
- 1•(J_M_o_) --------------------

From: (JMD) 

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 5:32 PM 

To: OuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

Subject: list 
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_._(J_M_o_)--------------------

From: JMD) 

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 1:44 PM 

To: Ducharme, Seth (DAG) 

Subject: Fwd: Did Brits warn about Steele's credibility, before Mueller's probe? Congress 
has evidence I TheHill 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Durham, John (USACT)" 
Date: May 30, 2019 at 12:26:12 PM EDT 

{USACT)" 

Subject: Did Brits warn about Steele's credibility, before Mueller's probe? Congress 
has evidence I TheHill 

FYl! 
https://thehill.com/opinion/white-house/446050-did-brits-wam-about-steeles-credibility­
before-muellers-probe-congress 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 1:44 PM 

To: Durham, John (USACT) 

Subject: Fwd: JD's new person 

FYSA 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Wilkinson, Monty (JMD)" 
Date: May 30, 2019 at 11:42:25 AM EDT 
To: "Allen, Michael (J MO DAAG)" , "Ducharme, Seth (OAG)" 

Subject: RE: JO's new person 

I just reached out to EOUSA and SEPS to get a little more information. I will circle back 
shortly. 

---Original Message-
From: Allen, Michael (JMO DAAG) 
Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 11:34 AM 
To: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) Wilkinson, Monty (JMD) 

> 
Subject: RE: JD's new person 

Seth 

I'm adding Monty Wilkinson who oversees SEPS, I think this is being handled out of EOUSA 
first. 

Mike 

---Original Message­
From: Ducharme, Seth {OAG} 
Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 9:59 AM 
To: Allen, Michael (JMD OAAG) > 
Subject: JD's new person 

Mike, do you know who I can talk to in order to expedite 1 clearances? 

He's a former employee. 
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005155-000396 

I lldllr.!>1 

Seth 

Sent from my iPhone 
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DuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 6:06 PM 

To: 

Cc: Durha m, John (USACT} 

Subject: Re: We' re going to be with BB for a while. 6:00ish? 

I'm still here but moving towards food. Ca ll my cell as needed. 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On May 28, 2019, at 5:27 PM, 
wrote: 
> 
> Seth is trying to take- off soon but gave me a quick rundown. Are you guys at EOUSA? 
> 
> 
>> On May 28, 2019, at 4:30 PM, Durham, John (USACT} > wrote: 
>> 
>> 

>> 
» Sent from my iPhorne 
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DuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent : Tuesday, May 28, 2019 2:57 PM 

To: Durham, John (USACT) 

Subject : Re: fort Meade 

Maybe we can do it - still trying, 
I found an exception 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On May 28, 2019, at 2:54 PM, Ducharme, Seth (OAG) wrote: 
> 
> 
> Too far for motor pool so our options are taxi/car service or rental car. 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 

005155-000418 Document ID: 0.7.643.6016 



Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:18 AM 

To: Durham, John (USACT);--(USACT} 

Subject: FW: POC 

In re NSA •.• 

From: Gerstell, Glenn S 
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 201910:16AM 
To: Ducharme Seth OAG 

Seth: 

Thanks for your email and it was good to meet you as well. 

We suggest tha Assistant General Counsel for Litigation, be the 
NSA point of contact for John. I understand fron hat he's worked with 
John on some prior matters ,- hone i and his email is 
above. 

Hope to see you again soon, 

Glenn 

G LENN S. G ERSTELL 

GEl\"ERA.L COUNSEL 

NATIONAL SECURITY AG~NCY 

From: Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019' 3:17 PM 
To: Gerstell, Glenn S 
Subjert: [Non-DoD Source] POC 

Glenn, 

It w ::i, ;:a nlto::i,1JrP m PPtina \ln l I tnrl::a\f I lnnlc fnrut.:lrrl tn w nrl<ina with vniJ 
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Please let me know if you would like to be the primary POC for John's team, or if we should refer him to 
someone else at the Fort. 

I know you have a great team at OGC litigation, just let me know if I should steerJohn in that direction or 
elsewhere. 

Please also let me know if further conversation would be helpful. 

Best regards, 
Seth 

Seth D. Ducharme 
Counselor to the Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice ___, 
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Durham, John (USACT) 

From: Durham, John (USACT) 

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:14 AM 

To: OuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

Cc: {USACT)I 

Subject: Re: this afternoon 

We're meeting w/ FBI folks at 2:00 ta go over additional records requests/production and then ­
has a 5:30 flight. We can check about changing her flight if need be. What's up? 

Sent from my iPhone 

On May 22, 2019, at 10:08 AM, OuCharme, Seth (OAG) < mailto-
>wrote: 

Are you able to be over here later this afternoon? 

Seth 0. Ducharme 
Counselor to the Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
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Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent : Tuesday, May 21, 2019 10:19 AM 

To: Durham, John (USACT); (USACT) 

Subject : List 

Got your voice mail 

Can you email me the list of things you need from the- Fort? 

Please use appropriate- system, 
Thanks 

Sent from my iPhone 
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- •JM_o_)_____________________ 

From: (JMO) 

Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 8:03 AM 

To: Allen, Michael L. (JMO); Wilkinson, Monty (JMD); Sassok, Evie (JMD); Greer, 
Christopher M. (JMD); DuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

Cc: - {USACT}; USACT); Durham, John (USACT);-

- (USACT) 
Subject: Additional Staff on-boarding 5/28 

Attachments: Resume - .docx 

Joining John Durham's team on Tuesday, 5/28/2019 will b_ , whose resume is attached to this 
notice- is a current fede ral annuitant and is also a former contract investigator with the USAO in-
We will be trying to expeditiously bring- on-board with an interim clearance, if necessary, and 
logical access to J-Con systems, as well as physical access to our 2Con office space. 

- current personal web mail account•- his personal cell is- . I will be 
bringing- taround in his first week for introductions and to complete all of his necessary paperwork and 
on-boarding responsibilities. Thank you. 
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Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent: Friday, May 10, 201-9 8:49 AM 

To: Allen, Michael (JMD DAAG) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT); (USACT) 

Subject: new team member 

Mike, is an AUSA - who is prepared to commit 2-3 days a week to John and -
assignment. As soon as we bring him on, there' s work for him to do. 

I haven' t spoken to their US Attorney about it yet, but he'5 been approved up to his section chief level to 
help out. 

Because he' s currently an AUSA with security clearances in place, is there any reason John and - couldn't 
start tasking him immediately assuming his office concurs? 

Thanks, 
Seth 

Seth D. Ducharme 
Counselor to the Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
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_ _(u_s_A_cr_)_____________________ 

From: (USACT)I 

Sent: Wednesday, May 8, 2019 2:03 PM 

To: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT} 

Subject: Re: Meeting on the 20th 

Thank you. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On May 8, 2019, at 12:18 PM, Ducharme, Seth (OAG} < mailto:-
wrote: 

LES//FOUO 

The person I have been talking to out west is going to be in DC on May 20th and agreed to meet 
with you that morning. I also got additional details that I can pass along in advance of that meeting. 

Seth D. Ducharme 
Counselor to the Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
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DuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent: Wednesday, May 8, 2019 10:50 AM 

To: (USACT); Durham, John (USACT) 

Subject: Corney team may have used confidential sources prematurely, ex-FBI intel 
official says 

https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/news/comey-team-may-have-used-confidential-sources-pre 
maturely-ex-fbi-intel-official-says 

Sent from my iPnone 

005155-000445 Document ID: 0.7.643.5915 

https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/news/comey-team-may-have-used-confidential-sources-pre


DuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent: Wednesday, May 8, 2019 9:43 AM 

To: I (USACT) 

Subject: RE: Follow up on Saint Louis documents 

I emailed Wilson, will let you know what happens. 

--Orig inal Message-
From (USACT) 
Sent Wednesday, May 8, 2019 9:30 AM 
To: Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 
Subject: Re: Follow up on Saint Louis documents 

Thanks. let me know a good time for a call today. 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On May 8, 2019, at 8:23 AM, OuCharme, Seth (OAG) wrote: 
> 
> I'll reach out to him 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 
>> On May 7, 2019, at 10:26 PM, USACT) wrote: 
>> 
» Seth: I am following up on our discussion of transporting classified 
>> documents from St. Louis to DC.- 1of EOUSA, see below, is telling St Louis - ,) 
that it will cost $5.50/lb to have the documents transported and is not being very responsive as to 
timing. There are approximately 30 binders and the transportation cost at the suggested price will 
be very significant. I don' t believe- has any idea about the purpose of the transport and who 
is asking for it. I am happy to reach out to him and explain the situation but it may mean more 
coming from you. If timing and cost cannot be altered, the fallback will be to ask the FBI to have 

~ gents from St. Louis drive the documents to DC. Happy to discuss in more detail and thanks. 
--Contact info: 

>> 
>> JCON-S/TS and COMSEC Program Manager 
>> EOUSA 
» Off 
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» Sent from my iPhone 
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Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 

Sent: Wednesday, May 8, 2019 9:33 AM 

To: I (USACT) 

Subject: RE: Follow up on Saint Louis documents 

Now is good if that works for you 

- -Original Message-
From: (USACT) 
Sent Wednesday, May 8, 2019 9:30 AM 
To: OuCharme, Seth (OAG) 
Subject: Re: Follow up on Saint Louis documents 
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_ _(u_s_A_cr_)_____________________ 

From: I (USACT) 

Sent: Tuesday, May 7, 2019 2:07 PM 

To: OuCharme, Seth {OAG) 

Subject: Re: time to talk today 

Calling you now. 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On May 7, 2019, at 1:05 PM, Ducharme, Seth (OAG) < wrote: 
> 
> Just tried you. What' s a good number? 

> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 

» On May 7, 2019, at 1:39 PM, (USACT) wrote: 
>> 
» I am in St Louis and can speak at your convenience. Just let me know. Thanks 
>> 
>> Sent from my iPhone 
>> 
» On May 7, 2019, at 9:13 AM, DuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

>wrote: 
>> 
>> Please let me know when' s a good time to catch up, thanks 
>> 
>> Seth D. Ducharme 
>> Counselor to the Attorney General 
» U.S. Department of Justice 

>> 
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_ _u_sA_cr_>_____________________ 

From: I {USACT) 

Sent: Friday, May 3, 2019 11:01 AM 

To: Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT} 

Subject: Re: catching up 

. Thanks 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On May 3, 2019, at 10:57 AM, Ducharme, Seth (OAG) < wrote: 
> 
>11111 1will call your cell and then try to conference in John 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 
>> On May 3, 2019, at 10:14 AM, I (USACT) > wrote: 
>> 
» 11:00 works for me. Just landing at Bradley. Can you conference me in or send a call-in number? 
Thanks 
>> 

>> Sent from my iPhone 
>> 

» On May 3, 2019, at 9:56 AM, Durham, John (USACT) 
> wrote: 

>> 
» Seth­

>> 
>> Just finishing up w/ EARS Exit Review. How about 11:00? 
>> 
» From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) mailto >> 
» Sent: Friday, May 03, 2019 8:57 AM 
» To: Durham, John (USACT ·>; -
. , (USACT) 

» Subject: catching up 
>> 
>> Any time to talk briefly today? 
>> 

>> Also: 
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>> 
» https://www.nytimes.com/2019/0S/02/us/politics/fbi-govemment-investigator-trump.html 
>> 
>> 
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Durham, John (USACT) 

From: Durham, John (USACT) 

Se nt : Tuesday, April 30, 2019 7:27 PM 

To: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Subject : Re: contact info 

Seth-
- nd I will check our in the morning. 

JHD 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Apr 30, 2019, at 12:40 PM, Ducharme, Seth (OAG) < mai-
> wrote: 

I sent you both emails from my OA~ 

I also have 

When you get a chance, please let me know if they came through ok, and please send a PDF of the 
list of transcripts (or I can find a way to get a hard copy). 

Thanks. See you soon. 

Seth D. Ducharme 
Counselor to the Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
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Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 9:55 AM 

To: USACT); Durham, John (USACT) 

Subject: RE: Document Production Index 022619.pdf - Reading Room Materials 

Yes, I believe the reading room is the one that OLA has available. 

I will try to get my--laccounts set up this week in re transmissfon of any classified info in the 
transcript list. 

Thanks 

From:-- {USACT) > 
Sent : Monday, April 2.9, 2019 9:51 AM 
To: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) Durham, John (USACT) 
Subject: RE: Document Production Index 022619.pdf - Reading Room Materials 

Seth: Thanks for the note. By reading room, do you mean what David Lasseter/OLA has available? 

l will send you a PDF of the list of transcripts tomorrow as the list is in DC. Given that one page of the list 
sets out transcripts that are classified, I will just pdf you a partial list and we can discuss how best to send the 
classified portion by secure means. 

Thanks and let us know if you want to have a call sometime today. -

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 
Sent: Monday, April 2.9, 2019 9:09 AM 
To: Durham, John (USACT) (USACT) 
Subject: Document Production Index 022619.pdf - Reading Room Materials 

Attached is a list of t he items we have in our reading room, which I thought you might find useful. 

When you get a chance, can you send me a PDF of the list oftranscripts- we got from Ed? 

Also, got some assistance from OGA this morning that may be helpful. 

Thanks, 
Seth 
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Durham, John (USACT) 

From: Durham, John (USACT) 

Se nt : Wednesday, April 24, 2019 8:21 AM 

To: {OGC) (FBI); 

https:/ /twitter.com/ realdonaldtrump/status/ 1121006942502182913?s=12 
Sent from my iPnone 
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Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 

Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2019 11:48 AM 

To: (OGC) {FBI) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT} (USACT) 

Subject: Re: DOJ 

Thanks, _ Technically the detaiJ is to the USAO, but rthink that's fine. It's not a detail to OAG 

specifically but rather a detail in support of John's assignment. 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On Apr 23, 2019, at 11:42 AM, Iwrote: 
> 
>John, 
> 
> 
Counsel, 

--·- I do have a few things to clean up, but please let me know when you want to meet 
next. I am good except for Wednesday morning and Friday afternoon. 
> 
> Regards, 
> 

> 
> 
> -Original Message--
> From: Durham, John (USACT} [mailt 
> Sent: Monday, April 22, 2019 5:32 PM 
>To: 
> Subject: Re: OOJ 
> 

> Great. Thank you for getting back to me so quickly. Hopefully we can get working together soon. 
~ nd I will be in DC through late Thursday afternoon. 

>JHD 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
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> 
» On Apr 22, 2019, at 5:09 PM, wrote: 
>> 

>> John, 
>> 

» I will be speaking to Dawn Browning. She is out today but I have requested time with her 
tomorrow. 

>> 

>> --Original Message-­
» From: - (USACT ] On Behalf Of Durham, John (USACT) 
» Sent: Monday, April 22, 2019 4:02 PM 

Durham, John (USACT) 

·; Ducharme, Seth (OAG) (JMD) 

» Subject: RE: DOJ 
>> 

>> 

»Understood.Who will be talking to Ms. Browning, you or Dana? 
>> 

>>John 
>> 

>> -Original Message-
>> From: 
» Sent: Monday, April 22, 2019 12:01 PM 
» To: Durham, John (USACT) 

(USACT) ; Ducharme, Seth (OAG) (JMD) 

» Subject: RE: DOJ 
>> 

>> John, 
>> 

» I just met with Dana Boente, and he has approved my working with you, Seth, and - He 
wants, however, to make sure it is OK with my Deputy General Counsel, Dawn Browning, who works 
for Dana. As Dana has approved it, it should not be a problem. 
>> 

» Regards, 
>> 

>> 
>> - Original Message­
>> l="rnm: 0urh::im. lohn (lJSACT 
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» Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 2~21 PM 

DuCharme, Seth (OAG) (JMD) 

» Subject: RE: DOJ 
>> 

>> I have. I don't perceive any problems, Dana just has to touch a few bases before giving us tne 
formal "yes." Regarding timing, he was flying home this moming/afte-moon for the weekend so it 
may be that we won't hear back until Monday or Tuesday. 
>> Have blessed Passover. 
>>JHD 
>> 
>> -O~inal Mes.sage-
>> From: 
» Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 1:47 PM 
» To: Durham, John (USACT) > 
>> Subject: DOJ 
>> 
>> John~ 
>> 
>> Have you had a chance to speak to Dana? I will be out of the office this afternoon and Friday­
back on Monday. 
>> 
>> Regards, 
>> 
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_ _,u_s_A_cr_)_____________________ 

From: USACT) 

Sent: Friday, April 19, 2019 8:13 PM 

To: Lasseter, David F. {OLA) 

Cc: Ducharme, Seth (OAG); Durham, John (USACT) 

Subject: Re: Follow up 

Ok. We can connect early next week. Again, we appreciate your assistance and fully understand you 
had a very busy week. 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On Apr 19, 2019, at 7:55 PM, Lasseter, David F. (OLA) wrote: 
> 
> Nobody was given all transcripts. I would be interested to know told you that. The Committee would 
not give the Department or Bureau transcripts of, say, Glen Simpson or any non Department or former 
Department personnel. There are in fact more than six trans-cripts but we do not have all of them. I can 
possibly acquire some of the others but have not had a chance to engage with them this week. Been 
pretty swamped with the report. 
> 
> 
> David F. Lasseter 
> 
>> On Apr 19, 2019, at 17:55 I (USACT) > wrote: 
>> 
>> Thanks very much. Just to make sure that I am correctly following. Did you receive the January 2 
letter and it had only the 6 transcripts you referenced or did you obtain the 6 transcripts through 
another route? I ask only because we were lead to understand that more than 6 transcripts were sent 
with this January 2 letter. -
>> 
>> Sent from my iPhone 
>> 
>> On Apr 19, 2019, at 5:04 PM, Lasseter, David F. {OLA) 

wrote: 
>> 
>>- 1- good afternoon. I have 6 transcripts related to current (or current at the time of the 
interview) Department personnel. We did not receive the transcripts of former Department personnel 
or non-Department personnel. We can make copies of those transcripts we possess for you on 
Monday. Just let me know when you are dropping by my office. 
>> 
>> Thanks and enjoy the weekend, 
>> David 
>> 

>> 
>> David F. Lasseter 
>> ----- ·-. --· ---------------·· 
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>> On Apr 19, 2019, at 16:09, I lUSACT) 

wrote: 
>> 
>> David: Thanks again for taking the time to meet with us on Monday. I have what I hope is an easy 
follow-up question. Attached is a letter from House Judiciary dated January 2, 2019. We understand 
that various sections within the Department received the letter and attached transcripts. Did OLA 
receive a copy? If so, could you forward the transcripts that accompanied the letter? If you received 
the transcripts on a disk or just not by email, I would be happy to stop by on Monday and discuss how 
best to get a copies of them. Thank you-
>> <Transcript letter.pdf> 

005155-0004 76 Document ID: 0.7.643.5738 



808 OOOOt.ATfE. V'"rrginia JERROLtl NADL£A, New Yort. 
CHAIRMAN ~AN~•l"G MINQ"l'IY MEMOtcR 

W.~. 1!,ou13'e of Jl\eprt5tntatibes 
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@nc 1-(Jmtbteb jfiftcentb ~ongtc1f6 

January 2, 2019 

To all recipients of transcripts: 

The House Judiciary Committee and House Oversight and Government Reform Committee 
jointly conducted interviews of multiple witnesses during an investigation into events transpiring 
through the 2016 Presidential election and beyond. Members and staff conducted these 
interviews in confidential settings behind closed doors, customary for investigations where it is 
crucial to obtain facts unvarnished by prior harmonizing ofwitness testimony. We conducted 
the interviews in such a way to avail agency and private counsels representing the various 
witnesses, primarily from the Department of Justice and the FBI, with an opportunity to offer 
objections for various reasons, whether in real time or shortly before the transcripts went to 
print. In fact, agency lawyers (and many witnesses) did object to providing answers to some 
questions on the grounds that responses called for possible release ofclassified information. 

The Committees did, and continue to honor, requests to either terminate a line of questioning 
because of the potential for c_lassified information to enter the public record, or redact 
information that may have unintentionally entered into an unclassified forum. We are fully 
cognizant of the need to ensure classified information remains securely stored and discussed in 
the proper manner and arena. To tha1 very end, one interview had to move to a classified setting, 
resulting in a classified transcript only available for viewing by those with a relevant clearance 
and need to know. 

We have provided the transcripts to the agencies for review and redaction of any unintentionally 
divulged classified information. While classified information should not be present in these 
transcripts because they were conducted in unclassified settings, out ofan abundance ofcaution 
and protection of national security, please treat these transcripts in a sensitive manner and refrain 
from releasing them to the public until the agencies have completed their reviews. 

Thank you for honoring this important request to ensure necessary scrutiny is given to all the 
transcripts. 

Otl~y,~~ 
Bob Goodlatte 

Chairman 
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Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 4:26 PM 

To: Durham, John (USACT) 

Cc: I (USACT) 

Subject: Re: OOJ 

Good for me thanks I'll stand by at 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On Apr 18, 2019, at 4:25 PM, Durham, John (USACT) >wrote: 
> 
> 4:4S? 
> 
> -Original Message-
> From: USACT) 
> Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 3:28 PM 
> To: Ducharme, Seth (OAG} 
> Cc: Durham, John (USACT) 
> SubJect: Re: DOJ 

> 
> I am available except 4-4:30; thanks 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 
>> On Apr 18, 2019, at 2:46 PM, Ducharme, Seth (OAG) wrote: 

>> 
» I have some further guidance on the mechanics of the detail, just let me know when you are free 
for a call. 
>> 
>> - Original Message­
» From: Durham, John (USACT) 
» Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 2:21 PM 

>; Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 

» Subject: RE: DOJ 
>> 
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Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: DuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 1 :11 PM 

To: USACT} 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT) 

Subject: Re: Offer of assistance 

I'm flexible now for rest of day- what works for you? 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Apr 18, 2019, at 11:27 AM, --- (USACT) ·> wrote: 

No problem. 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 11:24 AM 
To: (USACT) >; Durham, John (USACT) 

> 
Subject: RE: Offer of assistance 

I need to push our call back a little - will email you as soon as I free up. 

