about
how Naftogaz was going to become self-sufficient. They had
debt issues. This is, you know, kind of a company that
really needed an overhaul, and although the people who had
been involved there had, you know, been trying to be very
professional -- this is, you know, a far cry from, you know,
some of the days of Russian and Ukrainian energy interactions
-- there's obviously still a lot of work to be done.

I also just want to reiterate here that, as the National
Security Council, you know, we weren't having a major role in
a lot of these issues. I mean, we were really trying at that
point, you know, at the direction of Ambassador Bolton and

others, beginning back at the beginning of the
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administration, to play more of a coordinating role. And in
terms of the energy sector reform, this was really Department
of Energy in conjunction with the State Department.

So, when people were approaching me with these concerns,
I was referring them back at all times. Hence, why I was
having regular consultations with Deputy Assistant Secretary
Kent and also to then, now Charge Ambassador Taylor in Kyiv,
because that would be the appropriate place for them to
follow up. There wasn't any expectation, even on the
National Security Council reform, that we would play some
kind of meaningful role in that.

MR. HECK: Dr. Hill, I have to step out. I'm going to
make every effort to return, but in the event that I am not
able to return before you conclude, which I think everybody
is aspiring to at this point, it is important to me that I
express my personal appreciation for your presence here
today.

Indeed, I would say that, in the years that I've been in
the Congress, I've never seen anybody testify for 9 straight
hours and have every bit as much energy and recall in the
ninth hour as they did in the first hour. And I'm very, very
grateful to you for your presence today and for your
considerable public service.

DR. HILL: Thank you, sir. Thank you.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:
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Q Did you understand how the Naftogaz executives
could feel pressure from two businessmen, Parnas and Fruman,
in such a meaningful way?

A Well, I think there were lots of efforts in the
Ukrainian energy sector, as in the Russian energy sector at
many times, to, you know, move away from, you know, the sort
of state supervision, to hive off parts of different
companies.

In my previous guise in the think tank world, I've
written a lot of articles and publications on the energy
sector. And when I was at the DNI, I was involved very
heavily in analysis of the energy sector in Ukraine and in
Russia and elsewhere. This was, you know, an area,
obviously, there's a lot of money to be made.

And, you know, as you know, in the Russian energy
sector, a lot of the people who are in charge of that sector
are very close to President Putin. He himself has taken a
personal interest in this.

And RosUkrEnergo, Mr. Firtash and others, all of the
oligarchs involved in these energy sectors, have been close
one way or another to the Kremlin, because, in many respects,
the Ukrainian energy sector is dependent on Russian energy,
both as a transit route to the rest of Europe and also
because an awful lot of the energy exploitation was taking

place in areas close to Russia, and at different points,
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Russians were invested in energy sector development.

And, of course, after the annexation of Crimea, a number
of potentially promising Ukrainian gas and oil fields were
actually annexed by the Russians as well.

So, you know, this is a kind of fairly complicated
procedure, and there's a lot of opportunity for a number of
individuals, you know, kind of be they Ukrainian American
businesspeople or people who have been -- you know, Western
businesspeople who have been involved in the energy sector,
to get involved in investments there.

I also came across, I just have to say, people who were
not Ukrainian American but Americans who I was also wondering
what they were up to, in terms of their own interest in the
energy sector.

Q Right. But that doesn't necessarily answer the
question as to how two businessmen from Florida could make
the Naftogaz executives feel significant pressure.

A Their connections. The connections that they were
either imputing or purporting in the context of these
meetings.

Q The connections to whom?

A To Rudy Giuliani, and through that by, you know,
usurpation, I presume, of some kind of Presidential
authority, or purporting to be doing this on the kind of

behalf of, in some way, of Rudy Giuliani.
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Q Was it not the case that Naftogaz had significantly
reduced its dependence on Russia?

A It had, but there's still, you know, kind of a way
to go. And they were also having financial problems at this
particular juncture, and they were hoping that the United
States and other international entities would help them with
funds that they needed, both for restructuring but also for
purchases of gas, you know, for the winter.

Q So do you believe that two 0il and gas executives
or finance executives from Texas was the solution to
revamping the board?

A I am not quite sure who you're talking about there,
again.

Q I'm sorry. That was the public reporting.

A Oh, I see.

Q That Secretary Perry was advocating for --

A I wasn't familiar at all with who Secretary Perry
and others might be advocating. I'm just relating that the
Naftogaz executives told me that they felt under pressure.
And, again, I referred them to the State Department and to,
you know, obviously, our colleagues at Department of Energy.
And I did talk to Ambassador Taylor, Deputy Assistant
Secretary Kent, and also Phil Reeker about this.

Q Because it wouldn't necessarily be your area of

focus?
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A Correct.

Q Understood. I have a few final questions a little
bit later, but I'm going to turn it over to Mr. Raskin to see
if he has any questions.

MR. RASKIN: Thank you very much, Dr. Hill. Thank you
for your remarkable service to our country. And speaking as
one Member, I can say I'm extremely proud of you, especially
because you're my constituent. And thank you for the way
you've conducted yourself through this very difficult process
as well.

One of the reasons that you've taken umbrage at being
led down a path which looks like the conspiracy theory that
it was Ukraine and not Russia that interfered in our election
in 2016 is that you said that it undermines our capacity to
respond to 2020 properly, to understand what's happening or
what's about to happen in 2020.

And I wonder if you would expound upon that a little
bit. What is about to happen, best you can tell, in terms of
Russian interference in our current Presidential election?

DR. HILL: I think, as we have gone on over the past,
you know, 2 and a half years, and since the whole proceedings
and the Mueller report, you know, in terms of press reporting
and more in-depth investigations by social media, we realize,
you know, how sophisticated and how extensive the Russian

interference has been.
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But the Russians, you know, can't basically exploit
cleavages if there are not cleavages. The Russian can't
exploit corruption if there's not corruption. They can't
exploit alternative narratives if those alternative
narratives are not out there and getting credence. What the
Russians do is they exploit things that already exist.

And if you look at actually how President Putin himself
has responded to what he fears would be our, or other
interference in his elections, you can see, you know, what he
has done. He's made it impossible to have foreign money into
his elections. He's cut down NGOs and other foreign
entities, you know, from everything from Transparency
International to IRI and NDI and other entities.

He has basically designated anyone with any kind of
foreign experience as a fifth column and as a traitor to the
country. He has gone after people like Alexei Navalny and
Vladimir Kara-Murza, both people who you here as Members of
Congress know -- Vladimir Kara-Murza has been here and met
with congressional staff -- as stooges of the West and as
people who are being played.

And, also, he has, you know, created a good degree of
plausible deniability by sending out patriotic hackers to --
from, you know, for example, Mr. Prigozhin, his, you know,
erstwhile cook or kind of catering oligarch, who has been

paying for and sponsoring the IRA, the Internet Research
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Agency, that has been basically doing the same kind of
research on all of our campaigns and all of our individuals,
to dig up dirt and to, in fact, exploit any weakness in our
system and to throw back all kinds of information on our
candidates.

So the more that we denigrate ourselves, the more that
we end up in across-the-aisle screaming matches, the more
dirt that we put out on our own pélitical candidates in the
course of our own race, the more that the Russians will use
that to amplify this.

And I think it's been very well documented right now how
they've tried to exploit race. They've tried to exploit
religious differences. And if you look very carefully at
what Putin does, he never does anything like this in his own
establishment. Putin presents himself as the President to
everybody. He never singles anybody out on the basis of
their race or their religion or their ethnic background. He
lets other people do that, and he plays with it, but he has
basically harnessed -- he's the first populist President, and
he has harnessed that populism very effectively.

And I made a mistake when I did my research on Putin in
the book that I wrote, because I actually wrote that he
doesn't really fully understand our system and how it
operates. I meant that from a positive point of view. But

my mistake was in not fully understanding that he understands
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all the negative aspects of how our system works, and he's
playing that right back at us.

MR. RASKIN: He understands the weaknesses?

DR. HILL: Correct. And the more divisive our politics
are, the more that he can pick partisan differences apart and
encourage people to go out and exploit that, the more
vulnerable that we are.

MR. RASKIN: So partisan rancor and division is one of
the weaknesses he's exploited, but you also said that
corruption is our Achilles' heel. And I don't know whether
you were thinking specifically about Mr. Parnas and
Mr. Fruman, but --

DR. HILL: I was.

MR. RASKIN: You were -- will you explain --

DR. HILL: Because the failure of imagination for
myself, again, in writing this book -- and I've forced Lee to
buy a copy now -- is if you read the epilogue and, you know,
the final, you know, chapter -- and I'd be happy to send
everybody, you know, this -- is basically Putin was a case
officer in the KGB. He has said many times that his
specialty is working with people, which means manipulating
people, blackmailing people, extorting people. He looks at
people's vulnerabilities.

And this is why I was concerned about the Steele report

because that is a vulnerability. Christopher Steele going
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out and looking for information. He's obviously out there
soliciting information. What a great opportunity to,
basically, you know, present him with information that he's
looking for that can be couched some truth and some
disinformation.

So he's looking out there for every opening that he can
find, basically, and somebody's vulnerability to turn that
against them. That's exactly what a case officer does. They
get a weakness, and they blackmail their assets. And Putin
will target world leaders and other officials like this. He
tries to target everybody.

So a story from when I was working on the book, I was
also looking for information for the book to write about
Putin. And my phone was hacked repeatedly, and the Brookings
system was hacked repeatedly. And at one point, it was
clearly obvious that someone had exfiltrated out my draft
chapters. I mean, you know, they were in draft form.

And then, mysteriously, after this I started to get
emails from people who purported to have met me at different
points in my career, people I kind of vaguely remember. 1'd
look online, and there would be these, you know, LinkedIn
pages or there might be, you know, something I could find out
some information for them. And they'd start offering me
information, you know, that somehow purported to, strangely

enough, some of the chapters that I was actually working on.
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And when I would go to meetings in Russia, people would
basically, you know -- so that I was being played, or they
were attempting to play me as well. And I've seen this time
and time again.

So the more that people are looking for business
opportunities, the more that they're doing something that is
illegal or certainly shady and nefarious, the more that Putin
can step forward and the people around him to exploit this.

And you can see this time and time again in every one of
the former Soviet republics and really across Europe as well.
They've given money to political parties, to all kinds of
political operatives, or sometimes they've just simply given
access to people.

MR. RASKIN: The firing or the recall of Ambassador
Yovanovitch followed upon a sequence of events that looks to
me very much like a political hit and propaganda, that there
was a campaign out to get her. Please give me your sense of
if I'm right about that. And have you ever seen an
Ambassador removed in similar circumstances before in your
career?

DR. HILL: Well, that's what I said, that I believe as
well that that was also a political hit on her. And I
mentioned in reference to the question about do I know Kathy
Kavalec that I believe that there was a hit done on her as

well by the Albanian Democrats, who picked up on information,
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including the fact that she'd been mentioned in these
exchanges with Bruce Ohr and Toria Nuland on Chris Steele,
and used that to denounce her and to basically force the
State Department to pull back her name. She was already in
Albanian language training, which mustn't have been a lot of
fun, I can imagine, but she was already well progressed on
this. And she's now going out to have some role in the OSCE.

And there was also something similar done to our
Ambassador-designate, Bridget Brink, to Georgia by the
Georgians, also, you know, purporting to create a dossier and
material.

And I was also -- Connie Mack, not the Congressman but
his son, went to Vice President Pence's staff and asked for
me being removed, providing as an exhibit the InfoWars and
all the other information, saying that I was a Soros mole in
the White House.

MR. RASKIN: In answer to a kind of all's well that ends
well suggestion about this situation, you said, in fact, the
U.S.-Ukraine relationship is now covered in scandal.

I wonder to what extent is the Ukrainian Government
still looking to see how it should respond to the request for
political dirt on the Bidens. 1Is that story over, or are
they still waiting to see what happens in the United States
now?

DR. HILL: 1I'm sure they are still waiting to see how
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that happens. But I'm sure that they also want to find out
for themselves if there's any, you know, kind of thing there
that they should be scared about or concerned about in any
way. Not scared, let's just say concerned about.

And I was struck by the fact that their prosecutor
announced that they were, you know, reviewing all of this
again. And I think if I were President Zelensky and his new
team, having been unfamiliar in actual fact with what was
going on before -- remember, President Zelensky was engaged
in making, you know, programs and playing a President on
television. He wouldn't necessarily be familiar with all of
this as well. So it's not actually, you know, completely
ridiculous that he would actually be asking to have some
investigations for his own purposes to see, you know, quite
what has transpired here.

MR. RASKIN: Finally, the inspector general of the
Department of State gave us a package, essentially, of
propaganda materials and conspiracy theory, which I think
Rudy Giuliani took credit for later. You've emphasized a lot
the role that propaganda has played in attacking certain
people and advancing this agenda in Ukraine, and I just
wonder if you would expound generally on this.

Do you think we're in a period where political
propaganda is playing a very seriously role in undermining

the legitimacy of government, undermining the legitimacy of
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public officials, and what are your thoughts about what needs
to be done about that?

DR. HILL: Well, I do. Look, I mean the issue -~ I
mean, this is, you know, obviously a big debate that we're
having nationally about campaign finance and about the role
of political action committees.

But what President Putin and others have seen -- and
this gets back, you know, to be fair to you and your kind of
question here about, you know, individual efforts by
Ukrainian Americans or anybody to, you know, kind of get into
campaigns, is they see an opportunity through the existence
of these kinds of entities to play out something similar
themselves.

I've often described Viadimir Putin as heading up a
Super PAC, but he's not an American citizen. It's not part
of a legitimate campaign, and it's not part of our democracy.
But what he's doing is using exactly the same tactics and
using, in fact, the campaign research that we all produce as
part of our, you know, political efforts, to turn it right
back at us. So that is, again, exactly the kind of actions
that people like Putin take.

So the only way that we can keep the Russians out of our
politics is to clean up our own act.

MR. RASKIN: Ma'am, we don't allow our own government to

spend money on our politics. Why should we allow other
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people's governments to spend money on our politics?

DR. HILL: That's exactly right. That's the kind of
guestion, that's why I was getting so testy. You know, and I
apologize again for getting a bit testy. I've got a bit of a
headache now. You know, kind of a long day here.

But that's the kind of point that I am trying to get
across here, that, you know, these are, you know, as you
rightly point out, foreign governments, be they Ukrainian or
Russian or others. The scale of what the Russians have done,
they've also opened it up for the Chinese. And when
President Pence said that the Chinese make the Russians look
like junior varsity and he got pooh-poohed somewhat, you
know, out in the press on that, he was absolutely right.

The biggest thing that I was most disturbed about in the
course of my work is really theiscale of Chinese efforts.

The Chinese have a lot of money. They've infiltrated all of
our universities. They've infiltrated a lot of our
companies. And we can't get too carried away and, you Know,
start with a mass hysteria about China. But I was completely
shocked, frankly, when former Senator Lieberman was basically
signed up to represent a Chinese company at this particular
juncture.

We should all be extraordinarily careful about our
former senior officials and others going on to foreign

companies of this nature. It's one thing to go and work with
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American companies or allied companies, the Netherlands and
Norway, Sweden, you know, the United Kingdom, but it's
another entirely when we know that a country has some
adversarial intent towards us, and also from anyone who has
had a security clearance to go into lobbying efforts.

And I was deeply disturbed to find out that my resume
could be put in a filing of a FARA report by Connie Mack and
could be used as an exhibit to try to create a case against
me to ask the Vice President and his staff to have me fired
for being a Soros mole in the White House. I mean, they
laughed him out of a hearing and, you know, basically didn't
listen to this, but this was, unfortunately, the kind of
actions that were taken against Masha Yovanovitch. And if
you also see with Kathy Kavalec, the Albanian Democratic
Party, where they took on an advocacy group and put out her
information, also in a FARA.

So we have permitted open season on our diplomats, and
it could happen to anybody. It doesn't matter whether
they're a noncareer official. It happened, rather
disturbingly to me, to rather a lot of women, but it can
happen to any political person as well. Any one of us here
could be subject to this kind of claims and these kinds of
attacks, any single person who gets crosswise with any of
these individuals or any of these countries, if they think

that any of us are in the way. And I've been extraordinarily
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concerned about this.

And, again, that's the only reason that, you know --
again, Mr. Castor, I don't mean to jump down your throat, but
I'm really worried about this. And, you know, one of the
reasons that I actually decided that I wanted to also come
out of the administration during the campaign was to be able
to speak about this publicly.

Now, in the case of right now, I think that, you know,
what you're all doing here -- I know that there is debate
about this -- is actually very important to get to the bottom
of what has really been happening. If nothing else, we
should all agree that what happened to Ambassador Yovanovitch
is unacceptable, and we should not be letting this happen to
our public servants across the board because it could happen
to congressional staff. It could happen to absolutely
everybody.

And I will, you know, try to, as I said, keep my head
down and, you know, try to keep out of the public spotlight
while this process is underway because I want to see that
it's done in as nonpartisan and as serious a way as possible,
but I eventually want to be able to speak out against this
kind of activity.

I'm not a Russia hawk. What I am is a critic of the way
that this government, led by a KGB former case officer who

specializes in manipulating people's vulnerabilities and
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exploiting corruption -- it's what Putin did in the 1970s,
when he joined the KGB in Leningrad and St. Petersburg. They
went after American businessmen and set up sting operations.
He's been targeting the business community.

I firmly believe he was also targeting President Trump,
and he was targeting all of the other campaigns as well. And
I think that that was the mistake when the 2016
investigations were launched, not to take it from the point
of view what Russia was doing to target Americans, no matter
who they were in the system.

MR. RASKIN: Based on what you just said, one final
guestion. Why do you believe that Putin was targeting Donald
Trump from his days‘as a businessman?

DR. HILL: Because that's exactly what President Putin
and others were doing. Again, he was part of a directorate
in the KGB in Leningrad. That's what they did exclusively
was targeting businessmen.

And as a result of that work that he had there, he was
then the deputy mayor in St. Petersburg under Anatoly Sobchak
back in the period when, actually, Lee and I were working
together for || . 2n¢ we had delegations coming
over from Sobchak. As deputy mayor, he was in charge of the
liaison with all of the businesses in Leningrad and St.
Petersburg. And that was filthy, the politics there at that

particular juncture, as we recall.
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BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q We just have a couple minutes in this round, and,
unfortunately, we are going to need to go to another round on
our end, but it won't be a full round. But I do just want to
circle back to one thing. You've said earlier today that you
have -- you are aware of no credible evidence that Ukraine
was involved at all in the 2016 --

A As the Ukrainian Government.

Q The Ukrainian Government, right. And are you aware
of any evidence that Vice President Joe Biden in any way
acted inappropriately while he was Vice President in
connection --

A I'm not.

Q -- to Ukraine?

A I'm not.

Q So you're not actually endorsing the idea of
reopening these investigations by the Ukrainian Government.

Is that right?

A As a personal endorsement? I think if the
Ukrainian Government wants themselves to figure out -- this
is a new government -- wants to figure out, you know, what

may have happened for their own informational purposes,
they're perfectly within their rights to do that.
Q So are you referring then to sort of a review of

what has happened in the past, or are you talking about
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actually reopening this investigation?

A I think what their prosecutor has announced is
somewhat ambiguous. He has said that they are going to look
into this. He didn't say very specifically in the direction
that they're going.

Q But you're not aware, at least, of any evidence
that either of --

A I am not.

Q -- these investigations should --

And so whether or not they want to look into Burisma for
their own purposes, in terms of any political investigations
related to U.S. politics, you're not suggesting that that's
something that they should do?

A I am not suggesting that, no.

MR. GOLDMAN: A1l right. I will yield to the minority.

MR. CASTOR: I've got a couple questions.

MR. JORDAN: Can I go first then?

MR. CASTOR: Sure,

MR. JORDAN: So, Dr. Hill, you said that the Russians
and particularly Putin uses propaganda to go after people and
it could happen to anyone. They can target --

DR. HILL: Yes, and also kompromat, which is, you know,
basically, you know, what the Steele dossier was, which was,
you know, kind of compromising information on individuals.

MR. JORDAN: And that is my question. Did it happen to
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the President in 2016, 20177

DR. HILL: I think that there's a good chance that was
the case and that, you know -- and, again, compromising
material was being collected on a whole range of individuals.
And it was most definitely being collected on Secretary,
former First Lady and Senator Clinton as well.

And I did, in the course of public speaking at the time,
you know, point this out, that we should be investigating,
you know, what the Russians were trying to do against all of
our political candidates.

MR. JORDAN: And the material that was used against the
President, you don't think that in any way was accurate? You
think it was this propaganda, this kompromat, this -- that
was contained in the now somewhat famous Steele dossier?

DR. HILL: I said that I wasn't in a position to assess
that, obviously, from my private capacity then. But I said
that I felt that it also be looked at and investigated, the
kind of information that was being collected.

Now, I believe that the Mueller report and Mr. Mueller
and his team did look at some of this information. But,
again, they were looking at, you know, information in a more
general sense. I would have much preferred to see, from my
own perspective, the Mueller report focusing at the outset on
what was it that the Russians were doing and then, as the

course of that, following the investigatory leads, which, you
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know, they did in any case, to find out what doors were
opened for them into our political system.

I think they would have still, to be quite frank, come
down where they did on Mr. Manafort, because, again, these
are all back doors, of people who are doing, you know,
political dealings in other countries of the nature that he
was -- that open up the door for Russians and others to step
in.

MR. JORDAN: You just -- you know, and I get it. You
were very emphatic about this could happen to anyone, this
propaganda machine that Russia engages 1in using. And then in
the, I think, earlier rounds and based on the story that was
written about you last month, you said you believe Steele
could have been played by the Russians.

And it seems to me like if we're talking about
propaganda being used to target a political figure, there is
probably no bigger, better example than what happened with
the dossier targeting the President of the United States.
There's no bigger political figure anywhere. So that seems
to me to be example number one.

DR. HILL: At that point, though, remember he was a
candidate, as was Secretary Clinton, to be the President.
This was before the election when this dossier was being
produced.

MR. JORDAN: I understand.
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DR. HILL: There was also information on other
candidates as well, you know, who weren't ultimately selected
to be, you know, the two Presidential candidates. 5o, again,
I just want to reiterate I think the Russians were targeting
everybody, and they were trying to get as much information as
possible -- and what --

MR. JORDAN: Fair enough, but we --

DR. HILL: What the Russians do, again, is they get
information that's not just plausible but often is factual.
That's the way that they operate with a story. And then they
will sprinkle into that disinformation.

MR. JORDAN: Fair enough. But the fact that the dossier
was used to go after the individual who won the election, now
President, seems to me to be example number one.

DR. HILL: Well, it was done before he was elected as
President.

MR. JORDAN: No, I understand.

DR. HILL: But I think it's also -- there are two
examples. Also, what the Russians did to target Secretary
Clinton.

MR. JORDAN: Thank you.

DR. HILL: So I think that both of those issues are the
case. And, again, that's what I would like to flag to make
sure that we're all aware that everyone is a target because

their goal was to discredit the Presidency. Whoever was
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elected President, they wanted to weaken them. So, if
Secretary Clinton had won, there would have been a cloud over
her at this time if she was President Clinton. There's been
a cloud over President Trump since the beginning of his
Presidency, and I think that's exactly what the Russians
intended.
BY MR. CASTOR:

Q The documents that Mr. Patel purportedly gave to

the President, I can't remember whether you --

A I didn't know what they were.

Q There was never closure on that?
A There was no closure on that.
Q And you learned that_ information from, was it staff

in the Executive --

A It was staff in Exec Sec.

Q It wasn't the Exec Sec?

A It was not. No, I just simply went down to pick up
something else. I would often go over myself because I was
worried about, you know, kind of the, you know, the command
and control of valuable documents if I needed something to
get signed, and I would, you know, kind of take it back, you
know. And often, when I was going over to see Ambassador
Bolton, so I just popped in, basically, to pick up a document
that I needed, and that was when -- it was just an aside.

They assumed that I knew.
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Q And my colleague David Brewer has a quick question
as well.
A Sure.

BY MR. BREWER:
Q Dr. Hill, thanks for your patience today.
Following up on Mr. Castor's line of questioning, how many
times during your tenure at NSC did you communicate with

Mr. Patel, by email or by phone?

A I didn't communicate with him at all.
Q Okay.
A He was on a distro list at one point for the --

just some of the Ukraine issues, but he was on multiple
distro lists because he wés in the International
Organizations. So the U.N. and other International
Organizations fell under his purview, as far as I understood.

Again, to be honest, I didn't really know him at all. I
knew what he looked 1like. I knew his name. And he'd sat in
some meetings. I had no reason up until that point, really,
to think that I needed to know him. And he never introduced
himself to me.

Q I understand. Ma‘am, have you ever spoken with any
members of the media about Mr. Patel?

A I have not.

Q Ma'am, today at 1:16, Manu Raju, who I understand

is a reporter for CNN --
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A Who?

Q Manu Raju.

A I don't know who that is. Manu Raju?

Q He's a reporter, I understand, from CNN. He
tweeted some substance of your testimony here today.

A I don't know how that was possible because I've

been in here with you the whole time.

Q That's what I was going to ask you. Have you
spoken --
A There's been lots of people in and out, so I

suppose you should ask your colleagues if somebody's been
talking to CNN.

Q So, just for the record, you have not spoken to
Manu Raju since you've been here today?

A I have not had my telephone. I have been in your
full -- and I have not met with Manu Raju in the bathroom
here. And I think you can attest you saw me in the bathroom.
And they have had full custody of me at all times.

Q And just one last question, ma'am: Have you
directed anyone on your behalf to speak with Mr. Raju about
your testimony?

A No. I don't know who Mr. Raju is.

Q Thank you.

A And I also -- as you know, I didn't have a written

testimony, and I have just been subject to your questions,
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and I did not know what you were going to ask me.

MR. BITAR: Thank you for that.

DR. HILL: Although I did suspect that you might ask me
about was I Anonymous, because my attorney here -- 1 decided
to get ahead of it -- picked up some threatening phone calls.
So there you are.

MR. BITAR: And just to be clear, the committee is not
in any way suggesting, I would hope, that you or anybody
around you has been, quote/unquote, leaking any information,.

MR. BREWER: No, I am not suggesting that at all. I
just want to get the facts, that you have not spoken to Mr.
Raju or directed your attorney or anyone on your behalf to
speak to Mr. Raju.

DR. HILL: That is correct.

MR. BREWER: Thank you. I think we're ready, yes.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q I just have a few, but I do want to go back. We're
almost done.

A Okay.

Q Honestly, you did say you --

A He has to get a plane. He's already, you know, I
think had his office -- he said if he didn't appear outside,
his office, he intends to --

Q Well, we appreciate you guys' willingness to stay

here and to stay late and to answer all of our questions.
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It's been a long day. And your -- I think, as one of the
Congressman said, your recall and attention has been
remarkable, and we are greatly appreciative.

I want to go back to this somewhat unusual circumstance
regarding Kash Patel. Am I correct that he had no
involvement in the Ukraine portfolio?

A Apart from, you know, whatever interaction there
would have been, you know, on the U.N. and other kind of
front. I mean --

Q In what way would that have manifested?

A I'm trying to actually think. At the time, I
thought, well, what 1involvement does he have? You know, is
he the point person in I0A for Ukraine? And I asked one of
my colleagues who interacted with the I0A on a regular basis.

MR. BITAR: For the record, can you clarify IQOA?

DR. HILL: Oh, sorry, the International Organizations --
and I've forgotten what the acronym stands for.

International Organizations and Agencies. I mean, basically,
the directorate that covers the United Nations and other
multilateral organizations, and covers human rights and at
different points also dealt with, you know, our responses to
public health crises and foreign assistance and things like
this as well.

MR. GOLDMAN: And that was his directorate?

DR. HILL: It was his directorate. I mean, again, to be
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very clear, I didn't really know him very well. 1I'd seen him
in a couple of meetings, but then there would be -- you know,
large meetings like this, where everyone would be invited. I
was not aware that he had -- was running point on any issues

related to this.

MR. BITAR: And just to clarify again for the record,
you're not suggesting he was the senior director for that
directorate, right?

DR. HILL: No, he's not. He was not the senior
director.

MR. BITAR: So he was a director among several?

DR. HILL: He was a director at that time, among
several. And I had more interaction with two other, you
know, directors in that directorate.

MR. JORDAN: Dr. Hill, you used the term "distro." Is
that distribution or --

DR. HILL: Distribution list, I'm sorry.

MR. JORDAN: I just want to make sure. I figured that
was the case.

DR. HILL: That's a shorthand for when you, you know,
are kind of sending -- I'm sure you do it here internally,
you know, various distribution lists. But I didn't usually
send those out. So, again, you know, I was kind of also
worried about what kind of documents, you know, might have

been, you know, sent, beyond talking points for meetings. I
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mean, again, I -- to be honest, I'm a bit surprised that
you've raised his name, because beyond after going to talk to
Charlie Kupperman, I mean, I hadn't done anything to kind of
follow up on this again.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q We're a bit surprised to hear that the President
thought he was the Ukraine director. So that's why we're
trying to figure out --

A So was I. That was why I went to speak to Charlie
Kupperman.

Q Right. No, I understand the course of action you
were taking and that you did take, and I understand that
there was no follow-on to you from the Deputy National
Security Advisor who handled employment matters. What I'm
trying to understand is what his actual role was at that
time.

A I'm not entirely clear. I just basically asked my
staff to find out: Was he being asked to be the point person
within the agency for that directorate for any particular
reason on Ukraine?

Q And what was the answer?

A As far as they could tell, no.

Q Had your Ukraine director, I think it's Alex
Vindman, had he --

A He had never spoken to him beyond seeing him in a
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meeting. And it was the same with most of my colleagues.
Others knew him, but didn't know that he was -- thought he
was a perfectly nice person and interacted with him. They
were just as surprised as I was.

Q And just to be clear, you were the senior director

overseeing, among other countries, Ukraine?

A Correct.
Q So in --
A And a lot of directorates have a point person for

Ukraine, you know, in defense issues, for example. 1
mentioned before that Alex Vindman was initially supposed to
be covering a whole gamut of defense issues that intersected
with Russia. And, you know, obviously, defense issues are
very much related to Ukraine, given the fact that there's a
war going on between Russian proxies and the Ukrainian
forces. And then it was determined, as part of the
streamlining, that most of those defense issues would be
within our defense directorate.

So, you know, there would be interactions with the
people in our defense directorate on issues related to this
and, you know, representatives coming from international
economics if there was, you know, something purporting to the
Ukrainian economy. So there were people who had within their
bundle of responsibilities issues that would pertain to

Ukraine or other countries.

UNCLASSIFIED



22
23
24
25

4989

UNCLASSIFIED 413

[7:15 p.m.]
BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q But would all of that information flow ultimately
through you on up the chain?

A Normally. That's why it attracted my attention.
And it's also because the Exec Sec staff member clearly
thought that this was reporting through me.

Q Right. But I'm just trying to understand that.
Even if he were to have had some sort of involvement with
Ukraine from another directorate, that it still, ultimately,
in normal channels, will get funneled up through you, on up
the chain -~

A Normally. Although, you know, I'm sure ||l
I ¢ others will, you know, recall those often
jurisdictional spats between directorates, particularly if
something was overlapping.

This happened repeatedly with CT, or the
Counterterrorism Directorate, that they felt that they ought
to have, you know, for example, the direct reporting on an
issue that fell into their purview.

And we had a few diéputes sometimes between some of our
directors and the CT directors about who had responsibility,
you know, for a particular issue.

Q But you knew what they were doing on those

disputes.
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A I did know what they were doing, correct.
Q So can you give us an assessment of how unusual it

was that, as you understood it, someone outside of your
directorate was providing information to the President about
Ukraine? Had that happened about any of your countries that
you oversaw in your 2-1/2 years there?

A Yeah, I think -- you know, normally, there was
also, you know, a very extensive clearance process. So
anything that was going to the President would have been, you
know, fully vetted and cleared, you know, across the NSC
directorate if there'd been a request. And, normally, the
request would've come through Ambassador Bolton.

Q And let me ask you something else. If something
were to come through other channels, related to Ukraine, on
up through Charlie Kupperman or Ambassador Bolton, would you
have expected them to loop you in on it and ask you about it?

A I think it would depend on the nature of the
material. I mean, if it fell into the purview of, say, our
cyber and it might have been, you know, related to something
that was classified and that, you know, perhaps I was not
read into, then, you know, it's possible that I would not
necessarily have known about that. But, in this case, this
seemed to be talking about some routine materials.

Q And just to be clear, this was --

A And, again, I did not want to put the Exec Sec
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person, who was totally a staff member, in a difficult
position. They --

Q Understood.

A -- clearly were just relating to me this request or
just thinking that I already knew and were giving me a
heads-up.

Q Relating the request from the President?

A That they just were, you know, kind of -- I think
they thought they were reminding me that the President, you
know, wanted to speak to the Ukraine director about the
materials.

Q Okay.

A And just to give me a heads-up and to say that, you
know, they might be contacting Kash. And that's when,
obviously, I thought, whoa, okay.

Q When you mentioned this to Charlie Kupperman, did
he --

A He was surprised.

Q I was going to say, did he know about this at all?

A He did not.

Q Okay. Did he indicate to you whether he understood
that Ambassador Bolton knew of this at all?

A He indicated that Ambassador Bolton did not know
about this as well. He acted very surprised.

Q And that seems -- is that outside of the normal
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operating procedures within the National Security Council?

A Yes. This was unusual, which is why I flagged it.

Q Okay.

A I mean, there have been cases of, you know, general
mistaken identity, you know, in the past that have been not
particularly a big deal. But this is, of course, happening
in this context in which all kinds of other things are going
on as well.

Q And just to be clear, you don't believe this is a
case of mistaken identity.

A No. I mean, it was clear -- I mean, Kash is not a
usual name. And Kash is not Alex.

Q Oh.

A I mean, it wasn't clear to me, though, that
everybody in Exec Sec would know who Alex Vindman was anyway.
I mean, yes, he'd been on the delegation as a representative,
but he wasn't, you know, someone who was particularly
well-known.

Q During your 2-plus years there, how frequently did
the President ask to meet with any directors on any of the
countries that you oversaw?

A Not on any of my countries, he had not.

Q Never.

A He had not. But it's possible that he had asked

for other people. I mean, we had people with, you know,
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various specific areas of expertise on other issues that he
could easily have asked for and I wouldn't know about that.

But he had not on any of my -- other staff members at
high levels would request a director to attend a meeting, you
know, given the serious nature of meetings, and a number of
our directors did go to, you know, high-level meetings and
sit in with them. And, often, if I wasn't there, one of our
directors would go.

Q But not the President?

A They might be there in the context of a
Presidential head of state meeting if I --

Q Sorry. I just meant the President had never --

A No.

Q -- specifically requested --

A Never,

Q -- a director within any of your portfolios.
A Not in my portfolio, he had not.

Q Okay. And did you -- I would imagine it was
relatively important for you to understand what information
the President was reviewing related to Ukraine, given that
that's part of your portfolio.

A That's correct, which is why I took it to Charlie
Kupperman.

Q And did you ever figure out what it was?

A I did not.
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Q After having brought it the first time, did you go
back and make a subsequent request, given the importance for
you to understand what the President was seeing related to
Ukraine?

A Well, I started to be concerned around this, that
then it was obviously, you know, material that was not part
of the national security process. And if --

Q What do you mean by that?

A Well, obviously, it wasn't related to the issues
that we were working on. It had to be something else. And
then, you know, as I expressed -- Charlie had already -- I'd
already expressed to Charlie Kupperman my concerns about the
Giuliani accusations, and I had no idea whether this was
related to this or to any other issue. Again, I don't want
to speculate. But I was confident that if I needed to know
what this was, Charlie Kupperman would tell me and would
inform me.

Q And he did not.

A He did not.

Q Are you aware of whether Kash Patel ever met with
Rudy Giuliani?

A I do not know.

Q How about with Mick Mulvaney?

A I don't know that either.
Q

And Ambassador Sondland?
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A I also don't know that.

Q And so, after that initial conversation with
Charlie Kupperman, you heard nothing else about this?

A I, at one point later on, asked Charlie Kupperman,
you know, what was generally going on with Kash Patel, and he
told me that he was going to be transferred to
Counterterrorism.

Q And did you understand that there was a reason for
that?

A I inferred from that that it was to -- basically in
response to what had happened.

Q Was that perceived -- how was that in response?

A He said to me that that was more fitting with the
issues that he was interested in, that Patel was interested

in. I mean, again, look, these are personnel matters.

That's --
Q Right.
A -- normally handled by Charlie Kupperman. And Kash

Patel was not in my directorate. And I flagged my concern.
I also did not want to start, you know, jumping down the
throat of the Exec Sec staff person, who clearly had just
told me something that they did not realize, you know, I did
not know. And I immediately went upstairs to flag it.

Q Are you aware of whether any other United States

Government officials ever engaged any Ukrainian officials in
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any way to reguest that they initiate these investigations
that Rudy Giuliani was -- and President Trump referenced on
the July 25th call?

A I'm not aware of that, no.

Q Okay. Are you aware whether any Congressmen or
Senators were involved at all in this effort?

A I'm not. I mean, I've only read, you know, what's
been reported in the press most recently about some of the
involvement including Congressman Sessions. I was surprised.

Q Related to Parnas and Fruman?

A Correct. And Ambassador Yovanovitch. I mean, I
did not expect that that was, you know, the originating
source for the pressure against her.

Q Uh-huh.

And is there anything more about Mr. Mulvaney's role in
this whole Ukraine issue in connection with, you know,

Mr. Giuliani's efforts?

A Not beyond what I've already told you.

Q Okay.

You, obviously, left July 19th. And you've exhaustively
answered our questions today, and we are very appreciative of
that. VYou've mentioned repeatedly concerns that you had
about, 1in particular, Mr. Giuliani and his efforts.

When you read the call transcript of July 25th, the call

record, which you must have done just a couple weeks ago, did
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it crystallize in your head in any way a better understanding
of what was transpiring While you were there?

A In terms of providing, you know, more information
with hindsight, unfortunately, yes.

Q And in what way?

A The specific references, also juxtaposed with the
release of the text messages by Ambassador Volker -- you
know, what I said before -- really was kind of my worst fears

and nightmares, in terms of, you know, there being some kind
of effort not just to subvert the national~secur1ty process,
but to try to subvert what really should be, you know, kind
of, a diplomatic effort to, you know, kind of, set up a
Presidential meeting.

Q This may --

A There seems to be an awful lot of people involved
in, you know, basically turning a White House meeting into
some kind of asset.

Q What do you mean by "asset"?

A Well, something that was being, you know, dangled
out to the Ukrainian Government. They wanted the White House
meeting very much. And this was kind of laying out that it
wasn't just a question of scheduling or having, you know, the
national security issues worked out, that there were all of
these alternate discussions going on behind.

Q And you have discussed the July 10th meeting where
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Ambassador Sondland indicated that. We've gone through the
Kurt Volker text on July 25th. You've now read the
transcript of the Presidential call between President Trump
and President Zelensky.

Would you agree this doesn't seem to be a one-off; this
seemed to be a fairly considered campaign over a period of
time?

A Well, it certainly dovetails with the activity that
we started to see after the ouster of Marie Yovanovitch, of
Masha Yovanovitch. So, for me, Masha Yovanovitch's ouster
was some kind of tipping point or turning point.

Q And this wasn't --

A Because it was after she was removed from her
position that you started to see, you know, more of this
activity.

Q And, even then, I believe you said that you
understood, at least from Ambassador Yovanovitch, that she
was told that the President had ordered her removal. 1Is that
right?

A She didn’'t tell me that at the time when I saw
her --

Q I'm sorry.

A -- May 1st. She was being discreet, but she told
me that there had been a lack or a loss of confidence in her

position and that, although they told her that she wasn't
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being removed for cause, her position was no longer
tenable --

Q But ~-

A -- and that she had wrap up her -- she stated this
in her public testimony.

Q Right. And Deputy Secretary Sullivan told you,
though, that the State Department was quite supportive of her

and it had nothing to do with her work performance.

A That's correct.
Q SO -~
A And I was also surprised to read in her public

testimony that there'd been a pressure campaign, that she'd
been told there was a pressure campaign going back to the
summer of 2018.

Q Okay. Well, Rudy Giuliani doesn't have the
authority to remove the Ambassador, correct?

A I don't believe that he does. That's correct.

Q Right. So did you infer at the time who made the
decision to remove her?

A I actually inferred at the time that it had been
made at the top of the State Department --

Q So you think it was Secretary Pompeo?

A -~ in response to, you know, obviously, concerns
that had been raised against her which one could trace right

back to what Mr. Giuliani had been saying and he had been
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building up into a crescendo of criticism about her in that
period.

Q And now having read the call transcript, do you
have a different view of what occurred?

A Well --

Q The call record.

A Well, based on what I read in the transcript and
what she said in her testimony, which was obviously told to
her, then I have a different view -- well, I have the view
that we're now discussing, that the President asked for her
to be removed.

Q Okay.

And I don't mean to belabor this, but Rudy Giuliani was
not a government official. And so, did you have an
understanding of for whom he was acting on behalf of?

A I did not, actually. I mean, I was often worried,
in listening to him, that he was acting on his own behalf.

Q Right. Now, I'm sort of saying, now that you're
looking back at the text messages, the call record, and
putting it together with all the meetings and other
interactions that you saw --

A I still have questions of whether he was acting on
his own behalf, particularly after the indictment of
Mr. Parnas and Mr. Fruman.

Q Understood. But do --
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A I think --

Q -- you also understand that the President adopted a
lot of Rudy Giuliani's views, to the extent they are Rudy
Giuliani's?

A Well, given the drumbeat of Rudy Giuliani's views
on the television, I think if you listen to that long enough,
you know, it kind of -- God knows what anybody would think,
getting back to, you know, questions that have been posed
before. He seemed to be, you know, basically engaged in a
concerted effort to propagate these views.

Q Uh-huh.

A But I cannot say that this was -- all of the things
that he was doing was at the direction of the President. I
can't say that.

Q But you did notice in the call transcript that the
President said several times that President Zelensky should
speak with Rudy Giuliani, right?

A I did.

Q So did that give you an understanding --

A But that suggests that Rudy Giuliani has all of the
information. I mean, again, he's being directed to talk to
Rudy Giuliani. And, you know, when we refer to the ellipses,
you know, the President isn't laying out in full all of these
issues. So, you know, kind of, a lot of this information is

coming from Rudy Giuliani, and Rudy Giuliani seems to be, in
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some fashion, orchestrating a lot of these discussions.

Q If Ukraine actually did initiate these
investigations, who would they have benefited?

A Well, they might have benefited Mr. Giuliani and
his business colleagues just as much as anyone else.

Q How so? An investigation into Joe Biden, how would
that have helped --

A It's an investigation, but it wasn't just into
that. There was investigations writ large. So if there's
upheaval in the Ukrainian energy sector and people are
removed, perhaps this gives the opportunity for these
individuals and other individuals to get investments or
lucrative board positions.

Q Did President Trump mention the energy sector or
corruption in the energy sector in the July 25th call?

A He doesn't seem to have done so. I mean, he refers
to directly, as I stated -- but, overall, we were -- again,
there have been lots of references to energy sector and to
corruption in the energy sector. And, technically, Burisma
is part of the energy sector in Ukraine.

Q Right. But you understood -- as we discussed, you
understand Rudy Giuliani and, clearly, President Trump's view
of the Burisma to the extent that they wanted an
investigation related to the Bidens?

A I see what was in the transcript, but I'm also
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referring to all of the discussions that were out there in
public on the television and all the statements by

Mr. Giuliani. They seemed to cover a lot of ground and a lot
of territory. I think it's entirely possible -- and, again,
I'm presuming that this is what you're all trying to get to
the bottom of -- that many things were being put onto this

set of issues. This is --

Q So it's not just one thing.
A This is a bundling of a number of issues.
Q So am I correct in understanding that there could

be a number of different interests that are --

A My view, in looking at this, is that individuals,
private individuals, like Mr. Giuliani and his business
associates, are trying to appropriate Presidential power or
the authority of the President, given the position that
Mr. Giuliani is in, to also pursue their own personal
interests.

Q But the President was willing to provide the
Presidential power in that July 25th call,

A Well, that's the July 25th call, but before that it
seems to me that there was a lot of usurpation of that power.

Q But you do agree that in that July 25th call the
President was --

A That's what it seems to suggest.

Q Okay.
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A And, again, I'm reading that in a context in which,
you know, I've been looking at other information -- and I

don't have a complete picture of what transpired between when
I left and when the call was made -- and then subsequently to
all the information that we're seeing out in the press as
well. I'm learning things from the press, if indeed all of
this is accurate, for the first time.

Q Right. I understand that.

And I guess the final question I have is, you indicated
earlier on today that this was sort of your worst nightmare
and that these requests for investigations appear to be
political in nature. Is that accurate?

A Correct. My worst nightmare is the politicization
of the relationship between the U.S. and Ukraine and, also,
the usurpation of authorities, you know, for other people's
personal vested interests.

Q Right. But whose --

A And there seems to be a large range of people who
were looking for these opportunities here.

Q If the Ukraine -- I think you used this term -- dug
up dirt on Joe Biden, whose political prospects would that
assist?

A Well, depending on how it plays out, that could
assist a wide range of people.

Q Potentially. 1Is it going to assist Rudy Giuliani's
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political campaign, or is it going to assist President
Trump's?

A Well, again, it depends on how this all plays out.
At this particular -- look, this is now, kind of -- everybody
could be damaged by all of this, which basically gets back to
my point. Everybody's campaign could be severely damaged by
how this plays out now. Or it could be benefited.

I think what you're saying is, was the intent to promote
the campaign of President Trump. Yes. But you're asking the
question, also, about how this might play out.

Q That was really just the former, but I understand
what you're saying.

Can I have 1 minute?

All right. I think we're done here. I don't know if
you guys have anything.

MR. CASTOR: Who was the staffer in the Exec Sec that
brought up Kash Patel?

DR. HfLL: I'11l be honest, I actually can't remember.

MR. CASTOR: Okay.

DR. HILL: Because it was one of the front office --

MR. CASTOR: Thank you.

DR. HILL: ~-- staff, and it wasn't someone who -- it was
just simply they were relaying to me a piece of --

MR. CASTOR: Thank you.

DR. HILL: ~-- information. And T honestly can't
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remember.

MR. JORDAN: Doctor, who's on this distribution list
that you reference? I don't know how that operates and how
that works.

DR. HILL: Well, it's usually for, you know, meetings
related to Ukraine. So if we're having one of these
interagency meetings at the directors level or, you know,
kind of, a political coordination committee, you would add on
everybody who you thought would be, you know, related to this
in some way.

MR. JORDAN: And would the individuals --

DR. HILL: So I asked them to parse through and see, you
know, what individuals were on and then to see what it would
be about follow-on materials.

So, just to be kind of clear about this, I mean, a lot
of these distribution lists are on our classified system, not
just on our unclass system. And sometimes they have attached
to them a lot of background materials.

MR. JORDAN: That was my next question.

DR. HILL: And this gets back to our, you know, concerns
about leaking in the past. I mean, you asked me about this
question about CNN. Just an enormous amount of our material,
before you've even had a meeting, is out on CNN or Politico
or Buzzfeed. And I would lose my mind, sometimes, before

routine meetings by the fact that, before I'd even started
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the meeting, some of the background material with some of the
deliberations already seemed to be somebody publishing it.

MR. JORDAN: Yeah. No, I've --

DR. HILL: So, you know, I mean, obviously, you've been
familiar with that, and I'm sure it's an occupational hazard
for people here as well.

MR. JORDAN: It sure is.

DR. HILL: So I started to worry about, you know, kind
of: Were materials that were just meant for the interagency,
you know, for people, that were deliberative drafts of, you
know, policy memorandum going backwards and forwards, you
know, that weren't intended for, you know, kind of, other
people, being distributed or information that was attached to
that?

But, in actual fact, when I looked at this, there'd been
very little information that we'd been sending out that
wasn't, you know, kind of, fairly routine in these documents.

MR. JORDAN: Okay. That was my question. So the
distribution list is not just to individuals telling them
about a schedule or a meeting. It's also some material that
is actually being transmitted --

DR. HILL: That's right, that they need to use to
prepare for the -- and, often, it would be sent, you know, to
individuals in different directorates to prepare their senior

director or themselves, if they were just attending, you
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know, to basically, like we're doing here, you know,
exhibit A, the Politico thing, or the transcript, for
example.

MR. JORDAN: Right. And was Mr. Patel on the
distribution list that was receiving this information?

DR. HILL: 1In some cases, he was on the larger
distributive list for his directorate.

MR. JORDAN: Okay.

DR. HILL: And, in some cases, he was there with a few
other people from his directorate, perhaps because, again, if
some of the meetings overlapped with things that he was
working on, or there had also been a lot of changeover,
again, in the directorate, so there were sometimes just two
or three directors --

MR. JORDAN: So was he getting the information that --
he was getting the same information that everyone else was
getting?

DR. HILL: From what I'm recalling, I think that was the
case.

MR. JORDAN: Okay. So just like everyone else on the
distribution list, he was getting that --

DR. HILL: That's right.

MR. JORDAN: -- exact same information --

DR. HILL: And, as I said, I went --

MR. JORDAN: -- at the exact same time in the
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meetings --

DR. HILL: Correct.

MR. JORDAN: -- everything the same?

DR. HILL: But as you're looking back, you know, over --
and I'm looking back on my schedule, there weren't a lot of
other -- there weren't a lot of meetings taken, but there's a
lot of background materials. So I also wanted to know from
Alex and others if there was some other distro list that they
had for other communications for materials. Basically, you
know, directors often have their own distro people that
they're working with.

MR. JORDAN: I guess my concern was, you said -- I think
a littler earlier you said you were concerned about the
material he may have and may present to whomever he was
presenting it to in whatever meeting. And I'm just trying to
figure out, if he's on this same distribution list and he's
getting it just like everyone else and he's getting the same
material, why would you be concerned about the material he'd
be presenting in April, May --

DR. HILL: Well, because I wasn't sure -- when they
referred to materials, I thought, what on Earth materials
could they be talking about? So I wanted to see, 1is there
any way that any of these background materials that were
being prepared -- updates on Ukraine, in other words -~

could've been in the mix and then were being given off to
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Exec Sec? Because they weren't being prepared for the Exec
Sec or to be handed on, certainly, to the President. I mean,

it would do something in a totally different nature if you're

preparing a background briefing for the President or a

background briefing for Ambassador Bolton. They do it in a
very different way, if I'm preparing a background briefing --

MR. JORDAN: Okay.

DR. HILL: -- for a routine directors meeting, which
might have, you know, all of the comments of the directors,
you know, back and forth --

MR. JORDAN: Yeah.

DR. HILL: And I thought to myself, you know, what
materials could this be?

MR. JORDAN: Yeah. So, just to be clear, though,

Mr. Patel is on the same distribution l1ist as everyone else
on the list and getting the same material.

DR. HILL: That's correct.

MR. JORDAN: Okay.

DR. HILL: But then again, I'm trying to figure out, why
would that material and what could that material be that
could be getting -~

MR. JORDAN: Thank you.

DR. HILL: ~-- you know, sent up to the President?

MR. ZELDIN: The next piece of evidence -- what's the

next number?
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DR. HILL: And, again, just to be very clear, I did not
know what that material would be. I did not know at any
time, I was not told, what that material was that was sent to
the President.

MR. JORDAN: I wasn't asking about that. I was asking
about what was sent to Mr. Patel was exactly what everyone
else was getting.

DR. HILL: That's correct.

MR. JORDAN: Got it.

[Minority Exhibit No. 5
Was marked for identification.]

MR. ZELDIN: Dr. Hill, we're passing around exhibit
No. 5. This is -- I'll wait for a second until it gets
distributed.

This is.a May 4th, 2018, letter sent to Mr. Lutsenko
from three Democratic United States Senators. Are you
familiar with this letter?

DR. HILL: I'm not, actually.

MR. ZELDIN: You have never seen this letter before?

DR, HILL: I don't believe that I have, no.

MR. ZELDIN: Okay. This is a letter that three
Democratic United States Senators sent to the prosecutor
general at the time in Ukraine, demanding that Ukraine assist
with the Robert Mueller probe targeting the President.

DR. HILL: Was this letter made public? Was it sent to
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the NSC and the public offices?

MR. ZELDIN: I don't know the distro of the letter,
which is --

DR. HILL: Right. Because I --

MR. ZELDIN: -- one of the reasons why I wanted to ask.

DR. HILL: =-- have not seen this letter before.

MR. ZELDIN: Okay.

Did any of the people in the NSC ever articulate to you
any anti-Trump political positions?

DR. HILL: They did not, no.

MR. ZELDIN: Do you believe that it was appropriate for
the Clinton campaign and the DNC to hire Christopher Steele
to create the dossier against the Trump campaign?

DR. HILL: As I understand, they didn't hire him
directly. I don‘t have any personal knowledge about how he
was hired. I don't know that he was hired directly by the
DNC. Was he?

MR. ZELDIN: Well, they hired a law firm, Fusion GPS.
It was through an intermediary, but the money originated from
the Clinton campaign and DNC.

But if you're not familiar with the source of funding,
let's put that aside.

DR. HILL: No, I'm not. 1I'm not familiar with that.

MR. ZELDIN: Funding aside, do you think it is

appropriate for Christopher Steele to have been hired as a
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foreign spy to be collecting information from foreign
governments to gain an advantage against the Trump campaign?

DR. HILL: Well, he's a former foreign spy. But,
nonetheless, a foreign national. I don't believe it's
appropriate for him to have been hired to do this. And,
again, I think I already expressed my shock and surprise when
I learned that he had been involved in this.

MR. ZELDIN: We've spoken about Burisma a lot today.

Are you familiar with the fact that Hunter Biden was paid for
this position with Burisma?

DR. HILL: I remember seeing the reports about this when
he was first taken onboard. I was still at the Brookings
Institution, and I remember there were press reports about
this.

MR. ZELDIN: Has his employment with Burisma come up at
all in any of your official government positions?

DR. HILL: It did not, apart from the discussion with
Amos Hochstein where he informed me that some of these
discussions in Ukraine were centered around Burisma, and he
reminded me that Burisma was the company that Hunter Biden
sat on the board of. And, as you may also recall, Amos
Hochstein had expressed concern about that when that
appointment went through in the course of his own official
duties.

MR. ZELDIN: Do you know Hunter Biden?
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DR. HILL: I do not.

MR. ZELDIN: Are you aware of any experience or
qualifications that he would have for that position?

DR. HILL: I am not aware. I don't know him.

MR. ZELDIN: And you worked with Vice President Joe
Biden at all in any of your official capacities?

DR. HILL: When I was the National Intelligence Officer
for Russia and Eurasia in the first year of the Obama
administration, yes, I mean, in the same context as I worked
with Vice President Cheney for the 3 years of the Bush
administration that I was NIO. I was often asked to do
briefings.

MR. ZELDIN: When did your official interactions with
Vice President Biden end?

DR. HILL: In November of 2009 when I returned to
Brookings after spending my time as the National Intelligence
Officer.

MR. ZELDIN: So the remainder of the Obama
administration you were out of the United States Government.

DR. HILL: That's correct. I was, as an expert, invited
to a couple of dinner briefings on Russia hosted by Vice
President Biden, but that's the totality of my interactions.