From-- (USACT} 
Se nt: Thursday, April 18, 2019 10:59 AM 
To: Ducharme, Seth {OAG} Durham, John (USACT) 

> 
Subject: RE: Offer of assistance 

I am available after ll:30today (talking to- and--at 11} butJust not 1-2. 
Thanks 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 
Se nt: Thursday, April 18~2019 10:31 AM 
To: Durham, John (USACT) 

Subject: Fwd: Offer of assistance 

FYI, and please let me know if there's a good time for a call. 

We should carefully consider whether this would add additional value to your team. 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Rabbitt, Brian (OAG)" 
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u-ace: Apr11 .us, LVJ.:::I a t J.U: .us:j / AIVI t:U t 

To: "Ducharme, Seth (OAG)" 
Subject: Fwd: Offer of assistance 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwa rded message: 

Date: April 18, 2019 at 10:16:59 AM EDT 

To: "Rabbitt, Brian IOAG}" 
Subject: Offer of assistance 

Dear Mr. Rabbitt, 

Sincerely, 
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Durham, John (USACT) 

From: Durham, John (USACT) 

Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 1:30 PM 

To: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Subject: Re: Jeff is around so come by whenever you get here 

- is here. What' s your status? 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On Apr 16, 2019, at 4:54 PM, Ducharme, Seth (OAG} wrote: 
> 
> Also I have the disk I need to give you tonight. Are you planning to come back or do I need to head 
out there? 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 
» On Apr 16, 2019, at 4:37 PM, I (USACT r> wrote: 
>> 
» Seth: We are stilt at 2Con in tech world. Would Jeff be available at 5:30 or 6 or some time 
tomorrow? Thanks 
>> 
» Sent from my iPhone 
>> 
>>> On Apr 16, 2019, at 4:00 PM, DuCharme, Seth (OAG) < wrote: 
>>> 
»> He showed up early 
>>> 
>>> Sent from my iPhone 

005155-000495 Document ID: 0.7.643.12184 



Jensen, Jeff {USAMOE) 

From: Jensen, Jeff (USAMOE) 

Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 9:22 AM 

To: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT}; (USACT) 

Subject: Re: Meeting today 

11:15 sounds great. 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On Apr 17, 2019, at 9:18 AM, Ducharme, Seth (OAG) wrote: 
> 
> How's 11:15? I don't want to drag you away from the Tax department meeting, but that time 
frame works for us if it works for you. 
> 
> 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 
>> On Apr 17, 2019, at 8:47 AM, Jensen, Jeff (USAMOE) > wrote: 
>> 

» I can step out of the AGAC meetings whenever you would like to meet. I am scheduled to fly out 
tonight at 6:30 but can change easily. 
>> 

» Sent from my iPhone 
>> 

» On Apr 17, 2019, at 8:41 AM, Ducharme, Seth (OAG) mailto:sduchar 
me@jmd.usdoj.gov>> wrote: 
>> 
>> Starting a new chain to see when everyone (or some subset of us) might be available today. 
>> 

>> 

>> 

» Seth D. OuCharme 
>> Counselor to the Attorney General 
>> U.S. Department of Justice 
>> 
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Durham, John (USACT) 

From: Durham, John (USACT) 

Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 5:58 PM 

To: 1 (USACT); Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 

Subject: Fwd: Meeting 

Attachments: resume.19.doc; ATT00001.ntm 

FYl 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: ' 
Date: April 16, 2019 at 5:33:53 PM EDT 
To: "Durham, John (USACT)" 
Subject: RE: Meeting 

John, 
Attached is my resume. It's a bit dusty as I have not updated it in a while. 

Work -
---Original Message-­
From: Durham, Jonn (USACT 
Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 2:57 PM 
To: 
Subject: Meeting - ~ Dana Boente let us know you are available to talk with us tomorrow. Wnat would be a convenient 
time to meet? Thanks very much. 
JHD 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 

Sent : Tue sday, April 16, 2019 4:55 PM 

To: (USACT) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT} 

Subject : Re: Jeff is around so come by whenever you get here 

Also I have the disk 1need to give you tonight. Are you planning to come back or do I need to head 
out there? 

Sent from my iPhone 
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DuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 

Sent : Tuesday, April 16, 2019 4:54 PM 

To: I (USACT) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT} 

Subject: Re: Jeff is around so come by whenever you get here 

Call when you can I can give you a preview 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 

Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 4:50 PM 

To: I (USACT) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT} 

Subject: Re: Jeff is around so come by whenever you get here 

let's pick a time tomorrow 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On Apr 16, 2019, at 4:37 PM, 1 (USACT) wrote: 
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_ _(u_s_A_cr_)_____________________ 

From: 1 (USACT) 

Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 2:36 PM 

To: Evans, Stuart {NSO} 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT); Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Subject: Re: FISA application 

01< if we come up in about 5-10 minutes to pick up copies of the materials we discussed? Thanks-
Sent from my iPnone 

> On Apr 16, 2019, at 8:51 AM, Evans, Stuart {NSD} > wrote: 
> 
> Either of those times is fine. I' ll be here. Feel free just come up whenever you get here. 
> 
> -Original Message---
> From: Durham, John (USACT) 
> Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 8:46 AM 
> To: Ducharme, Seth (OAG} 
> Cc: Evans, Stuart (NSD) ~ •>; {USACT) 

·> 
> Subject: Re: FISA application 
> 
> 9:15? 9:30? 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 
> On Apr 16, 2019, at 8:11 AM, OuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

wrote: 
> 
> I defer to John - they have a meeting over here at 10:30, but are planning to get here early, so I 
think before or after the 10:30 would probably be good 

> 
> I probably won't be attending, so I'll leave it to you all to see what works. 

> 
> From; Evans, Stuart (NSD) 
> Sent Tuesday, April 16, 2019 8:12 AM 
> To: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 
> Cc: Durham, John {USACT)- · 
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- (USACT) 
> Subject: Re: FISA application 
> 
> What time did you have in mind? 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 
> On Apr 16, 2019, at 8:06 AM, Ducharme, Seth {OAG 

wrote: 
> Stu, 
> 
> John and - are working on a sensitive inquiry that relates to some work that John Huber and 
Mike Horowitz have been involved in. 
> 
> John and - are in the building today and may need access to some 01 materials. Are you free 
to meet with them at some point this morning? 
> 
> Thanks, 
> Seth 
> 
> Seth D. Ducharme 
> Counselor to the Attorney General 
> U.S. Department of Justice 
> 
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Jensen, Jeff (USAMOE) 

From: Jensen, Jeff (USAMOE) 

Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 12:23 PM 

To: Ducharme, Seth {OAG) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT}; Shea, Timothy {OAG) 

Subject: Re: Time to talk 

Thank you. 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On Apr 16, 2019, at 11:56 AM, Ducharme, Seth (OAG} < wrote: 
> 
> Great let's plan to meet in 5127 at 4pm thanks 

> 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 
» On Apr 16, 2019, at 9:47 AM, Jensen, Jeff (USAMOE) > wrote: 
>> 
>> 4:00 is great. 
>> 
>> Sent from my iPhone 
>> 
>>> On Apr 16, 2019, at 9:43 AM, DuCharme, Seth (OAG) wrote: 
>>> 
>>> Thanks - is 4pm too late? I don't want to pull you away from AGAC matters, so we can be 
flexible, but if 4:00 works, maybe we can do about a half hour with John and a half hour with Tim 
(maybe less, as needed). 
>>> 
>>> - Original Message-­
>>> From: Jensen, Jeff (USAMO£) 
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DuCharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 11:57 AM 

To: I {USACT) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT} 

Subject: Re: Schedule 

Yes heading down 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On Apr 16, 2019, at 11:44 AM, I {USACT) wrote: 
> 
> Are you available to meet now in the cafeteria? We will be there. 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
> 
>> On Apr 16, 2019, at 11:01 AM, DuCharme, Seth (OAG) wrote: 
>> 
» Thanks want to meet for quick lunch before FBI? 
>> 
» Sent from my iPhone 
>> 
»> On Apr 16, 2019, at 10:24 AM, I {USACT) '> wrote: 
>>> 
>>> We met with Stu and are now going to meet with Lasseter. We will try to connect with you after 
that meeting. Thanks 
>>> 
»> Sent from my iPhone 
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Shea, Timothy (OAG) 

From: Shea, Timothy (OAG) 

Sent : Tuesday, April 16, 2019 9:53 AM 

To: Jensen, Jeff {USAMOE); Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT} 

Subject: RE: Time to talk 

430 works best for me, maybe earlier. 

Tim 

--Original Message­
From: Jensen, Jeff (USAMOE) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 9:45 AM 
To: DuCnarme, Seth (OAG) 
Cc: Durham, John (USACT} 
Subject: Re: Time to talk 
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Durham, John (USACT) 

From: Durham, John (USACT) 

Sent: Monday, April 1S, 2019 9:06 PM 

To: I (USACT); 

Subject : The Wall Street Journal: Opinion: Mueller Exposes Spy Chiefs 

FYI 

Opinion: Mueller Exposes Spy Chiefs 
Did our intel leaders have any evidence when they pushed the Russia collusion line? 

Read in The Wall Street Journal: https://apple.news/AtJekJoeSQO2pYibmvSSUcg 

Shared from Apple News<https://www.apple.com/news> 

Sent from my iPhone 
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_ _(u_s_A_cr_>_____________________ 

From: I {USACT) 

Sent: Friday, April 12, 2019 9:01 PM 

To: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT} 

Subject: Re: Dave Bowdich 

Thanks. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Apr 12, 2019, at 8:50 PM, DuCharme, Seth (OAG) 
wrote: 

Thanks - where are we meeting? 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Apr 12, 2019, at 7:44 PM, Durham, John (USACT} 
'>> wrote: 

I just spoke with Dave Bowdich. He's planning to move some things so he can meet on Tuesday 
from 11:30-1:00. I'll call :to let him know as well {since I don't yet have his new 
email address.) JHO 

005155-000526 Document ID: 0.7.643.1 0895 



Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent: Friday, April 12, 2019 2:28 PM 

To: Durham, John {USACT) 

Cc: USACT} 

Subject: logistics 

John, did you want to have our meeting with Huber at 2CON? 

What about the one with DD Bowdich? 

Thanks, 
Seth 

Seth D. Ducharme 
Counselor to the Attorney General 
U.S. Department ofJustice 
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_._,u_s_A_crJ_____________________ 
111111 

From: (USACT} 

Sent: Friday, April 12, 2019 10:32 AM 

To: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Cc: Durham, John (USACT) 

Subject : RE: Logistics for new project 

Attachments: Lisa Page interview Day 2.pdf; Lisa Page interview Day 1.pdf 

Thanks Seth. As discussed, enclosed are the Page transcripts. Also attached is a link to a Washington 
Post article that has a fairly good timeline. 
My cell phone is I and office is .• 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/ graphics/2018/politics/steele -timeline/?utm_term=.1ab772fb591a 

-Original Message--­
From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 
Sent: Friday, April 12, 2019 10:03 AM 
To: 1 (USACT) 
Cc: Durham, John (USACT} 
Subject: RE: logistics for new project 
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Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

From: Ducharme, Seth (OAG) 

Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2019 3:40 PM 

To: Durham, John (USACT) 

Subject: Re: Sample 

Thanks very much I'll talk to you soon. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Apr 11, 2019, at 3:28 PM, Durham, John (USACT) > wrote: 

Seth -

Attached are 

JHD 
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O'Callaghan, Edward C. (ODAG) 

From: O'Callaghan, Edward C. (ODAG) 

Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 12:02 PM 

To: Durham, John (USACT) 

Subject: RE:- ; 

I'm in my office. If you come when you are free we can walk around to ODAG scif to discuss. Thanks. 

Edward C. O'Callaghan-
From; Durham, John (USACT) > 
Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 11:23 AM 
To: O'Callaghan, Edward C. (ODAG) 
Subje ct: Re:-

I'll be at Main Justice and will stop by or meet you wherever it makes sense to meet. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Aug 6, 2019, at 11:20 AM, O'callaghan, Edward C. (ODAG) wrote: 

Let's try 12:30. Can I call your secure line? Will be on with Brad _ Edward C. O'Callaghan, 
From: Durham, John ( USACT) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 201911:18 AM 
To: O'Gallaghan, Edward C. {ODAG} 
Subject: 

Would 12:15 or 12:30work? If not, give us some times that work for you. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Aug 6, 2019, at 10:19 AM, O'Callaghan, Edward C. (ODAG) 
wrote: 
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O'Callaghan, Edward C. (ODAG) 

From : O'Callaghan, Edward C. (ODAG) 

Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 11:25 AM 

To: Durham, John (USACT) 

Subje ct: Re:--

Ok. 

Edward C. O'Callaghan 

On Aug 6, 2019i at 11:23 AM, Durham, John (USACT) '> wrote: 
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From: 

Sent Saturday, August 3, 2019 3:51 PM 

To: O'Callaghan, Edward C. (ODAG) 

Subject: RE: 111111111111111 

Thanks Ed. Good to cross paths with you again. 

I). Hope to see you sometime in DC. 

From: O'Callaghan, Edward C. (ODAG} 
Sent: Friday, August 2, 2019 3:38 PM 
To: I 

>; Ducharme, Seth ( OAG) 

Subj ect: RE: --
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Chat with John Durham 

8/31/2019 10:54:57 AM - 6/29/2020 8:47:29 AM 

Export Details: 

Device Name Barr OAG 2/10/21 

Device ID 

Backup Date Wednesday, February 10, 2021 10:25 AM 

Backup Directo 

iOS 14.1 

Current Time Zone (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada) 

Created with iExplorer v4.4.2.0 

Participants: 

+ - John Durham 

Saturday. August 31. 2019 
Me 

John. Strong suggest yo ~ download McCathy's new book 

and read over weekend. A lot of interesting things. 

10:54AM 

John Durham 

We're both finishing it up this weekend. Chapter 2 is quite the 

survey of things Ukrainian (although it is not as comprehensive in 
its sourcing). We have a very interesting interviewed schedule for 

this Wednesday re the subject matter we touched on during our 
last phone call. (I see you 're rea lly relaxing during your brief time 
off!) 

10:58AM 

Me 

Having fun. 10:59AM 

Tuesday, September 24, 2019 
Me 

Call me ASAP 
9:48AM 

John Durham 

Do you have a minute for quick call. Durham 9:13 PM 

Page 1 
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,111 Verizon LTE 2:39 PM 64%(• 

New Message Cancel 

To: Seth Ducharme 

iMessage 
Sep 11, 2019, 2:10 PM 

.J-a_i'S ctirning first thing irdhe 
;··: -_O,ctrnh1g-.so you're -~cfea M.a'ke~ 
i 'j ir;tsEi.;Of maybe id8ntifyirlg -· 

···SG>;111e~·flle:s.t:o direct him to· 
' ·;r. .. ".. . :: . .·. •· . 

Ok thanks 

Oct 12, 2019, 5:06 PM 

Sorry to miss your call. 
Assuming you got John or 

(b) (6), (b) (7)(C)? 
• 

2 
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2 
COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Mr.  Baker.  Okay  The  time  is  1  minute  past  11: 00  a. m.  on  .  

July 16th,  continuing  from  Friday s  session  of  the  transcribed  '  

interview  of  former  FBI  attorney Lisa  Page.  

EXAMINATION  

BY  MR.  BAKER:  

Q  Good  morning,  Ms.  Page,  and  thank  you  for  agreeing  to  come  

back  for  a  second  session  of  questioning.  A  lot  of  ground  was  covered  

on  Friday,  so  I  want  to  clean  up  a  couple  of  areas  that  I  had  questions  

on.  So  I  might  jump  around  a  little  bit.  I' m  going  to  try not  to  be  

repetitive  from  what  y  answered.  ou' ve  already  

But  I  wanted  to  clarify  basic  level,  sometimes  in  the  ,  at  a  very  

media' s  reporting  y  In  the  ou' ve  been  referred  to  as  an  FBI  agent.  

truest  sense  of  the  word,  as  an  agent  relates  to  a  principal,  you  are  

an  agent  of  the  government.  But  in  FBI  parlance,  is  it  correct  to  say  

that  you' re  not  an  1811  series  investigator  special  agent?  

A  I  am  not.  

Q  You  are,  in  fact,  an  attorney and  were  assigned  to  the  General  

Counsel' s  Office.  

A  That' s  correct.  

Q  Okay.  

You  started  to  get  into  a  little  bit  Friday  ou  articulated  on  and  y  

the  best  you  could  that  I  think  you  opened  the  door  as  to  the  

different  types  of  investigations  or  how  an  investigation  is  opened.  

It' s  my understanding  there' s  three  basic  types  of  investigations:  

There' s  an  assessment.  Then  it  moves  to  predicated  investigations,  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  
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3 
COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

where  you  then  have  preliminary investigation  and  you  have  a  full  

investigation.  Is  that  correct?  

A  That' s  correct.  

Q  And  my  pes  of  understanding  of  the  different  ty  

investigations  is,  on  one  end  of  the  spectrum,  it' s  how  that  case  is  

opened,  how  maybe  credible  the  information  is  or  how  vague  the  

information  is.  And  then  on  the  other  end  of  the  spectrum,  it' s what  

ty  ed  in  that  ty  pe  of  investigative  techniques  can  be  employ  pe  of  

investigation.  And  

A  I  wouldn' t  agree  with  respect  to  the  substance  of  the  

information.  It' s  not  whether  it' s  vague  or  credible  or  not.  It' s  

really an  assessment  and,  again,  I don' t have  the  standards  in  front  

of  me,  but  each  level  of,  sort  of,  investigative  permission  affords  

different  levels  of  tools  available.  

And  so,  to  the  extent  you  have  more  information  or  to  the  extent  

the  information  comes  from  a  particularly credible  source,  it  means  

that  y  but  really  ou  can  open  a  full  investigation  and  

the  distinctions  between  certainly between  a  preliminary  

investigation  and  a  full  are  a  little  bit  of  dancing  on  the  head  of  

a  pin.  I  mean,  these  are  ,  sort  of,  nuanced,  subtle.  credible  very  Any  

allegation  is  sufficient  for  the  FBI  to  open  an  investigation  and  take  

action  for  to  sort  of  generalize  broadly.  

Q  But  the  assessment  would  be  kind  of  the  lower,  a  very  

initial  the  information  maybe  not  even  relating  to  a  violation  of  

criminal  law  or  national  security  to  ;  it  could  be  proactively  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  
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4 
COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

prevent  or  to  develop  information  about  something  the  FBI  is  tasked  

to  investigate?  

A  That' s  correct.  I  don' t  really want  to  I  would  hesitate  

to  go  down  this  path  too  carefully because  there  are  multiple  different  

ty  different  pes  of  assessments  and  different  divisions  have  actually  

authorities  with  respect  to  assessment,  and  I  am  by no  means  an  expert  

on  that.  So  without  having  the  DIOG  in  front  of  me,  I  would  not  really  

be  comfortable  

Q  Sure.  

A  answering  specific  questions  about  

Q  Sure.  

A  what  we  can  do  at  what  level.  

Q  But  at  a  very basic  level,  the  assessment  is  kind  of  the  lower  

tier.  You' re  pes  of  investigative  techniques  ylimited  in  the  ty  ou  can  

use  in  the  assessment  when  you  compare  that  to  one  of  the  predicated  

types,  either  the  PI  or  the  full.  

A  That  is  correct.  

Q  Okay  When  y.  ou' re  talking  about  a  PI  or  a  full,  I  talked  

briefly about,  you  know,  the  one  standard  to  open  on  the  one  end,  and  

then  the  other  end,  when  y  PI  or  opened,  ou  have  a  a full  that' s properly  

those  are  the  ty  ou  can  use  the  more  pes  of  investigations  where  y  

sophisticated  investigative  techniques.  Is  that  correct?  

A  They re  s  ou  can  use  more  tools.  '  not  alway sophisticated,  but  y  

Q  Certainly  ou  could  in  the  assessment.  more  than  y  

A  That' s  correct.  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  
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COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Q  And  then  one  of  the  most  sophisticated  techniques  would  be  

a  court  ordered  Title  III  or  a  FISC  ordered  FISA?  

A  That' s  correct.  

Q  And  those  techniques,  even  though  they re  authorized  by  '  the  

FBI' s  manual  of  that  deals  with  compliance  I  believe  it' s  

referred  to  as  the  DIOG,  domestic  investigative  operations  guidelines,  

even  though  y  opened,  predicated  ou' re  working  with  a  validly  

investigation,  when  y  extreme,  sensitive  ou  get  to  those  really  

techniques,  the  ones  that  are  really intrusive,  it' s  not  just  the  FBI  

that  decides  or  somebody in  the  FBI  that  decides,  hey,  we' re  going  to  

use  this  technique.  Is  that  correct?  