MR. ZELDIN: 1It's been widely reported that he doesn't
have Ukraine experience, he doesn't have energy experience --

DR. HILL: Who are we referring to?
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MR. ZELDIN: Hunter Biden.

DR. HILL: Oh, Hunter Biden.

MR. ZELDIN: Sorry. Hunter Biden --

DR. HILL: Yeah.

MR. ZELDIN: ~-- it's been widely reported he doesn't
have any energy experience, doesn't have any Ukraine
experience, but was hired by Burisma, which is a -- let me
digress a minute.

From your knowledge of Burisma, are they a corrupt
company?

DR. HILL: I don't know a lot about Burisma, I'll be
frank.

MR. ZELDIN: Are you familiar with Zlochevsky?

DR. HILL: I'm not very familiar with him either, just
more in a general sense.

MR. ZELDIN: Are you familiar with the investigations
into Burisma or Zlochevsky?

DR. HILL: I was aware that there were investigations
underway, yes.

MR. ZELDIN: And these were corruption investigations
into Burisma and Zlochevsky?

DR. HILL: And into the particular individual. So,
again, the fact that there is investigations into corruption
in the energy sector in Ukraine, as well as Russia or many

other countries, is not a surprise.
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And, also, on this point, I have to also say there were
an awful lot of people with political connections and not
expertise on particular issues that were being hired by all
kinds of entities.

MR. ZELDIN: 1It's been widely reported, as I started to
state, with regards to a lack of energy experience --

DR. HILL: Right.

MR. ZELDIN: -- with a lack of Ukraine experience, he
was paid at least $50,000 a month. There are reports that
his company -- he has a partner -- were paid a substantially
higher figure.

Vice President Joe Biden was the point man for the Obama
administration with Ukraine. Being the point man for the
Obama administration, what power comes with that, as far as
pursestrings, as far as funding that United States provides
to Ukraine?

DR. HILL: The Vice President didn't have a role in
that. I mean, this is, again, the determination of Congress
and also of the State Department and Defense Department and
others. I mean, the Vice President has no role in
determining the pursestrings. The Office of Management and
Budget do as well.

MR. ZELDIN: Are you familiar --

DR. HILL: And Vice President Pence also wanted to play

a role on Ukraine in this administration.
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MR. ZELDIN: To that point, are you familiar with a
video from January 2018 where Vice President Biden spoke
about his efforts to have Prosecutor General Shokin fired?
Have you seen that video?

DR. HILL: I have not seen that video.

MR. ZELDIN: Okay. Thaf video -- I won't ask a question
directly to that. I'll ask a different question. But for
background, that video, Vice President Biden is speaking
about his efforts, threatening Ukraine with the loss of
$1 billion if they didn't fire Shokin, and then they
instantly fired Shokin.

But the question is, you're saying that the Vice
President doesn't have the ability to be delegated any
authority from a President to make those types of threats?

DR. HILL: To make those types of threats? You were
talking about money earlier.

MR. ZELDIN: Does a Vice President have the power to
make a threat to a foreign government of the loss of United
States support?

DR. HILL: If he is being asked to do that on the behalf
of the government, on behalf of the President or the State
Department and others.

So, when I was working in the Bush administration, Vice
President Cheney was the heavy on all of these issues. And

he certainly issued plenty of threats to a whole range of
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countries, including Russia, that, you know, I was privy to,
at the direction or the request of other parts of the
government.

So I think, you know, putting forward the idea that, you
know, there could be forfeited an assistance and that Vice
President Biden was conveying that information on behalf of
the government, well, yes, of course, he could do that. But
he does not make the determination about funding.

MR. ZELDIN: Do you have any concerns about any member
of the United States Government being delegated the authority
to make a threat if their son is receiving $50,000 a month
from --

DR. HILL: I think you might be --

MR. ZELDIN: -- a company targeted by an open --
DR. HILL: ~-- starting to go into some very dangerous
territory --

MR. ZELDIN: 1I'm sorry. Let me finish the guestion.

DR. HILL: -- at the moment for everybody.

MR. ZELDIN: 1I'm sorry. Do you think that it would be
appropriate for a -- do you have any concern with a Vice
President being delegated the authority to make a threat like
that if their son is receiving $50,000 a month from an entity
of that foreign country being targeted by having an open
investigation?

DR. HILL: I think that there is a problem with
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perceptions of conflicts of interest and ethics for any child
of any senior official to be involved in anything that their
parents are involved in, perijod. So this goes not just to
Hunter Biden and Vice President Biden but across the board.

And I think, getting back to the question that
Congressman Raskin asked about before about corruption and
perceptions of it, this is exactly the problem we have right
now in our politics. The rank and file have to sign all
kinds of ethical agreements to make sure that members of our
family are not involved in anything that we are involved in
or to recuse ourselves. |

And across the board, Members of Congress, the Senate, I
mean, this is what you spend your time looking at. Vice
Presidents, Presidents, Secretaries of State, Secretaries of
Commerce, Secretaries of Transportation, Secretaries of
Interior -- I could just go on -- should not have their
children involved in anything that they're involved in as
well.

And that's why I'm saying it's a dangerous territory,
because I'm not going to start on giving the long list of
things that I personally think are a real problem.

MR. ZELDIN: There was an open investigation into
Burisma at the time of that trip that Vice President Biden
made to Ukraine and that President Trump was concerned with.

Are you aware of that?
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MR. GOLDMAN: Do you have any support --

DR. HILL: I wasn't aware of the information too. I
wasn't in the government.

MR. WOLOSKY: Congressman, she wasn't in the government.

DR. HILL: No, and I'm --

MR. ZELDIN: Actually, the question was -- I'm sorry.
Excuse me. The question was, are you aware of that? And if
the answer is no, then --

DR. HILL: The answer is no. Because I'm also not aware
of all of this timeline, in terms of the issues that you're
raising here.

MR. ZELDIN: Okay.

DR. HILL: I was not -- I will be, you know, quite open.
I was not monitoring and following exactly what Vice
President Biden and Hunter Biden were doing in this time
period.

MR. ZELDIN: Well, let me ask you what you do know.

With regards to Burisma, do you know when that investigation
was closed?

DR. HILL: I do not. And as I said, when Amos Hochstein
came in to talk to me again about this and mentioned Burisma,
I had to get him to remind me again about why Burisma was
significant. In the back of my mind, I knew that there was
some issue with Burisma, but it had not come up, up until

then, at any point in the work that I was doing in the
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administration.

MR. ZELDIN: Okay. Do you know if the case against
Burisma was closed at any time?

DR. HILL: From what I have read and been told, that the
case was closed or dropped or that the case stopped.

MR. ZELDIN: What do you know about when that case
was --

DR. HILL: I don't know when that was stopped. I mean,
again, I'll just say that I had to be reminded by Amos
Hochstein about why Burisma was significant. I remembered,
from when I was at the Brookings Institution, reading about
Hunter Biden being appointed, thinking this was not a bright
idea, and then I did not continue to follow this issue for a
long period of time.

So it came up again in the context of all the things
that we're discussing basically around the time that Masha
Yovanovitch was removed from her position. My knowledge is
more general, about the state of the Ukrainian energy sector.
My knowledge in depth is really about Russia and Russia's
energy sector.

MR. ZELDIN: Are you aware of the case -- the criminal
investigation against Zlochevsky?

DR. HILL: I was aware that there had been one. But,
again, I didn't ask for any details of this in the position

that I was in, because it did not seem relevant to the work
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that we were doing.

And, again, in the NSC, my job was to coordinate. And

the real action was being taken, in terms of our Ukrainian

policy and implementation, by the State Department, the

Embassy,

Energy.

MR.

DR.

MR.

DR.

MR.

the Defense Department, and the Department of

CASTOR: I think we're all done.
HILL: You're sure?

CASTOR: Thank you so much.

HILL: You don't want to continue?

GOLDMAN: Dr. Hill, on behalf of Chairman Schiff,

I'd just like to thank you again for coming in and answering

all of our guestions.

DR.

MR.

HILL: Thank you. Thank you,

GOLDMAN: We are adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 7:55 p.m., the deposition was concluded.]
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PARTICIDANTS: President Zelenskyy of Ukraine
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AND PLACE: Regidence :

HEFNFP The President: Congratulations on a-great victory. We all
watched from the United States and you did a terrific.job. The
way you came from behind, somebody who wasn't given much of a
«chanee, and you ended up winning easily. It's a fantastic
achievement. Congratulatlons.

apmpEeebresident Zelenskyy: Yourare absolutely rlght Mr.
President . We did win big and we worked hard for this. We worked.
a lot but I would like to confess to you that I had an. - :
opportunity to learn from you. We used quite a few of your
skills ‘and knowledge and were able to Use it as an example for
our elections and yes it-is: true that these were unique
electlons. We were in a unigue situation that we were able to

CAUTION: A Memprandan of & Telephcne Convarsacion {TELCON] 1% not & verbatim transcript of a
discussicn: - The teéxt-in this document records the notes and recollecticns of Situation Room-Duty
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achieve a unique success. I'm able to tell you the following;
the first time,. you called mé to 'congratulate me when I won my
- presidential election; and the second time you are now calling
me when my party won the parliamentary election. I think I

should run more oftern so you can call me more often and we can
‘talk over the phone wore often.

”%Sfﬁ??”The President: {1aughter] That's akvery good idea. I
think your country is wvery happy about: that.

=svaei=bresident Zelenskyy: Well yes, to tell you the truth, we
are trying to work hard because we wanted to drain the swamp
here in our country. We brought in many many new peoplé. Not the
old politicians, ‘not the typical politicians, because we want to
have a new format and a new type of government You are a great
teacher for us and in’that.

~@998  The President: Well it's very nice of you to say that. T
‘will say that we do a lot for Ukraine. We spend a lot of effort
and a lot of time. Much more than the European countries are
“doing and they should be helping you more than' they are. Germany
~does almost mothing for you. All they do-is talk and I think
it's-something that you should really 'ask them about. When I was
‘gpeaking to Angela Merkel she talks Ukraine, but she ‘doesn't do-
anything. & lot of the European countries are the. same wWay so L
think it's som&thing you wint to 1look at but the United States
has been very-very good to Ukraine. I wouldn't say that it's
reciprocal necessarily because things are happening that are not
good but the United States has been very very good to Ukraine.

faslaamde progident Zelenskyy: Yes vou are ‘absolutely right. Not
only: 100%, but actually 1000% and I can tell you the following;
I did talk to Angela Merkel and T did meet with he¥. I alsc met
and talked with Macron and 1 told them that they are not doing.
quite as much as ‘they need to be doing on-the issues with the
sanctions. They are not enforcing the sanctions. They are not
working ‘as much as they should work for Ukrdine. It turns out
that even though' logically, the Burepean Union should beé our
biggest- partner but technically the United States is a much
bigger partner than the European Union and I'm very grateful to
you. for that because the United States is “doing quite a lot for
Ukraine, Much more than the European Union especially when we
are talking about sanctions against the Russisn Federationm. I
would also like to thank you for. your great support in the drea
of defenge. We are ready to continue to cdoperate for  the rext
steps spec1f1cally we are alwost . ready to buy more Javellns from
the Unlted States for défense purposes. .
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spanbiemd. The President: T would like you to do us a favor though
because our: country has been through a lot and Ukraine knows a -
lot about it. I would like you to find out what happened with
this whole situation with Ukraine, they say Crowdstrike.. I guess
you have one of your wealthy pecple.. The server, they say
Ukraine has ‘it. There-are a lot of things that weht on, the
whole situation. . I think you're surrounding yourself with some
of the same people. I.would like to have the Attorney General
call you or your people-and I would like you to get to the
bottom of 1t. As you saw. yesterddy, that whole nonserse ended
with ‘a very poor performance by a man named Robert Mueller, an
incompetent performance; bub they say a lot of it started with
Ukraine: Whatever you can do, it's very 1mportant that “you. do 1t
if that's possible. .

wawasmde Dresident Zelenskyy: Yes it is very important for me ‘and
everything that you just mentioned earlier. For me as a
President, it is very important and we are open for any future
cooperation. We aré ready to open 'a new page on dooperation in
-relations between the United States and Ukraine. For that-
purpose,; I just recalled our ambassador from United States and
he will be replaced by a very competent and very experienced
ambassador who will work hard on making sure that our two
nations are getting closer. I would also like and hope to ses
him having yvour trust and your confidence and have personal
relations with you so we cdn cooperate ever more §o. I will
personally tell vou that oné of my assistants spoke with Mr.
@Giuliani just recently and we are hoping very much that Mr.
Giuliani will be able to travel to Ukrainé and we will meet once
"he comies to. Ukraine. I just wanted to assure you onte again that
you have nobedy but friends around.us. I will make sure that T
gurround myself with the best and most experienced people. I
also wanted to-tell you that we are friends. We are great’
friends and you Mr. President have, friends.in our country so we
can continue our strategic partnership. I also plan to surround
myself with great people and in addition to that investigation,
I guarantee as the President of Ukraine that all the .
irivestigations will be done openly and candidly..That I can

agsure you..

t3v98F= The President: Good because I héard you had & progecutor
who was very good and he was shut down and that'g really unfair.
‘A lot of people are talking about ‘that, the way they ghut your
very good prosecutor down and you had some very bad people
involved. Mr. Giuliani is & highly respected man. He was the
mayar of New York City, a great mayor, and T would like him to

UNCLASSTFTED
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call you. T will ask him to call you along with the Attorney:
General. Rudy very much knows what's happening and he is & very
capable guy. If you could speak to him that would be great. The
former ambassador from the United States, the woman, was bad .
news and the people she was dealing with in.the Ukraine. were bad
news so I just want to let you know that. The other thing;
There's a lot of - talk about Biden's son, that Biden stopped the
prosecution and a lot of people want to find out about that $o
whatever you can do with ‘the Attorney General would be great:
Biden went around bragging that heé stopped the prosecutlon so if
you ¢an ook into. it.. It -sounds horrlhle to me.

+a4ePy Pregident Zelenskyy: I wanted to tell vou about the
prosecutor. First of all I understand and I'm knowledgeable
;about the situation. Since we haVve won the absolute majority in
ou¥ Parliament; the next prosecutor general will be 100% my
person; my candidate; who will be approved by the parllament and
will start.as a new prosecutor in September. He or she will lock
into" the situation, specifically to the company that you
mentioned in this issue. The issue of the investigation of the
case is actually the issue of making sure to restore the honesty
go we will take care of that and will work on the investigation
of ‘the case. On top of that, T would kindly ask you if you have
any additional information that you can prov1de to us, ity would,
be ‘very helpful for the investigation to make sure that we
administer justice in our country with regard. to the Ambassador
to the United States from Ukraine as far as I recall her name
was Ivanovich. It was great that you were the first one who told
mé that she was a bad ambassador because I agree'with you 100%.
Her attitude towards me was far from the best as she admired the
previous President and she was on his' side..She would not accept
me as a new President well enough.

84488 The President: Well, -she's going to go through some
things. I will have Mr. Giuliani give you a call and I am also
going to have Attorney General Bary ¢all and we will get to the
bottom of it. I'm sure you will figure it out. I heard the
progecutor was treated very badly and he was a very fair
prosecutor so good luck with everything. Your economy is going-
‘to get better and better T predict. You have a lot of assets.
Itis a great country. I have many Ukrainian friends, their

incredible people.

%efNF%mPr851dent Zelenskyy: I would like to tell you that I also:
have.gquite a few Ukrainian friends that live in the United
States. Actually last time I traveled to the United States, I
stayed in New York near Central Park and I stayed at the Trump -
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Tower. I will talk to them and I ‘hope to see them again in the
future. I .also wanted to thank you for your invitation to visgit
the ‘United States, spec1flcally Washington e, On.the othezr
hand, I also want to ensure you that we will be very serious
abolit . the case and will work on the investigation. As to the
economy, there is much potential for our two countries and one
of ‘the isgsues. that is very important for Ukraire is energy
independence. I believe we can be very successful. and i
cooperating on energy 1ndependence with United States. We are
already working on cooperation. We are buying American -oil but I
am very hopeful. for-a future meeting. We will have more time and
nore opporturnities to discuss these opportunities and get to
know each other better, I would like. to thank you very much for

your support

faiiie The President: Good. - Well, thank you very much and I
appreciate that. I will tell Rudy and Attorney Gerneral Barr to
call, Thank you. Whenever you would like ‘to come to the White
House,,feel free to call. Give us a date and we'll work that.
out. I look forward to seeing you.

ée%&@% president Zelenskyy: Thank you Very much: I would be very
happy  to come and would be happy to meet with you personally and
get to know you better. I am looking forward to our meeting and
I also would like-to invite you to-visit Ukralne and come to- the
city of Kyiv which is a beautiful city. We have a beautiful
couritry which would welcome you. On the other hand, I believe
that on September 1 we will be in Poland and we can meet in
Poland hopefully. After that, it wight be a very good idea for
vou. to travel to Ukraine. We can elther take wmy plane and go to
Ukraine or we can take your plane, which is probably much better

than mine.

+8-44F9=The President: Okay, we can work that out: I look forward
to geeing you in Washington and maybe in Poland bécause I thlnk
we are going to be there at .that time.

is%ﬁ?%’President<Ze1enskyy: Thank you very much Mr. President.

+EvsEy=The President: Congratulations on a fantastic job you've
done. The whole world was watching. I'm not sure it was so wmuch
of an upset but congratulations. :

%ﬁ%ﬁ?# President Zelenskyy: Thank you Mr. President bye-bye.

Af— End of Conversation -+
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PRESIDENTIAL TRANSITION

Ukrainian efforts to sabotage Trump backfire
Kiev officials are scrambling to make amends with the president-elset after quietly workmg

to boost Clinton.
By KENNETH P. VOGEL and DAVID STERN | 01/11/2017 05:05 AM EST

{
|
|
1
|
|

e

President Petro Poroshenko’s administration, along with the Ukrainian Embassy in Washington, insists that
Ukraine stayed neutral in‘'the American presidential race. | 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 Clintow and windermine Tramp by
publicly questioning his fitness for office. They also disseminated documentsim

titiip-backfire-233448
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top Trump aide in corruption and suggested they were investigating the matter, only to
back away after the election. And they helped Clinton’s allies research damaging
information on Trump and his advisers; a Pelitico investigation found.

A Ukrainian<American operative who was consulting for the Democratic National
Committee mét with top officials in the Ukrainian Embassy in Washington inan effort to

expose ties between Trump, top campaign aide Paul Manafort and Russxa, accordmg )
people with ditect knowledge of the situation,

The Ukralman efforts had an 1mpact inthe race, helpmg to force Manafort s resignation
and advancing the narrative that Trump’s campaign was deeply connected to Ukraine’s foe
to the éast, Russia. But they wére far less concerted or centrally directed than Russia’s
alleged hackinig and dissemination of Demoeratic emails.

Russia’s effort was personally directed by Russian President Viadiinir Putin, involved the
country’s military and foreign intelligence services; according to U.S. intelligence officials:
They veportedly briefed Trump last week ot the possibility that Russian operatives might
have compromising information onthe president-elect: And at a Senate hearing last week
ot the hacking, Director of National Intelligence James Clapper said “I don't think we've
everencountered a'more aggressi%fe or direct campaign to interfere in our election process

than we've seen in this case.”

There'’s little avidence of such atop=down effort by Ukraine. Longtime obseivers 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 eampaign in another cotntry’s election. And Président Petro
Poroshenko’s administration, along with the Ukrainian Embassy in Wi ashington; insists
that Ukrame stayed neutral in the race.

CONGRESS:.

Lawmakers broach possmle Trump campargn coordmatmn with

- Russia
By AUSTIN WRIGHT and MARTIN MATISHAK

Yet Politica’s investigation found evidence of Ukrainian government involvement in the

vace that appears to strain diplomatic protocol dictating that governments refrain from

engaging in one another’s elections.

hittps:/iw

paliico.comfstory/ 201 7/01/ukraine: ga-trlmp-backfire-233446
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Russia’s meddling has éparked outrage from the American body politic, The U.S.
intelligence community undertook the rare move of publieizing 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 aharder line

against Russia, which was already viewed in Washmgton as America’s Ieadmg 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 sérambling to alter that dynamic, recently signing & $50,000-a-month ;
contract with a well-connected GOP-linked Washington lobbying firm to set up meetmgs
with U.S. government officials “to strengthen U.S.-Ukrainiarn relations.”

Revelations about Ukraine’s anti-Trumip efforts could further set back those efforts.

“Things seem to be going from bad to worse for Ukraine,” said David A. Merkel, a senior
fellow at the Atlantic Council who helped oversee U.S. relations with Russia and Ukraine
while working in George W. Bush’s State Department and National Security Council,

. Merkel, who has served as an'election observer in Ukrainian presidetitial elections dating.

backto 1993, rioted there’s some ivony 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 commiinity as proxy wars between the US: and Russia,

“Now, it seems that a U.S. electlon may have been seen as a surmgate batﬂe by those in
Kievand Moscow,” Merkel sald

The Ukrainian antipathy for Triump’s team — and alignment with Clinton’s - can be traced
back'to late 2013, That's when the country’s president, Viktor Yanukévych, ‘whom Manafort
had been advising, abruptly backed out of a European Union pact linked to an‘ti-corniption
reforms. Instead, Yanukovych entered into a multibillion-dollar bailout agreement with
Russia, sparking protests across Ukraine and prompting anul\ovych to flee the country to

Russia under Putin’s protection.

hitps:
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- Inthe ensuing ¢risis, Russian troops moved into ﬂm Ukrainian territory of Crimea, and -
Manafort dropped off the radar. - ‘ B )

- Manafort’s work for Yanukovych caught the attention of 4 veteran Democratic operative
named Alexandra Chalupa, who had worked in'the White House Office of Public Liaison
during the Clinton administration. Chalupa went on to work as a staffer, then as a
consultant, for Democratic National Committes, The DNC paid het $412,000from 2004 to
June 2016, according to Federal Election Commission records, though she also was paid by
other ¢lients during that time, including Democratic campaigns and the DNC's arm for
engaging expatriate Democrats around the world. k

A daughtef of Ukrainian immigrants who maintains strong ties to the Ukrainian-American
diasporaand the U.S. Embassy in Ukraine, Chalupa, a lawyer by training, in 2014 wis
doing pro bonowork for aniother client interested in the Ukraihian crisis and begén
researchihg Manafort’s role in Yanukovyeh’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 eycle
- 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 oceasionally shared her findings with officials from the DNC and Clinton’s campaign,
Chalupa said. Tri January 2016 — moriths 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 wag, 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 ¢ommunity that Manafort was “Putin’s
political brain for manipulating U.S. foreign policy and elections.”

PRESIDENTIAL TRANSITION - -

Trump confronts firestorm over Russia allegations
By EL} STOKOLS, SHANE GOLDMACHER, JOSH DAWSEY and MICHAEL CROWLEY

She said she shared her concern with Ukraine's ambassador to the LS., Valeriy Chaly, and

-oné of his top aides, Oksana Shulyar, during a March 2016 meeting at the Ukrainian
Embassy. According to someone briefed on themeeting, Chaly said that Manafort was very

https :Iva.poliSco.com/stérylzm 7101 fukraine-sabotage-rump-backfire-233446 ) ; o 4118
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rach on his radar; but that he wasn't particularly concerned about the operative’s Hes to
Trump since he didn’t believe Trump stood much of a chance of wmnmg the GOP
nomination, let alone the presidency.

That was not an uncommon view at the time; and, perhapsasa result Trump stiesto
Russia — let alone Manafort’s — were not the subject of much attention,

“'That all started to change just fout days after Chalupa's meeting at the embassy, when it
was reported that Tromip had in fact hired Manafort, suggesting that Chalupa may have
been on to something. She quickly found herself in high demand. The day after Manafort’s
hiring was revealéd, she brisfed the DNC's commiunications staff on Manafort, Trump 'md :
their ties to Russia, according toan aperative familiar with the situation.

A former DNC staffer described the exchange as an “informal conversation,” saying
“Priefing’ makes it sound way too formal,” and adding, “We were not directing or driving
her work on this.” Yet, the former DNC staffer and the operative familiar with the situation
agreed that with the DNC’s encouragement, Chalupa asked embassy staff to try to arrange
an interview in whlch Poroshénko nmight discuss Manafort's ties to Yanukovych.

While the embassy declined that request, officials there became “helpful” in Chalupa s
efforts, she said; explaining that she traded information and leads with them. “If T asked a
question; they would provide guidance, or if there wis soineotie T needed to follow up
with.” But she stressed, “There were no documents given, riothing like that.”

Chalupa said the embassy also worked directly with reporters researching Trump, Manafort

and Russia to point them in the right directions. She added, though, “they were being very

protective and not speaking to the press.as much as they should have. I'think they were

being careful because their situation was that they had to be very, very careful because they

could not pick sides. It's a political i Hsue, and they didn’t want to get involved politically -
_because they couldn’t.”

Shulyar vehemenﬂy‘denied workiﬁg‘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 adaimant position was not to gwe any comment [and] not to
interfere into the campaign affalrs

Both Shulyarand Chedupa said the purpose of their initial meeting was to organize a June
‘recéption at the embassy to promote Ukraine, According to the embassy’s website, the ‘

event highlighted female Ukrainian leaders, featuring speeches by Ukrainian

parliamentarian Hanna Hopko, who discussed “Ukraine’s fight against the Russian

hitps:www.politico comfstory/201 /01 ukraine-sabotage-trump-backfire-233448 : 5118
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aggression in Donbas,” and longtime Hillary Clinton confidante Melanne Verveer, who
worked for Clinton in the State Department and was a vocal surrogate during the
presidential campaign.

Shulyar said her work with Chalupa “didn’t involve the campaigh ” and shespecifically
stressed that “We have never worked to research and disseminate damagmg information
about Donald Trump and Paul Manafort

But Andm Telizhenko, who worked as a political officer in the Ukrainian Embassy under

Shulyar, said she instructed him to help Chalupa research connections between Trump;

Manafort and Russia. “Oksana said thatif I had any information, or knew other people who

did, then I should contact Chalupa,” recalled Telizhenko, who is now a political éonsultant

in Kiev: “They were coordinating an investigation with the Hillary tean on Paul Manafort

with Alexandra Chalupa,” he said; adding “Oksana was keeping i it aﬂ quiet,” but “the
“embassy worked 3 very closely with” Chalupa.

In fact; sources familiar with the effort say that Shulyar specifically called Telizhenko into a
meeting with Chalupa to provide an updste onan Amerlcan media outlet’s ongmng
investigation into Manafort.

Telizhenko recalled that Chalupa told him aid Shulyar that, “If we can get enough
informiation on Paul [Manafort] or Trump s involvement mth Russia, she can geta heanng :
in Congress by September :

Chalupa confirmed that, 2 week after Manafort’s hiring wag announced; she discussed the
possibility of a congressional investigation with a foreign policy legislative assistant in the
office 6f 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
interrial email to colleagues that was accidentally forwarded to Politico:

Kaptur's office Tater emailed an official statement explaining that the lawmaker is backing a
bill to-ereate an independent commission to investigate “possible outside iriterference in
‘our-elections.” The office added “at this time, the eviderice related to this matter pointsto
Russia, but Cong1 esswomadn Kaptur is concerned with any evidence of foreign entities
interfering in our elections.” :

hitps:fhkuv.poliIica.domlstcry/201 THWukraing-sabotage-rimp-backiire-233446 . . . TS
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Almost as quitkly ag Chalupa’s efforts attracted the attention of the Ukrainian Embassy and ‘

Democrats, she also found herself the subject of some unwanted attention from overseas.

Within a few weeks of her initial meeting at the embassy with Shulyar and Chaly, Chalupa
on April 20 received the first of what became a series of messages from the administrators
of her private Yahoo entail account, warning her that “state-sponsored actors™ were trying
to hack into her emails. ‘

She kept up her crusade, appearing ona panel aweek after the initial hacking message to
discuss herresearch on Manafort with a group of Ukrainian investigative journalists
gathered at the Library of Congress for a program sponsored by a U.S. congressmnal

-agency called the Open World Leadership Ceriter,

‘Center spokeswoman Maura Shelden str essed that her group is nonpartisan and ensures

“that our delegations hear from both sides of the-aisle, receiving bipartisan information.”
She said the Ukrainian journalists in'subsequént days miet with Republican officials in

- North Carolina and elsewhere. And she said that, before the Library of Congress-event,

hitps:iiw

“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 emiail {hat was later hacked and released by WikiLeaks
that the Open World Leadershlp Center “put meonthe program to speak specifically about
Paul Manafort.”

Repubhcans plle on Rusma for hackmg, get details on GOP

targets
By MARTIN MATISHAK gnd AUSTIN WRIGHT

Invthe email, which was sent inearly May to then-DNC communications director Luis
Miranda, Chalupa noted that she had extended an invitation to the Library of Congress
forim to veteran Washirigton investigative reporter Michael Isikoff. Two days before the
event, he had published a story for Yahioo News revealing the unraveling of a $26 million
deal between Manafort-and a Russian oligarch related toa telecommunications venture in
Ukraine. And Chalupa wiote in the email she'd been “working with for the past few weel\q”
wnth Isikoff “and connected hin to the Ukrainians™ at the event.

Isikoff, who accompanied Chalupa to a reception at the Ukrainian Embassy immediately
after thie Library of Congress event, declined to conient. :

w.politico.comistony/2017/0 Tukraine-sabiotage-trump-backfirg-233446
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Chalupa further indicated in her hacked May email to the DNC that she hiad additional
“sensitive information about Manafort that she intended to share “offline” with Miranda-and
DNC research dirgctor Lauren Dillon, including “a big Trump component you and Lauren

nieed to be aware of that will hit in next few weeks and something I'm working on you

should be aware of.” Explaining that she didn’t feel comfortable sharing the intel over
email, Chalupa attached a screenshot of & warning from Yahoo administrators about “state-
sponsored” hacking on her account, explaining, “Since I'started digging into Manafort these
messages have been a daily occurrence on my yahoo account despite chianging my

password often.” i

- Dillon and Miranda declined to-comment.

A DNCofficial stressed that Chalipa was a consultant paid to do outreach forthe 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 reportediy-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 Demoeratic-convention inlate July to foecus fulltime.on her

research into Manafort, Trump arid Russia: She said she provided off-the-record

information and guidance to “alot of journalists” working on stories related to Manafort
~and Trump’s Russia connections, despite what she described as escalating harassment.

Abottt & month-and-a-half after Chalupa first started receiving hacking alerts, someone
- broke into hercaroutside the Northwest Washington home where she lives with her
- husband and three young daughters, she said. They “rampaged it, basically, but dide’t take -
anything valuable = left money, sunglasses, $1,200 worth of golf clubs,” shie said,
explaining she didn’t file-a police veport 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 twofamily cars, she was
convinced that it was a Russia-linked in’cimidatidntampaign. The police report on the
latter break-in noted that “both vehicles were unlocked by an unknown person and the

hitpsiwww.polilico.con/storyi201 7701 ukiaine sabiotage-trump-biackfire-233448 ) . 8118
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‘interiorwas ransécked, with papers and the garage openers scattered throughout the cars.
Nothing was taken from the vehicles.” !

Then, early in th‘e‘morn‘in‘g 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 1nt1m1datmn campaigns used against
k forelgners in Russia, accordmg 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 artlcles, saying whv it wag significant, and painting the b1gger
picture.”

In a Yahoo News story naming Chalupa as one of 16 “ordinhary people” who “shaped the
2016 election,” Isikoff wrote that after Chalupa left the DNC, FBI agents mvesmgatmg the
hacking ques’aoned her and examirned her laptop and smartphone

L Chalupa this month fold Politico'that, as her research and role in the election started
becoming more public, she began receiving death threats, along with continued alerts of
statessponsored hacking. But-she said, “None of this has scared me off.”

While it's it uncommon for outside operativesto'serve as intermediaries between

- governments and reporters; one of the more dantaging Russia-telated stories for the Trump
campaign — and certainly for Manafort — can be traced more directly to the Ukrathian

- government.

Documents released by an iﬁdependent Ukrainian government agency — and publicized by
a parliamentarian —appeared to'show $12.7 million incash payments that were earmarked
for Manafort by the Russia-aligned party of the deposed former president, Yanukovych,

The New York Times, in the August story revealing the ledgers’ existence; reported that the
payments earmarked for Manafort were “a focus™ of an investigation by Ukrainian anti-

- corruption officials, while CNN reported days later that the FBI was pursmng an
overlapping inguiry.

hitps:iiwwipolitics.comfstonyfZ017/01 /ukraine-sabolage-trurnp-backfire-233446 ) 918
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Oné of the fnost damaging Russia-related stories during Donald Trump S campacgn car be fraced to the
Ukrainian government: | AP Photo

Clinton’s campaign seized on-the story to-advance Democrats’ argﬁment that Tromp’s

campaign was closely linked to Russia. The ledger represented “more troubling connections

between Donald Trump’s teany 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 Tramp’s employees or advisers
_are currently representing and or being paid by them.”

‘https://www.po!’rtico.cémfstcrylzm71()“' i yotaga-trump-backiire-233446 R X s 10118
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A former Ukrainian investigative journalist and current parliamentarian named Serhiy‘
Leshchenko, who was elected in 2014 as part of Poroshenko's party; held a mews conference
tohighlight the ledgers,; and to urge Ukrainian and American law enforecement to
aggressively investigate Manafort:

“I believe and understand the basis of these payments are totally against the law — we have
the proof from these books,” Leshchenko said during the news confe‘rence,‘ which attracted
international media coverage. “If Mr. Manafort denies any allegations, I think ke 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 hever been contacted about the ledger by Ukrainian or American
investigators, later telling POLITICO “I was just caught in the crossfire.”

According to a serfes of meios reportedly compiled for Trump’s opponents by a former

* British intelligence agent; Yanukovych; in‘a secret meeting with Putin on the day after the
Times published its report, admitted that he had authorized “substantial kickback ‘
payments to Manafort.” But according to the report; which was published Tuesday by -
BuzzFeed but remains unverified. Yanukovych assured Putin “that there was no
docummentary trail left behind which could provide clear evidence of this® - an alleged
statemient that seemed to implicitly question the authenticity of the ledger:

2016

Inside the fall of Paul Manafort
By-KENNETH P, VOBEL and MARC CAPUTO

The scfutiny 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 aweek
after the Times story.

At the time, Leshchenko suggésted that his motivation was partly to undermine Tramp.
“For me; it was fmportant to show not only the corruption aspect; but that he is [a] Dro-
Russian candidate who can break the geopolitical balance in the world,” Leshchénko told
‘thie Fintancial 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 a‘t"ce‘mp‘ted before: intervene, however indirectly, in a U.S, eléction,” and
the story quoted Leshchenko asserfing that the majority of Ukraine’s politicians are “on
Hillary Clinton’s side.” ‘

https:hwww.pd!itico,comlsmrylzm?lo‘ krai 2 trump-backfire-233446 . : X R 1ha
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But by this month, Leshchenko was seeking to recast his motivation, telling Politico, “T

did’t care who woi the U.S; élections. This was a decision for the Afnerican voters to

decide.” His goal in highlighting the ledgers; he'said was “to raise these issues on a polmcal‘
leveland emphasize the 1mportance of the investigation.”

Inaseries of answers provided to Politico, a spokesnian for Porosherko distanced his
administration from both Leshchenka's efforts and those of the agency that reLeshchenko
Leshchenko leased the ledgers, The National Anti-Corruption Bureaw of Ukraine. It was
“created in 2014 as a condition for Ukvaine toreceive aid from the U.S. and the European
‘Union, and it signed an evidence-sharing agreement with the FBIin late June —lessthana
“month and 4 half before it released the ledgers.

The bureau is “fully independeiit,” 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 Leshehenko, he positions himself as a representative of internal
opposition in the Bloc of Petro Porosherko's faction, despite [the fact that] he belongs to
the faction,” the spokesman said, adding; “it was about him personally who pushed [the
anti-eorrdption 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 Leshehienko or the anti-corruption
bureati would have pushed the issue without at least tacit approval from Poroshenko or his
closest allies. -

“Tt wis somethmcr that Poroshenko was probably aware of and cmﬂd have stoppedifhe
wanted to,” said the operative:

And; almost immediately after Trump's sturining victory over Clinton, questions began
mounting about the investigations into the ledgers — and the ]e‘dgérs themselves.

An official with the anti-corr uptmn bureau told a Ukrainian newspaper, “Mr; Manafmt
doesnot have a rolein this case.”

And, while the anti-corruption bureau told Politico late last month that a “general
investigatioxi [is] still ongoing” of the ledger, it said Manafort is not a target of the
investigation. “As hie is niot the Ukrainian citizen, [the anti-corruption bureau] by the law
couldn’t investigate him persenally,” the bureau said it a statement, k

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.

itps Haverpolitico com/siany/2017/0 T kiaing sabotage trump-hackfire-233446 . . 12/1 8
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Valerityn Nalyvaicherko, a Ukrainian former diplomat who served as the country’s head of
security under Poroshenko but is now affiliated with a lesiding opporient of Poroshenko,
said it was fishy that “only one part of the black ledger appeared.” He asked; “Where is the
handwriting analysis?” and said it was “crazy” to announce an investigation based onthe
ledgers. He met last month in Washington with Trump allies, and said, “of course they all
recoghize that'our [anti-corruption bureau] intervened in the presidential campaign.”

And in an interview this week, Manafort, who re-emerged as aninformal advisor to Trump
“after Eleetion Day, suggested that the ledgers were inauthentic and called their publication
“a politically motivated false attack on.me. My role asa paid consultant was public. There
was nothing off the books, but the way that this was presénted tried to make it look shady.”

He added that he felt particularly wronged by efforts to cast his work in Ukraine as pro-
- Russian, arguing “all my efforts were focused on helping Ukraine move into Europe and the
- West.” He specifically cited his-'work on denticlearizing the country and on the European
Union frade and political pact that Yanukovych spurned before flesing to Russia, “In 0o
case was 'ever involved in anything that would be contrary to U.S. interests;” Manafort
said. )

Yet Russia seemed fo come to the defense of Manafort and Trump last month, when a
spokeswoman for Russia’s Foreign Ministry charged that the Ukrainian government used
the ledgers-asa political weapon. )

“Ukrainé seriously complicated the work of Trump’s election cémpaign headquarters by
planting information according to which Paul Manafort, Triimp's campaign chairman,

k allegedly accepted money from Ukrainian oligarchs,” Maria Zakharova said at'a news
briefing, according toa transcripf of her remarks posted on the Foreign Ministry’s website.
“All'of you have heard this rémarkable story,” she told assembled reporters.

e

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 fora
confiising series of statements in which the GOP candidate at oneé point expresseda
willingness to congider recognizing Russia’s annexation of the Ukrainian tertitory of
Crimea as legitimate: The op-ed made some in the embassy uneasy, sources said.

hitps:iwwe polilico.comistory/2017/07ukraine-sabotage-tramp-iacklire-233448 : ‘ . 13f18
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“That was like too close for comfort, even for them,”said Chalupa. “That was scmethmg
tha’t wils as risky as they were going to be.”

Former Ukrainian Prime Minister Arseny Yatsenmk 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
Julyasa clown and asserting that Trump is “an even blgger danger to the USthan
terrorism.”

Avakov, in'a Facsbook post, lashed out at Tramp for his confusing Crimea comments,
calling the sssessment the “diagriosis of a dangerous misfit,” accordirig to & translated -
screenshot featured in one media report, though he later deleted the post. He called Trump
“dangerous for Ukraine and the US” and noted that Manafort worked with Yanukovych
when the former Ukrainian leader “fled to Russia‘through Crimea. Whete would Manafort:
lead Trump?” : k o k

INVESTIGATIONS

Manafort’s man in Kiev
By KENNETH P; VOGEL §

The Trump-Ukraine relationship grew even more fraught in September with reparts that
the GOP nominee had snubbed Poroshenko on the sidelines of the United Nations General
Assembly in New York, where the Ukrainian president tried to meet both major party
candidates, but scored only a'meeting with Clinton.

Telizhenko, the former embassy staffer, said that, during the primaries, Chaly, the country’s
ambassador in Washington, had actually instructed the embassy not to reach out to
Trump's campaign, even as it was. engagmg with those of Clinton and Trump’s leading GOP
rival, Ted Cruz. :

“We had an ordernot to talk to the Trump team, because he was critical of Ukraine and the
governmient 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
getinvolved — Hillary is going to win.”

This accouiit was confirtited by Nalyvaichenko, the former diplomat and security chief now
affiliated with a Poroshenko opponent; who said, “The Ukrainian authorities closed all
doors and windows — this is from the Ukrainian side.” He-called the strategy "bad and
short=sighted.” : : )

hitps . golitico.comstory201 7/01 /ukraine-sabotage-trump-backiire-233446 . o . 1418
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Andriy Artemenko, a Ukrainian parliamentarian associated with a conservativeé opposition
-party; did meet with Tramp’s team during the campaign and said he personally offered to
set up siniilar meetings for Chaly but was rebuffed: )

“It was clear that they were supporting Hillary Clinton’s candidacy;” Artemenko said, “They
did everything from organizing meetings with the Clinton tean, to publicly supporting her,
to criticizing Trump. ..: I'thinkthat they simply didn’t meet because they thought that
Hillary would win.” o ‘

-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 tailoring the content ahdmessaging. So it was ot an instruction to abstain
from the engagement bt rather an internal discipline for diplomats not to getinvolved into
-a field she or he was not assigned to, but where another colleague was involved.”

‘ And she pointed otit that Chaly traveled to the GOP convention in Cleveland in late July
and met-with members of Trump’s foreign policy team “to hwhhght the importance of
Ukraine and the suprrt of it by the U.8."

Degpite 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 deferisive weapons” for
Ukraine to defend itself against Russian incursion, backers of the measure charged

Theoutreach ramped up after Trump’s victory. Shulyar pointed out that Poroshenko was
among the first foreign leaders to call to congratulate Trump. And she said that, since
Election Day, Chaly has met with close Trump allies, including Sens. Jeff Sessions, Tfump’s
nominee for attorney general, and Bob Corker, the chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, while the ambassador accompanied Ivanna Klympush-Tsintsadze,
Ukraine’s vice'prime minister for Buropean and Euro-Atlantic integration, to a round of
Washington meetings with Rep. Tom Marino (R-Pa.), an early Trumnp 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 alliss see Tramp’s
inaugiration this month as an existential threat to the country, made worse, theyadmit; by
the dissemination of the secret ledger, the antagonistic social media posts and the )
perception that the enibassy meddled against — or at Teast shut oiit — Tramp.

htxps:!/ww.po)]kicocmmlstorylZM7[01!m." i ln‘lcvtl;\‘ P kfirg-233448. X B . {5148
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““I’s really bad. The [Pdroshenko] administration right riow is trying to rescoordinate
: communications,” said Telizhenko, adding, “The Tmmp organization doesn’t want to talk
to our ddmmxstratlon atall”

During N: alyvaichenko’s trip to Washington last month, he detected lingering ill will toward .
Ukraine from somie, and lack of inferest from others, he recalled. “Ukraine is not on the top
: ot the hst nct even the middle,” hesaid. :

Poroshenko’s allies are scrambhng tofigure out how 1o bm}d a relationship m’ch Trump, k
who is known for harboring and prosecutmg grudges for years.

A delegation of Ukrainian parliamentarians allied with Poroshenko last month traveled to
Washington partly to try to make inroads with the Trump transition tean, but they were
unableto secure a meeting, dccording 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 Tramp regime,

Ukraxmans fall out of love wtth Europe
By DAVID.STERN

Weeks later; BGR reported to the Department of Justice that the government of Ukraine
would pay the firm $50,000 & month to “provide strategic public relations and government
affairs counsel,” including “outréach to U.S. government officials, non—government
organizations, members of the media and other individuals.”

Firm spokesinan Ji effrey Birnbaum suggésted that "pro-Putii oligarchs” were already trying
tosow doubts about BGR’s work with Poroshernko, While the firm maintains close )
relationships with GOP congressional leaders, se\é'eral of its principals were dismissive o -
sharply eritical of Trump during the GOP primary, which eould limit their effectweness
lobbying the new admlmstranon

The Poroshenko reginie’s standimr with Trump is LOnSldeled so dire that the president’s

allies after the election actually reachied out to make ameénds with — and even seek

assistanice from — Manafort, according to two operatives familiar with Ukraine’s efforts to
" make inroads with Trump. :

Meanwhile, Poroshenko’s rivals are seeking to capitalize on his dicey relationship with
Trump’s team. Some are pressuring him toreplace Chaly, a close ally of Porashenko’s who

htips:/!wmv‘pomicu.com)storyl2017/01iukfai‘ne»sabotage-trurup-backﬂre—QSSM(} E N 18118
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is being blamed by eritics in Kievand Washington for fmplementing —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 oppcnents
have been through Washington sinee the election seeking audxences of thelr own with
Trump allies, thotugh most have failed to-do doso.

“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 commpany recently metin
Washington with Yurly Boyke, a former vice prime ministér under Yanukovych: Boyko,
who like Yanukovych has a pro-Russian worldview, is considering a presidential camipaign
of his own, and his representatives offered “to pay a shit-ton of money” fo get actéss to
Trump and his inaugural events, according to the consultant.

The consultant turned down the w‘ark, ‘explaining; “It sounded shady, and we dor’t want 6
getin the middle of that kind of staff.”
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Linited States DSenate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

Mavy 4, 2018

Mr. Yuriy Lutsenko

General Prosecutor :

Office of the Prosecutor General of Ukraine
13/15 Riznytska St

Kyiv, 01011

Ukraine

Dear Mz, Prosecutor General:

We are wntmg 1o express great coneern about reporty that your office has taken steps to lmpudu
cooperation with the investigation of United States Special Counsel Robert Mueller. As strong
advocates for a robust and close relationshipwith Ukratne, we believe thatour cooperation

should extend to-such legal matters, regardless of politics: Oursis a re}atmnshlp builtona
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 Kyivappearto have cast aside-these
principles in order o avoid the ire-of President Trump. ITthese reports are trie, we Strongly -
encourage you to reverse course and halt any cfforts to impede cooperation with tlus important
mvesttgatmn

On May 2, the New York Times reported that your office effectively froze investigations into
four open cases in Ulkraine in April, thereby ehmmamw scope for couperation with the Mueller
“probe into related issues. The article notes that your office considered these cases A5100
pelitically sensitive and potentially jeopardizing U:S: financial and militaryaidto Ukraine: The
article indicates specifically that your office prohibited special prosecutor Serhiy Horbatyuk
from issuing subpoenias for evidence or interviewing witnesses in four open cases in Ukraine
“related to-consulting work performed by Paul Maﬁdfort for former Ukrainian presxdent Viktor
Yanukovich and his political party:

This investigation not 0111) has implications forthe Mudkr probe; but also speaks o eritically
important investigations intothe corrupt practices of the Yanukovich adinistiati ion, Which stole
millions of dollars from the people of Uktaine: Blocking cooperation:with the Mueller probe
potentially cuts off a significant opportunity for Ukrainian law enforcement to conduct a more
thorough inquiry into possible erimes committed during the Yanukovich era. This repor; ted
relusal to cooperate with the Mueller probe also sends a worrying signal—4o the Ukrainian
people as well as the international community—ahout your g ﬂmfamment commitmentmore
bwadiy tosupport justice and the rule of Taw:

We respectfully request that you reply to this letter answering the following questions:
1. Has your office taken any steps to restrict cooperation with the mvcsmatmn by Spemal :
Counsel Robt.rt Mueller? Ifso, Wh\ﬂ
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Did any individual from the Trump Administration, or anyone acting on-its behalf;
encourage Ukrainian goveriunent or Taw enforcement officials tiot to coopemte mth ihe
investigation by Special Counsel Robert Mueller?

Was the Mueller proberaised in any way during discussions bt.tw.,cn your government

and U.S. officials, including around the meeting of Presidents Trump and Poroshenko in
New York in 7017‘?

Sincerely,

Richard 5 Durm
United States Senator

Robert Menehdez :
United States Senat

Patfick Leahy |
United States Senator
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VIA EMAIL
Qctober 13,2019

Michael M. Purpura, Esq.

Patrick F. Philbin, Esq. : ~
Deputy Assistants to the President and Depaty Counse
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW

Washiagton, D.C. - -

Dear Messrs; Purpura and Philbin:

I'write to follow-up orvour felephone CONVErSALLN Gi § ki, vt
that-conversation, [ confirmed that our-client, Dr. Fiona Hill, will artend a transcribed deposxtlcm
on October 14 to be taken by the House of Representatives” Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence; Commitiee on Foreign Affalrs‘ and Committee on Oversight and Reform (the
‘Comm:ftees Y.

- AsItold you by phone, Dr. Hill is mindfuil of her legal obligations with regard to any
classified information she possesses or has knowledge of, and she intends to stnctiy abide by
those obligations.

* You also raised the issue of executive privilege. While you répreserited on the phone call
that the White House does not believe that the entirety of Dr. HilUs testimony is subject to
executive privilege, you noted your position that certain areas of her potential testimoriy may be
subject to that privilege: The first area consisted of “direct communications with the President™,
The second area consisted of “diplomatic communications,” such as “meetings ' with other heads
of state” or “staffing the President on calls with foreign heads of state After the call, you sent
us four documents supportm your view. ‘

We have reviewed those documents and are mindful of the discussion therein. We
understand that executive privilege is a qualified privilege that- may be overcome by an adequate
showing of need. See, e.g., Inre Sealed Case, 121 F.3d 729, 737, 745 (D.C. Cir. 1997). Wealso
understand that executive privilege likely does niot apply to information which is no longer
confidential and has come within the sphere of public krnowledge through broad disclosures. See
Nixon v, Sirica, 487 F.2d 700, 761 n.128(D.C. Cir. 1973) (“Naturally, if a document or-a tape is
o longer confidential because it has been ade public, it would be nonsense to claim that it is
privileged : .. .7 (quoting Prof. Alexander Bickel, Wretched Tapes (Cont ), N.Y. Times; Aug. 15,
1973, at 37, https Hwwwnytimes.com/1973/08/ 1S/archWes/wretched-tapes cont—wretched—
tapes.html ))

The White House has publicly released the Memorandum of Tel lephone Conversation of
President Trump’s July 23, 2019 phone call with President Zelensky of Ukraine. And PreSIdent:
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B Q F . . . October 13,2019
L Y o i . Page2 of 2
Trump has extensively and'publicly discussed that call. See, ¢.z.. Remarks by President Trump:
"and President Nifnistd of the Republic of Finland Before Bilateral Meeting, The White House
(Oct. 2, 2019), https://www. whitehouse. gov/briefings-statements/ remarks-president-trump-
president-niinisto-republic-finland-bilaterdl-meeting/. The August 12,2019 whistleblower
complaint and information discussed therein are also now a-matter of public record, having been
affirmatively declassified and thrust into the public domain by the White House itself, Michael D,
Shear, Complaint Asserts & White House Cover-Up, N.Y. Times, Sept. 27, 2019, at Al,
hitps:/fwww.nytimes.com/2019/09/26/us/politics/whistieblower-complaintsreleased htrml,
President Trump has extensively and publicly discussed that repott. See, e.g., Remarks by
President Trump Before Marine One Depatture, The White House (Qct. 3, 2019),
httpsi//www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/rermarks-president-trumip-farine-one-
departure-67/. It is our view that these and other matters which have been made public through:
affirmative actions of White House and/or media reports are likely not protected as confidential
- by executive privilege becatse they are, by their very nature, no longer confidential.

Finally, we understand that deliberative process privilege “disappears altogether when
there is any reason to believe government misconduct oceurred.” Sealed Case, 121 F.3d at 746,
And as lawyers with the Justice Department’s Office of Legal Counsel have previously written,
prior presidents have largely agreed that executive privilege operates différently in the contextof
an impeachment inquiry: See Office of Legal Counsel, U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Legal Aspects of
Impeachment: An Overview, app. 3, 22-32 (1974). This appears to be a foundational’ principle of
our nation’s constitutional system of governance. For example, President James K. Polk stated in
1846 that “[i}f the House of Representatives is the grand inguest of the Nation and should at any
time have reason fo believe that there has beer malversation in 6ffice and should think properto-
institute an investigation into the matter, all the archives, public or private, would be subject to
the inspection and control of a committee of their body-and every facility in the power of the
Executive afforded them to prosecute the investigation.” Id at 12-13, 2324,

We understand and are mindful that there may be disagreement on these legal issues. To
that end, we would welcome your views, including any potential areas of disagreement youmay
have with our analysis: :

Finally, during our call, Inoted that-any discussion regarding the possible attendance of
agency counsel at Dr. Hill’s interview is a matter for resolution between the White House and
the Committees. Please keep us advised of any developments in that regard, :

: Thank yot,
/s/ Lee S, Wolosky -

Lee S. Wolosky



5100

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON ‘

October 14, 2019
BY EMAIL

Lee S. Wolosky, Esaq.

Boies Schiller Flexnier LLP
55 Hudson Yards, 20th Floor.
New York, New York 10001

Dear Mr. Wolosky:

. "Thank you for speaking with us this:past Friday and for your follow=up letter this
afternoon. ' We imderstand that your client, Dr. Fiona Hill; former Senior Director for European
and Russian Affairs for the National Security Couneil (“NSC”), plans to appear on Monday,

“October 14; 2019, for a non-publi¢ deposition conducted by the U.S. House of Representatives
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, Committee on Oversight and Reform, and
Commities on Foreign Affairs (the “House Committees™).

We appreciate that Dr, Hill is aware of het continuing obligation not to reveal classified
information or information subject to executive privilegs.  As we discussed, that information
includes but is not limited to the content of communications between the President and foreign
heads of state and other diplomatic communications. ‘

1t has been the longstanding position of Administrations of both political partlesmmdeed
dating back to the very first presidential administration’—that such diplomatic communications
are protected by executive privilege. As Attamsy General Reno explained durmg the Chnton
Administration: ‘

History is repiete with examiples of the Executive’s refusai to pmduce 1o Congress ‘
diplomatic communications and related ‘documents because of the prejudicial
impact such disclosure could have on the President’s ability to conduct foreign .
telations, - It is equally well established that executive privilege applies to
commuiications to and from the Pxemdeat and Vice President and to White House

- and NSC deliberative ccmmxmlcamons

See History-of Refusals by Executive Branch Officials to Provide Information Demarided by Congress, & Op.
O.L:C.751, 753 (1982) (noting that in response to.a request for documents relating to negotiation of the Jay
Treaty with Great Biitain, President Washington'sent a letter-to Congress stating, “[tJo-adinit, then, = right in the.
House of Representatives to demand, and to have; as a matter of course; all the. papers respecting a negotiation
witha foreign Power, would be to establish a dangerous precedent.”} (citation omitted).

- dssertion of Exvecutive Privilege for Dociments Concerning Condict of Fe oréign Affairs with Respect to Haiff,
200p. OL.C. 5,6 (1996) (citation and paragraph bréak omitted). : )
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Lee S. Wolosky, Esq.
Page 2

“Two points in your letter sugpesting that there may be exceptions to executive puvﬂege
with respect to Dr. Hill's testimony metit somie n,sponse

First, you note that executive privilege does notapply 1o otherwise privileged matters
that the White House itself has made public, thereby waiving the privilege. Itis true that the
President has authotized the public disclosure of the contents of the July 25, 2019 telephone call
with President Zelenskyy and thus that call is hiot privileged. Theprivilege has not been waived,
howeyer, with respect to any other diplomatic communications ot to deliberative processes
related to the eall. The subject-matter waiver doctrine: does not apply to executive privilege;
thus;, matters fiot expressly disclosed remain privileged.> Moreover, other than the July 25 call,
the President has not authorized the public disclosure of any othet of his conversations with
foreign leaders, and theiefore executive privilege continues to apply to all of those
comumunications.’ Inaddition to the protection of executive privilege,; calls and discussions with
foreign heads of states are almost always classmed as Dr. Hill is aware, and she should treat
thehy as such.