A  That' s  correct.  ou  With  respect  to  both  of  the  two  y  

describe,  both  the  Title  3  wiretap  and  a  FISC  order,  not  only do  you  

have  vast  approvals  within  the  FBI  itself,  both  of  those  tools  require  

high  level  approval  at  the  Justice  Department.  And,  of  course,  with  

respect  to  a  FISA  order,  the  Attorney General,  the  Deputy Attorney  

General,  him  or  herself,  has  to  approve  that.  

Q  Okay  And  then  so,  not  only  .  are  there  multiple  approval  

levels  for  those  type  of  techniques  within  the  FBI,  the  Department  of  

Justice  also  has  approval  requirements  for  that  at  the  highest  levels,  

but  also  there' s  court  approval  required  for  those.  Is  that  not  

correct?  

A  Of  course.  

Q  So  it' s  fair  to  say that  not  one  person  in  the  FBI  decides,  

hey,  we' re  going  to  do  this  sophisticated  technique,  electronic  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Document  ID:  0.7.643.9075-000007  005155-002282



 

 

            

        

        


        


            


   

           


         


         


           


           


         


           


            


 

   

             


         

           


  

        


         


           


          


         


  

6 
COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

surveillance  of  some  sort,  in  a  vacuum.  There  are  levels  outside  Fthe  

FBI  and  even  outside  the  executive  branch.  

A  That' s  correct.  ,  the  more  intrusive  the  Certainly  

technique  becomes,  the  greater  supervision  over  that  technique  that  

the  FBI  has  and  the  more  approval  levels,  both  within  and  outside  the  

Department,  will  fall.  

Q  There  are  in  many places  in  the  FBI,  I  believe,  opportunities  

for  people  that  believe  that  compliance  is  not  being  adhered  

to  there' s  many opportunities  for  people  to  report  compliance  

concerns.  And  I  believe  this  DIOG  that  we  referenced  has  specific  

requirements  for  a supervisor  that  opens  a case,  if  he' s concerned  the  

compliance  isn' t  being  met,  there' s  opportunities  to  report  if  you  

believe  that  something  is  not  being  adhered  to,  either  in  the  opening,  

the  reporting,  or  the  use  of  techniques  in  an  investigation.  Is  that  

correct?  

A  That' s  correct.  

Q  If  y  I don' t think  this  would  be  classified;  if  it' sou  can  

not,  don' t  answer  what  is  an  IOB  violation?  

A  It' s  not  that  it' s  classified;  it' s  that  I  don' t  want  to  

misspeak.  

Essentially,  if  there  is  a  compliance  violation  associated  with  

the  activity that  the  FBI  conducts  while  wearing  its  intelligence  

community hat,  so  it  would  presumably be  classified,  but  it  would  be  

in  the  conduct  of  not  a  criminal  investigation  but  a  classified  

investigation,  to  the  extent  there' s  an  error,  for  example,  an  
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overproduction,  you  know,  we  this  is  just  for  example' s  sake:  We  

issue  a  national  security letter.  We  receive  back  information  which  

is  beyond  that  which  we' re  permitted  to  obtain  pursuant  to  a  national  

security letter.  If  that  were  to  be  uploaded  into  our,  sort  of,  primary  

database,  that  would  be  an  overproduction,  and  that  would  need  to  be  

required  to  the  IOB.  

So  it  doesn' t  necessarily speak  to  the  severity or  the  nature  of  

the  compliance  incident,  but  compliance  incidents  involving  the  

activity we  conduct  on  the  intelligence  side,  on  the  classified  side  

of  the  work  we  do  is  reported  to  the  IOB  and  often  to  other  entities  

depending  on  whether  it  pertained  to  a  FISA  order  or  something  else.  

Q  Thank  y  That' s  very  ou.  helpful.  

So,  outside  the  confines  of  any particular  investigation,  there  

is  a  mechanism  and  there  are  people  responsible  to  receive  and  look  

into  compliance  issues.  

A  Oh,  yes.  

Q  Okay  During  y  ment  with  the  FBI,  specifically  .  our  employ  

y  ou  aware  of  our  role  with  Midterm  or  the  Russia  investigation,  are  y  

any compliance  issues  that  were  raised  or  even  to  the  level  of  an  IOB  

violation?  

A  Not  during  the  period  of  time  in  which  I  was  on  either  

investigation,  no.  

Q  Had  you  heard  about  

A  I have  since  heard  can  I consult  with  counsel?  I' m sorry.  

Q  Absolutely.  
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[Discussion  off  the  record. ]  

Ms.  Page.  Thank  y  Upon  consultation  with  FBI  counsel,  I' mou.  

either  I' m not  sure  whether  the  answer  would  call  for  a classified  

answer  or  whether  I  would  be  permitted  to  answer  the  question  fully.  

But  I  can  say,  during  the  period  of  time  that  I  was  involved  in  both  

the  Clinton  email  investigation  and  the  Russia  investigation,  I  am  not  

aware  of  any compliance  incident  or  event  requiring  reporting  to  the  

IOB.  

BY  MR.  BAKER:  

Q  Okay  So,  during  y.  our  tenure  or  at  another  time,  

there  without  the  specifics  of  the  violation,  the  mechanisms  for  

reporting  compliance  issues,  including  IOB  violations,  was  not  

stymied,  stifled  

A  Oh,  no,  no.  They exist.  Yes.  

Q  Okay.  And  they would  be  complied  with,  as  far  as  you  know.  

A  Yes.  

Q  Okay.  The  FBI  

A  I  guess  I  would  note,  too,  that  the  Department  of  Justice  

plays  a  significant  oversight  role  with  respect  to  what  gets  reported  

to  the  IOB  or  to  the  FISC.  And  so,  again,  it' s not  an  issue  that  exists  

solely within  the  FBI' s  purview  to  determine  but  is  often  identified  

by the  Department  of  Justice  and  then  the  FBI  would  follow  up  with  an  

IOB  or  other  notification  as  appropriate.  

Q  And  would  it  be  correct  to  say  that  mechanism,  ,  in  addition  to  

the  FBI  has  their  own  internal  audits  of  those  techniques.  The  
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National  Security Law  Branch  and  others,  the  Inspection  Division,  

conducts  random  inspections  of  the  files  that  were  used  to  utilize  those  

sophisticated  techniques.  

A  That  is  correct,  yes.  

Q  Okay.  

The  FBI,  by its  very  ,  Bravery  , "motto,  "Fidelity  ,  Integrity  

subscribes  to  very high  ideals.  They also  have  a  core  value  a  list  

of  core  values  that  certainly is  not  intended  to  be  exhaustive,  but  

what  they indicate  in  the  fewest  words  possible  to  sort  of be  the  essence  

and  the  heart  of  the  FBI:  rigorous  obedience  to  the  Constitution  of  

the  United  States;  respect  for  the  dignity of  all  those  we  protect;  

compassion,  fairness,  uncompromising  personal  integrity and  

institutional  integrity;  accountability by accepting  responsibility  

for  our  actions  and  decisions  and  their  consequences;  leadership  by  

example,  both  personal  and  professional.  

Do  y  one,  to  the  best  of  you  believe  that  every  our  knowledge,  

associated  with  Midyear  Exam  and  the  Russian  investigation  upheld  the  

FBI' s  core  values?  

A  I  think  so,  yes.  

Q  And  do  y  our  experience  as  an  ou  believe  based  on  y  

attorney  and  y  ,  if  I' m  not  mistaken,  would  our  role  of  an  attorney  

be  to  advise  the  investigators  and  other  members  of  the  team  on  legal  

issues,  what  they could,  what  they couldn' t  do,  and  potentially  

compliance  issues  as  well.  

A  So  that  is  the  role  of  an  attorney  I  wouldn' t  agree  that  .  
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that  was  necessarily my role,  because  I  was  not  on  the  as  I  described,  

I  think,  on  Friday  on  the  team  in  the  same  that  the  other,  ,  I  was  not  way  

sort  of,  members  of  the  investigative  team  were.  I  was  really  I  

was  supporting  the  Deputy  I  was,  in  a  way  liaison  between  Director,  so  ,  a  

the  team  and,  sort  of,  executive  management  at  the  FBI.  

So  I  wouldn' t  say that  my role  certainly in  any day to  day  

capacity was  to  provide  legal  advice  to  the  team.  

Q  So,  in  y  'our  role  as  a  liaison  from  the  Deputy s  office  to  

the  Midy  our  role  as  a  liaison?  ou  attend  ear  team,  what  was  y  Did  y  

meetings?  You  relayed  information  back?  

A  I  did.  Both  of  those  things.  As  I  think  I  described  on  

Friday  Director' s,  part  of  the  value  that  I  tried  to  add  to  the  Deputy  

office  was  to  ensure  that  he  had  the  most  complete  information  possible  

at  all  times.  And  so  stay  I  definitely  ed  abreast  of  the  investigative  

activity  To  the  extent  there  disagreements  or  frustrations  with  .  were  

the  Department  or  areas  where  there  might  where  a  disagreement  or  

other  issue  might  ultimately rise  to  the  Deputy Director' s  level,  I  

tried  to  stay abreast  of  those  as  well,  keep  him  sufficiently informed.  

Q  And  while  y  adviser,  special  ou  were  assigned  attorney  

assistant,  what  was  y  'our  title  in  the  Deputy s  office  as  an  OGC  rep?  

A  Counsel  or  special  counsel  to  the  Deputy Director.  

Q  Were  y  I mean,  y  .ou  ou' re  answering  to  the  Deputy  You' re  

still  a  part  of  OGC  technically,  though,  right?  

A  Yes.  I  am  a  part  of  OGC.  I' m  still  a  lawy  I' m  still,  er.  

you  know,  to  the  extent  relevant,  covered  by the  attorney client  
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privilege.  But  my role  is  to  support  the  Deputy Director.  But,  to  

that  end,  I  was  in  regular,  if  not  daily,  contact  with  the  general  

counsel  to  sort  of  ensure  that  our  nc.  efforts  and  information  was  in  sy  

Q  But  y  per  se.  ou' re  not  giving  legal  advice  to  the  Deputy  

A  We' re  sort  of  splitting  hairs.  I  may have  been,  depending  

on  the  issue.  My role  was  not  necessarily to  tell  him,  this  is  

permissible,  this  is  impermissible.  That  is  really what  OGC  was  there  

to  do.  He  might  ask  me,  y  ou  think,  and  certainly  ou  know,  what  do  y  

that  might  result  in  the  convey  But  he  has  an  ance  of  legal  advice.  

entire  division  devoted  to  that  ty  .pe  of  activity  I  was  there  more  

to  help  him  make  decisions  and,  sort  of,  apply judgment  to  what  it  was  

we  were  looking  at.  

I  also,  because  of  the  unique  position,  had  a  macro  view  of  the  

entire  organization.  And  so  I  sort  of  tried  to  help  connect  dots  that  

may have  seemed  otherwise  disparate  but  might  ultimately have  a  

relevance  with  respect  to  whatever  particular  issue  was  in  front  of  

us,  not  just  in  the  Clinton  investigation.  

Q  And  if  something  came  y  in  this  assignment  that  our  way  

related  to  legal  advice,  y  certainly  resources  of  the  General  ou  had  the  

Counsel' s  Office  to  reach  out  to  or  to  incorporate  in  a  decision  on  

whatever  the  legal  issue  might  be.  

A  That' s  correct.  And,  in  fact,  that  is  what  I  did.  So,  to  

the  extent  just  as  an  example,  if  the  Deputy Director  was  reviewing  

a  FISA and  he  had  a  question  about  the  sufficiency of  the  probable  cause,  

he  might  ask  me  my opinion,  and  I  might  give  it,  but,  at  the  end  of  
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the  day  We  would  return  it  to  the  General  ,  it  would  not  stop  there.  

Counsel' s  Office.  He  would  consult  with  Mr.  Baker  or  the  deputy  

general  counsel  or  whomever  had  the  substantive  information  necessary  

and  would  get  the,  sort  of,  final  legal  determination  from  the  Office  

of  General  Counsel.  

Q  So  the  way the  General  Counsel' s  Office  is  set  up,  it' s  not  

a lot  of  general  practitioners.  It  sounds  like  there' s a lot  of  very  

specific  specialists.  You  have  national  security law  people  that  

would  know  answers  to  FISA  ty  You  have  criminal  lawy  pe  questions.  ers  

that  would  may  answers  just  general  investigative  techniques.  be  know  to  

So  you  would  kind  of  coordinate  where  a  particular  question  that  

the  Deputy might  have  might  be  properly referred  to  in  the  General  

Counsel' s  Office.  

A  That' s  exactly  es,  and  to  other  divisions  as  well.  right,  y  

To  the  extent  it  was  not  a  legal  question  that  came  up  but  simply  ou  , y  

know,  the  Deputy wants  more  information  about  this  operational  plan,  

I  might  also  reach  back  into  a  substantive  division  to  pass  that  

information  along.  

Q  Okay.  

You  mentioned  in  y  ou  would  go  to  a  lot  of  our  role  as  a  liaison  y  

meetings,  frequent  meetings,  and  report  back  to  the  Deputy  Was  there  .  

disagreement,  dissension  at  these  meetings  on  any particular  path  to  

take,  either  investigatively or  prosecuting?  

We  talked  a  little  bit  Friday about  the  decision  to  or  to  not  

charge  in  specific  statutes.  There  was  this  issue  of  Mr.  Comey  
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drafting  this  press  release  and  then  releasing  doing  the  press  

release  and  then  letters  to  Congress.  

Was  there  dissension  in  meetings  about  any of  these  controversial  

topics,  or  was  every  ,  y  How  did  that  work?  body  es,  we  agree  with  this?  

A  That' s  a  very  If  ybroad  question.  ou  are  talking  

specifically about  the  Clinton  email  investigation  

Q  Okay.  

A  Is  that  

Q  For  now.  

A  Okay  So  certainly  ou  know,  8  or  10  of  us  who  .  there  are,  y  

made  up  sort  of  the  core  group  of  people  who  met  with  Director  Comey.  

There  was  I  wouldn' t  say dissension,  but  there  was  the  benefit  of  

that  group  and  the  comfort  that  we  all  with  each  other,  and,  in  fact,  

the  kind  of  culture  and  environment  that  Director  Comey tried  to  foster  

absolutely allowed  for  disagreement,  and  we  were  all  quite  comfortable,  

I  think,  expressing  our  views.  

And  to  the  extent  somebody said  we  should  take  X  step  and  somebody  

disagreed,  it  was  entirely common  for  that  group  of  individuals  to  

openly disagree  with  one  another,  to  do  so  in  front  of  the  Director,  

in  the  hopes  that  the  best  answer  would  sort  of  rise  to  the  top.  

Q  And  is  that  how  it  ultimately was  decided?  Is  that  how  a  

decision  was  decided?  There  was  discussion,  there  was  consensus,  the  

best  decision  rose  to  the  top?  Was  there  ever  a  vote  and  just  simple  

majority  

A  This  is  the  FBI.  It' s  not  a  majority rule.  The  Director  
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would  make  an  ultimate  decision.  So,  no,  I  am  not  aware  of  anything  

ever  being  based  on  majority vote.  It' s  the  Director' s  he  leads  

the  organization.  He' s  the  one  who' d  ultimately be  accountable  for  

those  decisions.  

But  the  people  that  I  worked  with  and  that  group  of  people  who  

would  regularly meet  with  the  Director  all  unquestionably felt  free  

to  voice  their  views.  

Q  Do  y  ever  taking  a  position  that  was  ou  recall  Director  Comey  

contrary to  the  consensus  of  the  group?  

A  I wouldn' t say "consensus. "  I don' t think  that  that' s a fair  

statement.  I  was  not  present  for  the  meeting  in  October  when  he  decided  

to  send  to  notify Congress  of  his  decision  to  reopen  the  Clinton  

email  investigation,  but  I  am  aware  that  there  was  disagreement  among  

the  team.  There  was  not  a  consensus  that  every  agreed  it  should  body  

be  done.  People  had  different  views  about  whether  we  should  and  

whether  we  shouldn' t  and  the  timing  of  it  if  we  did  in  the  first  place.  

And  ultimately it  was  Director  Comey s  decision  to  make.  '  

Q  Okay  Thank  y.  ou.  

BY  MR.  SOMERS:  

Q  Could  we  back  up  for  a  second?  Art  asked  a  pretty compound  

question.  Was  there  dissent,  disagreement,  however  you  would  

characterize  it,  with  investigative  techniques  on  the  Midyear  Exam?  

A  Investigative  techniques?  That' s  a  really broad  question.  

Q  Whether  a  search  warrant  should  be  used?  

A  Oh.  So  this  was  before  I  was  involved  in  the  investigation,  
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but  it' s  my understanding  it' s  not  a  disagreement  within  the  FBI,  

but  there  were  lots  and  lots  and  lots  of  disagreements  between  the  FBI  

and  the  Department.  

Generally,  I can' t think  of  anything in  particular  that  would  have  

been  FBI  specific  with  respect  to,  like,  this  agent  wants  to  take  step  

X  and  this  agent  somebody else  wants  to  take  step  Y.  

But,  certainly  understanding  is,  at  the  outset  of  the  ,  my  

investigation  again,  I  was  not  personally involved,  but  there  was  

a  great  deal  of  discussion  between  the  FBI  and  the  Department  with  

respect  to  whether  to  proceed,  obtain  the  server  which  housed  the  bulk  

of  Secretary Clinton' s  emails,  pursuant  to  consent  or  pursuant  to  a  

subpoena  or  other  compulsory process.  

Q  And  was  that  dissent  between  the  FBI  and  the  Department?  

A  That' s  correct.  Yes.  

Q  And  what  was  the  FBI' s  preference?  

A  To  obtain  it  pursuant  to  compulsory process.  

Q  The  server?  

A  I' m  sorry?  

Q  The  server?  

A  The  server,  y  Sorry  es.  .  

Q  And  how  about  were  there  any other  disagreements  between  

the  Department  and  the  

A  Oh,  my gosh.  I  mean  

Q  FBI  on  investigative  techniques?  

A  Yes,  all  the  time.  In  a  vacuum,  it' s  hard  to  just  come  up  
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with  them  off  the  top  of  my head.  

Q  Was  the  FBI  being  told  that  it  couldn' t  use  certain  

investigative  techniques  by the  Department?  

A  "It  couldn' t  use. "  Not  ing  to  think  of  specific  I' m  try  

examples.  I' m  sorry  Not  that  .  to  the  extent  there  would  be  a  

disagreement,  I  don' t  think  it  would  ever  be  quite  that  strident.  I  

think  it  would  be  the  view  of  the  Department  that  it  was  strategically  

advantageous.  

Oh.  Well,  so  here  is  an  example.  We  had  but  this  is  not  about  

the  type  of  process  to  obtain,  but  there  were,  I  think,  months  of  

disagreement  with  respect  to  obtaining  the  Mills  and  Samuelson  laptops.  

So  Heather  Mills  and  Cheryl  Mills  and  Heather  Samuelson  were  

both  lawy  Once  it  had  been  identified  ers  who  engaged  in  the  sorting.  

that  Secretary Clinton  had  these  emails  I' m guessing  it' s pursuant  

to  the  FOIA  request,  but  I  don' t  really know  she  well,  our  

understanding  is  that  she  asked  her  two  lawyers  to  take  the  bulk  of  

the  60,000  emails  and  to  sort  out  those  which  were  work  related  from  

those  which  were  personal  and  to  produce  the  work  related  ones  to  the  

State  Department.  

They did  so.  That  30,000  is  sort  of  the  bulk  of  the  emails  that  

we  relied  on  in  order  to  do  the  investigative  technique,  although  we  

found  other  emails  a  jillion  other  places.  

We,  the  FBI,  felt  very strongly that  we  had  to  acquire  and  attempt  

to  review  the  content  of  the  Mills  and  Samuelson  laptops  because,  to  

the  extent  the  other  30, 000  existed  anywhere,  that  is  the  best  place  
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that  they may have  existed.  And  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  they  

had  been  deleted,  you  know,  we  wanted  at  least  to  take  a  shot  at  using,  

you  know,  forensic  recovery tools  in  order  to  try to  ensure  that,  in  

fact,  the  sorting  that  occurred  between  or  by Mills  and  Samuelson  

was  done  correctly and  

Q  Sorry.  

A  No,  that' s  okay.  

Q  It  was  is  that  for  lack  of  a  better  term,  is  it  usual  

to  rely on  the  target  of  an  investigation  to  provide  evidence  against  

the  target?  

A  Well,  that  happens.  That' s  not  uncommon.  I  mean,  in  

white  collar  cases  in  particular,  issuing  subpoenas  to  the  target,  even  

though  particularly if  it' s,  like,  a  corporate  target,  that' s  

certainly a  way to  do  it.  

You' re  misunderstanding  a little  bit,  though,  because  that  sort  

and  all  of  that  activity took  place  before  there  was  a  criminal  

investigation.  So  that  activity is  what  the  testimony that  we  

received,  the,  sort  of,  evidence  we  received,  is  that  the  State  

Department  reaches  out  to  Secretary Clinton  when  they discover,  "We  

don' t have  your  emails  on  a State  Department  system.  ou  have  yDo  y  our  

emails?"  And  the  answer  is,  "Yes. "  And  the  State  Department,  rather  

than  the  State  Department  itself  conducting  that  analysis  of  whether  

or  not  there  was  or  whether  these  emails  were  work  related  or  not,  

deferred  to  Secretary Clinton  to  do  that.  

So  this  long  precedes  any FBI  investigation  or  any FBI  
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involvement.  

BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

Q  But  didn' t  y  that  months  went  by  ou  made  the  ou  say  before  y  

determination  as  to  whether  to  access  those  laptops  

A  No.  I' m  sorry.  

Q  though  consent  or  through  

A  Yes.  

Q  compulsory process?  

A  But  that' s  so  we  have  to  we' re  talking  about  two  

different  events  here.  

Back  in  2013  I don' t remember  when  this  is  before  there  was  

any FBI  investigation.  When  there  is  first  an  inquiry by the  State  

Department  into  why do  we  have  no  Secretary Clinton  emails  that  go  to  

Secretary Clinton  herself,  that  precipitates  Mills  and  Samuelson  

conducting  this  sorting  activity and  producing  to  the  State  Department,  

here  are  the  emails  which  are  work  related.  Produce  them  to  FOIA,  

produce  them  to  Congress,  wherever  they went.  I  have  no  idea.  We  had  

nothing  to  do  with  this  we,  the  FBI.  

Skip  ahead  to  February  The  criminal  /March  of  2016,  right?  

investigation  has  now  been  open  for  6  or  7  months.  We  discover  

that  we  discover  these  facts,  right?  These  facts  were  not  known  

to  us.  We  don' t  know  how  she  first  did  the  sorting  for  the  State  

Department.  We  discover  these  facts.  

We  go  to  the  Department  and  say  We  need  to  get  these  laptops.  :  

We  need  to  try to  get  in  them  and  review  them  and  see  if,  in  fact,  there  
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are  other  emails  which  either  are  work  related  or,  potentially  what  

we  were  really looking  for  ou  other  emails  which  would  speak  to,  y  

know,  give  some  indicia  of  her  intent  with  respect  to  why she  set  up  

this  server  and  whether  it  was  intended  to  mishandle  classified  and  

all  of  that.  

That  back  and  forth  starting  February/March  ish  of  2016  and  

going  through,  I' d say,  June  of  2016 is  the  disagreement  I was  referring  

to.  So  that' s  a  disagreement  between  us,  the  FBI,  and  the  DOJ  with  

respect  to  why we  needed  to  get  these  laptops  and  how  to  get  these  

laptops.  

And  what  the  FBI  believed  and  there' s copious  texts  about  this  

because  it  was  a,  sort  of,  ongoing  argument  was  that  we  had  to  at  

least  attempt  to  get  them.  Even  if  we  were  unsuccessful,  even  if  a  

court  determined  that  they were  attorney client  work product  or  opinion  

work  product,  which  is  what  the  Department  was  concerned  about,  we  

couldn' t  credibly close  the  investigation  without  having  tried  to  get  

into  these  laptops  and  to  have  reviewed  see  if  any additional  emails  

could  be  recovered  and  to  question  Mills  and  Samuelson  about  how  they  

engaged  in  that  sort  in  order  to  see  whether  it  seemed  righteous  and,  

y  thing,  kind  of,  nefarious  or  ou  know,  proper  or  whether  there  was  any  

questionable  about  it.  

The  Department' s  view  for  months  was  that  we  would  not  be  able  

to  get  into  them,  a  court  would  not,  sort  of,  grant  us  access,  so  we  

shouldn' t  bother  trying.  And  that  was  a  source  of  I  wouldn' t  say  

constant  conflict  but  regular  conflict  every time  it  came  up.  Because  
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quite  early on  we  started  pushing  the  Department  to  reach  out  to  Mills'  

lawyer  and  er  Mills  and  Samuelson' s  lawy  to  sort  of  start  the  process  

of  trying  to  get  into  these  laptops,  and  the  Department  was  very  

reluctant  to  do  so  for  the  reasons  that  I' ve  described.  

Q  So  y  ,  then,  conceivably  ou  had  the  opportunity  ,  to  execute  

a  search  warrant  if  y  ou  had  ou' re  using  the  timetable  y  

mentioned  back  in  February of  2016.  You  could  have  executed  a  

search  warrant  and  obtained  those  

A  Well,  not  without  the  Department,  right?  The  Department  has  

to  we  cannot  on  our  own,  the  FBI  cannot  execute  a  search  warrant  

without  approval  from  the  Justice  Department.  

Q  So  was  the  Department  pushing  back  on  obtaining  compulsory  

process  to  obtain  those  laptops?  Because  months,  y  ,  go  by  Iou  say  .  

mean,  in  y  to  June,  what  is  that  our  timetable  from  February  

A  Ish.  Let  me  just  be  

Q  4  to  5  months?  ou  are  Four  or  5  months  passes  before  y  

able  to  gain  access  to  those  laptops.  

A  To  the  best  of  my  es.  recollection,  y  It' s  either  February  

or  March.  I just  want  to  put  a little  bit  of  hedge  in  it,  because  I' m  

not  100  percent  certain.  

But  I  know  that  the  conversations  about  whether  to  obtain  the  

laptops  and  how  to  obtain  the  laptops  is  one  that  is  ongoing.  It  is  

one  that  ultimately rises  to  the  head  of  the  OEO,  the  Office  of  

Enforcement  Operations,  which  is  the  unit  at  the  Justice  Department  

who  would  have  to  approve  a  warrant  on  a  lawy  because,  of  course,  er  
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these  were  all  lawy  It  rose  to  that  individual,  it  rose  er  laptops.  

to  George  Toscas,  over  the  course  of  this  3  months  or  so.  

But,  yes,  there  was  an  ongoing  disagreement  about  whether  there  

was  utility to  obtain  the  laptops  and,  if  so,  how  to  obtain  them.  

Q  So,  in  y  happen  when  a  subject  of  our  experience,  what  may  

an  investigation  is  aware  that  the  FBI  is  attempting  to  obtain  evidence  

y  What  are  the  et  the  FBI  does  not  obtain  it  and  months  pass?  

possibilities?  

A  Obviously  I,  there' s  the  risk  of  destruction  of  evidence.  

will  note,  however,  that  it' s  my recollection  that  those  laptops  had  

been  sequestered  by Mills  and  Samuelson' s  lawy  So  it' s  not  er.  I  

don' t  believe  that  they were  in  the  possession  of  Mills  and  Samuelson  

once  we,  sort  of,  started  raising  this  question  with  the  Department.  

It' s  my recollection  that  the  Department  informed  Mills  and  Samuelson' s  

lawyer  that  we  had  an  interest  in  these  and  that  she  took  possession  

of  them.  

Q  So  destruction  of  evidence.  ou  imagine  any  Can  y  other  

possibilities  if  you  fail  to  obtain  the  evidence  and  the  subject  is  

aware  of  it?  

Ms.  Jeffress.  I' m  not  sure  what  the  question  is.  

Ms.  Page.  Yeah,  I' m  not  sure.  .I' m  sorry  

BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

Q  Any other  possibilities  in  the  in  terms  of  a  subject  being  

aware  that  evidence  is  attempting  to  be  obtained  by the  FBI  yet  the  

FBI  does  not  obtain  that  compulsory.  
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A  I  think  destruction  of  evidence  is  the  big  one.  

Q  And  you  were  never  aware  that  destruction  of  evidence  

occurred?  

A  Not  to  my knowledge,  no.  

Q  Thank  you.  

BY  MR.  SOMERS:  

Q  Okay  Then  the  second  part  of  Art' s  question  was  .  

disagreement  about  prosecutive  techniques  between  the  FBI  and  DOJ.  

Were  there  any disagreements  about  techniques  for  prosecution?  

A  No,  because  nobody thought  that  the  evidence  could  sustain  

a  prosecution.  So  

Q  What  about,  sort  of  I  guess,  what  about  impaneling  a  grand  

jury?  Was  there  disagreement  about  whether  a  grand  jury should  be  

impaneled?  

A  A  grand  jury was  impaneled.  

Q  But  was  there  disagreement  prior  to  the  impaneling  about  

timing?  

A  Oh.  I' m  not  aware.  

Q  What  about  discussion  about  the  statutes  that  should  be  

charged  or  could  be  charged?  

A  No,  I  don' t  think  so.  s  fairly  I  mean,  it  was  alway  

self  evident  that  we  were  looking  at  mishandling  statutes.  And,  

again,  the  evidence  was  just  never  there  to  sufficiently support,  

really,  a  prosecution.  I  mean,  I  think  they even  looked  at  Federal  

Records  Act  violations  they  and  there  ,  meaning  the  Department  
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was  never  sufficient  evidence  to  support  any criminal  prosecution  under  

any statute.  

Mr.  Breitenbach.  Was  a  grand  jury impaneled  for  the  purposes  of  

the  email  investigation?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes.  That' s  my understanding.  

Mr.  Breitenbach.  Okay.  

Ms.  Page.  I' m  sorry  Can  I  consult  with  counsel  for  a  second?  .  

Mr.  Breitenbach.  Yes.  

[Discussion  off  the  record. ]  

Ms.  Page.  Sorry.  

Mr.  Breitenbach.  Are  you  aware  of  whether  evidence  was  ever  

presented  to  the  grand  jury in  terms  of  adjudicating  a  decision?  

Ms.  Page.  Well,  wait.  "In  terms  of  adjudicating  a  decision. "  

Are  you  

Ms.  Bessee.  Can  I  address?  

So  I  will  instruct  her  not  to  answer  any questions  that  go  into  

the  process  of  the  grand  jury.  

He  can  rephrase  the  question,  but  if  it  goes  into  the  process  of  

the  grand  jury  ou  will  not  be  able  to  answer.  , y  

Ms.  Page.  Well,  why don' t I answer  I can' t speak  to  whether  

any  what  activity  conducted  before  the  grand  jury  I  can  answer  was  .  

that  no  case  was  presented  to  the  grand  jury because  that  would  have  

been  an  abuse  of  the  grand  jury.  

The  Department  is  required  to  at  least  believe  that  you  have  

probable  cause  in  order  probable  cause  that  a  crime  has  been  
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committed.  I' m  sorry  The  Department' s  rules  ,  that' s  not  true.  

require  that  to  present  a  case  before  the  grand  jury you  have  to  have  

a  reasonable  belief  that  the  case  can  be  proven  beyond  a  reasonable  

doubt.  And  we  did  not  have  that  belief  with  respect  to  the  Clinton  

email  investigation.  

And  so  we  would  not  have  put  the  case  before  the  grand  jury,  

essentially presented  all  of  the  evidence  that  we  had  collected  to  date,  

because,  it' s  my I  assessment  although,  again,  this  is  just  me,  

personally  prior  experience  as  a  prosecutor,  not  ,  talking  based  on  my  

with  respect  to  what  was  conducted  in  this  investigation.  But  it' s  

my assessment  that  that  would' ve  been  an  inappropriate  use  of  grand  

jury,  because  the  prosecutors  putting  in  that  evidence  would  not  have  

believed  that  there  was  a  crime  to  be  charged.  

Does  that  make  sense?  That  was  a  little  bit  tortured.  

BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

Q  Yes.  ou  make  a  recommendation  or  not  But,  as  the  FBI,  did  y  

as  to  whether  to  present  it  to  a  grand  jury?  

A  I  don' t  know.  

Q  So  it  would' ve  been  the  Department  

A  So  let  me  clarify one  thing.  The  grand  jury was  used  to  

obtain  evidence.  Right?  So  there  are  certain  things,  for  example,  

like  a  subpoena  of  records,  which  would  require  the  impaneling  of  a  

grand  jury and  using  tools  before  the  grand  jury in  order  to  obtain  

evidence.  That  occurred.  

I  am  not,  both  substantively and  also  on  advice  of  FBI  counsel,  
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in  a  position  to  discuss  what  ty  was  the  grand  pe  of  evidence  obtained  by  

jury.  

What  I  can  say is  that  I  do  not  believe  there  was  ever  any  

disagreement  with  respect  to  whether  we  needed  to  ask  the  grand  jury  

to  return  an  indictment.  It  would  have  been  inappropriate  to  have  

presented  all  of  the  evidence  collected,  whether  by grand  jury subpoena  

or  any other  tool  ,  yconsent,  search  warrants,  testimony  ou  know,  

of  other  witness,  interviews  of  witnesses.  It  would  not  have  been  

appropriate  to  ask  the  grand  jurors  to  return  an  indictment  or  to  review  

the  weight  of  the  evidence  where  we  did  not  believe  that  that  case  was  

prosecutable.  

Q  But  was  that  the  FBI' s  decision  to  make?  

A  No,  it  was  the  Department' s  decision  to  make.  It  was  the  

decision  made  by the  Department.  

Q  At  the  end  of  the  day  ou' re  say  ,  y  ing  it  was  the  decision  of  

the  Department  

A  Yes.  

Q  prosecutors  not  to  present  this  to  the  grand  jury for  an  

indictment.  

A  That  is  correct,  yes.  

Q  Thank  you.  

BY  MR.  PARMITER:  

Q  Can  I  ask  a  couple  of  additional  questions  regarding,  sort  

of,  the  internal  discussions  and  what  was  discussed?  

Was  there  ever,  in  your  experience,  any discussion  at  any of  the  
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meetings  involving  Midyear  about  whether  the  act  of  setting  up  the  

server  itself  was  problematic  or  whether  that  showed  any level  of  

intent?  

A  I  don' t  know.  

Q  But  y  y  thing  like  ou  were  never  ou  never  experienced  any  

that.  

A  I  don' t  recall  being  present  for  a  conversation  like  that.  

But,  also,  to  the  extent  it  may have  occurred  this  investigation  

was  opened  in  July of  2015.  I  don' t  become  involved  in  it  until  

February of  2016.  So,  to  the  extent  there  were  questions  about  that,  

they may have  been  resolved  before  I  was  involved.  

Q  Okay.  

How  often,  in  y  experience,  does  the  FBI  Director  the  Deputy  our  or  

Director  in  the  course  of  their  ordinary duties  access  or  review  or,  

you  know,  have  dealings  with  classified  information?  

A  Every  .single  day  

Q  Every  .  .  by  day  Okay  So  what  being  on  a  private  server,  

would  you  agree  classified  information  is  not  in  its  proper  place?  

A  By  unclassified  sy  being  on  any  stem,  whether  private  or  

government,  classified  information  should  not  have  traversed  it.  

That' s  correct.  

Q  So,  given  y  ou  our  answers  to  both  of  those  questions,  do  y  

think  that,  y  Director  or  the  Director  had  ou  know,  assuming  the  Deputy  

set  up  a  private  server  pothetically  ou  know,  of  their  own,  just  hy  ,  to,  y  

transact  government  business,  all  of  their  business,  would  y  it  ou  say  
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would  be  inevitable  that  classified  information  would  pass  over  that  

server?  

A  No,  sir.  So,  at  the  FBI  and  at  the  State  Department,  we  have  

three  separate  sy  So  whether  stems  for  each  level  of  classification.  

that  system  existed  at  the  State  Department  or  whether  it  existed  on  

somebody s  private  server,  inevitably  if  it  was  '  if  there  was  

somebody s  private  server,  lots  of  unclassified  government  business  '  

would  traverse  that  system  in  the  same  way it  does  for,  you  know,  the  

FBI' s  unclassified  system  or  the  State  Department' s  unclassified  

system,  but  there' s nothing  inevitable  about  whether  or  if  classified  

information  would  traverse  that  unclassified  system.  

That  certainly may  on  the  FBI  sy  happen  occasionally  stem,  on  an  

unclassified  FBI  run  system.  It' s  called  a  spill.  It' s  an  

inadvertent,  sort  of,  passage  of  classified  information  on  a  system  

in  which  it  doesn' t  belong.  But  the  same  is  true  if  you' re  dealing  

with  Top  Secret  information  and  it  traverses  the  Secret  side;  that' s  

also  a  spill.  

So  it' s  sort  of  indistinguishable  whether  the  system  itself  is  

classified  or  unclassified,  only in  that  it' s not  authorized  to  handle  

classified  information.  

Q  So  would  y  so,  okay  So  is  y  ou  ou  .  our  answer  is  that  if,  y  

know,  a  Cabinet  Secretary or  the  FBI  Director  was  using  a  private  server  

to  conduct  all  of  their  business  that  it' s  not  inevitable  that  

classified  information  would  pass  through  that  server?  

A  If  they were  using  it  to  conduct  every single  thing  they did.  
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But  it' s  not  my understanding  is  that  the  Secret  side  was  used  for  

Secret  business  and  the  TS  side  was  used  for  TS  business.  So  if  every  

single  thing  they did  

Q  That' s  at  the  FBI,  though,  correct?  

A  Even  at  the  State  Department,  it' s  my understanding.  I  

mean,  it  was  a  much  more  cumbersome  system,  in  part  because  the  

principals  are  constantly all  over  the  world  so  the  access  to  these  

other  classified  sy  available  and  so  it' s,  sort  stems  is  less  readily  

of,  more  cumbersome,  it' s,  sort  of,  harder.  

But  if  the  question  is,  if  every single  thing  that  the  FBI  

Director  if  all  of  the  FBI  Director' s  business  was  conducted  on  an  

unclassified  system,  whether  FBI  run  or  privately run,  then,  yes,  it  

is  true,  there  would  be  classified  information  there.  

But  those  facts  as  y  understanding  ou  presented  them  are  not  my  

of  what  occurred,  obviously,  either  at  the  FBI  or  at  the  State  

Department.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Can  I  ask  one  clarifying  question,  Lisa?  

It  appears,  based  on  documents  that  we  have,  that  there  was  a  

conscious  decision  in  the  MYE  to  go  down  one  avenue  in  terms  of  

prosecution  or  potential  prosecution,  and  that  is  with  the  retention  

of  classified  information  on  a  private  server,  not  the  disclosure  of  

classified  information.  

And,  based  on  the  documents  we  have,  it  looks  like  everybody  

focused  on  the  retention  but  no  one  ever  pursued  the  disclosure.  Why  

was  that  made?  
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Ms.  Page.  I  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  would  you  agree  with  that  characterization?  

Ms.  Page.  I' m not  positive.  That' s the  thing  that  I hesitated  

about.  So  I' m  not  sure  that  I  those  were  really activities  that  

would  have  been  handled  at  a  lower  level  than  I  was  involved  in.  These  

would  have  been  the  discussions  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  In  most  of  the  documents,  the  caselaw  that  

they were  looking  at  only  ,dealt  with  retention,  which,  actually  

disclosure  is  a  bigger  deal  from  a  national  security threat.  et  And  y  

it  didn' t  appear  that  any  looked  at  that,  based  on  the  documents  body  

we' ve  reviewed.  

Ms.  Page.  So  my guess  and  this  is  I' m speculating here  just  

based  on  my knowledge  of  what  the  statutes  require  is  that  disclosure  

requires  intent.  And  so,  particularly when  we  charge  disclosure  

cases,  it' s often  in  the  context,  for  example,  of  a media  leak.  Right?  

It' s  somebody who  had  possession  of  the  information  and  disclosed  it  

to  somebody who  was  not  authorized  to  have  it.  That' s  what  those  

disclosure  cases  look  like.  

And  what  was  occurring  on  Secretary Clinton' s  server  is  all  people  

who  were  righteously entitled  to  the  information  and  who  had  a  need  

to  know  it  and  who  were  using  that  information  in  the  execution  of  their  

duties,  but  it  was  occurring  on  a  system  that  wasn' t  appropriate  for  

it.  So  I  think  that' s  why the  focus  was  on  retention.  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  one  more,  and  then  I' ll  yield  back.  

We  have  information  from  the  inspector  general  of  the  
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intelligence  community that,  I  guess,  initiated  this  entire  

investigation  they  ou  were  the  ones  that  came  before  y  that  there  

were  anomalies  that  would  suggest  that  there  was  copies  of  every email  

going  to  a  third  party.  

And  I know  y  , but  we' ve  ou  heard  that  in  the  hearing  the  other  day  

had  substantial  conversations  with  them.  Is  this  news  to  y  ?ou  today  

Ms.  Page.  It  is.  When  I  heard  it  in  the  hearing,  it  was  bemay  

I  had  heard  it  one  other  time  just  with  respect  to,  like,  news  things,  

but  it  was  completely baffling  to  me.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Yeah.  So  

Ms.  Page.  I don' t understand  at  all  what  that' s a reference  to.  

I do  know  that  we  gave  the  server  again,  I' m not  a technical  person,  

so  this  is  going  to  be  a  little  bit  tortured  here  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  but  that  we  took  exhaustive  efforts  to  look  at  

whether  there  were  any other  intrusions,  whether  there  was  

any exfiltration  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  y  ing  they  ou' re  say  found  none.  

Ms.  Page.  Correct  whether  there  was  any exfiltration  of  data  

and  

Mr.  Meadows.  Well,  we  know  that  some  but  it  was  basically in  

the  IG' s  report  on  how  that  came  to  pass.  

So,  I  guess,  why would  the  investigative  team  not  have  had  

multiple  interviews  with  (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI,  who  brought  it  to  the  FBI' s  

attention  originally?  
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Ms.  Page.  I  

Mr.  Meadows.  Because,  according  the  IG,  y  never  interviewed  to  ou  

him  and  never  interviewed  them  other  than  the  initial  conversation  that  

brought  it.  Why would  that  have  

Ms.  Page.  So  I can' t speak  to  that,  because  I don' t know  whether  

he  I' m rely  our  representation  that  he  was  not  interviewed,  ing  on  y  

but  I  also  don' t  know  whether  he  ever  came  to  the  FBI  during  the  pendency  

of  the  investigation  and  provided  that  allegation.  If  he  had  

Mr.  Meadows.  Well,  that  was  the  whole  reason  it  was  opened  up,  

is  my understanding,  was  him  coming.  They get  it,  they come  to  the  

FBI.  And  so  y  ing  that' s  not  the  case?  ou' re  say  

Ms.  Page.  I  don' t  try  I  am  really  ing  

Mr.  Meadows.  Or  that' s  not  your  understanding?  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  not  my understanding.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  how  did  this  whole  MYE  start  if  it  wasn' t  from  

the  

Ms.  Page.  No,  no.  