Second, with respect to the component of executive privilege protecting deliberative
processes, Dr. Hill may not discuss privileged communications based on the assertions of certain
members of the House of Representatives that her deposition will ocour as part of an

“impeachment inquiry.” As the White House Counsel has explained, thete is no valid
impeachment Inguiry nndeiway 4 The House of Representatives as a whole delegates authority
to each standing commitiee in the House.> Yet the House has not authorized any commitiee to
conduct an impeachiment inquiry. The three commitiess that seek Dr. Hill"s testimony have
jutisdiction solely under House Rule X| whlch does pot provide the power-to initiate or
investigate impeachiment to any of them.® Absenta delegation by Housé Rule or'a resolution of
the House, none of these committees hag bieen delegated jurisdiction to conduet an investigation
pursuant to the impeachment power under Asticle I, Section 2 of the Constitution. Thus, even if
it were the case that executive privilege operates differently in connection with an impeachment
incuiry, there is no ground for Dr. Hill to believe that she may discloge privileged information on

¥ Asthe D.C. Cireuit explained in In re Sealed Cage:

1t-is true that voluntary disclosure ‘of privileged material subject to the attorney-client privilege to
“umecessary third parties in the attorney-client privilege context waives the privilege, not only as to the
specific communication disclosed but often as to all other communications relating to the same subject
matter. - But this " all-or-nothing. approach -has' not been -adopted. with regard to executive
priviteges genevally, or'to the deliberative process privilege in particular Instead, courts have said that

- release of a documentonly waives these privileges for the docuinent or information specifically released,
and not for related materials, This limited approach to waiver ity the executive privilege context is
designed to ensure that agencies do not forego voluntarily disclosing some privileged material out uf the
fear that by doing so they are exposing other, more sensitive documents,

121 F.3d 729, 741 (D.C. Cir: 1997) (internal citations and quotations omitted).

See Letter froni Pat A, Cipoliong; Counsei to the Preazdent, to Nancy Pelosi, Speaker, House: of Representatives,
gt ol (Oct; §,2019),

S See'H. Res. 6, 116th Cong, (2019).
& See T Rule X, ob 1), )y el 11
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that basis to the House Committees:

1t is likewise incorrect to suggest that the deliberative pmceas prong of executive
privilege may “disappeai{] altogether” based on a belief that governmeit misconduct has
occuired: As the DG, Circuit noted in I re Sealed Case: “In regard to both [the deliberative
process and presidential communications privileges], courts must balance the public interests at
stake in determining whether the privilege should yield in a particular case, and must specifically
consider the need of the party seeking privileged evidence.”’ Any showing of the House’s need
for access to-privileged information must be addressed through the constitutionally required
accommodations process between authorized representatives of the Executive Branch (the holder
of the privilege) and the House Commiittees. Itis not up to anindividual employee or former
employee to undertake that analysis herself and to disclose privileged information based on her
own individual assessments, Indeed, that is what makes it especially unfortunate that Chairman
Schiff has demanded that D, Hill appear and testify on miatters that will undoubtedly touch on
privileged information without allowing her the benefit of having Administration comnsel
present, who may raise objections to ensure that she does not breach her obligations with respect
o pmfﬂaged and classified material.®

Because the House Committees are refusing to allow counsel from the Executive Office
of the President to attend D, Hill’s deposition to protect core Exeoutive Branch confidentiality
interests, it is incumbent on Dy, Hill and you; as her counsel, to guard against-unauthorized
diselosure, To be clear, Dr, Hill is ot authorized to reveal or release any classified mfermatxon
or any information subject to exécutive puvﬁege

7 121 Fadat 746, The Obama Administration has‘similarly explaived that “the D.C. Circuit already has decided
that ...-aclaim of ‘misconduct” does not invalidate an-dssertion of Executive Privilege.” Mem.-in Supp.-of
Def s Mot for Summ. Joat 36 (Jan: 21, 2014), Comm. o Oversight & Gov 't Reformv. Holder, No. 12-1332,

2014 WL 298660 (quoting Senate Select Comin. on Presidential Compaign Activities v. Nixon, 498 F.2d 725,
731D.C. Cir. 1974 {en bane)). The privilege asserted by the Obama Administration; dusplte 1 cialm of
‘miscongduct, was'one of deixbf;rattve process..

% "“The House Committees have made clear, in writings and in meetmgs and discussions with Administration
counsel, that they will not permit counsel from the agencies or offices at which witnesses were employed to be
present during their depositions, despite the détesmination by the Department of Justice that it is

- uneonstitutional to exclude them. Seg, e.g:, 116th Congress Regulations for Use of Deposition Authority,
Cangrcssmnai Record, HI216 (Jan. 25, 2019); Letter from Eliot L. Engsl, Chairman, House Committee on

- Foreign ATfairs, eral., to John J. Sullivan; Deputy Secretary of State at 2 {Oct. 1, 2019} (citing 116th Congress:
Regulations for Use Qf Depusition Authority); Attempted Exchision of Agency Counsel from Cong essmnai
Depositions of Agency Employees; 43 Op. O.L:C. _, * 12 (May 23, 2019).
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Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any further questions or would like to
discuiss this matter fuither. We would be happy to speak with you at your convetiience:

Sincerely,

i, -

Michael M. Purpura
- Deputy Counsel to the President
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Assertion of Executive Privilege Concerning the Dismissal
and Replacement of U,S. Attorneys

Executive: privilege imay froperly ‘bo asserted ‘over the: documents and testxmcmy concvmmfr the
disniissal nd replacement of LS, Attorneys that have been aubpovnaed by cangr::ssmnal comm1t~
1ees. .

June 27,2007

THEPRESIDENT
THE WHITE HOUSE

Dear Mz, Président:

The Senate Committee on the Iudzcxmy and the House Cormittee or the Judi:
clary recently {ssued five subpoenas in connection with theit inquiries into-the
resignation of several U.S: Attemeys in 2006. Broadly speaking, four of the five
;subpoenas seek ‘documents in the custody of current or former White House
officials (“White House documents”) concerning the dismissal and replacement of
the U.8. Attorneys. In addition, two of the five subpoenas demand testimony about
these matters from fwo former White House. officials; Harriet Miers, fortner
Counsel to the President, .and Sara Taylor, former Deptity Assistant to the
President and Director of Political Affairs.

You have requested my legal advice as to whether you may assert executwe
prwﬂege with tespect fo the subpeenaed documents and testamany concerning the
categories of information described in this letter, Tt is my considered . legal
judgment that yoirmay assert executive privilege over the subpoenaed documents
and testimony. ;

L

The.documenty that the Office of the Counsel to the Pxeaxdem has identified as
‘responsive to-the sibpoenas fall into three broad categories related fo the possible
dismissal-and replacement of U.S. Attorneys, including “congressional and media
inquiries about the dismissals: (1) internal White House communications; 2)
commiunications by White House officials with individuals putside the Execttive
Branch, including with individuals in‘the Legis ative Branch; and (3) commiunica-
tions between White House offi cials and Department of Justice officials: The
Committees’ :subpoenas also seek testimony from Ms. Miers and Ms. Taylcr
concerning the sathe §ubjéct matters; and the assertion of pm'xlege with respect o

such: testlmony requires the same }ecal afialysis.

The Office of Legal Counsel of the Depattment of Justice has rawew&é the
documents -identified by the Counsel to the President as responsive to the sub-
poenas and is satisﬁed that the documents fall ‘within the scope of executive
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privilegé. The Office further believes that Conlgress’s interests in the documents
and related testimony “would not be sufficient to override an executive privilege
claim. For the reasons discussed below, I concur with both assessments.

A,

The mmal category of subpoenaed documents and testimony consists of inter-
nal White House commiunications aboutthe possible dismissal and replacement of
.8 Attorneys. - Among other things; these communications discuss the wisdom of
such - a proposal, specific. U.S. Attorneys who. could ‘be removed,. poteritial
replacement candidates, and possible responses to- cohgressional “and - media
inquirfes about the dismissals. These types of internal deliberations among White
House officials fall squareiy within the scope of executive piivilege. One of the
underlying purposes of the privilege is to promote sound decisionmaking by
ensuring that senior government officials and their advisers speak. frakly and
candidly during the decisionmaking process. As the Supteme Court has explained,
“[a] President and those who assist him must be: free to explore alternatives in'the
process. of shaping policies. and to do 56 ina way-many would be unwilling to
express except privately.” United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, 708 {1974); see
alse Assertion of Executive Privilege with Respect to Prosec t:forza? Documents, 25
Op. O.L.C. 1, 2-(2001) (“The Constitution cleatly gives the President the power to
protect the confidentiality of executive branch deliberations.™; Assertion of
Executive Privilege With Respeet fo-Clentency Decision, 2% 0p: 0L, 1,2 (1999)
(opinion. of Attorney General Janet Reno) {¢ C’Zemency Decision”) (“[N]ot. 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. ¥4 {quoting
Nixon, 418 US, at 705), These confidentiality interests are particularly strong
where, as here, the communications may implicate a “quintessential and nondele-
gable P1f351dent1al power,” such as the authority to nominate or to remove. U.S.
Aftorneys. In re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d.729, 752 (D:C. Cir, 1997); Clemency
Deeision, 23 0p. QL.C. at 23 (finding that executive privilege protected
Department and Whits Holrse deliberationsrelated to decision to grant clemency).

‘Under D.C. Circuit precedent, a congressional cominittee may not overcomie an
assertion of executive: privilege unless it establishes that ‘the documents «and
information are “demonstrably critical to the responsible fulfillment of the
Committee’s functions,” Senate.Select Comun. on Presidenticl Campaign detivi-
tesv. Nu:on, 498 B.2d.725, 751 (D.C. Cir. 1974) (en bane). And those functions
must be in futherancs 6f Congress s legitimate legislative responsibilities,. See
MeGrain v, Daugherty, 273 US, 135160 1927) (Congress has oversight
authority “to enghle it efﬁcmntly to-exercisea Leglslauvu function’ belongmg to it
under the Constitution™),

|
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‘As a threshold matier, it is not at all clear that mmmai White Hotlse' comyitni-
cations about the:possible dismissal gmci repiaca ment of U.S. Attorneys fall within
the scopf., of McGyain and. its ‘progeny, The: Supreme Court has held that Con-
gress’s oversight powers. do ‘not reach “matters which are within the exclusive
province of ’One of the other branches of the Go\zemment # Barenblait v, United
States, 360 U.8..109, 112 (1959). The Senate hasthe authotity to approve.or reject
the appointment of officers whose appointment by Jaw réquires the advice and
consent .of the Senate (which has been the case for U.S. Attorneys since:the
founding of the Republic); but it is for the President to decide whom to nominate
to such positions and whether to remove such officers once appointed. Though the
President traditionally corisults with members of Congress about the selection of
potential U.S. Attorney nominges as a matter of cotirtesy or i an effort to.secure’
their confirmation, that does notconfer upot: Congress authority to Inquife into the.
deliberdtions of the President voith respect to the exetciss of his power 1o remove,
or nominate a U.S. Attorney.' Consequently; there is reason to question whether
Congress has overs;ght authority to. investigate deliberations by White House.
officials concerning proposals to dismiss and replace U.S. Attorneys, because such
deliberations necessmiy relate ‘to the potential exercise by the President of an.
atthority assigned to him alone, See Clemency Decision; 23 Op. O.L.C. af 3~4
{(“[1]t appears that Congress’ ovetsight dutherity doss not extend to the pmcess
employed in connection with a particular clemency decision; to the materials
generated or the discussions that took place as patt of that process, ot to the advice:
of views the President received in-connection with a clemeérnicy degision [betduse
the decision to grant clemency is an exclusive Executive Branch furiction].”);
Scope of Congressional OV@FS!g'EI and Invasfzgatzw Power Fith Respect fo the
Executrve Branch, 9 Op 0L, C 6{} 67 (1985} (congressmnai Gversxcht authcuw

In any-event, even 1f the Cemmmees have ovemght authenty there isn0° deubt
that the materzals sought qualify for the privilege and the. Commltteas have not,
demonsirated that their interests justify overriding & claim of executive privilege as
to the matters at issve. The House: Committee, for instance, usserts in jis letter
‘accompanying ‘the subpoenas- that “[e]ommiunications ‘among. the White House
staff involved in the U.S, Attorney replacement plan are obviously of paramount
importance to any understanding of how and why these U.S. Attorneys were

Y80 e o Pub. Citizen v, Dep ¥é of Jusnee, 491 U.8, 44(} 483 {1939 (Kennedy, I concursingy
{“[TIhe €l ause divides the: 'mpr.,mtmem power info two separate sphetes; the. Presider :t*s power to
nommam,’ and the Seaste’s powerto glveor'w xﬂmo&d its ‘Advxce and Congent” No role whatsoever is
given glther fs. theSenate or to Congress 43 w:whole in the process of chcaswg the person whio will ke
nominated for [the] sppointment?); Myers'y; United States; 272 U852, 132 (1926) (“Faé power of
remioval is: incident 1o the power of ‘appointment; not o the power of advising and conserting to
sppointment, and when the grant of the exccutive power is-enforced by the express mandateto take
care that the faws be falthfilly executed; it en-phasms thenecessity for mcmdmw within the exseutive
pcwer a3 conferred the exclusive puw@ of femaval), .
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selected fo be fired” Letter for Fred E. Fielding, Counsel to the President, from
- John Conyers, Jr., Chaitman, House Julliciaty Committee at & {June 13,2007). But
the Commiftees never explain how or why this information is “éemonstrabiy
critical” to any “Ichsiahve Jjudgments” Congress might be able to exercise in‘the
U.S. Attorney matter: Senate Select Comm., 498 F.2d at'732. Broad, generalized
assertions that the requested materials are of public import are simply insufficient
under- the “demonstrably critical” standard. Under Senate Select. Contmitieé, to
override a privilege claim the Committees must “point[] to .. . specific legislative
decisions that ‘canndt reaponsxbly be made wzthout access to - [the prxvxleged}
materials.” Id. at 733.

Morteover, any legitimate oversight interest the Commzt‘ees might Have in
internal White House communications about the proposal is sharply reduced by
the thousands of documents and dozens of hours of intetviews and testimony
already provided to the Committees by the Department of Jugtice as part of its
extraordinary effort at accormmodation;? This ihformation has given the Commits
tees extraordingry—and indesd; unprecedented—insight ints: the Departmient’s
deeision to request. ‘the U.S. Attorney resignations, including the tole of White
House officials in ‘the process. Ses, e.g, History of Refusals. by Executive Branch
Qﬁézafs o Provide Irxfomia!zan Demanded by Congress, 6 Op. O.L.C. 751, 758-
59, 767 (1982) (documenting refirsals by Presidents Jackson, Tyler, and kCie_veiand

2Ducing the past three. momhs, the Departmmi has released or made avaxiab!c for riview o the,
Committees apnmx:mate!y 8,500 pages-of docutnents concerning the U. 8. Attomey resignations. The
Departmient has includled in 1t productions mdny sénsitivé, deliberative documents: refated to the.
resiguation requests, fncluding e-mails-and othér communications with White House officials: The
Committees” staffs have also Intefviewed; at Tengthand on.therecord, o number of senjor Departent
officials; including, among others the. Deputy Attortey” Gencral thc Actmg Assoeiate. Atforriey
Gengral, the Altorney General’s former chief of staft, the Depu‘y Aimmey General*s chief of staff; and
twd former Directors of ‘the Executive Office: for US. Attorneys. Diring these: interviews, thé:
Ce)mmattees -staffs explored ingreat depthi all aspects of the decision fo request the US, Anorney:
‘resignations, inchuding the role of White HouseofFolale in the: decisiommaking process. Tn-addition, the
Altotney Generdl, the ‘Deputy: Altorney General; the Principal Associate Deputy Atforiey Gengtal,. the
Attorney Geneml’s Former chief of staff, and the Department’s- former Whits House Liafsort have
testified before oné of both of the Committeés about the terminations and expliined; undet oath, their
‘~under5mmd‘ag of such involvergent.

" The President has dlso mads - significant efforts’to agcommodate the Commmees ne\.ds More thae
t%.ree ‘wonths Ago, the Counsel to- the President proposed to make senior White Hotse afficials,
itieluding Ms, Mrers, available for inforial intereiews about “(a) commumications’ betweedn the: White
House: and petsons outside the Wihite Hause concerning ‘the: request- for ‘resignatiohs of the UK.
Altomeys in question; aiid (b} cornmunicalions-between the White House and Members o7 Congress
concérning those requests;” god he offm:d 1 give the: Committess atcess to White House dmumcnts
‘onthe samesubjects, Letter for Patrick Leahy, U.S: Sshate, stal; fom Fred ¥ Fi 1eldzng, Coungel to'the
President at 1-2 (Maii 20,2007} The Committees dcclmcd this offer: The Counselto the Presidént has
since reiterated this offer of accommodation but to fio dvail, See. Letier for Patrick Tealy; U8, Senate;
and Jatin Conyers, T, U'S. House:of Representatives, fiom Fred F. Fielding, Coungel to- the President
8t 1 (Apt. 32, 2007); Letter for Pawick Ueahy, 1.8, Senate, Johin Conyers, Jr, U.8 House of
Repxesentsuves, and Linda T, Satichez, U'S. House ‘of Représentatives, from Fred B:eidm - Cotirsel
{0 the Presidentat 1-2 (June7, 2&(}?)
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1o pmv&dm information re ated to the demsmn to témove Exeoutive Buarnch-
officials, mciudmv aUs. Attomey)

In g letter accomgan}mg the. subpaenas, the House Committee fafarsnces the
alleged “written misstatements™ and “false statements” provided. by the Depart-
ment to the Committees about the U.S. Attorney dismissals: See Letter for Fred B.
Fieidmg, Counsel fo the Praszdent, from John Conyets, Jr, Chairman, - House
Judiciary Commitiee at 2 (June 13, 2007). The Departmant has recognized the
Committees’ interest in investigating the extent to which Department officials may'
have provided inaccurate or mcomplete information to Congress. This interest
does not; however, jostify the Cominitiees’ demand for White House. documen’cs
and information about the U.S. Attotney resignations: Officials in the Department,
not officials i the White Hﬁuse, presented the ohalf@pcad statements, and as:
noted, the Department has provided unprecedented information to Congress
concerning; Inter alig; the-process that led to the Department’s statements. The
Committees’ legitimate oveisight interests therefore have already been addressed
by the Departrient, ‘which has sought fo provide the Cominittess with all docu=
metits related to the preparation of any inaccurate information given to Congress,

. Given the amount of information the: Committees already possess about the
Departimients decision to remove the US Aftorneys (including the involvement of
White House officials), there would be little-additional legislative purpose served
by revealing internal White House communications about the. U.S. Aftorhey
‘matter, 4nd, in-any event, none that would outweigh the President’s interest in
maintaining the confidentiality of such internidl deliberations. See Senate Select
Comm., 498 F.2d at 732-33 (explaining that a congressional commities may nof
obtain information protected by executive privilege if that information is available
ﬂlmuah non-prmleged sources) Consequenﬂy, 1 do not beheve that tha Commxt-

moa‘uons ot thls mattar
B.

~ For many 0f the same reasons, 1 believe that communications between White
House officials and. individuals outside the Executive Branch, incliding with
individuals .ip the Legislative Branch, concerning “the possible dismissal and’
replacement of U.S. Attorneys, and passxble responses to congressional and media.
inquiries about the dismissals, fall within the scope of executive prmlege. Coutts
“have Tong recognized - the 1mpc>rtance of information gathering in presidential
decisionmaking; See, e.g., Inve Sealed Case, 121 F.3d at 75152 {desciibing role
of investigation and information collection in presidential decisionmaking).
Naturally, in order for the President and his advisers 16 make ‘an mf‘mmed
decision, presidential aides must sometimes solicit information from individuals
outside the White Houseand. the Executive Branch. This need . is particulasly
strong when the decision involved s whethier to remove political appointees, such
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as U.S. Attornéys, who serve in local districts spread throughout the United States.
In those situations, the President and his advisers will be fully informed only if
“they solicit and receive advice from a range of individuals. Yet the President’s
ability to obtaid such information ofteh depends on the providet’s understanding
‘that his frank and candid views will remain confidential. Sze Nixon, 418 U.S. at:
705 (“Human, experisnce teaches that those who expect public dissemination of
their remarks may well temper candor with & concern for appearances and for their
own interests to the detriment of the decisionmaking process.™); In re Sealed Case,_
121 F.3d at 75T (“In miany instances, potential exposure of the information in the
possession of an adviser can be-as inhibiting as exposure. of the actual advice she
gave to the President. Without protection of her sources of information, an adviser
may be tempted to forego obtaining comprehensive briefings of initiating deep and
 intense probing for fear of losing deniability. ")

That the -communications involve individials outside the Executive Branch
does not undermine: the President’s confidentiality lnterests. The gommunications
at issug oceurred with the tnderstanding that they would be held in confidence,
and they related to decisionmaking teﬂaxdmg U.S8. Attorney temovals or replace-
‘ments or responding to congressional or media inquiries about the US. Attorney
‘mattet; Under thesé circhimstances, the communications retain their confidential
and Executive Branch character and remain protected. See. Jn re Seailed Case, 121
F.3d at 752 (“Given the need fo provide sufficient elbow room for advisers to
‘obtain information from all knowledgeable. soutces; the {presidential commundicas
tions component of executive] privilege must apply both to communications which
thése advisers solicited ‘and rece:ved from others as well a3 thcse ‘they authored
themse}ves ). : ~

Agam, the Committees offer no campclhng expianatwn or-analysis as fo why
access to confidential communications between White House officials and
individuals outsideé the Executive Brasich is “demonstrably critical to the responsi-
ble fulfillment of the [Committess’ 1 functicnis.™ Senate Select Comin,, 498 F.2d at.
731, Absent such & showmg, the Committess may not memde an - executive
privilege claim.

.

The final categcry of documents and testmmny concetns’ communications
between the Department of Justicé and the White House: concerning proposals to
dismiss and replace Us. Atmrneys and possible respotises to congressiogal and
edia inguiries ﬂmut the U.S: A‘xttamey reswnatmns. These communications are

*Moreover,. the Department has prevxcusly con xeyed to ‘the Committets {ts coneern that there
would ‘bg 2 substantial inhibiting ‘effect. on futie nfornial wonfidential ‘communieations Betwéen
Executive Braich.and Leglsiatwe Branch tépresedtatives 1 such communications were to be produced
indhenormal course of congressivmal oversiaht,
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deliberative. and clearly fall within the scope of executive privilege.” See sipra
p.2. In this case, however, the Department has already disclosed to Congress a
substantial amount of documents and information related to White House cominu=
nications about the U.S. Attorney matter. Consequently, in assessing whether it
would be: legally permissible to assért executive privilege, it is useful fo-divide this
category into three subcategories, ¢ach with slightly different considerations: 1)
docurnents and testimony related to communications between the Department and
White House officials that Have niot aiready been distlosed by the Depattment; (2)
documents concerning: White Hous°~Department ‘communications - previously
disclosed 16 the Committees by the Department; and (3) testimony from gurrent or,
former White House officials. (such as the testimony sought from Ms. Miers or Ms.
Taylor) about. previously disclosed -White chse-Dﬁpaxtment communications,
After carsfully considering the matter, I bélieve there Is 4 strong legal basis for
asserting executive privilege over each of these subcategories:

‘The President’s interest in protecting the confidential lity -of documents and
information - about undisclosed . White House-Department ‘communications s
poverfal. Most, if not all, of these communications concern either peten‘uai
replacements for the dismissed U.S. Attorrieys or possible responses to inquiries
front Congress and the media about the 11.S. Attorney resignations. As discussed
abovs the President’s.need to pxetect deliberationis about the selection of U:S,
At‘comcys i \:cmpehmg, particularly given Congress’s.lack: of legislative amhorﬁv
ovet the nomination or replacement of U.S, Attorneys. See Jn re Sealed Case, 121
F3d gt 751-52. The President also hay undeniable canﬁdentxahty interests in
discyssions between White House and Department officials over how. to respond
fo congzessxona] and media inquiries abott the U.S, Attorney matter. As Attorney
General Janet Reno advised the President in. 1996 the ability of the Office of the
Coungel to the Plesident to assist the President in responding to' investigations

“would be significantly. impaired” if a congressional committes could review
“confidential documents. . . preparedin order to assist the President and his staff
In responding to an mvestlgatxcn by the: [committes] seekmg the documents.™
dssertion. of Executive Privilege Régarding White House Connsel's Office
Docunients, 20 C)p O.L.C, 2, 3 (1996). Despite extensive communications with
pfficials 4t the Department and the White House, the Committees have. yet to
articulate any “demonstrably critical? oversight interest that would justify
‘ovetriding these compelling confidentiality concerns,

There-are also }egmmafc‘e Teasons fo assert execytive prmlege over White

House documerts. teflecting White Hougse-Department communications that have
been prekuslv disclosed to the Committees by the Departmient. As discuissed,

To the extent they exist, Whte House commtnications approving the Depaﬂment s agtions by or
ot behal Pof the President woula tecelve plrticulacly strong protection under éxzcutive privilege. Sez,
2.8, M re Sealed Case, 121 F.3d 4t ’752—53 (destribing higightensd probection provided: 1o ?\remdmha
conthuticationsy,
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these dosuments are deliberative in natire and clsarly fall within the scops of
-execitive privilege: The Departmient’s accommodation with: respect to some. White
House-Department communications does not: constitité a waiver and does not
preclude the President from assertmg executive privilege with respect to White
Houge mafetfaly of testimony concerning such communications, The' D.C. Cireiiit
has recognized that each branch has & “constitutional mandate 1o seek optimal
accommodation” of ‘sach other's legitimate interests. United States v. AT&T Co.,
567 F.2d 121, 127 (D.C. Cit. 1977). If the Department’s provision of documerits
and information to Congress, as pat of the accommodation process, eliminated the
President’s ability to -assert privilege over White House documents and infor-
mation concerning those same communications, then the Executive Branch would
be hampered; if not prevented, from engaging in futule sccommodations. Thus, in
order to preserve the constitufional process of interbranch accummadatmn the
President may claim privilege ‘over documenits and information concerning the
communications ‘that the: Départment of Justive has previously disclosed to the
Committees. Indeed, the relevant legal principles should and do encouragg, rather
than punish, such accommodation by tecognizing that Congress's need for such
documents is reduced to the'extent simildr materials have been pmwdeé voluntari-
ly-as paﬁ of the accommodation process,

‘Here, the Committess” need for White Heuae documents concerning these
‘communications is. weak. The Committees already possess the relevant communi-
cations, and it is ‘well established. that Congress may not overfide executive
privilege: to-obtain materials that are cumulative or that could be obtained from an

altetnative Souice: See Senafe Select Comm., 498 F.2d at732-33 (holding public
release of redacted audio tape transeripts ¢ subsiantxaliy undermined” any legisla-
tive need for tapes themselves); Clemency Decision, 23 Op. OL:C.at 3-4 (finding
that -documents were not demonstrably critical where Congress could obtain
relévant information “through' non-privileged documents and testimony™).
Accordmgiy, the Committees do nothave a “demonstrably critical™ need to collect
White House: documents zeﬂectmﬁ previously disclosed White House-Departriient
communications:

Finally, the Committees. have also fmied to establish ‘the requtsate need for
testimony from current or formet White House officials about prevmusiy disclosed.
‘White House-Department communications; Conglessional interest in investigating
the replacement of U S Attornsys cieariy fa ls outsxde its. core ccnstrmtxonal
commums:attons has bac-‘:n safisfied by the Depm'ment S e&traordmary accono-
dation mvotvmg the extensive production’ of documients to the Commitices,
interviews, and hearmg testimony concerning these communications. As the D.C.
Cifcuit has sxplained, because “leglslative judgments nmmaﬂ} depend moré on
the predicted consequences of pmpesed legislative gctions” and thelt political
aceeptability,” Congress will rarely need or be entitled to a “piecise réconstruction
of past events” fo cary out its legislative responsibilities. Senate Select Coinm.,
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498 F.2d at 732.° On the other hand, the White House has very legitiniate inferests
in: protecting the confidentiality of this information because it would be Very
difficult, if not impossible, for current or former White House officials testzfymg“
about the disclosed communications to separate in their minds knowledge that is
derived from the Department’s disclosures from knowledge:that is derived from
other pmvﬁcgsd sources, such as inferpal White House communications. Conse~
quently; given the President’s strong confidentiality interests and the Committees’
limited legislative needs, [ believe that White House information about prewousty
disclosed White House-Department communications may properly be subject to an
executive privilege claim.