Mr.  Meadows.  inspector  

Ms.  Page.  So  my understanding  and  this  is  I  am  way out  on  

a  limb  here,  because  this  is  not  stuff  I  was  involved  in.  But  my  

understanding  is  that  the  IC  IG  did  refer  the  existence  of  the  server  

to  the  FBI,  but  that  was  because  of  the  existence  of  classified  

information  on  that  server,  not  because  of  any anomalous  activity,  not  

because  of  potential  intrusion  activity  Because  it' s  not  my  .  

understanding  that  the  IC  IG  conducted  any sort  of  forensic  analysis  
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like  that.  

My understanding  is  that,  once  it  was  made  evident  during  the  

course  of,  I  think,  the  FOIA  production  or  maybe  the  production  to  

Congress  that  there  was  some  classified  information  which  existed  on  

a  private  email  server,  it  got  referred  to  the  IC  IG  for  those  purposes,  

not  related  to  intrusive  activity.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  what  y  ou  ou' re  telling  me,  it  would  surprise  y  

to  know  today that,  if  there  were  anomalies,  that  the  inspector  

general' s  forensic  team  found  those  before  it  was  referred  to  the  FBI?  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  correct.  I' m  not  sure  

Mr.  Meadows.  Would  that  if  that  is  indeed  the  fact,  would  that  

be  a  major  concern  to  you?  

Ms.  Page.  It  would  be  a concern  that  we  didn' t know  that  or  that  

that  wasn' t  part  of  what  they told  us  when  they made  the  referral,  but  

less  so,  sir,  honestly because  our  forensic  investigators  are  so  

phenomenal  that,  notwithstanding  whatever  the  IC  IG  may or  may not  have  

convey  at  this  question.  ed,  I  know  we  looked  extensively  

Because  that  was  a  serious  question.  And  to  the  extent  that  a  

foreign  government  or  even  a  criminal  outlet  had  had  access  to  Secretary  

Clinton' s private  email  server,  that  would  have  been  something  we  cared  

very much  about.  And  it' s my understanding  that  there  was  no  evidence  

that  would  have  supported  that  kind  of  conclusion.  

Mr.  Meadows.  I  yield  back.  

BY  MR.  BAKER:  

Q  Regardless  of  how  phenomenal  forensic  investigators  might  
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be,  is  it  still  possible  that  an  extremely sophisticated  foreign  

intelligence  service  could  penetrate  a  server,  could  extract  

documents,  could  do  a number  of  things  without  leaving  a single  forensic  

footprint?  

A  It' s  pretty  thing  is  possible,  but  it' sI  mean,  every  

unlikely  I  think  Friday s  indictments  are  revelatory of  that.  You  . '  

don' t  get  better  than  the  GRU,  and  y  name  the  et  we  have  identified  by  

people  involved  in  the  DNC  hacking.  So  I  think  it' s  quite  unlikely.  

Q  Okay.  

Are  you  following  up  on  what  the  Congressman  was  saying,  are  

y  ,  privately  ou  familiar  with  a  private  entity  financed,  using  private  

forensic  resources,  for  lack  of  a  better  word,  went  looking  for  some  

of  the  emails  from  Secretary Clinton' s  server,  her  network,  and,  in  

fact,  found  at  least  one  document  on  a  foreign  server?  

A  I  don' t  know  what  you' re  referring  to,  no.  

Q  Okay.  

Mr.  Breitenbach.  We  were  produced  information  indicating  that  

Mr.  Strzok  had  indicated  in  an  email  that  at  least  one  Secret  email  

was  accessed  by a  foreign  party.  Are  you  aware  of  that?  

Ms.  Page.  That  may be  true.  I' m  just  not  personally aware  of  

that.  

BY  MR.  PARMITER:  

Q  I  believe  on  Friday  ou  were  ,  in  discussing  the  statute  that  y  

discussing,  I  believe,  with  Congressman  Ratcliffe  it  was  793(f)  of  

Title  18  y  DOJ  to  be  ou  had  said  that  that  statute  was  deemed  by  
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unconstitutionally vague.  Is  that  correct?  

A  No.  The  "gross  negligence"  that  the  "gross  negligence"  

standard  in  793(f),  it  was  their  assessment  that  it  was  

unconstitutionally vague,  yes.  

Q  Were  y  ou  know,  its  ou  involved  in  discussions  about,  y  

vagueness?  

A  I  don' t  believe  I  was,  no.  

Q  Do  y  idea  of  why  believed  it  was  ou  have  any  they  

unconstitutionally vague?  

A  I  mean,  I  presume  they looked  at  caselaw  in  which  it  had  been  

applied.  I really don' t know.  I mean,  I' m  I am  confident  that  it  

was  based  on  their  own,  sort  of,  research  in  consultation  with  others,  

but  I  don' t  have  personal  knowledge  about  what  the  Department  did  in  

order  to  come  to  that  conclusion.  

Q  Okay.  

Speaking  of  so  ou  or  own  did  y  do  did  the  OGC  do  their  evaluation  

of  the  statute,  or  did  y  on  DOJ' s  assessment?  ou  just  rely  

A  I  don' t  know.  I  did  not.  

Q  Okay.  

A  I  can  tell  you  that.  

Q  Speaking  of  caselaw,  are  you  aware  whether  or  not  that  

statute  has  been  used  in  military prosecutions  or  the  frequency with  

which  it  was  used  in  civilian  prosecutions?  I  know  you  had  said  once  

in  99  years,  but  

A  I  think  that  there  this  is  straining  my memory now,  but  
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I  think  that  there  may have  been  one  UCMJ,  Uniform  Court  of  Military  

Justice  

Q  Code  of  

A  Code  of  Military  thank  y  one  UCMJ  case  Justice  ou  

in  which  it  was  charged,  but,  again,  if  my memory serves  so  I  may  

get  this  wrong,  but  if  my memory serves,  the  defendant  in  that  case  

had  actually engaged  in  far  more  nefarious  and  suspicious  activity,  

and  so  it  was  a  plea  down  to  that,  right?  So  if  you' re  pleading  to  

something,  then  y  need  to  worry  I mean,  if  it' sou  don' t really  about  

unconstitutional,  it' s  still  unconstitutional.  

But  it  was  not  the  case  again,  my recollection  is  that  it  was  

somebody who  had  a  hoard  of  classified  information  and  then,  when  

confronted,  tried  to  destroy the  classified  information  sort  of,  

again,  the  indicia  of  knowledge  and  criminal  intent  that  you  will  

sometimes  see.  

So,  if  I' m  not  mistaken,  there  was  one  UCMJ  case,  but  I  think  

that' s  it.  

Q  So,  speaking  of  a  hoard  of  classified  information,  do  you  

mean  information  that  had  been  that  was  hard  copies  of  physical  

documents?  

A  Hard  copies  and  I  think  even,  like  if  I' m  remembering  

right,  and  I  could  be  mixing  this  up  with  another  case,  but,  like,  a  

thumb  drive  of  classified  information  that  they were  not  authorized  

to  have.  So  both  hard  copy and  digital  classified  documents.  

Q  Do  you  believe  
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[Phone  ringing. ]  

Ms.  Page.  Go  ahead,  please.  

BY  MR.  PARMITER:  

Q  Just,  y  our  own  perspective  on  this,  do  you  know,  y  ou  believe  

that  what  would  be  more  vulnerable,  classified  material  on  a  

computer  server  where  it' s  not  supposed  to  be  or  hard  copies  of  

classified  material  at  someone' s  house?  

A  Well,  if  y  ber  ou' re  talking  about  more  vulnerable  to  a  cy  

attack,  then  obviously you  need  a  computer  in  order  for  that  to  occur.  

Q  Okay.  

Do  you  sort  of,  going  further  down  the  line  of,  you  know,  

whether  793(f)  in  particular  and  the  "gross  negligence"  standard  in  

particular  are  unconstitutionally  ou  think  that  DOJ  vague,  I  mean,  do  y  

views  that  as  sort  of  a  dead  statute  that  won' t  be  charged  anymore?  

A  I  do.  

Q  Are  you  aware  whether  or  not  

A  I  mean,  just  the  "gross  negligence"  part  of  it.  I  don' t  have  

it  in  front  of  me  to  but  and,  as  I said  last  week,  I' m by no  means  

an  expert.  

Thank  y  Go  ahead.  ou.  

Q  So  are  you  aware  of  whether  or  not  the  Bureau  ever  sought  

or  obtained  any sort  of  compulsory process,  whether  it' s  a  search  

warrant  or  something  else,  on  the  basis  of  793(f)  in  particular?  

A  I  think  so,  but  that  would  not  have  to  have  been  the  "gross  

negligence"  prong.  I  think  they could  have  relied  on  the  second  prong  
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of  

Q  On  (f)2  right  there  

A  Right.  

Q  as  opposed  to  (f)1?  

A  Yeah.  And,  again,  I  don' t  know  what  basis  I  shouldn' t  

have  answered  that  question.  I  am  speaking  out  of  turn.  I  do  not  know  

what  statutes  were  alleged  to  the  extent  the  Department  sought  

compulsory process.  I  have  no  idea,  so  I  shouldn' t  answer  that.  

Q  Okay.  

BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

Q  If  we  were  to  tell  you,  though,  that  the  search  warrant  was  

predicated  on  793,  is  that  something  that  would  be  normal,  to  base  a  

search  warrant  and  predicate  a  search  warrant  on  a  statute  that  the  

Bureau  is  being  told  is  unconstitutional?  

A  You' re  misunderstanding.  So  793(f)  has  two  parts  to  it.  

The  second  part  so  the  first  is,  okay,  whoever  being  entrusted  with  

having  lawful  possession  or  control  of  any document  relating  to  the  

national  defense,  one,  through  gross  negligence  permits  it  to  be  

removed  or,  two,  having  knowledge  of  the  same,  that  it  has  been  

illegally removed,  shall  be  fined  blah,  blah,  blah,  blah,  blah.  

So  there  would  be  nothing  inappropriate  for  them  to  rely on  the  

second  prong  of  793(f),  which  is  regularly charged  and  is  a  perfectly  

common  statute  with  respect  to  mishandling  cases.  There  would  be  

nothing  inappropriate  with  respect  to  relying  on  the  second  prong  of  

793(f),  in  my view.  
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Q  What  are  some  of  the  factors  that  might  rise  to  the  level  

of  "gross  negligence, "  in  your  opinion?  

A  I  don' t  know.  I  have  done  absolutely no  research  or  review  

of  this.  I' m  not  in  a  position  to  answer  that.  

Q  Did  Mr.  McCabe  ever  ask  y  er?  ou  that  as  his  lawy  

A  He  did  not.  

Q  Do  y  ever  independent  ou  know  whether  Mr.  Baker  conducted  any  

analy  on  met  a  "gross  negligence"  charge?  sis  the  factors  that  might  have  

A  I  don' t  know.  

But,  at  the  end  of  the  day,  this  is  the  Department' s  

determination.  I  mean,  it  is  up  to  the  Department  to  determine  whether  

or  not  we  have  sufficient  evidence  to  charge  a  case.  So,  even  

hy  ,  to  the  extent  the  FBI  thought,  ypothetically  ou  know,  we  have  

infinite  evidence  to  support  charge  A,  if  the  Department  disagrees,  

the  Department  is  going  to  have  the  final  determination  because  they  

are  the  prosecutors.  So  

Q  But  if  the  FBI  is  not  aware  of  the  particular  factors  that  

might  be  available  in  meeting  that  standard,  then  how  would  it  know  

whether  to  recommend  to  the  Department  to  ty  obtain  any  pe  of prosecution  

based  on  that  standard?  

A  I  mean,  the  FBI  has  to  necessarily has  to  rely on  the  

Department' s  assessment  of  what' s  legally supportable  under  the  law.  

So  there' s  nothing  inappropriate  about  that  sort  of  reliance.  

I' m not  saying  that  no  research  was  conducted.  I' m saying  that  

I  personally didn' t  do  any  And  to  the  extent  it  was  conducted,  I' m.  
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just  not  aware  of  it  as  I  sit  here  today.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  let  me  ask  y  ing  question.  ou  a  clarify  Because  

I  think  this  was  an  unusual  case  where  Loretta  Lynch,  the  AG,  said  that  

she  was  going  to  be  independent  of  it  and  that  she  was  going  to  leave  

it  up  to  the  FBI.  

So,  if  y  negligent"  ou  did  no  research  and  from  a  "grossly  

standpoint,  how  would  you  make  the  decision  to  prosecute  or  not  if  she  

was  being  independent  of  that?  

Ms.  Page.  So,  sir,  I  think  that  what  she  said  was  that  she  was  

going  to  leave  it  up  to  the  career  prosecutors,  not  up  to  the  FBI.  So,  

when  she  did  her,  kind  of,  half  recusal,  she  said  that  she  was  going  

to  defer  to  the  recommendations  of  the  career  prosecutors  in  the  case.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  what  y  ing  is  that  she  halfway  ou' re  say  recused  

herself  but  not  really because  there  was  other  DOJ  officials  that  were  

weighing  in  on  that?  

Ms.  Page.  I' m  sorry  I  can' t,  I  should  have  been  more  clear.  

speak  to  the  recusal  and  whether  it  was  appropriate  or  inappropriate  

or  necessary  

Mr.  Meadows.  No,  but  your  characterization  

Ms.  Page.  Oh,  okay.  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  I agree  it' s a half  recusal.  Because,  at  this  

point  so  are  y  ing  that  it  was  prosecutors  at  DOJ  that  made  ou  say  

the  decision  on  the  "grossly negligent"  versus  "extremely careless"  

narrative?  

Ms.  Page.  No.  
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Mr.  Meadows.  Or  was  that  the  FBI?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  no,  no.  So,  I' m sorry  our  ,  I  understand  y  question  

now.  

With  respect  to  whether  a  charge  could  be  sustained  under  the  

"gross  negligence"  statute,  that' s  a  determination  made  by the  

Department.  

With  respect  to  Mr.  Comey s  5th  statement,  when  he  in  his  '  July  

first  draft  of  the  statement  back  in  May,  he  used  the  word  "gross  

negligence. "  I don' t know  whether  he  used  it  intending  to  rely on  its  

legal  definition  or  not.  

With  respect  to  the  statement,  we,  the  FBI,  felt  like  it  would  

be  confusing  and  misleading  to  use  the  word  "gross  negligence"  when  

the  information  that  we  had  received  from  the  Department  was  that  there  

was  no  charge  sustainable  under  the  "gross  negligence"  statute.  And  

so  we,  the  FBI,  omitted  the  "gross  negligence"  words  in  his  press  

conference  statement  and  moved  up  the  paragraph  that  already contained  

the  "extremely careless"  language  into  a  different  spot  in  his  speech.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So,  Lisa,  why  ou  change  that  within  2  day  would  y  s  

of  y  ou  admitted  the  other  day  the  ou  know,  y  ,  on  I  think  it  was  May  

4th,  where  you  said  now  there  was  real  pressure  to  get  the  politics  

out  of  it.  And  then  we  know  within  days  that  it  was  changed  in  what  

we  call  the  exoneration  letter.  So  why would  that  have  changed  at  that  

particular  point?  Do  you  see  how  it  looks  bad?  

Ms.  Page.  I  do.  But  so  it' s  the  that' s  just  when  we  

had  we,  the  whole  team,  had  received  the  draft.  Right?  So  the  
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Director  and  I  don' t  remember  the  exact  date  

Mr.  Meadows.  But  you  received  the  draft  before  the  text  message  

that  say  gosh,  now  he' s the  nominee.  ou  had  actually  s,  oh,  my  And  so  y  

received  it.  We' ve  got  documents  

Ms.  Page.  Is  that  right?  I  just  don' t  remember  the  dates  

exactly,  sir.  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  so  receiving  it  was  not  after  that.  You  got  

that,  and  then  all  of  a  sudden  within  48  hours  it' s  changed.  And  as  

a  reasonable  person,  you  look,  well,  there' s  this  statement  and  then  

all  of  a  sudden  it  was  changed.  And  you' re  saying  that  that  had  nothing  

to  do  with  it?  

Ms.  Page.  Yeah,  I  don' t  I' m  not  sure  I' m  totally following  

you,  sir.  I' m  sorry.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Okay  Well,  I' ll  be  clear  .  

Ms.  Page.  I' m  sorry.  

Mr.  Meadows.  because  I  want  you  to  follow.  

Ms.  Page.  Yeah,  y  eah.  eah,  y  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  y know that  I' ve  our  willingness  ou  appreciated  y  

to  help.  

When  y  ou  ou  said  that  we  had  to  get  politics  out  of  it  and  y  

changed  

Ms.  Page.  The  pressure.  I  think  what  I  said  was  that  

Mr.  Meadows.  the  pressure  ramped  up.  

Ms.  Page.  now  that  it  was  a  two  person  race  I' m  going  to  

try to  find  the  text  itself.  But  now  that  it  was  a  two  person  race,  
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the  pressure  to  finish  it  had  sort  of  increased.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  So  the  memo  was  May 2nd.  

Ms.  Page.  Okay.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Your  text  message  that  we' ve  got  to  clear  this  up  

was  May 4.  

Ms.  Page.  Okay.  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  then  we  know  it  was  changed  by May 6.  And  

that' s  a  real  problematic  timeframe  that  would  indicate  that  all  of  

a  sudden  we' ve  got  to  get  this  cloud  from  over,  you  know  

Ms.  Page.  Oh,  I  see.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Hillary Clinton  and  we  better  change  and  it' s  

just  it  looks  suspicious.  

Ms.  Page.  I  see  what  y  ing,  sir.  ou' re  say  I don' t know  if  this  

is  reassuring  at  all,  but  the  decision  to  change  the  statement,  to  omit  

the  "gross  negligence"  language  from  the  statement,  was  actually not  

either  me  or  Pete' s  recommendation.  It  was  another  lawy  I  don' ter.  

know  if  this  is  any consolation,  but  

Mr.  Meadows.  Yeah.  We' ve  got  the  email  chains.  So  who  was  the  

other  lawyer?  

Ms.  Page.  I' m  

Mr.  Meadows.  That' s  a  closed  case.  You  should  be  able  to  tell  

us.  

Ms.  Page.  I  have  been  told  by the  FBI  that  people,  other  than  

myself,  who  are  GS  15s,  we' re  not,  sort  of,  providing  that.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  y  say  someone  lower  than  a  GS  15  ou' re  ing  this  is  
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that  made  that  kind  of  decision?  

Ms.  Page.  Well,  it' s  not  a  decision;  it' s  just  legal  advice,  

right?  So  there  were  a  group  of  us  

Mr.  Meadows.  You' re  saying  someone  lower  than  a  GS  15  make  a  

legal  decision  

Ms.  Page.  No.  It  was  a  GS  15.  It' s  not  lower  than.  It  was  a  

GS  15.  So  we  had  received  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  was  it  ?  (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

Ms.  Page.  We  had  received  the  draft  of  the  statement.  A  group  

of  us  had  gotten  together  in  order  to  consolidate  our  comments  so  that  

we  were  not  providing  back  to  the  chief  of  staff  to  the  Director  four  

separate  drafts  that  they had  to  now  reconcile.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  So  the  four  of  us  got  together.  We  were  sort  of  

reviewing  it,  sort  of,  step  by step.  And  the  recommendation  was:  I  

don' t think  that  we  should  use  this  phrase,  "gross  negligence, " because  

it  has  an  actual  legal  term.  

And  it  was  our  collective  understanding  that  the  Department  did  

not  think  that  and  we  agreed  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  

to  support  both  "gross  negligence"  and  that,  more  importantly,  it  was  

not  a  sustainable  statute  because  it  was  unconstitutionally vague  and  

never  charged.  

And  so  we,  really,  sort  of,  as  a  collective  but  on  recommendation  

of  counsel,  removed  that  language  and  moved  up  the  "extremely careless"  

paragraph.  
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Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Ms.  Page,  let  me  ask  y  How  well  ou  a  question.  

do  y  ?ou  know  Jim  Comey  

Ms.  Page.  How  well  do  I  know  Jim  Comey?  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Yeah.  

Ms.  Page.  I mean,  he' s not  my personal  friend,  but  I' ve  been  in  

a  lot  of  meetings  with  him.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Did  any  ou' re  of  the  other  folks  that  y  

referencing  in  connection  with  making  the  change  have  more  

prosecutorial  experience  than  Jim  Comey?  

Ms.  Page.  No.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  As  someone  that  knows  Jim  Comey,  is  he  a  person  

that  chooses  his  words  carefully?  

Ms.  Page.  He  is,  y  But  Ieah.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Would  he  throw  around  a  term  like  "gross  

negligence"  not  really meaning  gross  negligence?  