1L

In sum, 1 beheve that executive privilege may propeily be asserted wzm ‘respect |
to the subpoenaed documents and testimony as described above:

 PAULD. CLEMENT
Solicitor General & Acting Altorney General

¥ \ee dlso Serate Seleet Compn, 498 B 24 at 732 (explaining that Congress “lrequently legislates o
£ conflicting information provided in ity hécrmz’s”), ‘Cougtessional Requesrs for C’onf dontial
}:tec:mw Bravich fnfgrmauon, I3 Op. O.L.C: 153,.159 {1989y (“Congress will seldom have any leghti-

mﬂte legislative interest in knowing the precrsa predcczsmnal positions and stateents of particular
cutive. hrancb pffictals ™y
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DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
TOTODEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 203011010

0CT 22 2013

Daniel Levin = -
White'& Case LLP

701 Thirteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005-3807

Dear Mr. Levin:

Tunderstand that you have been retained by Ms. Laura Cooper, the Department’s Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Russia, Ukraine, and Eurasia, as herprivate counsel for a
deposition to be conducted jointly by the House Perinanent Select Committee on Intelligence, the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs, and the Commiittee on Oversight and Reform, “[plursuant'to the
House of Representatives’ impeachment inquiry,” The Departinent’s October 15, 2019 letter to
the Chairs of the three House Comumittees [Tab A] expressed its belief that the customary
process of oversight and accommodation has historically served the interests of congressional
aversight committees and the Department well. The Commitiees™ purported “impeachment
inquiry,” however, presents at least two issues of great:importance. ~

The first issue isthe Committees” continued; blanket refusal to-allow Department
Counsel'to be present at depositions of Department employees.. Department Counsel’s
participation protects against the improper release of privilegedor classified information,
particularly tnaterial covered by the executive privilege which is the President’s along to assert
and to-waive, Excluding Department Counsel places the witness in the untenable position of
having to decide wiigther to:answer the Committees” questions or to assert Executive Braneh
confidentiality interests without an attorney from the Executive Branch present to-advise on
those interests: It violates settled practice and may jeopardize future accommodation.
Furthermore, the Department of Justice has concluded that “congressional subpoenas that purport
to require agency employees to appear without agency counsel are legally invalid and are not
subject to civil or eriminal enforcement.” See dtrempted Exclusion of Agency Counsel from
Congressional Depositions of Agency Employees, 43 Op. O.L.C. {(May 23, 2019) [Tab B].

The second issue is the absence of authority for the Committées to conduct an
impeachment inquiry. Inits October 15, 2019 letter, the Department conveyed congerns about
the Committees’ lack of authority t6 initiate an impeachrment inguiry given the absence 6fa
delegation of such authority by House Rule or Resolution. This correspondence echoed an
October 8, 2019 letter from the White House Counsel [Tab C] expréssing the President’s view:
that the inquiry was “contrary to the Constitation of the United States and-all past bipartisan
precedent™and “violates fundamental fairness and constitutionally mandated due process.”

This letter informs you and Ms, Cooper of the Administration-wide direction that
Executive: Branch personnel “cannot participate in [the impeachment] inquiry under these
circumstances™ [Tab C):- In the event that the Committees issue a subptena to compel Ms:
Cooper’s appearance, youshould be aware that the Supreme Court has held, in Uniled Srates v.

o9
%y
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Rumely, 345 U.S. 41 (1953), that a person cannot be sanctioned for refusing to comply witha
“congressional subpoena unauthorized by House Ruleor Resolution.

To reiterate, the Department respects the oversight role of Congress and stands ready to
work with the Committees should there be an appropriate resolution of outstanding lagal issues.
Any such resolution would have to considerthe constitutional prerogatives and confidentiality

~interests-of the co-equal Executive Branch; see Tab D, and ensure fundamental faimess to any
Lwcutwe Branch employees involved in this process, mciudmg Ms. COQper

/f@uf ///L

Smcere%y,

Attachments:
Asstated
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OFFICE OF THE A‘SSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
: WASH(NGTON DC 20301-1300

LEGISUATIVE
AFFAIRS.

The Honprable Adam B. Schiff ‘ : OCT-15:2000
“Chahman ‘

House Pérmanent Selest Committes on Imelhgence

Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Eliot L. Engel
Chaiiman

House Committes on Forelgn:Affairs
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honprable Elijah B, Cummings

- Chairman,
House Committes on Oversight and Refcnm
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Messrs: Chatrmen:

I'wiite on behalf of the: Departmem to cnnﬁrm ‘that we received your letter and sibpoena
of Oclober 7, 2019, seeking the production of all documents and communications in the custody,
possession, or control of the Department of Defense for fourteen categories of informationng -
Tater than 5:00. pm on October 15,2019, - Asyour cover letier states, the Pérmanent Seledt
Committee on Intelligence;in consultation with the Comenittes oo F orsign Affairs and the
Committee on Oversight'and Reform, :ssued the subppena “[plursuant to'the House of ‘
Representatwes Impeachment mqwry

The Depattment understands the significance of your request for mfm’natwn and has
taken steps to identify, preserve,and collect potentially responsive documents, The custorary
process-of oversight and accommodation has historically served the intérests of congressmnal
oversight dommitteesand the Department wiell, The Departmentis, ;:,repared {o-engage inthat
process consistent with longstanding practice and prcmde the responsive mformauan should
there be reselutmn of {his matter.

; The current subpoena, however; raises a number of legal und practical concetns thet must
first beaddressed. For exariple, althongh your Tetter asserts that the subpoeria hiag fssued
“[p]urauanﬁ to'the House'of Representatives’ mpeachment inquiry,” the House-hasnot
autharized: your: comiitees to conduct any such inguiry. The Supreme Courthas long held that

the fivst step in assessing the validity-of 4'subpoena fronia conuressmnal commitiee.is

] dctermmmg ‘whether the committes Was authorized” to issue thc subpaena which requires
Hoonstrufing] the scope of thie avthority swihiich the Housé of Representatives gaveto” he
comittes. United States v. Rimely, 345 U841, 42-43.(1953). Here, nore of vour commitiess

“has identified any House rule or House résolution that authorized the committeesto beginan
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- inquiry pursuant to the impeachment power. In marked contrast with historical precedents, the
House has not expressly adopted any resolution authorizing an impeachment investigation.

‘The House also has not delegated such authority to any of your three committees by rule.
- See H. Res. 6, 116th Cong. (2019).. To the contrary, House Rule X is currently the only source
of your three committees® jurisdiction, and that rule does not provide any of the committees the
power to initiate an impeachment inquiry. Indeed, the rule does not mention impeachment at all.
See H. Rule X, ¢l. 1(3), (n); cl. 11. Absent a delegation by House Rule or a resolution of the
House, none of your commitiees has been delegated jurisdiction to conduct an investigation
puirsuant to the impeachment power under Article I, Section 2 of the Constitution.

Even if the' inquiry were validly authorized, much of the information sought inthe
subpoena appears to consist of confidential Executive Branch communieations that are” -
potentially protected by executive privilege and would require careful review to ensure that no
such information is improperly disclosed.. Furthermore, &s & practical matter, given the broad

- seope of your request, the time required to collect the documients, review them for
responsxveness and relevant privileges, and produce responsive, non-privileged documents to the
committee is not feasible within the mere eight days afforded to the Department to ccmply with
the subpoen&

On a separate note, the Department also objects to your letter's assertion that the
Secretary of Defense’s “failure or refusal to comply with the subpoena, including at the direction
or behest of the President of the White House, shall constitute evidence of obstruction of the
House’s impeachment inquiry and may be tised as an adverse inference against [the Secretary]
and the President.” Invoking reasonable legal defenses to a subpoens, including invoking Jegal
privileges that are held by the President, in no way manifests evidence of obstruction or
otherwise warrants an adverse inference. Indeed, the very idea that reasonably asserting legal
tights is {tself evidence of wrongdoing tums fundamental notions of faimess on their head and is
inconsistent with the rule of law. In fact, the department is diligently preserving and collecting
potentxaﬂy responswe dacuments

In light of these concerns, and in view of the President’s position as expressed in the
White House Counsel’s October 8 letter, and without waiving any other objections to the
subpoena that the Department may have, the Department is unable to comply with your request
for docurnents at this time. Nevertheless, the Department respects the oversight role of the
appropriate committees of Congress; and stands ready to work with your committess should
there be an appropriate resolution of this matter. Any such resolution would have to protect the
constitutional prerogatives and confidentiality interests of the co-equal Executive Branch and
ensure fundamental fairness to any Exccutive Branch employees involved in this process.

- Sincerely,
ffé/{/

Robert R. Hoad
Assistant Secretary of Deferise
for Legislative Affairs
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The Honorable Devin Nunes, Ranking Member
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence

The Honorable Michaele McCaul, Ranking Member
House Committee on Foreign Affairs

The Honorable Jim Jordan, Ranking Mgmbér
House Committee on Oversight and Reform
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(Slip Opmum)

Attempted Exciusmn of Agency Counsel from
Congressional Depositions of Ageney Employees

‘Congress may not constitutionally prohibit agency counsel from accompanying agency
employees ¢alled totestify about matters that petentxaﬂy involveinformation protected
by executiveprivilege. Sucha prohsznon would inipair the President’s constitutional
authority to'contro! the disclosure of privileged information and fo- sup rvise the Exec-
utive:Branch's communications with: Congress.

‘Congressional subpoenas that purport to tequire agency employees to appear without
agency counsel are legally-invalid and are not subjectto civil of criminal enforcement,

May 23,2019

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
AND THE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

On Aprzl 2,2019, the House Committee on Ovezsxght and Reform (the
“Committee”) issued subpoenas seeking to compel testimony in two sep-
arate investigations from two witnesses: John Gore; Priricipal Deputy
Assistant Attorney General for the Department s Civil Rights Division,
ard Carl Kline, the former head of the White House Personnel Security
Office. The Committee sought to question both witnesses about. matters
that potentially involved communications that were protected by execu-
tive privilege. Although the Committee’s Rule 15(e) permitted the wit-
nesses to be accompanied at the depositions by private coursel, who
would owe duties to the witnesses themselves, the ruile purported to bar
the presence of agency counsel, who would: represent the interests of the
Executive Branch. Despite some efforts at accommodation on both sides,
the Committee continued to insist that agency counsel could not attend the
witnesses’ deposmons In response to your requests, we advised that a
cengresszonai committee may not consntutzonaﬂy compel an executive
branch witness to testify about potentially. privileged matters while de-
priving the witness of the assistance ofdgency counsel. Based upon our
advice, Mr. Gore and Mr Kline were directed riot to- appear at their depo- :

P Tracking thetext ofthe Committee’s rule, which excludes “counsel . . . for agencies,”

we speak in this opinton of “acrem:y cotmsel,” but our analysis applies equal lly to all
‘cmmve{ rﬂp:escnmnv theinterests of the E‘mcutwc Branch, no matter whether the witriess
works for an “agency,” as defined by statute. See, e.g., Kissinger v. Reporiers Comm, for
Freadon of the Press, 445 U.S, 136,156 (1980) {heldmg that the Office of the President
is not an "agency? for purposes ofthe F teedon of Infmrmanon Ac‘c)h ~

I
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sitions Wzthout agency counsel. This memor andum ex.plams the basxs for
our conclusions.

When this issue last arose, during the Obama Administration, this Of
fice recognized “constitutional concerns™ with the exclusion of agency
counsel, because such a rule “could potentially undermine the Executive
Branch’s ability to'protect its confidentiality interests in the course of the
constitutionally mandated accommodation process, aswell as'the Presi-
dent’s constitutional authority to consider and assert executive prml&cre
whete appropriate.” duthority of the Department of Health and Human
Services to Pay for Private Counsel to Represent an Employee Before:
Congressional Committees, 41 Op. OL.C. _, *5 n.6 (Jan. 18, 2017)
(“Authority to Pay for Private Counsel”). Thz;. Office, however, was
asked to address only the rétention of private counisel for a depasztmn and
thus did not-evaluate these constitutional concerns.

Faced squarely with'the constitutional question here, we concluded that
Congress may not compel an executive branch witness to appear without
agency counsel and thereby comprorhise the President’s constitutional
authc}nty to control the disclosure of privileged information and to super-
visethe Executive Branch’s communications with congressional entities.
The “Executive Branch’s longstanding general practice has beenfor agen-
cy atforneys-to accompany” agency employees who are questioned by
congressional committees conducting oversight inquiries. /4. at *3. When
anagency employee is asked to testify about matters within the scope of
his official duties, he is necessarily asked to provide agency informatjor.
The agency must have the ability to protect relevant privileges and to
ensure that any information provided.on its behalfis accurate, complete,
and properly limited in scope. Although private counsel may indirectly
assist the employes in protecting privileged information, counsel’s obliga-
tion'ds to protect the personal interests of the employee, not the interests
of the Execulive Branch. The Gomm;ttee therefore, could not constitu-
tionally bar agency counsel froni : accompanying agency employees called
to testify on matters within the scope of their official duties, In light of
this constitutional infirmity, we advised that the Committee subpoenas
purporting to require the witnesses to appear without agency counsel were
legally invalid-and not subject to cml or cmmmai enforcement,

L

Congress genemllv obtains the information necessa,ry to perform ifs
legislative functions. b} making requests and issuing subpoenas for d@cu~
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ents and testimony through its ofganized committees. See, e.g., Baren-
blattv. United States, 360 U.S. 109, 116 (1959); Watkinsv. United States,
354U.8. 178, 187-88 (1957). Commztwes typically seek the information
they need from the Executive Branch first by requesting documents and
sometimes voluntary interviews. Following such requests, a committee
‘may proceed with a hearingat which Members of Congress ask questions
of the witness, and such a hearing is usually open to the public. When
executive branch employees appear—either at a voluntary interview or a
hearing—agency coumsel or another agency representative traditionally
accompany them. See, e.g., Representation @f White House Employeés; 4B
Op. O.L.C.. 749, 754.(1980).

Congressmnal cominittees have otily rarely attempted to collect mfc)r~~
mation by conipelling depositions conducted by committee staff. See
Jay R. Shampansky, Cong. Research Serv.,95-949 A, Stdff Depositions in
Congressional Investigations 1-2 & n.3 (ﬂpdated Dec. 3, 1999) (“Staff
Depositions”). Historically, these efforts were confined to spemﬁc inves-
‘tigations that were limited in scope. See, e.g., Tnquiry into the Matter of
‘Billy.Carter and Libya: Hearings B@jbre the Subcomm, to Investigate the
Aetivities of Individuals Representing the Interests of Foreign Govern-
ments of the S. Comrn. on the Judiciary, 96th Cong. 1708-10, 1718-27,
1742 (1980) (discussing issues related to Senate resalutmn authorizing
deposztmus by staff menibers). Recently, however, commniittees have made
increasing use of depositions, and the House of Representatives has
adopted an order in the current Congress that permits depositions.to go
forward without the presence of any Member.of Congress. See H. Res. 6,
116th Cong. § 103(a)(1) (2019). ‘ :

Altheugh executive branch witnesses have sormetimes appeared and
testified at staff depositions, the Executive Branch has frequemly objected
to the taking of compelled testimony by congressional staff members,
These objections have questmned whether committees may propetly
authorize staff to depose senior executive officials, whether Members.of
Congress must be present during a comitittee [deposition, and whether the
procedures forsuch depositions adequately protect the President’s ability
to protect privileged executive branch information. See, e.g., H. Conim.,
on International Relations, 104th Cong,, Final Report of the' Select Sub-
committee to Investigate the United S‘zates Role in Iranian Arms Transfers
to Croatia and Bosnia 54~56 (Comm. Print’ 1997) (Summanzmcr the White
House’s position that its officials would niot “be allowed to sit for staff
depositions, because to do so would intrudeipon the President’s ‘deliber-
ative process’™); see also Letter for Henry Waxman, Chairman, Commit-

3
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tee on Oversight and Government Reform, U.S. House of Representatives,
from Dindh Bear, General Counsel, Council on Environmmental Quality
at 1 (Mar. 12, 2007) (“Allowing Committee staff to depose Executive
Branch representatives on the record would be an axiraurdmary formali~
zation of the congressional ovetsight process and would give unelected
staff powers and authorities h;stoncaﬂy execreised only by Members of
Congress participating in & public hearing.”); Letter for Henry A. Wax-
man, Chairman, Commitiee on Oversight and Government Reform, U.S,
House of Representatives, from Stgphanie Daigle, Associate Administra-
tor, U:S. Environmental Protection Agency at 2 (Apr. 12, 2007) (“[T]he
use of formal interviews by Comimittee counsel, transcnbed by a-court
reportet, rather than the customiary informal briefings, have the potential
to be overly adversarial and to intimidate Agency staff.”). No court has
addressed whether Congress may use.its oversight authority to compel
witnesses to appear at staff depositions condueted outside the presence of
any Member of Congress. Courts haverecognized, howevet, that Con-
gress’s ability to “delegate the exercise of the subpcena power is not
lightly to'be inferred” because it is “capable of oppressiveuse.” Shelton v.
United States, 327 E2d 601, 606 1.14 (D.C. Cir.1963); of. Uniited States
v. Bryan,339U.8. 323,332 (195 0) {concluding, in the context of a crimi-
‘nal cantempt«of@mgress citation, that “respondent could rightfully have.
demanded aftendance of a quorum of the Committee and declined to
testify or to produce documents so long asa quorum was not present™).

The question we address here arose out of the Committee’s effort to
compel two executive branch witnesses, Mr. Gore and M. Kline, to
appear at depositions subject to the restrictions of Committes Rule 15 (e).
In relevant part, Rule 15(e} provides as follows: :

Noone. may be presentat deposﬂmns except members, committes
-~ stalf designated by the Chair of the Committee or the Ranking Mi-
~ nority Member of the Committee, an official reporter, the witness,
and the witness’s counsel. Observers or counsel for other persons or
for agericies under mvesngatmn may not attend.

H. Comm. on Oversight & Referm 116th Cong s Rule 15(e). In bot 1ins
stances, the Committee sought executive branch information, including
matters that implicated executive ;mvxlage but it asserted the authority to
compel the witness to answer questions without the assistance of agency
counsel. We summarize here the efforts at accommodation made by the
Executive Branch and the Commzttee in connection with the dzspuiss :
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- The Committee subpoenaed Mr. Gore to testify about privileged mat-
-ters.concerning the Secretary of Commerce’s decision to'include a citi-
zenship question on the 2020 United States Census. On March'7, 2019,
Mt. Gore voluntarily appeared before the Committee, with the assistance
of Department counsel, for a transcribed interview on the same topic. Mr.
Gore-answered all of the Committee’s questions, except for those that
were determined by Department counsel to concern confidential delibera-
tions within the Executive Branch. The Department’s interest in protect-
ing this subject matter was particularly acitte because the Secretary of
Commerce’s decision was subject to'active litigation, and those challeng-
¢s were pending in the Supreme Court. See Dep 't of Commerce v, New
York, No. 18-966 (U.8.) (argued Apr. 23, 2019). Some of the information
sought by the Comimittee had previously been held by a federal dxstmct;
court to be protected by the deliberative process prwﬂege as Well as other
privileges, in civil discovery. ‘

On April 2, the Committee served Mr, Gore wﬂh a deposition subpoena
in an effort to compel responses to the questions that he did not answer
during his March 7 inferview. Committee staff advised that Committee
Rule 15(e) required the exclusion of the agency counsel who had previ~
ously represented Mr. Gore. On April 9, the Department expiamed that
the Comimittee’s effort to bar Department counsel would unconstitutional-
ly mfrmge upon the prerogatives of the Executive Branch. See Letter for
Elijah E. Cummings, Chairman, Committes on Oversight and Reform,
U.S. House of Representatives, from Stephen E. Boyd, Assistant Attorney
General, Office of Legislative Affairs at 2-3 (Apr. 9, 2019). Because the
Comimittee sought information from Mr. Gore relating to his official
duties, the Departinent explained that agency counsel must be present to
ensure appropriate limits toMr. Gore’s questmnmg, to enstrethe accura-
<y and campleteness of information provided on behalf of the Depart-
ment, and to ensure that a Depaﬁment official was not pressed into reveal-
ing privileged information. /& The Attorney General determined that Mr.
Gore would not appear at the deposition without the assistance of De-
partment counsel. /4. at 3,

On April 10, 2019, the Committee 1esp0nded by dzsputmg the Depm~ ‘
meht’s constitutional view, contending that Committee Rule 15(e) had
been in place for more than 4 decade and reflected an appropriate exercise
of Congress’s emthomy to detetmine the rules of its own proceedings. See
Letter for William P. Barr, Attomey General, from Elijah E. Cummings,

5
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Chauman Committee on Oversight and Reform, U.S, House of Repre*
‘s&ntauve‘; at2-3 (Apr. 10, 2019) (“Apmi 10 Cummmgs Lettet”) (citing,
U.S, Const. art. I, § 5, cL. 2). The Committee advised that Mr. Gore conld
be accompanied by his pmvate counsel,. id at 2, and offered to allow
Department counsel to wait in a separate room during the depcsﬂmm id.
at 3. The Committee stated that, if necessary, Mr. Gore could request a
break during the deposition to consult with Depattment counsel. Id..
On April 24, 2019, the Department reiterated its constitutional objec~
tion and explained that the Committee’s proposed accommodation would
not satisfy the Department”s need to have agency counsel assist Mr. Gore:
at the deposition, See Letter for Elijah E. Cummings, Chairman, Commit-
tee 'on Ovérsight and Reform, U,S. House of Representatives, from Ste-
phen E. Boyd, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legislative Affairs
at 1 {Apr. 24, 2019). Mr. Gore therefcre did not appear on the notxceé
deposﬁmn date. :

B,

T he Connmttee subpoended M. Kline to testify concerning the activi-
ties of the White Housé Personnel Sccurzty Office in adjudicating security
clearances during his time as head of the Office: On March 20, 2019, the
current White House Chief Security Officer; with representation by the
Office of Counsel to the President (“Counsel’s Office™), briefed the
Committes’s staff on the White House security clearance process for
nearly 90 minutes and answered questions from a Member of Congress
and staff. On April 1, 2019; the White House offered to-have Mr, Kline
appear voluntarily before the Comnittee for a transeribed interview.

Instead, the Committee subpoenaed Mr. Kline on April 2,2019. The
Committee indicated that Commiittee Rule 15(¢) would bar any repre-
sentative from the Counsel’s Office from attending Mr. Kline’s deposi-
tion. On April 18,2019, the Counsel’s Office advised the Committee that
a representative from that office must attend to represent the White
House’s interests in any deposition of Mr. Kline. See Letter for Ehjah E.
Cummmgs Chairman, Committee on Qversight and Reform, U.S. House
of Representatives, from Michael M. Purpura, Deputy Counsel to the
President at-2 (Apr. 18, 019) The Counsel’s Office relied on the views
congetning the exclusion of agency counsel that were articulated by the
Department in its April 9, 2019 letter to the Committee. /d. The Counsel’s
Office explained that the President has the authority to raise privilege



5125

Attempted Exelusion-of dgency Counsel from Congressio el Depositions

concerns at any point during a deposition, and that this could occur only if
an attorney from the Counsel’s Office accompanied Mr. Kline. Jd.

On Aptil 22, 2019, the Gginmit‘t‘ee’tesgggndad, ‘Stating, ag-it had in cor-
respondence concerning Mr. Gore, that its rules were justified based upon
Congress’s constitutional authority to determine the rules of its procesd-
ings. See' U.S. Const. art. I, § 5, cl. 2. The Committee asserted that Com-
mittee Rule 15(e) had been enforced under multiple chairmen. See Letter
for Pat Cipollone, Counsel to the President, from Elijah E. Cummings,

- Chairman, Committée on Oversight and Reform, U.S. House of Repre-
‘sentatives at 3 (Apr. 22, 2019) (“April 22 Cumitiings Letter”). The Com-
mittee advised that Mr. Kline could be accompanied by his private coun-
sel, and, as with Mr. Gore¢, offered to permit attorneys from the Counsel’s
Office to-wait outside the deposition room in case Mr. Kline requested to
~consult with them during the deposition. /d. S

In an April 22, 2019 reply, the Counisel’s Office explained that, inlight
of the Committee’s decision to apply Rule 15(¢), the Acting Chief of
Staff to the President had directed Mr. Kline notto attend the deposition
for the reasons stated in the April 18, 2019 Tetter. See Letter for Elijah
Cumniings, Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Reform; U.S. House
of Repregentatives, from Michael M. Purpura, Deputy Counsel to the
Présidentat 1 (Apr. 22, 2019). The Comumittee and the Counsel’s Office
subsequently agreed to a voluntary ‘transeribed interview of Mr, Kline
‘with the participation of the Counsel’s Office. Mr. Kline was interviewed
onMay 1, 2019. He answered some of the Committee’s questions, butat
the direction of the representative from the Counsel’s Office, hedid not
address patticular matters implicating privileged information,

I

Under our eonstitutional separation of powers, botli Congress and the
Executive Branch must respect the legitimate: prerogatives of the other
branch: See, e.g., INSv. Chadha, 462 U.8.919, 951 (1983) (“The hydrau-
lic pressure inherent within each of the separate Branches to exceed the
outer Iim‘itsﬂv of its power, even to accomplish desirable objectives, must
beresisted.”); Unired States v.:dm. Tel, & Tel: Co., S6TF.2d 121, 127,
130-31 (D.C. Cir. 1977) (“[E]ach branch should takecognizance of an
implicit constitutional mandate to'seck optimal accommodation through
a realistic evaluation of the néeds of the conflicting branches in the par-
ticular fact situation.”). Here, the Committee sought to apply Committee
Rule 15(¢) to compel exccutive branch officials to testify about poten-

7
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tially privileged matteis whxle barting ageney counsel from the room. We
concluded that the Committee could not constitutionally compel such an
appearance for two reasons. First, the exclusion of agency counsel impairs
the President’s ability to exercise his constitutional authority to control
prmlegcd information of the Executive Branch. Second, the exclusion
undermines the President’s ability to exercise his constitutional authority
to supervise the Executive Branch’s interactions with Congress.

A

Committee Rule 15(e) unconstitutionally interferes with the President’s
right to control the disclosure of privileged information. Both the Su-
preme Court and this Office have long recognized the President’ s “consti-
tutional authonty to protect national security and other prwﬂege& infor-
mation” in the exercise of the President’s Article T powers. Authority
of Agency Officials to Prohibit Employees from Providing Information
to Congress, 28 Op. O.L.C. 79, 80 (2004) (“duthority of Agency Offi-
eials”); see Dep’t.of the Navy v, Egan, 484 U.S. 518, 527 (1988) (the
President’s “authority to classzfy and control acoess to information bear-
ing on national s::uuuty . Hows primarily from this constitutional tn-
vestment of power inthe Preszdent [as Commander in Chief] and exists
quite apart from any explicit congressional grant™); United States v.
Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, 705-06 (1974) (“Certain powers and privileges flow
from the nature of enumerated powers; the protection of the confidentiali-
ty of Presidential communications has similar constitutional underpin-
nings. ”’) That authority is “not liniited to classified information, but
extend[s] to @/l . . . information protected by {emcutwe} privilege;” i
cluding presxdentml and attorney-client communications, attorney W’Oﬁ\
product, deliberative process information, law enforcement files, .and
national security and foreign affairs information. duthority of Agency
Officials, 28 Op 0.L.C. at 81 (emphasis added). 2 Protection of such
mformatmn s ﬁmdamamtai to the operation of Government and inextri-

2 Although some of these ccmponemz.} such as deliberative process information, paral-

lel aspects of common law privileges, each falls within the doctrine of executive privi-
lege. See; e.g.; Whisileblower Provections for Clissified Disclosures, 22 Op. Q1€ 92,
101102 11.34 (1998); dssertion of Executive Privilege Reaaf-dmg WhiteHouse Counsel’s
Office Documents, 20 Op. 0.L.C. 2, 3 (1996) (opinjon of Attorney General Janet Reno)
(observing that “[elkecutive privilege applies™ to certaln White House documenis “be-
cause of their’ detiberative nature; and because they fall within the stope of the attomey«
client privilegeand the w ark-pmémt docmne”}

8
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cably rooted in the sepax ation of powers undef the Cmsmu’tzon " Nixon,
418 U.S. at 708. It ensures that “high Governm&nt officials and those who
advise-and assist them in the performance of their manifotd: duties” can
engage in full and candid decisionmaking, id. at 705, 708, and it is neces-
saty to protect sensitive secumy and other information thai: could be used
to the public’s detriment.. :

The President may pmtect such prmleged information from disclosure
in the Executive’s responses to congressional oversight proceedmgs See
Senate Select Comm. on Presidential Campaign Activities v. Nixon, 498
F.2d725,731 (D.C. Cir. 1974) As we have explained, “[i]n the congres-
sional oversight context, as in all others, the decision whether-and under
what circumstances to disclose elassified information™ or-other forms of
‘privileged information “must be made by someone who is acting on the
official authority of the President and who is ultimately res,ponszble tothe
President.” Whistleblower Protections for Classified Disclosures, 22 Op.
O.L.C. 92, 100 (1998) (“Whistleblower Proz‘ec:zom") Thus, ““Congress
may not vest Iower-mnkmg personnel in the Executive branch with a

“right” to furnish national secur 1‘sy or other privileged information‘to a
“riember of Congress without receiving official authorization to do so.””
Authority of Agency Oﬁ“ cials, 28 Op. O,L.C. at 80 (quoting March 9;
1998 Statement of Administration Policy on S. 1668,.105th Cong.);
see Constitutionality of the Direct Repoﬁmg Réquirement in Section
802(e)(1) of the Implemeniing Recommendations of the.9/11 Commission
Act gf 2007, 32 Op. O.L.C. 27, 43 (2008) (*Direct Reporfmg Require-
‘ment”) (“We have long concluded that Statatory provisions that purport fo
authorize Executive Branch officers to communicate directly with Con-
gress without appropriate supervision . . infringe upon the President™s
constitutional authority to protect agamst the unauﬂmmzed disclosure of
constitutionally privileged information. ). Because “statutes may not.
ovemdc the-constitutional doctrine of executive privilege,” they mdy not

“prohibit the supervision of the disclosure of any privileged information,
be it classified, delibetative. process or other privileged material.”® Au-
thority of Ageﬂcy Officials, 28 Op. O.L.C. at 81. It riecessarily follows
that congressional committees’ rules of procedure may not be used to
override privilege or the Executive’s abxhty to.supeivise the dxsclosure of
privileged information.

The foregoing principles governed our analysis here. In order to control
the disclosute of privileged information, the President must have the
dxscretmn to designate a representative of the government to protect this
mterest at cnngresszonal deposztzons ofagency employees, When emplay~

9
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eestestify about information cteated or received during their employment,
they-are disclosing the Executive Branch’s information. The same thing is
true for former employees.® Yet, in many cases, agency employees will
have only limited experience with executive privilege and may not have
thenecessary legal expeitise to determine whether a-question u'nphcates
a: protected. pnvxlfaga Moreover, the. employees’ personal intérests in
avoiding a conflict with the commitiee may not track the longei-term
interests of the Executive Branch. Without an agency representative at
the deposition to evaluate which questions implicate executive privilege,
an employee may be pressed—wthtmdiy or unwittingly—into revealing
protected mformation such as internal deliberations, attorney-client com-
munications, or national security information. See Nixon, 418 U.S. at
T705-06; Senate Select Comm., 498 F.2d at 731, Ot the agency employeée
may be pressed into :espomdmc to inquiries that are beyond the scope
of Congress’s oversight authority. See Ba?'enbiatt 360 U.S.at 11112
{“Congress may only investigate into those areas in which it may poten-
tially legislate orappr oprxate [and] cannot inquire into matters which are
within'the axclume pmvmce of one of the other branches of the chum-
ment,).

Even if the President has notyet asserted a particular privilege; axohzd».
ing ‘agency counsel would diminish the President’s ability to decide
whether a privilege should be asserted. The Executive Branch cannot
foresee every question or topic that may arise during a deposition, but
if questions seeking privileged information aré asked, agency counsel,
if present, can ensure that the employée does not impermissibly disclose
privileged information. See Memorandum for Rudolph W. Giuliani,
Associate Attorney General, from Theodore B. Olson, Assistant Attorney
General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Congressional Demand for Deposi-
tion of Counsel to the President Fred F. Fielding at 2 (July 23, 1982)
(“A witness before a Corigressional commitfee may be asked—inder
threat of contempt—a wide range of unanticipated questions about highly
sensitive deliberations and thought processes: He therefore may be unable
to confine his remarks only to those which do nof impair the deliberative
process.”). The Presiderit, thlough his subordinates, must be able to inter-
vene before that mﬂ)rmatwn is disclosed, lest the effectiveness of the

*See, vgy Assvrzwr of Executive Privilege Concerning the D;smzsm;’ ahd:Replace-
mentof Us. Attorneys; 31 0p. O.L.C (2007) (opinionof Acting-Atforngy General Paul
D, Clement) (Soncluding that the Ptesident may assert sxecutive privilege with 1espect to
testimony by two Tormer White House officidls).

10
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privilege be diminished. See Memorandum for Peter J. Wallison, Counsel
to the President, from Charles J. Cooper, Assistant Attotney General,
Office of Legal Counsel at 2 (Sept. 8, 1986) (agency counsel attending
congtressional interviews can advise dbc)ut the sensitivity of particular
information and, ifneed be, to tefminate the interview to avoid disclosure
of privileged mformaﬁon") Accordingly, Committee Rule 15(&) unduly
interferes with the President’s supervision of the disclosure of privileged
information by barrmg agency counsel from the deposxtmn ofan avency
empioyee concerning official activities.
These concerns were readily apparen‘f in connéction with the subpoenas
of Mr. Gore and Mr. Kline. In both instances, the Committee scmght
information about communications among senior executive branch offi-
cials regarding official decisions. There was no doubt that the depositions
weuld implicate matters in Wwhich the Executive Branch had constitution-
aHy based confidentiality interests. Indeed, in Mr. Gore’s March 7 inter-
view, the Committee repeatedly asked him questions concerning poten-
tially prwﬂeved matters—somie of which a federal court had already held
were protected by prmlege in civil discovery: See New Yorkv. U.S. Dep’t
af Commerce, 351 F. Supp..3d 502, 548119 (S.D:N.Y. 2019) (summariz-
ing discovery orders). And the Committes then noticed the deposition
‘precisely to compel answers to such questions. See April 10 Cummings
Letter at 3 (“The Department is well aware of the scope of the deposition,
based on the issues raised at Mr: Gore’s March Tiinterview and the list of
18 [previously unanswered] questions provided by Committee staff.”).
InMr. Kline’s May 1 interview, the witnéss was similarly instructed not
to answer a-number of questions implicating the Executive Branch’s
confidentiality interests. Prohibiting agency counsel from attending the
depositions would have substanmliy impaired the Exccutive Branch’s
ability to continue to protect such privileged information and to make
‘similar confidentiality determinations in response to new questions. The
Committee’s demands that the witnesses address questions already
deemed unanswerable by agency counsel indicated that the exclusion of
agency counsel would have beenintended, in no small patt, to circumvent
executive branch mechanisms for preserving confidentiality.

B.

‘Committee Rule 15(e) also interferes with the President’s ‘authority
to supervise the Bxecutive Branch’s interactions with Congress. The
Constitution vests “[t]he executive Power” in'the President, U.S, Const.

L1
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art. 11, § 1,¢l. 1, and requires him to“take Care that the Liaws be faithfully
execuied;” id, § 3. This power and responsibility grant the President the

“constitutional authority to’supervise and control the activity of subotdi-
nate officials within the executive branch.” The Legal Significance of
Presidential Signing Statements, 17 Op, O.L.C. 131, 132 (1993) (citing
Franklinv. Massachusetts, 505U.S. 788, 800 (1992)); see also Constitu-
‘tionality of Statute Reguzrmg Executive Agency to. Report Directly to
Congress, 6 Op. Q.L.C. 632, 637 (1982) (*Constitutionality of Reporting
Statute™). As wehave prevmusiy explained, ““the right of the President to
protect his control over the Exeécutive Branch [is] based on the fundamen-
tal principle that-the President’s telationship with his subordinates must
be free from certain types of intetference from the coordinate branches of
government in order to permit the President effectively to carry out his
constitutionally assigned responsibilities.”™ Authority of HUD s Chief
Financial Officer to Submit Final Reports on Violations of Appropriations
Laws, 28 Op. O.L.C. 248,252 (2004) (“Authority of HUD s CFO) (quot-
ing Constitutionality of Reporting Statute, 6 Op. O.1.C. at 638-39).

The President’s authority to supervise his subordinates in the EXecLitiVe
Branch includes the power to control communications with, and infor-
mation provided to, Congress.on behalf of the Executive Branch, See
Direct Reporting Requirement, 32 Op. O.L.C. at 31, 39; duthority of
Agency Officials, 28 Op. O.L.C. at 80-81; ¢f, United States ex rel. Touhy
v. Ragen, 340 U.S: 462,467-68 (1951) (upho ding “arefusal by a sitbor-
dmate of the Department of Justice to submit papers to the court in re-
sponse 1o its subpoena duces fecim on the ground that the subordinate
[wals prohibited from making such submission by” a-valid order of the
Attorney General). At minimum, this responsibility.- includes the power
to know about; and assert authority over, the disclosures his subordinates
make to Congress rega:dmw their official duties. :

‘Congressional efforts to prevent the President from supervising the Ex-
ecutive Branch’s interactions with Congress interfere with the President’s
ability to perform his constitutional responsibilities, We have long recog-
nized that statutes, “if construed or enforced to permit Executive Branch
officers to communicate directly with Congress without ‘appropriate
supervision by the President or his subordinates, would violate the consti-
tutional separation of powers and, specifically, the President’s Article I1
authority to- supervise Executive Branch personnél.” Direct Reporting.
Requirement, 32 Op. 0.L.C. at 3132, 39 (citing fim‘fmru} of the Special
Counsel of the Merit Sy&tems ‘Protection Board to Litigate and Submit
Legislation fo C’a:«zgz ess, 80p. 0.L.C, 30,31 {1984) Authority of HUD's

12
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CFO, 28 Op. O.L.C. at 252-53; Authority of Agency Officials, 28 Op
O.L.C. at 80-82). It is on this basis that the Department has consistently
resisted congressional ‘attempts to require, by statute; that exccutive
branch officials submit information to Congress in the form of reports
without prior opportunity for review by their superiors. See, e.g., id at
34-39 (“{S}tamtory reporting requitements cannof constitutionally be
- applied to interfere with presidertial supelwsmn_ and control of the com-
munications that Executive Branch officers . . send to Congress. ”}
Authority of HUD’s CFO, 28 Op. O.L.C. at 252»»53 Access to Ciasszf ed
Information, 20 Op. O.L.C. 402, 403-05 (1996) Jmpector Geéneral Legis-
lation, 1 Op. O.L.C. 16, 18 (1977). :
Information sought in ‘congressional deposxtmns is no different. Ar
agency employee testxfymg about official activities may be asked to
disclose confidential information, yet the employee may lack the expertise
necessary fo protect privileged information on his own. Nor will an ‘em-
- ployee’s private counsel always adequately protect such information.
Private counsel may not have the: ‘expertise to recognize all situations
raising issues of executive privilege, and in any event, recognizing such
situations and protecting privileged information s fiot private counsel’s
job. Private counsel’s obligation isto protect the personal interests of the
empioyee, not the interests of the Executive-Branch, An agency repre-
sentative, by contrast, is-charged with protecting the Fxecutive Branch’s
interests diring the deposmow—ertsurmg that the information the em-
ployee provides to Corigress is. accurate, complete, and within the proper
scope, and that privileged information is not disclosed. The Commiftee’s
rule prohibiting agency counsel from: gecompanying an agenocy employee
toa deposition would. effectively, and unconstitutionally, require that
employee to report directly to. Congress on behalf of the Executive
‘Branch, without an adequate opportunity- for review by-an authorized
tepresentative of the Exécutive Branch.

C.

Havmg concluded that the Committee could not constitutmnaﬂy bar
agency counsel from accompanying Mr, Gore or Mr. Kline to depositions,
we further advised thatthe subpoenas thatxeqmred them to appedr with-
‘outagency counsel, ovet the Executive Branch’s objections, exceeded the -
Comimittee’s lawful authority and therefore lacked legal effect The
Committee could not constitutionally compel Mr. Gore or Mr. Kline to
wppear utrder such citcumstances; and thus the subpoenas could not be.

13
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enforced by cml or-ciiminal means or thmugh any mherent contempt
power of Congress. :

THis conclusionis consistent Wlth ot treatment of referrals to the De-

partment of contempt-of-Congress citations for criminal prosecution
under 2 U.S.C. §§ 192 and 194. We have opined that “the ctiminal con-
tempt-of Congress statute does not apply to the President or presidential
subordinates who assert executive privilege.” Application of 28 U.S.C.
$ 438 to Presidential Appointments of Federal Judges, 19 Op. O.L.C. 350,
356 (1995); see also Whether the Department of Justice May Prosecute,
White House Officials for Contempt of Congress, 32 Op. O.L.C. 65,635
69 (2008) (concluding that the Department cannot take prosecutonal
action, with réspett to current or former White House officials who .
declined to appear to tesufy in résponse to subpoenas froma conows-
sional committee, based on the President’s assertion of executive € privi-
lege™); Prosecution for Contempt of Congress of an Executive Branch
Offictal Who Has Asserted a Claim of Executive Privilege, 8 Op. O.L:.C.
101, 101-102 (1984) (“Prosecution Jor Contempt™) (finding that “the
contempt of Congress-statute was not intended 1o apply ‘and ‘could not
constitutionally be applied to an }:Kecutwe Branch official” who followed
presidential insfructions to &SSE&CD the President’s claim of exccutive
privilege™). Nor may Congress © ‘utilize its inherent ‘civil® cotntempt pow-
ers to arrest, bring to trial, and punish an executive official who assett[s]
a Presidential claim of executive privilege.” Prosecution for Contempt,
8 Op. O.L.C. at 140 n.42. The fundamental constitutional principles
underlying executive privilege would be vitisted if any éxecutive branch
employee following a direction to inv; okf: the privilege could be prosecu’c*
ed fordoing so. :

 Similarly, we believe it would be unconstitutional to enforce a subpce— ?
na against an agenoy employee who declined to appear before Congress,
at the-agency’s direction, because the comuittes ‘would not permit an
agency rcpresentatwe to accompany him. As-discussed above; having ain
‘agency representatzvs presentata deposmen ofan dgency employee may
be niecessary for the President to exercise his authority to supervise the
disclosure of privileged information, as well as to ensure that the testi-
mony ‘provided 1s accurate, complete, and properly limited in scope.
Therefore, agency employees, like Mr. Gore and Mr. Kling, who follow
an.agency instruction not to appear without the presence of an agency
representative are acting. Iawfuih to protect the constitutz onal mterest:: of
the Bxecutive Branch.

14
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In reachmg this conclusmn, we conmdered the contrary arguments ad-
vanced by the Committee in its April 10 and April 22 letters. The Com-
mittee’s principal argument was that prohibiting agency counsel from
attending depositions of agency employees poses no constitutional con-
cern becanse Congress has the autherity to “determine the Rules of its
Proceedings,” U.S. Const. art. I, § 5, ¢L. 2; see April 10 Cummings Letter
at 2-3; April 22, Cuimmings Letter at 3. Bt congressional rulemaking
authority “only empowers Congtessto bind 1tself ? Chadha, 462 U.8, at
955 n.21 (positing that the C@nstztutwn s provision of| several powers like
proéedural rulemaking where each House of Congtess can. act alone
reveals “the Framers’ intent that Congress not actin any iggaliy binding
manner outside a closely circumscribed legislative arena, except in specif-
ic and enumerated instances™). Such rulemaking authority does not grant
'Congress the power to compel testimony from agency officials under
circumstances that interfere Wxth the legitimate prerogatwes of the Bxecu-
tive Branch.

Congress’s authority to make rules governihg its own procedures does
fiot mean that the constitutional authontws of a co-equal branch of gov-
ernment are checked at the doot. See Barenblatt, 360 U.S, at 112 (noting
that when engaging in .oversight, Congress ‘must exercise ifs powers
subject to the Iu:mtatmns placed by the Constitution on governmental
action”). To the contr ary, Congress “may not by its rulesignore constitu-
tional restraints.” United Statesv. Ballin, 144 U.8. 1, 5 (1892). Congress
may not, by statute, override thé President’s coﬁstimtlonai authonty 10
control the disclosure of privileged information and to supervise executive
branch employees. See Direct Reporting Reqisivenient, 32. Op. 0.L.C: at
43-44; Whistleblower meecézons, 22 Op. O. L.C. at 100. It necessarily
followsthat & committee may not accomplish the same rasult by adopting
‘a rule governing its own proceedings. :

The Committee alsojustified Committee Ritle 15(e} on the ground that
it has been in place for a decade. See April 10 Cummmgs Letter at 3;
April 22 Cummings Letter at 3. But congressional committee use of
Idepas‘iticms is a relatively recent innovation, and historically sich

“[d]epositions have been used in a- refatively small number of major
congressional investigations.” Staff Depositions at 1. Moreover, commit-
tees proposing the use of depositions have previously faced objections
that they may improperly ““circumvent the traditional committee pro-
cess’ of hearings and staff interviews and may “compromise the rights of
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deponents.” Id. at 2; see sup;a o34, Acoordmgly, the Commiitee’s
limited previous use of depositions from which agency counsel were
excluded does not reflect a “long settled and established practice,” much
less one that has been met by acquiescence from the Executive Branch.
NLRB v. Noel Canning, 573 U.S. 513, 524 (2014) (internal quotation
marks and brackets omitted).

In addition, the Committee claimed that Rule 15(@) serves the purpose
of “ensur [mg} that the Comimnittee is able to depose withesses in farther-
ance of its investigations without havmv in the room representatwes of
the agency under investigation,” April 10 Cummings Letter at2 s April 22
Cummings Letter at 3. But that assertion does no-more than restate the
rule’s effect, without advancing any legitimate rationale for excluding the
agency’s représentatives, much less one sufficient to alter the constitu-
tional caleulys. The Comunittes here did not seek information concérning
the prwate affairs of agency efnployess or articulate any particularized
interest in exchiding: agency counsel. In fact, agency counsel appeared at
the staff interviews of both Mr. Gore and Mt. Kline, In view of the Presi-
dent’s clear and well-established interests in protecting privileged infor-
mation and supervising the Executive Branch’s interactions with Con-
gress, the Comzmtiae offered no countervailing explanation for why it
“would bénecessary to e*{ch}de arly agency representative from these two
depositions, :

Indeed, the Comzmttea has not explamed why,as a genemi :matter; the
House needs to exclude ‘agency counsel from depositions of agency offi-
cials, Agency representatives routinely accompany and support agency
employees during congressional hearings and staff inferviews. See du-
thority to Pay for Private Counsel, 41 Op. O.L.C. at *3 (“When congres-
sional committees seek to question: employees of an Executive Branch
agency in the course of a congressional oversight i inquiry of the- agenay,
the Executive Branch’s longstanding general practice has been foragency
attorneys to accompany the witnesses.); Retmbursing Justice Department
Employees for. Fees Inciirs ed in Using Private Counsel Representation at
Congressional Depositions,. 14 ()p 0L.C. 132, 133 (1990) (“{W]hen‘
Department employees are asked in their official capacities to give oral
tesﬁmony fot a congressional investigation (whether at a hearing, inter-
view or deposition), a Departrient counsel or other representative will
normelly accompany the witness.”); Representation of White House
Empfoyees, 4B 0p: O.L.C. at 754 (“[L]egitimate governmental interests”
are “[o]rdinarily . . . monitored by agency counssl who accompany execu-
itxve branch employess called to tustlfv ‘before congressional commit-
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tees.”). There is no basis for believing that this routine practice diminishes
the Committee’s ability to acqun‘e any information it may I»gmmately
seele.

In defending the exclusion of awency counsel, the Committee pomted
out that the witnesses may bring their private counsel to the depositions.
April 10 Cummings Letter at 2; April 22 Cummings Letter at 3. But
allowing agency employees to be accompanied by private counsel is no
substitute for'the presence of agency counsel. In' addition fo imposing
urnecessary burdens on agericy employees by Tequiring the retention of
private counsel, the practice does not adequately protect the agency s
interests. As explamed above, the President miuist be able tosupervise who
discloses executive branch information and under what conditions. An
employee’s private counsel, however, represents the interests of the
employee, not the agency, and “the attorney owes a fiduciary duty and a
duty of cﬂnﬁdentzahty to the employee, not the agency.” duthority fo Pay
for Private Counsel; 41 Op. O.L.C. at *5; see also Representation of

White House Emplayees, 4B Op. O.L.C. at 754 (“[Alny counsel directed
to represent governmental inferests must be controlled by the Govern-
‘ment, and private counsel retained by employees to represent personal
interests should not be permit‘ted to assert governmental interests or
ptivileges.”). Even if the private counsel may sometimes assist the agency
employée in protecting agency information, the Committee cannot require
the Executive Branch to rely upon the private counsel to make such judg-
ments. Private counsél is riot likely to know as well as agency counsel
‘when a line of questioning, especially an undnticipated one, might intrude
upon the Executive Branch’s constitutionally protected interests. -

Finally, we concluded ‘that the Committee’s proposed accommoda-
tion—to make a separate room available for agency counsel at the two
depositions—was insufficient to remedy these constititional concerns.
See April 10 Curmmngs Letter at-3; Apm} 22 Cumrhnings Letter at3. That

+In & similar vein, aﬁency emplnyaes are ;mmne{y represented by agency counsel
imconnection with depositions in-«ivil litigation and, where appropriate, dgency coéunsel
will instruct agenby employees ot to answer questions that implicate privil ege. Further;:
as the Supreme Court recognized in Fau!zy 340°U.S. 462, the head ofan agéncy may
‘properly bar subordinate ofiscmls from disclosing privileged agency information;.and
departinents have atcordingly enacted so-called Tt ouhy reguiamms ta ensure that privi-
leged information i appwprzately protected by agency officials:in civil discovery. Sze;
g, 28CFR §§16.21-16.29 (Departmenmf‘ Justice Towhy tegulations), Justas dgsncy:
counsel. may propetly participate in ensuring: appropma‘e disclosures i depositions in
civil h{:gatlon aﬁcncy counisel may-properly doso in congressxonai dcpesztrons
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practice would put the onus on the agency employee and hxs private
counsel to divine whether the agency would have privilege concerns about
each question, and then “request a break during the deposition+to consult
with” agency counsel. April 10 Cummings Letter at 3; see April 22 Cum-
mings Letter at 3. Because this practice would Iea‘vc such judgments
entirely up to the employee and his private coumsel, as well as depend on
the discretion of the Committee’s staff to grant the requested break, it
wonld not adequately ensure that the agency could make the necessaty
decisions to protect privileged information during the courseof the depo-
sition. It also would prevent the Executive Branch from ensuring that the
'testimonypm\?idéd was accurate, complete, and properly limited inscope.
We recogmze that there is at least one c1r<mmstance—~an appearance
beforea grand jury—where a witness’s attorney must remain in a separate
toom duting questioning. See Fed. R. Crim. P. 6(d)(1); United Statesv.
Mandyjano; 425 U.S. 564, 581 (1976). However, grand juries-can hardly
provide a model for con gressional depositions, because they.gperate under
conditions of extreme secrecy; and there is a long-established practice of
e\:ciudmfr all attorneys for witnesses before the grand juty. See, e.g., Inre
Black, 47 F.2d 542, 543 (24 Cir. 1931); Lathani v.. United States, 226 E,
470, 422 (5th Cir. 1915). Committee Rule 15(e) not only lacks the histori-
cal pedxgree of grand-jury pmceedmos but the information collected in
congressional depositions is not inherently confidential. Indeed, the
C’ommmee does not even have a categorical obj ection to allowing wit-
nesses to be accompanied by counsel; Rathet, the rule permits witnesses
to be accompanied by counsel of théir choice, provided that coursel does
not represent the agency as well, This targeted exclusion’ tmdersoores the
‘separation of powers pmb}ems 3 :

3 Indeed *t'he federa} courts haye recognized that ¢ {t}hera ’xs a c{ear dszamnce bét"meen
.4985’.2d at 732y 5eealso Nixon, 418 U8, at 112 . 19 Cdlstmgmshmcr the “canstnumonal
need for relevant evidence in criminal trigls,” on the one hand, from “the need for refevant
evidence in civil litigation” and “congressional demands for information,” on the other).
Congressional depositions appear more akin to depositions in civil litigation, rather'than
grand juries, and in'civil Hiigation it is well established that attorneys “tepresenting the

-deponent” and attorneys representing “any party t6 the litigation™ have* the Hght to be
present” ata deposition. Jay E. Grenig & Jeffrey 8. Kinsler, Handbook af Federal Civil
Dss#avery and Dzsci@sure §5:29 (dth ed, 2018).
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For the farecol ngreasons, we: canciuded that the' Commmee s pmhibx—
tion on agency counsel’s attendance at depositions 1mperm:ssxbly i
fringed on the President’s constitutional authority to protect information
within the scope of executive privilege and to supervise the Executive
‘Branch’s communications with Congress. Although the Executive Branch
must facilitate legitimiate congressional oversight, the constitutionally
,nmndatcd dccommodation process runs both ways. See dm. Tel. & Tel,
Co., 567 F.2d at 127; 130-31. Just as the Executive must provide Con-
gress with information necessary to perform its legislative functions,
Congress through its oversight processes may not override the Executive
Branch’s constitutional prerogatives. See Barenblatt; 360 U.S. at 112.
Here, the constitutional balance requires that agency representatives be
permﬂ‘ted to assist agency officials in conmection with providing deposi-
tion testimony, including on matters that implicate privileged information.
Thus, we advised that the sibpoenas purporting to compel Mt. Gote and
M. Kime to appedr Wwithout agency counsel exceeded the Commtttea s
authm ity and were without legal effect.