Ms.  Page.  In  this  case,  I  actually think  so,  sir,  but  only  

because  it' s  a  term  that  obviously he  was  familiar  with  in  the  statute,  

but  as  DAG  I  am  certain  he  would  not  have  ever  seen  such  a  case.  And  

the  truth  of  the  matter  is  793(f)  is  not  necessarily a  particularly  

controversial  statute;  it' s one  that' s used  with  some  regularity  And  .  

so  I' m not  sure,  as  I sit  here  today,  how  familiar  with  the  detail  and  

the  specifics  of  793(f)  he  would  have  been.  

So  my guess  is  he' s  trying  to  use  a  term  that  makes  sense,  that  

has  sort  of  a  commonsense  feel  to  it,  which  "gross  negligence"  does  

and  obviously appears  in  the  statute.  But  it  was  sort  of  our  assessment  
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that  to  use  that  phrase,  because  it  does  have  a  legal  meaning,  but  then  

to  not  charge  gross  negligence,  as  we  knew  it  was  not  supportable,  would  

just  be  confusing.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  But  you  knew  it  was  not  supportable  because  the  

Department  of  Justice  told  you  that  it  wouldn' t  be  supportable.  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  correct,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  So  y  ou  ou  accepted  that  as  the  basis  for  which  y  

wanted  to  make  that  change?  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  correct.  

Mr.  Meadows.  I  think  we' re  out  of  time,  but  one  last  question  

real  quickly.  

So  you  made  that  determination  without  having  interviewed  the  

last  17  witnesses  and  Ms.  Clinton?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes,  sir,  because  the  legal  determination  wouldn' t  

have  been  affected  by the  factual  the  facts,  sort  of,  that  may have  

come  out  of  those  investigations,  right?  

So  let' s assume  things  are  going  swimmingly and,  in  fact,  all  17  

of  those  witnesses  admit,  "We  did  it,  it  was  on  purpose,  we  totally  

wanted  to  mishandle  classified  information, "  gross  negligence  would  

still  have  been  off  the  table  because  of  the  Department' s  assessment  

that  it  was  vague.  We  would  have  other  crimes  to  now  charge,  but  gross  

negligence  would  not  have  been  among  them.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Thank  you.  

[Recess. ]  
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[12: 10  p.m. ]  

Ms.  Kim.  We' ll  go  back  on  the  record.  The  time  is  12: 10.  

Thank  you  for  being  here,  Ms.  Page.  

EXAMINATION  

BY  MS.  KIM:  

Q  Where  you  left  off  that  discussion  with  Mr.  Meadows,  I  just  

want  to  read  you  back  testimony that  you  gave  last  week  and  see  if  that  

is  responsive  to  the  question.  

So  you  said  it  was  the  FBI  team' s understanding  that,  quote,  "we  

neither  had  sufficient  evidence  to  charge  gross  negligence  nor  had  it  

ever  been  done  because  the  Department  viewed  it  as  constitutionally  

vague. "  

Is  that  correct?  

A  That' s  correct.  

Q  And  so  y  When  we  saw  ou  said  that:  the  term  gross  negligence  

in  the  Director' s  statements,  we  were  concerned  that  it  would  be  

confusing  to  leave  it  in  there  because  it  was  our  understanding  that  

we  did  not  have  sufficient  evidence  nor  the  sort  of  constitutional  basis  

to  charge  gross  negligence.  

Is  that  correct?  

A  Correct.  

Q  And  so  y  ou  actually  ou  didn' t  change  ou  said  what  y  did  was  y  

the  language.  You  and  this  is  me  directly  ou.  quoting  y  "We  didn' t  

actually change  gross  negligence  to  extremely careless.  We  removed  

the  gross  negligence  language. "  
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Extremely careless  had  already appeared  in  that  draft,  so  it  was  

Director  Comey s  language,  was  it  not?  '  

A  That' s  correct.  

Q  And  we  moved  that  draft  up  earlier  we  moved  that  paragraph  

earlier  in  the  draft.  

So  it  was  not  a  substitution.  It  was  simply an  omission  of  the  

phrase  gross  negligence  because  the  legal  team  believed  it  would  be  

confusing.  

Is  that  correct?  

A  That' s  correct.  

Q  Thank  you.  

Ms.  Page,  there  have  been  some  other  representations  made  about  

your  testimony last  week  already in  the  press.  

I  think  one  representation  that  has  been  made  to  the  press  is  that  

there  was  an  inconsistency in  the  way  ou  read  a  text  versus  the  that  y  

way that  Mr.  Strzok  explained  the  text.  

I  would  like  to  read  y  about  that  text  to  y  The  our  testimony  ou.  

text  I' m  talking  about  is  the  "menace"  text?  

A  Okay.  

Q  So  y  stated  when  y  were  confronted  with  the  text:  "Well,  ou  ou  

I' m  not  certain,  to  be  honest  with  y  I  think  it' s  Donald  Trump,  ou.  

but  the  reason  I' m  hesitating  is  because  this  is  so  close  in  time  to  

the  opening  of  the  Russia  investigation  that  the  concern  that  we  all  

had  was  there  was  a  member  of  his  campaign  colluding  with  Russia  was  

so  great  that  I' m not  I' m not  100  percent  positive  that  I can  split  
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those. "  

Do  y  our  testimony  ou  recognize  that  as  y  from  last  week?  

A  Yes.  

Q  Mr.  Strzok,  when  asked  about  that  same  text,  stated:  "Sir,  

my understanding  of  the  word  ' menace'  and  the  use  of  ' menace'  was  the  

broad  context  of  the  Government  of  Russia' s  attempts  to  interfere  with  

our  election.  To  the  extent  those  allegations  involved  credible  

information  that  members  of  the  Trump  campaign  might  be  actively  

colluding,  I  see  that  as  a  broad  effort  by the  Government  of  Russia.  

So  I  don' t  think  you  can  tease  it  apart,  sir,  but  it  is  inaccurate  to  

say that  it  just  meant  Mr.  Trump. "  

Given  those  two  statements,  would  you  agree  with  the  

characterization  that  those  two  were  incompatible  statements?  

A  So  I  think  that  we' re  try  the  same  thing.  ing  to  say  He  

probably said  it  more  artfully  But,  again,  because  this  text  is  .  

coming  so  close  in  time  and  it  involved  my both  feeling  about  my personal  

distaste  for  Donald  Trump  as  a  person,  but  also  my now  concern  because  

of  the  predication  we  had  received  which  would  open  the  investigation,  

I  think  that  what  we  are  say  is  consistent.  ing  essentially  

And  ultimately  y  whatever  , it' s his  ou  know,  this  is  sort  of  

I  intended  may not  have  been  ultimately what  he  perceived.  So  it' s  

hard  to  say that  there  is  an  absolute  truth  with  respect  to  that  that  

statement.  

I  guess  the  other  thing  I  would  say  well,  I  guess  that' s  

sufficient.  
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Q  And,  Ms.  Page,  I  think  in  beginning  that  colloquy  ,on  Friday  

you  said  you  weren' t  certain.  be  ySo  that  suggests  to  me  that  may  ou  

don' t  remember  precisely what  you  intended.  

Is  that  correct?  

A  I  do  not.  And  I  think  I  also  said  that  I' m  clearly  

referring  to  an  article  or  an  op  ed  that,  I  guess  was  about  other  GOP  

leaders  who  weren' t  standing  up  to  the  President  and  my frustration  

about  that.  

So  I  don' t  know  to  the  extent  that  that  was  also  informing  what  

I  was  thinking  about,  but  I  have,  as  I  sit  here  today  ou  ,  can' t  tell  y  

concretely because  it  was  just  a  sort  of  flash  in  time.  

Q  Understood.  ou.  Thank  y  

And  then  one  more  thing.  You  were  asked  on  Friday again  about  

the  Christopher  Steele  dossier  and  how  it  came  to  the  FBI.  

I  believe  y  ou  were  not  really  ou  claimed  that  y  involved  with  how  

the  dossier  came  to  the  FBI  so  you  weren' t  clear  on  its  providence.  

Is  that  correct?  

A  No,  that  is  not  correct.  I  am  very clear  about  its  

providence.  

Q  Oh,  y  clear  about  its  providence?  ou' re  very  

A  How  we  received  the  reports  from  Christopher  Steele,  yes,  

I  am  very clear  about  how  we  received  those.  

Q  Certainly  So  are  y.  ou  also  clear  then  as  to  whether  Bruce  

Ohr  gave  those  dossiers  to  the  FBI?  

A  This  is  in  the  category of  things  that  I  can' t  answer.  
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What  I  can  say is  when  we  first  received  the  set  of  reports  that  

are  commonly referred  to  as  the  dossier,  that  initial  our  having  

obtained  those  documents  initially,  did  not  come  from  Bruce  Ohr.  They  

came  from  Christopher  Steele  through  his  handler  to  the  FBI.  

Q  Understood.  ou.  Thank  y  

BY  MS.  HARIHARAN:  

Q  I  just  want  to  good  morning.  

A  Good  morning.  I' m  sorry  Please  go  ahead.  .  

Q  I  just  want  to  go  back  quickly to  the  discussion  about  the  

differences  between  the  DOJ  and  the  FBI  on  compulsory process  and  just  

general  legal  or  investigative  differences  that  may have  existed  during  

the  Midyear  investigation.  

So  generally speaking,  when  there  were  disagreements  between  the  

FBI  and  DOJ  on  how  to  seek  evidence,  what  was  the  DOJ' s  position,  as  

far  as  y  can  characterize?  Like  in  the  sense  ou  would  the  FBI  generally  

want  to  pursue  a  more  aggressive  stance  and  DOJ  was  more  conservative,  

and  is  that  common  in  investigations  overall?  

A  Yes.  That  is  true  with  respect  to  this  investigation.  I  

think  that  even  the  IG  found  that  the  FBI  consistently wanted  to  take  

more  aggressive  steps  in  the  Clinton  investigation.  

It' s  hard  to  characterize,  you  know,  two  enormous  institutions  

of  many tens  of  thousands  of  people  monolithically  But  certainly  .  in  

the  counterintelligence  realm,  the  Department  tends  to  be  quite  

cautious  and  quite  conservative.  

Q  And  in  the  case  of  the  Midy  ou  think  ear  investigation,  do  y  
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the  career  prosecutors  that  disagreed  on  pursuing  a  more  aggressive  

stance,  this  was  based  on  legitimate  legal  differences  of  opinion  or  

was  it  something  on  a  was  there  a  political  bias  involved  or  

A  I' m  not  aware  of  any political  bias.  

Q  In  the  inspector  general' s report,  on  page  79,  I' m just  going  

to  quickly read  the  quote.  Quote:  "Despite  the  public  perception  

that  the  Midy  and  instead  ear  investigation  did  not  use  a  grand  jury  

relied  exclusively on  consent,  we  found  that  agents  and  prosecutors  

did  use  grand  jury subpoenas  and  other  compulsory process  to  gain  access  

to  documentary and  digital  evidence.  According  to  the  documents  we  

reviewed,  at  least  56  grand  jury subpoenas  were  issued,  5  court  orders  

were  obtained  pursuant  to  18  USC  2703(d)  orders,  and  3  search  warrants  

were  granted, "  end  quote.  

Were  y  of  the  decisions  to  issue  one  of  the  56  grand  ou  part  of  any  

jury subpoenas?  

A  I  was  not,  no.  

Q  Or  the  2703(d)  orders?  

A  No.  

Q  Were  y  of  the  decisions  to  issue  the  search  ou  part  of  any  

warrants?  

A  I  don' t  think  so.  

Q  Generally  ou  speak  to  why  speaking,  can  y  the  FBI  advocated  

for  the  use  of  compulsory process  in  this  case?  

A  I  can' t  really  

Q  Or  before.  
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A  Yeah,  I  can' t  answer  that  question  in  the  abstract.  So,  I  

mean,  if  there' s a specific  example  y  ,ou  want  me  to  speak  to,  I  can  try  

but  

Q  So,  again,  it' s just  ing  to  understand  what  the  we' re  try  

difference  between  DOJ' s  approach  to  the  case  versus  the  FBI' s  

approach.  And  so,  again,  in  y  experience,  was  our  the  differences  based  

on  legitimate  legal  arguments  or  a  strategic  argument?  

A  I' m  sure  that' s  true,  yes.  

BY  MS.  KIM:  

Q  So  let' s take  from  the  abstract  to  the  specific.  So  I think  

you  were  talking  about  the  culling  laptops  and  the  server,  the  decision  

whether  to  pursue  those  through  compulsory process  or  to  obtain  those  

through  consent  agreements.  

In  your  interactions  with  Department  of  Justice  personnel,  were  

their  arguments  that  those  should  be  pursued  through  consent  processes  

governed  by what  y  ou  that  were  ou  saw  as  differences  of  opinion  from  y  

legitimate  and  grounded  in  legal  justification?  

A  Yeah,  I  would  say so.  We  what  I  personally found  

frustrating  is  the  Department  would  sort  of  make  a  determination  

that  part  of  the  argument  was  that  we  would  not  be  able  to  obtain  

the  laptops  pursuant  to  compulsory process,  which  I  as  to  my own  

personal  experience  disagreed  with.  I  thought  that  we  would  be  able  

to.  May  reasons  not  to,  there  might  be  other  be  there  might  be  strategic  

reasons  not  to.  

But  I  disagreed  sort  of  foundationally that  it  would  not  be  
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available  to  us  because  we  would  not  be  able  to  make  out  the  standard,  

or  to  be  able  to  pierce  attorney client  privilege,  or  more  likely,  in  

my view,  there  was  a  disagreement  about  whether  it  was  the  sorting  

activity conducted  by Mills  and  Samuelson  was  opinion  work  product,  

which  is  quite  protected  under  the  law,  versus  some  other  privilege.  

And  so  the  frustration  was  in  their  sort  of  unwillingness  to  

explain  their  reasoning.  They sort  of,  for  many  for  some  

time  simply stated,  as  a matter  of  course:  We  can' t,  and  we  won' t  

be  able  to.  

And  it  was  my view  that  that  was  not  the  case.  And  I  did  my own  

research  with  respect  to  that  topic  because  I  was  frustrated.  And  so  

we  had  sort  of  an  ongoing  back  and  forth  about  that.  

But,  y  ou  know,  legal  disagreement  es,  it  was  grounded  in,  y  

ultimately.  

Q  And  was  it  the  subject  of  rigorous  and  vigorous  debate?  

A  Yes.  

Q  Extensive  debate  where  y  our  point  ou  were  free  to  express  y  

of  view?  

A  Yes.  

Q  And  extensive  debate  where  the  DOJ  did  eventually express  

its  point  of  view  about  its  strategic  justifications?  

A  Yes.  

Q  And  do  y  reason  or  evidence  to  believe  that  those  ou  have  any  

strategic  decisions  were  based  on  improper  considerations,  including  

political  bias?  
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A  No,  I  do  not.  I  have  no  reason  to  believe  that.  

Ms.  Hariharan.  Did  any of  the  senior  political  leaders  of  the  

DOJ  intervene  at  all  in  the  decision  to  seek  or  not  seek  compulsory  

process?  

Ms.  Page.  With  respect  to  that  decision,  yes.  

So  this  was  very much  a  we  were  at  very much  a  standstill  for  

a  considerable  amount  of  time.  And  it' s  my understanding  I  know  

for  sure  that  Mr.  McCabe  had  multiple  conversations  with  George  Toscas  

on  the  topic  because  we  all,  including  up  through  the  Director,  just  

agreed  that  we  could  not  credibly end  this  investigation  without  having  

attempted  to  obtain  those  laptops  and  search  them.  

And  we  were  sort  of  not  making  progress  trying  to  explain  or  

convince  the  Department  prosecutors,  the  line  prosecutors  involved  in  

the  investigation,  of  this  feeling.  And  even  though  we  kept  invoking  

the  Director,  and  we  would  sort  of  say,  like,  we  are  not  going  to  close  

this  thing  until  we  have  tried  to  get  this,  they didn' t see  it  as  useful.  

They didn' t  think  it  was  going  to  change  the  outcome  of  the  

investigation,  which  we  agreed  with.  We  didn' t have  a reason  to  think  

it  would  change  the  outcome  of  the  investigation.  

It  wasn' t  about  thinking  that  for  sure  there  would  be  different  

evidence  in  those  laptops.  It  was  about  our  credibility to  be  able  

to  say that  we  ran  down  every sort  of  necessary investigative  lead.  

And  so  because  we  had  sort  of  reached  a  stalemate  a  number  of  times  

on  this  discussion,  I  know  that  it  was  elevated  to  certainly the  Deputy  

Director  and  George  Toscas.  
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If  I' m not  mistaken,  I think  that  even  the  Director  may have  had  

a  conversation  with  Sally Yates,  the  DAG,  about  it,  but  I' m  not  

positive.  If  it  occurred  it' s  in  the  IG  report,  but  I  don' t  recall  

exactly.  

BY  MS.  KIM:  

Q  So  that  call  seems  to  be  DOJ  expressing  at  the  highest  or  

excuse  me  the  FBI  expressing  at  its  highest  levels  the  decision  to  

pursue  a  certain  investigative  step  and  convincing  the  Department  to  

come  along  with  the  FBI' s  reasoning.  Is  that  accurate?  

A  Not  its  legal  reasoning,  but  its  strategic  reasoning,  yes.  

Q  That' s  es.  ou.  y  Thank  y  

Are  you  aware  of  any instances  where  it  went  the  other  way,  where  

the  FBI  wanted  to  take  strident  action  but  a  senior  political  official  

at  the  DOJ  had  to  talk  the  FBI  down  in  the  Clinton  email  case?  

Let  me  try to  ylet  me  try  ou  look  puzzled,  so  I  mean  

A  Yeah,  I  

Q  Let  the  record  reflect  you  look  puzzled.  

A  Okay.  

Q  Let  my try to  explain  a  little  bit  more  clearly what  I  mean.  

I  think  the  concern  here  is  that  there  was  a  Democratically led  

political  DOJ  in  charge  of  an  investigation  where  a  prominent  Democrat  

was  the  subject  and  target.  

Are  y  instances  where  senior  political  leaders  at  ou  aware  of  any  

the  Department  of  Justice  intervened  to  counsel  or  order  the  FBI  to  

not  seek  a  compulsory process?  
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A  No,  not  to  my knowledge.  

Q  So  y  nch  or  Sally  ou  are  not  aware  of  Loretta  Ly  Yates  

intervening  to  stop  the  FBI?  

A  No,  not  to  my knowledge.  

BY  MS.  HARIHARAN:  

Q  Okay.  So  I  just  want  to  move  on  to  just  sort  of  general  

questions  about  the  FBI' s investigative  techniques.  And  I know  some  

of  these  this  was  somewhat  addressed  earlier,  but  just  to  clarify  

a  couple  things.  

On  May 18th,  2018,  President  Trump  tweeted,  quote:  "Apparently  

the  DOJ  put  a  spy in  the  Trump  campaign.  This  has  never  been  done  

before.  And  by  means  necessary  ' re  out  to  frame  Donald  Trump  any  ,  they  

for  crimes  he  didn' t  commit, "  end  quote.  

Are  y  information  that  would  substantiate  the  ou  aware  of  any  

President' s  claims  that  the  DOJ  put  a  spy in  the  Trump  campaign?  

A  No.  

Q  Does  the  FBI  place  spies  in  U. S.  political  campaigns?  

A  Not  the  current  FBI.  

Q  Are  y  information  that  would  substantiate  the  ou  aware  of  any  

President' s  claim  that  DOJ  is  out  to  frame  him?  

A  No.  

Q  In  y  and  this  goes  back  a  little  bit  to  our  our  experience  

discussion  on  Friday about  contacts  with  human  informants  does  the  

FBI  use  spies  in  any of  its  investigative  techniques?  

A  We  call  them  sources.  '  ,  but  They re  not  spies  exactly  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Document  ID:  0.7.643.9075-000007  005155-002333



 

 

            


         


          


              


  

           


        

           


           


             


           


   

         


           


          


        


              


 

          


          


  

        

           


    

  

  

5  
COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Q  Can  y  again,  understanding  you,  as  much  as  ou  were  not  a  

counterintelligence  official  can  you  explain  for  the  record  the  

difference  between  a  human  informant  as  the  FBI  specifically uses  that  

term  and  sort  of  the  layman  term  that  is  often  used  in  the  media  of  

a  spy?  

A  The  spy is  somebody acting  on  behalf  of  a  foreign  government  

in  order  to  collect  intelligence  against  that  government.  

So,  y  is  commonly  ou  know,  discussed  with  respect  ou  know,  a spy  , y  

to  like  an  individual  who  is  acting  on  behalf  of  a  foreign  

government  say  ou  knows,  Iran  ,  like  Russia  or  China  or,  y  and  is  

in  the  United  States  trying  to  collect  information  in  order  to  advance  

its  country s  goals.  '  

A  confidential  human  source  is  somebody who  has  access  to  

information  which  may be  relevant  to  an  FBI  investigation  or  may,  him  

or  herself,  have  engaged  in  criminal  activity and  has  agreed  to  

cooperate  with  the  government  and  collect  additional  information  with  

respect  to  the  criminal  activity he  or  her  was  he  or  she  was  engaged  

in.  

Q  Have  y  investigations  where  the  FBI  ou  been  involved  in  any  

did  not  follow  the  established  procedures  on  the  use  of  confidential  

human  informants?  

A  My  ?  knowledge.  personally  Not  to  my  

Q  Have  you  ever  been  involved  in  a  DOJ  or  FBI  investigation  

conducted  for  political  purposes?  

A  Never.  
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Q  Have  you  ever  been  involved  in  a  DOJ  or  FBI  investigation  

that  attempted  to  frame  U. S.  citizens  for  crimes  they did  not  commit?  

A  No,  ma' am.  

Q  Have  y  investigation  where  the  FBI  or  DOJ  ou  been  part  of  any  

used  politically biased,  unverified  sources  to  obtain  a  FISA  warrant?  

A  No.  

Q  Are  y  instances  where  the  FBI  and  DOJ  ou  aware  of  any  

manufactured  evidence  in  order  to  obtain  a  FISA  warrant?  

A  Never.  

Q  Are  you  aware  of  the  FISA  court  ever  approving  an  FBI  or  DOJ  

warrant  that  was  not  based  on  credible  or  sufficient  evidence,  in  your  

experience?  

A  No,  not  to  my knowledge.  

Q  Are  y  attempts  by  ou  aware  of  any  the  FBI  or  DOJ  to  

intentionally mislead  FISA  court  judges  in  an  application  for  a  FISA  

warrant  by either  omitting  evidence  or  manufacturing  evidence?  

A  No,  ma' am.  

Q  Are  y  instances  at  the  FBI  and  DOJ  of  an  ou  aware  of  any  

investigation  failing  to  follow  proper  procedures  to  obtain  a  FISA  

warrant?  

A  No.  

Q  I' m  going  to  quote  the  President  when  I  say this.  On  

May 20th,  2018  he  tweeted:  "I  hereby demand  and  will  do  so  officially  

tomorrow  that  the  Department  of  Justice  look  into  whether  or  not  the  

FBI/DOJ  infiltrated  or  surveilled  the  Trump  campaign  for  political  
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purposes  and  if  any such  demands  or  requests  were  made  by people  within  

the  Obama  Administration! ",  exclamation  point,  end  quote.  

Does  the  FBI  conduct  investigations  to  frame  U.S.  citizens  for  

crimes  they did  not  commit?  

A  No,  ma' am.  

Q  Then  at  a  political  rally on  May 29th,  2018,  the  President  

again  stated,  quote:  "So  how  do  y  had  people  ou  like  the  fact  they  

infiltrating  our  campaign?"  end  quote.  

Did  the  FBI  or  DOJ  ever  investigate  the  Trump  campaign  for,  quote,  

"political  purposes"?  

A  No.  

Q  Did  the  FBI  or  DOJ  ever,  quote,  "infiltrate  or  surveil, " end  

quote,  the  Trump  campaign?  

A  No.  

Q  To  y  knowledge,  did  President  Obama  or  any  in  his  White  our  one  

House  ever,  quote,  "demand  or  request, "  end  quote,  that  the  DOJ  or  FBI,  

again,  quote,  "infiltrate  or  surveil, "  end  quote,  the  Trump  campaign  

for,  quote,  "political  purposes"?  

A  No,  ma' am.  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  I  just  have  a  couple  of  quick  questions  for  

you.  

First  of  all,  I  know  that  we  covered  this  a  little  bit,  I  think,  

on  Friday  ou  talk  a  little  bit  about  y,  but  can  y  our  role  on  the  Clinton  

investigation?  How  did  y  And  what  was  kind  of  the  ou  view  it?  

limitations  on  y  ?our  authority  
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Ms.  Page.  So,  as  I  have  tried  to  describe,  I' m  not  on  the  team  

with  respect  to  so  the  team  is  comprised  of  the  following:  case  

agents,  like  line  agents  who  are  doing  sort  of  the  day to  day  

investigative  activity  sts  engaged  in  the  same  activity  ,  line  analy  ,  

a  supervisor,  forensic  people,  I  think  a  forensic  accountant,  cyber  

people,  support  staff,  and  then,  up  the  chain,  sort  of  more  senior  FBI  

agents  supervising  the  investigation.  

I  am  none  of  those  people  lawy  I  am  none  of  ers,  of  course  

those  people.  My job  was  to  support  the  Deputy Director  in  all  the  

activity that  the  Deputy Director  supervised.  

So  we' re  talking  today just  about  the  Clinton  investigation  and  

the  Russia  investigation,  but,  of  course,  I  assisted  the  deputy with  

all  of  the  responsibilities,  save  for  limited  ones  like  HR  and  budget  

and  sort  of  personnel  type  matters,  all  of  the  activities  for  which  

he  was  responsible.  So  that  would  be  any number  of  investigations  at  

any given  time.  

And  with  each  of  those  I  played  both  sort  of  a  sounding  board  type  

of  role,  to  sort  of  discuss  my opinion  or  his  view  as  to  what  particular  

step  we  should  take  or  whether  we  should,  you  know,  brief  the  White  

House  or  Congress  or  X  activity or  Y  activity.  

So  at  a very high  level  kind  of  macro  decisionmaking  on  all  manner  

of  activity,  but  also  to  stay kind  of  with  my ear  to  the  ground  on  the  

topics  that  would  sort  of  come  before  him.  

So,  for  example,  if  there  was  a  meeting  that  was  going  to  be  held  

about  a  particular  cy  pe  of  activity  ber  operation  or  some  ty  ,  I  might  
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reach  out  to  the  program  managers  who  were  responsible  for  that  activity  

in  order  to  get  a  sense  of  what  this  is,  why is  it  coming  to  the  deputy,  

is  there  a  conflict,  is  there  a  disagreement  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  Got  it.  

Ms.  Page.  you  know,  was  he  going  to  be  deciding  something,  

so  that  we  had  a  little  bit  of  preparedness  for  the  topic  that  was  coming  

to  him.  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  Got  it.  

So  just  so  I  understand  it,  basically you  don' t  have  any  

supervisory role  

Mr.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  with  regards  to  this  investigation?  

You' re  not  a  member  of  the  team  on  this  investigation,  correct?  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  correct.  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  You  don' t  have  a  supervisory role,  

certainly.  

Ms.  Page.  I  do  not  have  a  supervisory role  or  a  decisionmaking  

role.  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  And  what  percentage  of y  overall  time  our  was  

spent  on  this  investigation?  

Ms.  Page.  Oh,  my goodness.  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  If  y  Probably  ou  just  had  to  ballpark  it.  

a  minimal  amount,  wouldn' t  y  ?ou  say  

Ms.  Page.  No,  it  wasn' t  minimal,  but  it  wasn' t  the  majority  

either.  Gosh,  I  really  I  have  I  cannot  speculate  
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Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  So  less  than  50  percent  of  your  time.  

Ms.  Page.  Yes,  that' s  the  fair.  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  Okay  So  let' s say  that  y.  , let' s say  ou  had  

these  political  views  expressed  in  your  text  messages  and  you  can  

see  why  And  let' s  y wanted  people  would  be  concerned  about  that.  say ou  

to  railroad  this  investigation  a  certain  way.  

Ms.  Page.  The  Clinton  investigation.  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  The  Clinton  investigation  in  certain  say  a ,  

and  y  our  political  views  to  actually  ou  wanted  y  translate  into  biased  

actions.  It  seems  to  me  that  y  or  ability  ou  had  no  opportunity  to  do  

that  because  y  role  on  this  investigation  team,  ou  had  no  supervisory  

y  Even  if  y  ou' d  have  ou  weren' t  a  member  of  this  team.  ou  wanted  to,  y  

to  go  through  your  Deputy Director  McCabe  to  do  anything  in  terms  of  

taking  action.  Is  that  right?  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  fair,  sir.  I  guess  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  So  go  ahead.  

Ms.  Page.  I guess  the  other  thing I  would  flag is  that  I think  I  

mean,  obviously y  have  tens  of  thousands  of  my  ou,  the  public,  many  

texts.  I  think  there  are,  I  don' t  know,  maybe  two  or  three  total  in  

which  there' s  any  Clinton  at  all.  thing  favorable  said  about  Hillary  

And  the  note  the  fact  that  before  July 28th  when  we  received  

the  predicating information  for  the  Russia  investigation,  the  fact  that  

I  didn' t care  for  Donald  Trump  is  not  particularly relevant  to  me  with  

respect  to  the  investigation  we  were  conducting  on  Hillary Clinton.  

The  two  of  them  had  nothing  to  y  opinions  on  him  ou  know,  my  
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had  nothing  to  do  with  whether  or  not  she  in  fact  handled  mishandled  

classified  information.  

You  know,  I don' t  I don' t  what' s been  frustrating  and  what  

has  sort  of  strained  credulity to  me  is  that  the  sort  of  pejorative  

texts  about  Donald  Trump  that  I  make  before  July 28th  are  just  my  

feeling  about  him  personally and  don' t  really have  any bearing  with  

respect  to  how  I  feel  about  Secretary Clinton.  

So  it  just  any  ,  it  just  strikes  as  how  I  feel  about  Donald  way  me  

Trump  doesn' t  really have  any bearing  with  respect  to  whether  or  not  

Secretary Clinton  mishandled  information.  And  the  reality is,  as  I' ve  

sort  of  said,  I wasn' t particularly fond  or  favorable  toward  Secretary  

Clinton.  

And  during  the  course  of  the  investigation,  you  know,  as  we' ve  

discussed  a  number  of  times,  both  Pete  and  I  were  regularly the  people  

advocating  for  the  most  aggressive  course  of  action  with  respect  to  

the  Clinton  investigation.  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  And  what  would  be,  in  y  view,  kind  of  the  our  

best  example  that  would  show  that  y  pe  of  approach?  ou  took  that  ty  

Ms.  Page.  It  was  true  certainly with  respect  to  the  laptops  that  

we' ve  discussed.  I mean,  we  were  we  were  sort  of  adamantly fought  

the  need  to  get  those  laptops,  which  Secretary Clinton' s  people  were  

adamantly fighting  us  sort  of  not  to  obtain,  and  the  Department  did  

not  want  us  to  obtain  those.  

Let  me  I' ll  have  to  think  about  other  examples,  but  there' s,  

I  think,  two  or  three  that  at  least  I  discussed  with  the  IG  in  the  
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past,  that  where  we  sort  of  disagreed  with  the  Department.  And  it  was  

Pete  and  I  sort  of  advocating  the  more  aggressive  position  against  

Secretary Clinton.  

Mr.  Krishnamoorthi.  Got  it.  .  ou  s  to  Okay  If y  guy want  take  it.  

Thank  you.  

Ms.  Page.  You' re  welcome.  

BY  MS.  KIM:  

Q  Ms.  Page,  Republicans  have  repeatedly raised  questions  about  

why the  FBI  did  not  provide  the  Trump  campaign  with  a  defensive  briefing  

about  Russians  attempt  to  infiltrate  the  campaign.  

We  understand  from  public  reportings  that  senior  officials  from  

the  FBI  gave  a  high  level  counterintelligence  briefing  to  the  Trump  

campaign  after  he  became  the  presumptive  Republican  nominee  in  

July 2016.  

In  that  briefing  we  also  know that  FBI  officials  reportedly warned  

the  Trump  campaign  about  potential  threats  from  foreign  spies  and  

instructed  the  Trump  campaign  to  inform  the  FBI  about  any suspicious  

overtures.  

Did  y  involvement  in  giving  these  briefings  to  the  ou  have  any  

Trump  campaign?  

A  I  was  not  present  for  the  briefings  to  the  Trump  campaign,  

no.  

Q  Did  you  receive  readouts  from  the  briefings?  

A  I  did.  

Q  Is  it  true  that  senior  FBI  officials  warned  the  Trump  
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campaign  as  early as  July 2016  that  Russians  would  try to  infiltrate  

the  Trump  campaign?  

A  I don' t recall  that  specifically  reason  ,  but  I don' t have  any  

to  disagree  with  you.  

Q  Would  the  briefing  have  touched  on  how  the  campaign  should  

react  to  offers  from  foreign  nations  to  interfere  in  our  elections?  

A  I  don' t  think  a  briefing  would  have  been  that  specific.  I  

think  we  would  have  pical  defensive  brief  as  is  the  case  in  a ty  I  

think  that  we  would  have  flagged  if  you  encounter  activity which  you  

believe  is  suspicious,  particularly from  threat  countries,  that  they  

should  notify the  FBI.  

Q  To  y  knowledge,  did  the  Trump  campaign  report  any  our  contacts  

with  foreign  officials  during  this  briefing?  

A  I' m  not  sure.  

Q  So  are  you  aware  of  the  Trump  campaign  reporting  contacts  

between  George  Papadopoulos  and  Russian  officials?  

A  Oh,  no,  I  don' t  believe  that  occurred.  

Q  Do  you  recall  the  Trump  campaign  reporting  the  June  2016  

Trump  Tower  meeting  with  senior  campaign  officials  including  Donald  

Trump  Jr. ,  Jared  Kushner,  and  Paul  Manafort?  

Mr.  Bessee.  So  I  will  sorry  I  will  instruct  the  witness  

not  to  answer  anything  that  goes  into  the  special  counsel' s  equities  

and  the  ongoing  criminal  investigation.  So  that  would  impact  that  

particular  

Ms.  Kim.  Thank  you.  
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Ms.  Page.  Thank  y  Sorry  ou.  .  

Ms.  Kim.  Two  weeks  after  this  briefing,  on  August  3rd,  2016,  

Donald  Trump  Jr.  reportedly met  at  Trump  Tower  with  an  emissary who  

told  Donald  Trump  Jr.  that  the  princes  who  led  Saudi  Arabia  and  the  

United  Emirates  were  eager  to  help  his  father  win  election  as  

President.  

To  your  knowledge,  did  Donald  Trump  Jr.  report  this  offer  from  

the  Saudis  and  the  Emiratis  to  the  FBI?  

Mr.  Bessee.  Again,  anything  that  goes  into  the  ongoing  criminal  

investigation  or  anything  that  impacts  that,  the  witness  will  not  

respond  to  will  not  be  able  to  respond  to  those  questions.  

Ms.  Kim.  Thank  you.  

BY  MS.  KIM:  

Q  Ms.  Page,  can  y  the  national  security  ou  explain  generally  

implications  for  a  political  campaign  concealing  or  failing  to  report  

foreign  contacts  of  offers  to  interfere  in  our  election?  

A  Well,  this  is  I' m not  sure  it' s a commonplace  occurrence.  

But  speaking  generally,  an  effort  to  affect  an  American  election  is  

obviously a  quite  serious  one,  regardless  of  voting  and  the  

democratic  process  is  obviously sort  of  a  foundational  backbone  to  what  

makes  America  America.  

So  any effort  by a  foreign  power  to  intercede  or  intervene  in  any  

way is  of  grave  concern.  It  would  be  even  more  so  if  it  was  in  fact  

true  that  a  political  campaign  was  working  with  a  foreign  power  in  order  

to  affect  an  American  election.  
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Q  And  again  to  your  knowledge,  a  defensive  briefing  of  this  

nature  would  have  involved  general  instruction  to  report  outreach  from  

target  foreign  countries  to  the  FBI?  

A  I' m  sorry  I  have  to  take  issue  with  the  nature  ,  I  don' t  

of  your  question.  

You' re  suggesting  that  a  defensive  briefing  with  respect  to  an  

involvement  or  an  intrusion  into  the  American  election  may have  taken  

place  and  I  don' t  think  I  have  answered  that  question.  

What  I  have  answered  is  that  I  am  aware  that  a  defensive  briefing  

with  respect  to  foreign  powers  and  what  foreign  powers  may  how  

foreign  powers  may try to  contact  you  collective  your  campaign  

collectively  ou  are  the  presumptive  candidate,  and  how  y,  now  that  y  ou  

should  handle  that.  

But  I  don' t  think  I  have  answered  a  question  with  respect  to  a  

defensive  briefing  about  interference  in  an  American  election.  

Q  That  is  fair.  ou  for  clarify  Thank  y  ing.  

And  in  a  general  defensive  briefing  about  general  foreign  

threats,  is  there  a  general  guidance  given  that  foreign  threats  should  

be  reported  to  the  FBI?  

A  Yes.  

Q  Thank  you.  

I  think  that  leads  us  to  leads  us  well  to  the  question  of  why  

the  FBI,  particularly the  counterintelligence  officials  at  the  FBI  who  

were  working  both  on  the  Midyear  investigation  and  on  the  Russia  

collusion  investigation,  were  prioritizing  the  Russia  collusion  
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investigation  in  the  September/October  timeframe.  

The  inspector  general' s  report  was  not  favorable  to  Mr.  Strzok  

in  this  regard.  It  characterized  his  prioritization  of  the  Russia  

collusion  investigation  as  perhaps  indicative  of  some  kind  of political  

bias.  

I think  you  were  there.  You  saw  Mr.  Strzok' s workload.  And  you  

were  intimately familiar  with  both  investigations.  

Do  y  the  inspector  ou  have  a  general  response  to  that  finding  by  

general?  

A  I  do.  I  am  honestly baffled  that  they would  find  such  a  

thing.  And  I  do  believe  that  they did  the  best  they could  to  conduct  

that  investigation  fairly.  And  I  cannot  understand,  particularly in  

light  of  what  I  know  I  said  to  them,  I  cannot  understand  how  they could  

reach  that  conclusion.  

What  we  were  dealing  with  at  the  outset  was  this  is  now,  you  

know,  October.  This  is  a month  before  the  election.  And  I can' t speak  

to  whether  we  were  any closer  to  determining  whether  there  was  in  fact  

collusion,  because  I' m  precluded  from  doing  so  right  now,  but  we  are  

still  looking  very seriously at  whether  our  most  threatening,  most  

hostile  foreign  power  was  engaged  in  was  working  with  an  American  

political  candidate  or  members  of  that  candidate' s  team  to  affect  the  

outcome  of  an  American  election.  

It  is  an  unheard  of  investigation,  in  the  first  place,  in  the  

counterintelligence  realm.  Russians  engage  in  all  manner  of  nefarious  

activity  if  ,  but  this  was  a  new  height  in  terms  of  brazenness  
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true  in  terms  of  brazenness.  

And  with  respect  to  how  threatening  that  would  be  again,  if  

it  were  true  the  notion  that  there  might  be  more  emails  that  have  

not  previously been  seen  that  existed  on  Hillary Clinton' s  email  server  

just  simply don' t  even  enter  into  the  realm  of  the  same  room  of  

seriousness.  

The  Clinton  investigation  involved  activities  that  had  taken  

place  3 years  prior.  It' s an  entirely historical  investigation.  Even  

if  even  if  there  had  been  dispositive  evidence  which  revealed  I  

don' t know  what  even  there,  which  would  be  a very serious  allegation,  

in  my assessment,  and  I  think  in  the  assessment  of  the  

Counterintelligence  Division,  they still  don' t  even  come  close  to  the  

threat  posed  if  Russia  had  co  opted  a  member  of  a  political  campaign.  

So  that  alone  is  really baffling  to  me,  that  they equated  the  sort  

of  two  investigations.  

Furthermore  and  this  is  based  on  my own  personal  

knowledge  almost  as  soon  as  we  discovered  that  there  may be  these  

additional  emails,  that  was  a  sign  to  people  who  were  not  involved  in  

the  Russia  investigation.  

So  it  would  not  have  been  Pete' s  responsibility in  the  first  place  

to  have  engaged  and  conducted  that  investigation.  He' s  the  lead  of  

it.  He' s not  the  one  who' s going  to  go  to  New  York.  He' s not  the  one  

who' s  going  to,  like,  do  the  forensics  on  it,  like.  

And  so  it  made,  in  my mind,  perfect  sense  what  he  did,  because  

he  called  on  people  who  had  been  on  the  Clinton  investigation,  who  were  
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not  on  the  Russia  investigation,  to  follow  up  and  find  out  what  the  

facts  were,  whether  it  was  worth  our  while.  

Because  I  will  say  time  there  was  any  ,  it' s  not  as  though  every  

allegation  that  there  might  be  a  new  email  that  lives,  you  know,  in  

Peoria,  not  every one  of  those  was  necessitated  investigative  

activity.  

The  only reason  that  this  one  ultimately got  our  attention,  and  

this  only occurred,  to  my recollection,  later  in  October,  is  because  

of  the  volume  of  the  emails  which  potentially existed  on  Mr.  Weiner' s  

laptop.  

At  the  time  that  we  first  got  the  information,  I' m  not  aware  of  

that  having  been  told  to  us.  I don' t recall  in  late  September,  early  

October,  when  I  first  found  out  by the  Weiner  laptop,  I  don' t  recall  

being  told  that  it  was,  y  Clinton  ou  know,  tens  of  thousands  of  Hillary  

and  Huma  emails.  

We  knew  that  there  were  many tens  of  thousands,  if  not  hundreds  

of  thousands  of  emails  on  Mr.  Weiner' s  laptop,  but  it' s  not  my  

recollection  is  that  it' s  not  until  later  into  October  do  we  actually  

learn  that,  no,  no,  these  actually might  be  relevant  and  from  a  relevant  

timeframe.  

Ms.  Hariharan.  Can  you  describe  the  extent  of  the  overlap  

between  folks  who  were  on  the  MYE  team  and  folks  who  were  on  the  

Trump  Russia  team?  Because,  y  are  ou  know,  it' s  reported  as  if  they  

the  same.  

Ms.  Page.  They are  not  the  same.  What  is  the  same  are  the  sort  
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of  senior  people.  And  that  makes  sense  because  there  are  fewer  people  

who  are  in  a  senior  position  who  could  supervise  the  investigation.  

So  you  have  to  understand,  like,  for  example,  in  the  

Counterintelligence  Division,  there  are  three  DADs,  there  are  three  

deputy assistant  directors,  one  of  whom  is  analyst,  so  not  an  agent,  

not  somebody who  you  would  expect  to  run  an  investigation,  and  then  

there  are  two  other  ones.  One  was  Pete  and  one  I' m  not  sure  when  

it  was  filled,  but  was  open  for  a  short  period  of  time.  