STEVEN A, ENGEL

Assistant Attorney Gereral
Office of Legal Counsel -
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON -

* October 8,2019

The Honorable Narcy Palosi S The Honorable Adam B. Scmﬁ

Speaker - : Chalrman
Houseof Repxes\,ntatwes House Peimanent Select Coxmmt!ce ol

Washingfon, D.C. 20515 - o Intelligence
B ‘ S Washington, D.E. 20515

The Honotable Eliot L. Enpel ‘ ; :

Chatrman ~ : - The Honorable Blijah B, Cummings

House Foreign Affaivs Committee Chairman
Washington, D.C. 20515 ‘ House Comizitiee on Ovexsight and Reéfon

Washmgton, D.C. 20515
DearMadam Speaker and Messrs, Chairmen:

T wiite ot behalf of President Ionald J, Trump in fesponse to your numierous, legally
unsuppotted demands made as part of what youbhave labeled~contrary to the Constitution of the
United States and all past bipartisan precedent—as an “impeaclunent inquiry,” As you know,
you have designed and-implemented your inquly in & manner that violates fundamental faltness

and constitutionally mandated dye | Process.

For example, you have denied the Presidant thevipht to cross-examing witnesses, to call
witnesses, to teceive transeripts of testimony, to have aceess to evidence, to have counsel
present; and many othel basic rights guaranteed to all Americans. You have condueted you
pmce:‘dmgs in secret. You have violated civil liberties and the sepatation of powers by
flueatening Executive Branch offictals; claiming that you will seek to puinish ‘thoss who exefcise
fundamental constitutional rights and prerogatives. All of this violates the Constitution, the rule
of law, and every pust precedent, Never before inour history hasithe Hougeof -
Representatives—under the control of either political pasty—taken the-American pe&pie dcwn
the dangemus pa{h you seent determined to puvsug,

Put simply, you seek to overhiin the resalts of the 2016 election and deprive the
American people of the President they have freely chosen. Many Demociats now apparently
view impeachment not only as & means to undo the democratic results of the fastelection; but &g
astrategy to.influence the wairelection, which is-bately mote than a year away. As one member
of Congress explained, he iz “concernad that ifave don’t tmpeach thic Presidant, he will get
reslected.™ Your highly partisan and udconstitutional effort thesatens ptave'and lasting damage.
to-oui democratic fnstinitions; to our sysiem of fisee ecttens and to the- American peopie ‘

U Yhterview with Rep. Al Green, MSNBC (May'5, 2019),
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Forlis pait; President: 'ﬁump touk the nnprecedentéd step of providing fhe public.
tiansparency by declassifying and releasing the record of his call with President Zeisns‘«cyy of
Ukraine: The record clearly established that the call Was completely appropiiate and thatthers is
5o basis for your inquiry, The fact that there was nothing wrong with the callwas also -
powerfully confitmed by Chaitmair Schiff' s decision to-ereate a false version of the call and read

it fo the American people at a congressional hearing, thhout disclosing that e was siniply
nisking itall vy, ‘

- In addition, information Has fecently come to light that the whistleblover had contact
with Chaiyman Schiff’s office before filing the complaint. His initial denial of such-contact
caused The Washington Post fa cem‘:hade that Chairman Schxff “clearly madea statement that
was false.™? Tn any event, the American peopie understand that Chalrman Sehiff cannot covertly
assist with the sybmission of a complaint, mislead the public about his involvement, read a
coumelfcxt version of the call to the American people, and then pretend fo sit in judgment as a
neyifral ¢ mvestzgatox

For these reasons, Pr esident Trumpand his Administration reject your baseless,
uncenstitutional efforts to overtwn the demotratic process: Yourunprecedented Actions have:
left the President withno chofce. In order to filfill his duties to the American people, the
Constitution, the Executive Branch, and all fisture oecupants of the Offide of the Presidenay, -
President Trump and his Administration cannot paztxcxpate in ymv paztisan and unconst *ﬂtmnai
mquny under these circumstances, :

I. Your “Inguiry” Is Ccnstmxtmaaﬂy Invalid mul Violates Bsme Due Process Rights
and the. Sepaz ation of Powers,

Your inquiry is constitatiogally invalid-and a vxolatmn of due process. In the lxtstmy of
ourNation, the House of Reptesentaﬁvas his never attempted to launch an impeachmentingliry
againist the President without a majority of the House taking political accountsbility for that
decision by voting o authorize sucha dramatic constitutional step, Here; House leadership
‘claiing to have initiated the gravest-inter-branch confiict contemplated under onr Constitution. by
means of: nothmg wmore than a press conference at which the Speaker of the Hotse simply
apnounced an ofﬁcxal impeachment inquity™ Yout contrived process is unpiecedented in the -

2 Gie'u); Kesster, Sohiff's Flse Clalm Hig.Comiiiitee Hod Not Spokeri fo (e Whistleblower, Wash, Post {0t 4,
2019 ~ o
3 Picss Rs!easc, Nancv Pelost, Pelost Remarks: Annownelng Impeachivent’ mqms 'y {Sept. 24, 2(}191}
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‘history of th& Natsen, and facks the necessary amtimrzzatmn for a-valid 311}peacin:1ent
proceeding’

; The Cotnimitees” mc;vhy alsosuffers from a- sepalate, fatal defect. Despxte Speaker
Pelosi’s commitment to “treat the President with fairnéss,”® the Committeas have not establist find
any procedures affoyding the President even thednost basic protections demanded by due process
under the Constitutionand by fundamental faftness, Chairman Nadler of the House Judicidry e
Coimniittee has expressly acknowledged, at least when the President was a member of his own,
party, that“[t]he power of impeachment . .. demands a figorous level of due process,” and that
in this context “due ptocess means] . .. theright to be informed of the law; of the char tges
againstyou, the right to confrontthe witnesses against you, to call your own witnesses, and 1o
have the assistance of counsel.”” Allofthese procedures have been abandoned hers,

These due process rights are dota matter of discretion Tor the Comniitiessto dispense
with atwill. To the contvary, they are constitutional requirerents, The Supreine Court has ;
1ecogmzed that dus process protections apply toall congressional lnvestigations.? Indeed it has
been recognizad Hiat the Due Process Clause-appliss to fimpeachment proceadings’” And
precedent for thie rights to cross-examine witiesses; call withesses, and present evidence datés
back nearly 150 years, 10 Vet the Committees have decided to. deny the President these

elementary nghts and protections that Topm thie basis of the Ameticar justice system and ave.
protected by the Cons‘:mnon No cxtizen*-mch wding the Piesxde*ztwshonid be treated this
unfauly :

Sinee the Founding'of the Republic, undet unbroken peactice, the House has never uiidertakien the soletm
zespomx&szhty «ofan. impeschiient nqunydnected abthe Presidentwithout first adopting s vesolution authorizing -
zcommitiesto begnthe Inquity, Thefquiriesinto e impeachments of Presiderits Andresy-Johnson and Bill
Clintoti pmcecded dr nmutplephases, gach audwnzsd bya separate House resoltition.: See e.g, MR Res 584,
104th Cong. {1998) H.R: Resi 525, 1054 Cong, (1998); I Hinds® Precedents §§2400:02;:2408, 2412, And
before the Jadiciary Commltles thltiated e impeschimentinquiy: info President Richard Nizon; the Comurittee’s.
chalrmian rightfuily’ “recognized that Yaln {mqms v] vesolution has always bcen passed by the Hovse™and s g
fiecessary step.”” [1I Deschleds Precedents el 14, § 15.2; The House thei salisfied that requivemerit by adopting.
- LR Res: 803, 931 Cong (1974),
Chatrman Nadler ‘has vecogriized the impottance of ‘taking & vole in the House befors: begmmng & presidential
: ;m;.eéchlncnc lnquiry; At the outset of the; Clinton impeachmest i mq‘m ye-ywhere » flooe vole was heldle
avged that even limiting the’ timie for debate before {h'ﬁ vote was m)pmpei and that“an hout'debateonthis.
momentous decision is'en fnsult to thie Alnerican pecple and another sign that fhis ispotgoing to be i 144
Cong, Rec, H10018 (dally ed, Oct. 8, §998} (stnfement af Rep Jerrold Nadl ) Here, the House hasdispensed
with any vote.and aiiy.debate af all
& Press Release; Nadcy Pelost, Transeript of Pelosi W eekly Press Conference Today (Oct 2,2019),
T Exaniblng the Allegations of Miveonduct Against IRS Comniissioner Ja!m Koskisien (Port &) Hearing Bejce 2
thie He Comm, ‘bir e Judiciory; 114th Cong, 3 (2016) (staternent of Rey. Jevrold Nadier); Bae kgrotnd and
Historgof Inpeachiment: Hearing Before the Sszcomm. on the Constitutionof the H, Cozmn oilite Judmm;: :
- 105t Cong; 17 (1998} (statement of Rep: Jetrold Nadler).
b Ses ez Warking v Uniled Stares, 384 WS 178, 188 (1957); Quinn v, Uhsited Stares, 349 4.8 55 161 (i 9553

¥ See Haslings v, United Siares, 802 F. Supp, 490, 504 Do l99”), vacated mz oller grewnds &y Hasngs W
Ml}fea’&‘c:fex, 988 FAd 1280¢(D,C. Cir. 199‘3) .

S, e, 11T Hinds' Precedent $ §2445,
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Tocomply with the Constitution’s demands, appropriate piacedures would include-—ata
finimum—the right to see all evidence, to present evicie'nc:‘, to'call witniesses, to-have eounsel
pragentat all hearings, fo cross-examine all witnesses, to-niake objections 1\,Iatmg to the
examination of witnessés or the admissibility'of testimony and evidence, and to xespond to
‘evidence and festimony, Likewise, the Committees must provide for the dxsclosme of all
gvidence favorable to the Pxesadent atid all evidence bearing on the credibility of witnesses cal led
to testify in the inquiry. The Ccmtmttees curtent procedures provide sone of’ these: bmc
ccnstxmtmnaf nghts‘ : ;

I addmon, the House has tiot provided the Conmuttees Reuking Members with xhe
authority to Issuie subpeenas. The rightof the minotity to issue stmpoeuas—«sub}ect to'the same
yules as the majority—has been the standard, bipattisan practice in all recent resolutions
authorizing presidential impedchment i mqumes 1 The Houses failue to provide co~equal
subpoena power in this case ensures that any inquiry will be nothmg e thair & one-sided effort
by House Democrats to gather information favorable‘to their views and to selectively release’it
as only: tlzey deterniine, Tlie House’s utter distegard for the established procedural safeguards
followed i past xmpeaclmwnt wqumes shows that the current proceedings are nothing move.
than apvunconstiiutional exercise in political theater. :

Asif denying the President hamc procedural piotsctzops were ot enough, the

- Comumittees have also fesorted to threats and intimidation agaitst potential Executive Branch
withesses, Thieaty by-the Committees agalngt Executive Branch witnesses who assert common
-and ] ouastandmg rights destroy the infegrity of the process aiwd brazenly violate fiindamental due.
pracess. In letters to State Depattinent employees, the Conmittees have ominously threatened—
without any legal basis and before the Committees even isstied a sibpogna—ithat “[alny failure
to-appeéar’” i zespcnse to'a.rmers lettel request for 4 deposition “shall constite evidence of
obstruction,”'? Worse, the Committees have broadly threatened that if:State Department officials
attempt to insist upon the riglt'for the Departnient to have.an agency lawyer present at
depositions to protectlegitimate Executive Bianch’ ‘confidentiality interests—or appazenﬂy if

they make any effort to protect those confi denﬂahty interests af elb—these officials will lave

their salaries witliheld,? ~ : ;

The suggestion that it would somehow be problematic for-anyone tovaise long-
established Executive Branch confidentiality interests and privileges in response to a request for
a deposition is legally unfounded: Not sur prisingly, the Office of Legal Counsel at the
Department of Justice has made clear on multiple oceasions that employees of the Executive
Branch who have bieen instiucted not to appear ot not to provide particular testimony befoie
Congress based on privileges or immunities: cfthe Executive Branch cannot bé puniished for

# H.R.Res, 581, 105th Cong. (1998); HL.R. Res, 803, 93rd Cong, A1974),

12 Lelter fom Bliot L. Bngel, Chatiman, House Commities on Fore‘gn Affairs, el al,; to George P, Kent, Depuly
Assistant Secze{aty, U.S. Depattinent of! Stare ] (Sept. 27, 2010Y,

1 See'talier from Bliot L Engel, Clialrinan, House Comnilttee.on Fme:gn Affals, et all; to Toln 1 Sullivan,
Deputy Secrelaiy of State 23 (Oct: 1, 2619); : )
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following such instructions. ¥ Cutrent and former Stite Depattment officials-are duty bound to
protect the confi deﬁtzaixty lniteresty of the Executive Branch, and the Office of Legal Conisel has
also seconmzud that itis unconstititional to exclude agéncy counsel fiom participating in
cangtessmnal depositions: 1% In addition, any attempt to withhold an official’s salay for the
assertion of such Interests would be unpiccedeu ted and unconstitutional.!® The Comtnittees’
assertionis on these points amicunt to pothing more than stiong-atm. tactics desxgned to tush
proceedings without any vegard fordue processand the rights ofindividuals and of the Execuitive
Branch. Thredts aimed gt intimidating indiyiduals wlhio assertthese basicrights-are atlecks on
ctvil liberties that should profoundly concern all Ameucazzs.

1. TheXuvalid “Impeachment Inquiry” Plainly Seels To Reverse the Election of 2016
and Te Inﬂaence the Election of 2020,

The effoit‘m impeach President Trump—withoue isgard fo any evidepce ol his detions in
ofﬁcemxs a naked pohtxcal strategy that begaﬁ the day hewas maugmatad Jatid perhaps even
before.? i fact; your tiangparent vush to jidginent; lack of demotratically-actountable
authorization, and viclation of basic rights in the curtent proceedings make: clear the illegitimate,
partisan puspose of this purparted “zmpeadnncﬂr tnquiry,” The Founders; howaver, didnot -
create the extraofdinary mechanism of 1mpeachment sa.it could be used by a political party that
feaved for Its prospects against the sitting President i the next elaction. The decision as to who
will be-elected Presidentin 2020 should wst with the people of the Unlted States, ‘exactly where

the Const:tutxon places it ~

Democrats fhemselves used fo recognize the dne unphcatmns of! nnpeachment fot the
Nation, For example, i the past, Chairman Nadler has explained:

The effect of Jmpeachtnem s to-averhymn, the popular will of the voters;, We
st not overturn an election and remove.a President from office except to
defend our syster of governinentor ourconstitutional lveities againsta dire.
thieat, and we must not do so-without an overwhelining ‘¢onsensus of the.
American pgople, “There nuist tiever bea narmw}y voted impeachment ot an
 impeachiment supported by one of our major political parties and opposed by
another. Such an impedchnient will produce divisivéness and bitterness in our

B Ses e Testimonial bmmxmg' Befme Corigress ol thie Formier Colinselfo n’:e Pregident, 43-0p. O.L: C *19
{May 20, 20} 9); Prosecudion for Corilempl. of Congiess effan Executive Branch Qfficial iho Has Asser a‘ed a
Clain of Exeentive P}':’vn’eve, 8 Op, O.LiCr 10Y, 102, 140119845 ("The Execiitive holvever; must be fres fron
the threat of ctiminal prosecution 1E e vt to assert executive privilegs Js.to bive any’ ;nactrcai substance.™)
s xif?empien’ Exefiaion of Agency Colnisel fiom Cancsevsm;mi Depasitions of. Agensy Emp!ayea&, 43 Op. O; L C.
i ¥12 (May 23, 2019
16" Sae President Donald J Trotwp, Statesuent bythe Piesidenton Signing the Cmsohdated Appiopiiatiods Act,
2019 (Feb, 15, 2010), duthorlty of. Agencyr Officials To Py aizzb;( Employees From Providing Difoiniaiion to
Congress, 28 Op, O.L.C.79, 80 {2004). -
- SeeMales Gold, 7 Tre Cmupmg.'z To dinpeach Presideit Tz g Has Begiin, Wash:Post-(Jat, 21, 2057y (TAt the
ioment the new commamﬁex in-chief was sworn fny & campaign to build public support for his lmpcachrz‘em
wenblive s 20 .
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politics for yems to ccsme, and will C’iﬂ into quest*cn the vet 1y fegitimacy of
our pohtlcaf mstmttmns

Unforfunately, the Presxdenf.’s political opponents now seein edger to transfornt
impeschment from an extraordinary remedy thatshould rately be contemplated intoa
conventional political weapon to be deployed for partisan gain. These-actions'ave a farcry from -
what our Founders envisioned when they vested Congress with the “important trust” of
considering impeacliment, 9 Precisely because it nullifies the outcome of the democratic
process, impeachiment of the President is fraught with the tisk of deepening divistons intle
country and creating iong«lasmlg tifts in the body politic®® Unfortunately, youare iow playing
out exactly the partisan rush to judgment that the Founders so strongly wartied 2 gams{ The
Americaivpsople deserve miuch better than this, ;

1. There I No chxfnuafe Basis for Vour “hopeachment Inquxry”, Insfezxd the
Committees” Acetions Ralse Serfous Onestions.

Itis transparent that you have: ;esmted fo such unpy ezedeﬂwd and ynconstitutional
procedures because you know that a fair process would expose the fack of any basis for your
nquiry. Youi cerent effostis founded on a completely appropriate call on July 25, 2019,
‘between President Trump and President Zelenskyy-of Ulaaine, Without waiting to sec what Was:
actually said on the cally a press conference was held announcing an “impedchment inquity”
based on falsehoods and misinformation: aboutthe call, U Ta.rebut those falselivods, and to
provide tiangparéncy to the American people, President Trump secuied- agreemeitt from the
Government of Ukeaine and took the extraordinary step of dcciassuymg and publicly releasing
‘thie tecord of the call. That record olearly established that the call was completely appropt iate,
that the President did nothing wrong, and that there is no basis for an impeachment inquiry. Ata
Juint press conference shortly after the call’s public release; President Zelenskyy agised that the
eall was appropriate, 2 Inaddition, the Departinesit of Jtistice anncupsed that officials there hiad
reviewed t1e call aftera refeiral foran alleged campaign finance law violation and foundno such
vwlatmn ‘

Perhaps the best avzdence that there was fio wmﬁgdomg on the call is the faot that, after
the actual record of the call was released, Chairman Schiff chiose to concoet & false version of the
call and 1o vead lifs made-up trangcript to the American people at a public hearing™ This

la 144 Cong. Ree, HI 1786 (dail jed Dec. 18, 1998) (statememof Rep Ferrold Madler).

Y The Federalist No, 65 (Me*{ander Hamil mn}

R See id, =

#- Press Release; Narey Peloas ‘Pelost Rematks Annouricing Tmpeachmeut Inqu 'y (Sept. 24, 9019,
R president Trinp Meetlng with Ukealntan President, C-SPAN (Sapt 25,2019,

@ Statementof Ketti Kupee, Directoty Offiee oF Public Affalss, Dept.of Justice {Sept: 25,2019 (“{T}he
Departnent’s Ciininal Divislod reviewed the ofliciat venced of the call and detir mired, based on fhe facts and

. apphcaia}e faw, thal there was no ¢ampaign. (mance viotatlon and that-no further sution was warranted.™).

. See Wlisileblower Disclostive: Heaving Befbie (A'e H, Selest Conm, oirIntet; 4 fﬁt 1 Coig, (Sept 26, 2019)
(statement of Rep: Adar Sehiff): :
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powelﬁtliy confipms there Is no issue with the aotual call:” Otherwise, why weould C haiyman
Sehiff el the need o make vip lils owii vergion? The Chairmian’s action only further
undeiinines the public’s confidence in the ,fanncss:qf any Inquiry before Ims Comitiee,

Thc veal pmbkm, as we arenow ieaxmng, {g that Chanman Schiff's office; and perhaps
others—despite initial denials—were involved in advising the whistleblower before the
coinplaint was filed, Initially, when asked on national television about interdctions with the
whistieblower, Chaliman Sehiff tmccguwocaléy stated that “[w}e have 10& spo:cen directly with
the Whlstieblower We would like to,"?

Now, lowevet, it has beenyeported that the whistlsblowey approached the House
Intelligence Committes with mfmmatxonmand received gmdance. from the Committee—before
filing a complaint with the Inspector- General 2 As a'tesult; The Washington Pos! coricluded that
Chialiman Schiff “elearly miade a statsment that was false.""” Anyone who was invelved in the
preparation oi subission of the whistleblower’s complaint cannot possibly det asa fali and
mpartial judge in the same mattm«paﬂ ticularly after misleading the American people about his
invelvement.

- AlLof this raises'serious questions thatmust be'investigated. However; the Cominittees
aie preventing anyone, including the minority, from lookinginto these critically important.
mateis. Atihe very least, Chdirman Schiff must immediately make avaliable-all dosuments
telating to these issues, Aferall, the American people have g right to know about the:
Cornmittees” own actions with respect to these matters,

# * B

Given that your inquity lacks any legitimate constitutional foundation, any pretense of
faimess, or evert the most clemeritary due pm‘cess pl‘otectic‘ns, the Executive Branch cannot be
expected to par hmpate i it. Because pam:: patmg f. thig i mquu‘v under theeurreiit
wnconstitutional postute would inflict lasting Institutional harm on the Executive Branch and
lasting damage to the separation of poswers, you have Jeft. the President no choice, Consistent
with the duties of the President of the Unifed States, and in pariicular his obligation to préserve
therights of future pecupants. of his office, President Tmmp cannot permit his Administration to
patticipate in this partisan ingy my \.mdeL the&a clroumstances; ‘

Your recent letiet to the Acting White House Chief of Staff argues that “[e]ven if an
impeachinent inquiry were not underway,” the Oversight Committee may seek this information-

B Interyiew with Chaloinan Adais Schiff; MSNBC {Septi7,; 20195

Julian Baines, et al; Sehiff ( Cr‘c:z’ &?m Iy deopiint of. fimrsatmm [ l”krs[{e—ﬁ’awez 3 Concerns Grew; N.Y. Ties
{00t 2;2019),

. Glenn Kessler, Schiff's False Clafn Hix Cotiaiities Hcm' Noé‘Spoxeﬂ to-lhe Weliistleblovwer, Wasa, Post (Dct.
2019 .
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- a8 wmatter of the established oversight p&acess.zs Regpectfully;the Commutees cannot havedt
“both ways, ‘The letter comes from the Chairmen of three different Committees; it transmits a
subpoena “[p]ursuant (o the House of Repiesentatives™ impeachument inquity,” it recites that the
documents will “be collected a8 partof the Holise's iinpeachivent inguity,” and it asserts that the.
docynients will be “shated among the Commxt{ees, gs'well as with the Committeeon'the
Judiciaty as appropriate: 8 The lefter is in no way directed at collecting information in aid of
iegxslafmn, and you simply cannot expect tozely on oversight authority. to gather information for
anugavthorized impeachimentinguiry: that conflicts with all historical psecedent and vides
poughshod over:due process and the separation of powers. - If the Cormittees wish to-teturn to
theregulat orderof oversighttequests, we stand ready fo engage] i1t that process as we have in
the past, n @ mannet consistent with well-established bipartisan constitutional pmtectmns and a4
respect fcu the separation of powers enslumcd iour Constlmt;on,

For the foregoing reasons, the President cannot allow your canstmumnaily illegitimate
proceedings to-distract hii and thosein the Bxecutive Branch frony their work ot behalf of the
Americait people. The President haga country to lead, The American people elected hint to do
this job, and fie remainy focused on fulfilling his proniises to'the Ametican people. He has
fmpostant woik that e must continve o theit behalf, both-at home and gigund the world,
Including continiing stéong economle growth, extendiag historically low levels of
unemployiment, negct:atmg trade deals, fixing ourbroken immigration system, loweting
presription dimg prices, and addressing mass: shooting violerice. We hope that, in light of the
many deficlencies we have identified inyour pmceedmgs, you will abandor.fie enrrent tnvalid
effortsto putsuean ‘iimpeachnent i qumy afid join the Pxesxdent m focusmg on theunany
important goals that matter fo the Amencan peopie. ;

Cozmsef to'thé Pr eszciem

¢cc:  Hon. Kevin McCatthy, Minority. Leader; Henfsa of Replesentahves
‘Hot. Michael McCanl; Ranking Member; House Committee on Foreign Affairs
Hon, Devin Nunes, Rankmg Membet, House Pepmianent Sel&ct Comiitittes on:
Intelligence
Hon. Jirm Jordan, Ran:ﬂno Membex House Cmmmttee ot Oversight and Reform

2 Letter from Elijah B Climmings, Chairman, Hotise Cnmnmtew an Oversightand Govemmmt Refor m, etal, o
JohnMichael N'u!vanef, Acting Chiefof Staff to the President 3{0et: 4, 2{}19}

Bopdal L
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Deparfment Guidance Regarding 1’x iviteges and Work-Product Protections [Tab D]

The D\.pw trnent asksall pusomuﬂ 1o abide by mpomm Obiwanom agemplovees dithe
Departiment. These obligations inc| nde thie Tollowing requirements; i

&

Limproper dxec{mure ofanyec assxﬁcd mtermmon is smct pmhlbxted

Neo docueits, eleuiromcaﬂy stored mfmmatmn, or tangible things relating to official
duties; incliding personal notés, should be producsd or tuttied over during of dfter the
proceedings. 'As noted in the Department’s October 13 letter, the Department has
taken independent stepsto” “identify, presetve, and collect potentially responstve
decluments™ {Tab Ay in orded fo gngage with the three Commitiees or other
Com,rkesmoml C,omm 'tiaes once outsi"mdmg legal issties ars Yesalved,

Allprivileges and works m:d& ct protections must be strictly: premvcd in ciudmg, but

ot 1 imited 1o

13 Eicécutive Privilege. Ttis for the President and the Demx tment ometace«—not
the Department of Defense~10 detériiine for the Execttive Brancly the scope.
ofthe prmlcm apch whether it has been waived: €., by public statements.
Accordingly, the Depasimant advises that emplogess exercist an abundance of

- cavtion and refrain fom giving any testimony, unless otherwise instricted by
the White House, regarding: :

{(a) internal White House (including National Security Council (NSC),
Office of Mahagément and. Budget {OMB)) conimunications {inchiding but
fiot limited to letters; docuineiits; phone calls, and e=mails);,

(b) communications betwaen White House officials (including NSC and
oM B) dﬂd individuals outsidethe Bxecutive Branch (including mdmduals in
~lhe U.8. Government; foreign goverhment officials, zmd private individuals);

{e) communications betwveen White Hotise officials and othet E,vwwtwe
Branch officialy; and

(dy discussions anvohg Executive Branch officiaisregarding
- communitations with the White House-or the subject matterofsuch
ca‘mimmica{'xoxm;

See dssertioinof: Ewau!m’ Privifege C oncerning the Dismissal-dnd
~ P@p!ucemezf}f bf UL 8o Atormeps, Solicitor Generaland Acting Atmrney General
Paul B, Cloment (June 27, 20073 [attached].

2) Attorney=Client Privilege. No testimony regarding communications between
Departiverit officialsand the Departiment’s Office of Géneral Counsel, White
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House Counsel, the Department of Justice, or any other attomeys. related 1o
the seeking or givinz.of legal advice or opinions.

3y Atter ney Wen\«-i’mdust Notestimoiry :cvarémcr Ay documc nis,
electy omct.liv stored tredis, tmg;bie things; erconversations or opintons
produced or expressed by thieDepartment’s Office.of General Counselor
other atiormeys In preparation-far litigation orany other iavai proceediiigs.

4y Deliberative Process Privilege. No tgstimony rega‘;ding pre-decisional
ﬁis"cussions;ef Departiment policy decistons;:

The Depaitmem understands the difficult cireumstances facing your clignt fmd
‘appréciates her and )auz piof'uss:onalzsm in adhering to this puidance:
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