So  with  respect  to  one  the  personnel  writ  large,  almost  every  below  

Pete  and  Jon  Moffa  in  the  Counterintelligence  Division  in  terms  of  the  

agents  who  were  working  on  the  Russia  investigation,  almost  all  of  

them  I  think  all  of  them,  in  fact  are  different  from  the  

line  level  agents  and  analysts  who  worked  on  the  Clinton  

investigation.  

And  this  was  in  part,  too,  because  everybody was  exhausted.  We  

had  worked  incredibly hard  and  as  fast  as  we  possibly could  on  the  

Clinton  investigation.  And  the  truth  of  the  matter  was,  those  of  us  

who  were  on  Clinton  and  who  stayed  over  for  Russia  all  just  really  

couldn' t  believe  ourselves  that  we  had  to  sort  of  gear  up  again,  you  

know,  3  weeks  after  being  finally done  with  Clinton  and  finally being  

able  to  get  back  to  all  of  our  day jobs,  that  we  were  sort  of  gearing  

back  up  again.  

So  it' s  only  really  .it' s  the  people  that  met  with  Jim  Comey  

Those  are  the  only people  that  were  really the  same  with  respect  to  

both  teams.  So  it' s the  same  general  counsel,  the  same  deputy general  
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counsel,  me,  Mr.  McCabe,  Dave  Bowdich.  

The  EAD  for  National  Security Branch  changed,  but  that  was  just  

because  of  regular  personnel  turnover.  Bill  Priestap  was  the  same.  

Pete  was  the  same.  Jon  Moffa  was  the  same.  

But  other  than  that,  all  of  the  rest  of  the  personnel  were,  to  

the  best  of  my knowledge  there  could  have  been  one  or  two  but  

all  of  the  rest  of  the  personnel  on  the  Clinton  team  and  the  Russia  

team  were  different.  

BY  MS.  KIM:  

Q  Was  there  anything  about  the  timeframe  in  which  the  Weiner  

laptop  was  processed  that  seemed  unusual  to  you?  So  that' s  to  say,  

would  it  have  been  unusual  for  imaging  and  processing  that  kind  of  data  

to  take  more  than  a  few  weeks?  

A  No,  it  happens  all  the  time.  And  especially with  a  laptop  

that  was  as  voluminous  as  Mr.  Weiner' s was,  the  forensic  work  and  the  

processing  and  the  imaging  regularly crashes  and  stops  and  has  to  be  

done  again.  

I  don' t  know  precisely how  long  it  took,  but  the  notion  that  it  

took  a  week  or  2  as  being  unusual  particularly,  because  it  was  not  

a  priority the  case  for  the  New  York  field  office  I  should  let  

me  take  that  back.  

There  was  nothing  about  it  that  necessitated  an  exigency to  the  

New  York  field  office.  This  was  a  potential  child  exploitation  case  

but,  again,  I don' t think  that  there  was  an  allegation  that  there  was  

ongoing  exploitation.  
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And  so  I  don' t  know  how  the  New  York  field  office  chose  to  

prioritize  it  with  respect  to  all  of  the  other  work  that  they were  doing,  

but  there' s nothing  about  it,  to  me,  that  stands  out  as  necessitating,  

y  , you  know,  an  emergency  ou  know,  imaging.  

Q  Did  y  observe  any  ou  personally  evidence  suggesting  that  

Mr.  Strzok  was  prioritizing  the  Russia  investigation  at  the  cost  of  

the  Hillary Clinton  email  investigation  reopening?  

A  Well,  I  mean  the  answer  is  we  were  prioritizing  the  Russia  

investigation  because  it  was  more  important  and  more  serious.  But  I  

wouldn' t  say that  it  was  a  zero  sum  issue  because  he  didn' t  neglect  

the  Clinton  investigation.  He  assigned  it  to  the  people  who  would  

appropriately have  to  handle  it.  

Q  Yes.  ou  aware  of  any  or  one  Are  y  evidence  that  Mr.  Strzok  any  

on  the  Midy  ing  to  bury  ear  investigation  team  was  try  the  existence  of  

the  Weiner  laptop  or  the  data  found  therefrom?  

A  No,  not  at  all.  

Ms.  Hariharan.  Are  y  evidence  that  Mr.  Strzok  ou  aware  of  any  

prioritized  because  of  his  political  biases  or  was  it  because  of  just  

how  serious  the  Russia  investigation  and  how  grave  a  threat  it  was?  

Ms.  Page.  It' s  the  latter.  It' s  because  the  Russia  

investigation  was  a  serious  threat  to  the  national  security  Whether  .  

there  are  additional  classified  emails  on  a  laptop  that  didn' t  belong  

to  Secretary Clinton  just,  in  my  .view,  did  not  rank  in  the  same  way  

BY  MS.  KIM:  

Q  And  I  just  want  to  be  clear  of  the  nomenclature.  When  we  
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talk  about  the  Russia  collusion  investigation  in  this  timeframe,  

candidate  Donald  Trump  is  not  the  subject  of  that  investigation.  Is  

that  correct?  

A  That' s  correct.  

Q  I  believe  that' s  what  Director  Comey has  publicly stated.  

A  That' s correct.  He  was  not  a subject  of  the  investigation.  

The  investigation  was  very narrowly tailored  in  order  to  simply attempt  

to  answer  the  question  of  who  might  if  true,  if  the  predication  was  

true,  and  that  Russia  had  offered  to  assist  the  Trump  campaign  with  

the  release  of  information  damaging  to  Hillary Clinton  who  might  

have  been  in  a  position  to  accept  that  offer,  if  true.  

So  it  was  a  very narrowly scoped,  very discrete  investigation,  

because  we  understood  the  gravity of  what  it  was  we  were  looking  at,  

and  we  were  not  going  to  take  a  more  extreme  step  than  we  felt  we  could  

justify.  

Ms.  Kim.  I  think  we' re  okay going  off  the  record  at  this  point  

for  a  lunch  break  until  1: 30.  

Thank  you.  

[Recess. ]  
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[1:30  p. m. ]  

Mr.  Parmiter.  Let' s go  back  on  the  record.  The  time  is  1: 30 p.m.  

BY  MR.  PARMITER:  

Q  And,  Ms.  Page,  I  just  had  a  couple  of  followup  questions  from  

things  that  were  discussed  in  the  first  hour.  

You  had  mentioned  that  charges  it  had  been  determined  that  

charges  were  not  sustainable  under  793(f)(1)  in  particular.  I' m just  

curious  whether  there  are  elements  of  that  statute  that  were  not  

satisfied  in  the  case  or  was  it  just  the  gross  negligence  issue  

A  I  think  

Q  that  led  to  that  conclusion?  

A  Sorry.  

I  think  that  it  was  both.  But  honestly,  I' m  not  positive  as  I  

sit  here  today  Because  if  the  is  unconstitutional,  it  doesn' t.  statute  

matter  if  y  ou  can' t bring  that  ou  have  all  the  evidence  in  the  world,  y  

case.  

So  I  think  that  I  have  said  and  I  think  that  the  minority staff  

read  back  to  me  a  comment  that  it  was  both  insufficient  evidence  

and  unconstitutionally vague.  And  I  guess  I' m  not  certain  about  the  

first  point,  about  insufficient  evidence,  because  it  doesn' t  really  

ultimately matter  what  the  evidence  shows  if  the  statute  is  is  not  

constitutional.  

Q  Okay  But,  I  mean,  would  y  ou  know,  the  .  ou  agree  that,  y  

Secretary of  State  is  someone  who' s  lawfully entrusted  with  classified  

information  and  that  a  private  server  is  not  the  place  if  classified  
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information  is  stored  on  anything  other  than  a  classified  server  or  

system,  it  would  be  out  of  its  proper  place?  

A  That  is  correct,  sir.  

Q  Okay  To  y  knowledge  and  in  y  experience,  did  DOJ  ever  .  our  our  

inform  you  of  any other  statutes  that  are  unconstitutionally vague?  

A  In  the  history of  my being  at  the  FBI  and  DOJ?  

Q  Do  you  recall  any  

A  I' m  not  positive,  to  be  honest  with  y  I  mean,  the  truth  ou.  

of  the  matter  is  the  counterespionage  section  at  the  Department,  as  

I  think  I' ve  said,  is  just  conservative  by nature  and  cautious  by  

nature,  very much  to  the  frustration  of  the  FBI.  

And  I' ve  certainly been  present  with  a  number  of  meetings  in  which  

they didn' t  want  to  prosecute  or  they didn' t  want  to  bring  charges  on  

totally unrelated  investigations,  but  didn' t  couldn' t  necessarily  

articulate  what  was  insufficient  about  the  evidence  or  so,  I  mean,  

this  is  I  guess  what  I' m  try  is  this  is  a  little  ing  to  say  it' s  

a somewhat  institutional  fact  as  well.  But  whether  other  statutes  were  

vague,  I  just  don' t  remember.  

Q  Okay.  

BY  MR.  SOMERS:  

Q  Do  y  remember  any  ou  discussion  of  whether  the  Logan  Act  could  

be  charged?  

A  With  respect  to  Secretary Clinton?  

Q  With  respect  to  any  .body  

A  On  the  Clinton  investigation,  I don' t remember  a discussion  
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of  the  Logan  Act.  

Q  On  the  Russia  investigation?  

A  I  am  privy to  conversations  about  the  Logan  Act  in  the  Russia  

investigation.  

Q  Was  it  allowed  to  be  charged?  

A  I  don' t  think  it' s  been  charged.  

Q My  yquestion  is  whether  ou  were  told  that  the  gross  

negligence  part  of  

A  Oh,  I  see  what  y  ing.  ou' re  say  

Q  793  could  not  be  charged.  ou  were  I' m  asking  whether  y  

told  

A  Yes.  

Q  that  the  Logan  Act  could  or  could  not  be  charged.  

A  So  I  ,  so  let  me  see  how  I  can  answer  this.  okay  

There  were  discussions  about  the  Logan  Act  with  the  Department  

and  similar  concerns,  not  about  the  constitutionality of  the  statute,  

but  about  the  age  and  the  lack  of  use  of  the  Logan  Act.  I  did  

participate  in  conversations  with  the  Department  about  it  being  an  

untested  statute  and  a  very  old  one,  and  so  there  being  ,  very  

substantial  litigation  risk,  not  unlike,  although  this  comparison  was  

never  made,  but  not  unlike  the  gross  negligence  statute.  

This  would  this  would  be  a  a  risk,  a  strategic  and  litigation  

risk,  to  charge  a  statute  that  had  not  sort  of  been  well  tested.  

Q  But  the  gross  negligence  part  of  793,  that  was  a  clearly it  

couldn' t  be  charged  versus  a  I  think  you  just  described  it  as  a  
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litigation  risk  with  respect  to  the  Logan  Act?  

A  With  respect  to  gross  negligence,  that  is  correct,  sir.  I' m  

sorry,  that  it  could  not  be  charged  or  should  not  be  charged,  because  

it  was  I  think  it' s  both.  It  was  not  constitutional  but  also  

untested,  which  goes  to  the  question  about  its  constitutionality, I  

think.  So  I  think  they re  somewhat  intermingled,  those  two,  with  '  

respect  to  gross  negligence.  

Mr.  Parmiter.  Mr.  Meadows.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Thank  you.  

Lisa,  I' m going  to  go  over  a few  text  messages.  None  of  them  are  

personal.  And  so  I  just  want  to  really try to  get  some  clarification  

from  you.  

I  probably have  read  more  text  messages  that  have  been  published  

and  nonpublished,  and  even  on  some  of  the  redacted  words  that  originally  

were  redacted  that  y  be  able  to  help  me  get  a  good  understanding  ou  may  

of  what' s  there.  

So  early on,  in  August  well,  first  off,  is  there  a  difference,  

from  an  FBI' s  perspective,  of  a  confidential  human  source  and  a  

confidential  informant?  Because  I  read  the  FBI  manual,  and  it  seems  

like  one  gets  treated  one  way and  another  gets  our  but  from  y  

perspective,  they re  one  and  the  same?  '  

Ms.  Page.  I  the  term  that  we  use  for  it  is  a confidential human  

source.  A  more,  I  guess,  lay  But  to  man  term  would  be  an  informant.  

my knowledge  there  is  no  distinction  with  respect  to  the  rules  which  

govern  a  source' s  activity  These  are  one  and  the  same.  .  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Document  ID:  0.7.643.9075-000007  005155-002355



 

 

           


            


              


         

      

               


            


             


            


           

             


           


            


     

            


           


      

            


         

           

              


             


       

            


  

  

 9  
COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Mr.  Meadows.  Because  one  of  the  things  I  was  reading  indicated  

that  I  guess  when  we  have  confidential  human  sources  that  we  pay there' s  

a  whole  litany of  things  that  the  FBI  and  DOJ  have  to  go  through  on  

those  confidential  human  sources  that  we  actually pay.  

Are  you  aware  of  that?  

Ms.  Page.  I think  there  are  I' m not  sure  there  I' m not  sure  

about  that,  sir.  There  are  certainly  ing  arules  with  respect  to  pay  

source,  but  the  with  respect  to  opening  a  source  and  how  you  handle  

a  source  and  the  admonitions  that  you  provide  a  source,  those  are  the  

same  regardless  of  whether  a  source  is  paid  or  not.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Okay  In  text  message  back  and  forth  between  y. a  ou  

and  Peter  Strzok  shortly after  he  returned  from  London,  there  was  an  

article  that  came  out  and  it  was  "Inside  the  Failing  Mission  to  Save  

Donald  Trump  From  Himself. "  

And  in  the  redacted  portion,  it  say  But  see,  this  article  so  s:  

rings  true  that  then  I  think  that  the  confidential  human  source  was  

[redacted]  is  wrong  is  [redacted].  

Were  y  time  where  y  ou  questioned  the  ou  aware  of  any  ou  felt  like  y  

confidential  human  source,  as  this  text  would  indicate?  

Ms.  Page.  Can  y  ou  mind,  could  you,  do  y  ou  

Mr.  Meadows.  Yes.  It  would  have  been  on  the  August  13th  of 2016,  

at  13: 22: 29,  or  27,  I guess.  You' re  going  back  and  forth  talking  about  

302s  with  the  State  Department  and  

Ms.  Page.  So  are  we  talking  about  Clinton  then  it  sounds  like?  

August  
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Mr.  Meadows.  Well,  I  don' t  the  Clinton  investigation  would  

have  been  over  with  at  that  point.  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  true.  ,  sir,  the  date  again?  I' m  sorry  

Mr.  Meadows.  It  would  have  been  August  13th  of  2016.  It  was  

about  2  weeks  after  Russia  opened.  

Ms.  Page.  Okay.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Russia  opens.  Peter  Strzok  travels  to  London.  

Peter  Strzok  does  an  interview,  comes  back.  And  you' re  going  back  and  

forth,  apparently mad  because  the  State  Department  say  ou  know  s,  y  

Ms.  Page.  So  we' re  talking  about  two  different  things.  So  the  

State  let  me  just  take  a  second  and  look  at  this.  

So  there' s  no  debate.  So  this  is  me.  ,  so  a  couple  I' m  sorry  

texts  up,  this  is  Pete:  Hey  I  did  not  ,  read  the  email  I  just  sent.  

include  OPA  or  OCI  in  the  distro.  I' m  responding,  I  don' t  know  what  

the  email  is,  but:  There' s no  debate.  I' m going  to  forward  to  Kortan.  

God,  it  makes  me  want  to  tell  State  to  go  F  it.  

So  we' re  talking  about  Clinton  now.  And  what  I  suspect  we' re  

talking  about  is  needing  y know,  there' s still  things  that  we  ou  need.  

I  don' t  know  whether  it' s  whether  we' re  producing  in  FOIA  or  what  

we' re  talking  about.  But  there,  I  think  

Mr.  Meadows.  Then  y  switch,  I  guess,  to  ou  the  confidential  human  

source.  

Ms.  Page.  Yes,  I think  that' s right.  Yep,  ySo  then:  ou  think  

we  would  have  y  to  rebut  ou  think  we  should  have  commented  if  only  

State' s  expectation  of  interagency coordination  crap.  
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I  think  that  there  was  like  a  press  conference  or  something  that  

we  were  pissed  about  that  State  was  essentially saying,  like,  maligning  

the  FBI.  This  is  normal  interagency  ou  know,  kind  of  , y  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right,  right.  

Ms.  Page.  So  the  same  thing  with  the  next  one.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  it  is  right  after  that  where  you  talk  about  not  

believing  the  confidential  human  source,  or  believing  that  

Ms.  Page.  Is  that  what  that  so  I  don' t  know  what  that  

Mr.  Meadows.  Yeah.  In  the  redacted,  it  says,  I  think  and  

I' ll  give  you  the  redaction  that  the  CHS  is  wrong,  the  other  redacted  

word.  

So  I  guess  the  question  becomes  is,  at  any point  did  you  question  

whether  the  confidential  human  source  was  wrong,  as  this  text  message  

would  indicate?  

Ms.  Page.  So  I  think  we' re  constantly questioning  ourselves,  

actually  I  don' t  know  .  

Mr.  Meadows.  This  would  have  been  very  on.  ou' ve  had  early  So  y  

(b)(7)(D), (7)(E) per FBI ,  and  almost  immediately  

y  are  right  or  wrong.  ou' re  questioning  whether  they  

Ms.  Page.  So  I think  that' s exactly  ou  want  us  to  be  doing,  what  y  

right?  So  I  don' t  know  what  this  article  says  and  I  don' t  know  what  

is  prompting  the  thinking,  but  we  constantly want  to  be  testing  our  

own  assumptions  and  testing  the  veracity of  the  source.  

Now  ,  with  respect  t  

.  So  it' s  not  a  matter  of  is  the  source  

(b)(7)(D), (7)(E) per FBI (b)(7)(D), (7)(E) per FBI
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lying  to  us  or  not,  right.  That  was  sort  of  not  in  question  with  respect  

to  

Mr.  Meadows.  Just  that  they had  made  the  wrong  assumption.  

Ms.  Page.  Or  that  the  person  providing  the  information  to  the  

source,  are  they telling  the  truth  or  not,  right?  Are  they puffing,  

are  they exaggerating,  or  is  the  statement  made  by the  individual  true.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  typically  

Ms.  Page.  That' s the  question  that  we' re  try  answer.  ing  to  And  

so  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  So  there  was  some  question  back  and  forth  

at  this  particular  point  between  you  and  Peter  Strzok  on  whether  the  

confidential  human  source  was  accurate.  And  in  doing  that,  how  do  you  

follow  up  and  figure  out  whether  they re  accurate  or  not?  '  

Ms.  Page.  That' s the  investigation,  sir.  That' s precisely what  

the  investigation  was  designed  to  do.  And  so  the  entire  

objective  and  I  really  to  ou  s  we  do  hope  convince  y guy that  did  things  

the  way that  the  American  people  would  want  us  to  do  them.  

We  get  this  predication  that  suggests  Russia  is  trying  to  work  

with  someone  in  the  Trump  campaign,  and  we  take  these  very discrete  

steps  to  figure  out  is  this  true  and,  if  so,  who  could  be  in  a  position  

to  have  received  this  information.  

And  so  but  we' re  constantly challenging  our  own  assumptions.  

And  so  we' re  taking  investigative  steps  in  order  to  try to  figure  out,  

okay,  who  would  have  been  in  a  position,  who' s  traveling  to  Russia,  

who  might  have  these  relationships  such  that  they would  be  on  the  
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receiving  end,  right?  A  Russian  can' t  just  like  [sound  of  knocking]  

knock  on  the  door  of  any old  stranger  and  say,  hi  

Mr.  Meadows.  Let' s  hope  not.  

Ms.  Page.  I  would  hope,  right?  That' s  unlikely to  be  

ou  to  or  productive.  So  y  look  see  are  there  people  are  there  incidents  

which  would  suggest  that  there  would  be  a  more  willing  audience  or  a  

more  receptive  audience.  

And  so,  again,  not  knowing  what  I  was  thinking  at  the  time  or  what  

the  article  says,  it  wouldn' t  strike  me  as  inappropriate  at  all,  in  

fact,  quite  the  contrary.  We  are  constantly,  is  this  all  just  puffery  

or  is  this  real?  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  was  this  the  only  ou  feel  like  ytime  that  y  ou  

questioned  a  confidential  human  source  in  the  investigation  in  terms  

of  whether  they were  right  or  wrong?  Was  this  a  single  time?  

Ms.  Page.  I  can' t  remember  any other  particular  time,  but  I  

didn' t  remember  this  one  so  

Mr.  Meadows.  But  y  ing  that  it  normally  ou' re  say  happens  on  a  

pretty regular  basis,  so  y  So  this  would  not  be  ou  go  back  and  forth.  

out  of  the  norm  to  say,  well,  is  he  right,  is  he  wrong,  or  is  she  right  

or  is  she  wrong?  

Ms.  Page.  That  is  the  point  of  the  investigation,  to  try to  get  

to  the  bottom  of  it,  sir.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  let  me  go  a  little  bit  further  then.  In  looking  

at  this  review,  very early on,  without  getting  into  the  specifics  of  

the  actual  investigation,  there  were  a  number  of  briefings  that  were  
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occurring.  How  many  ou  involved  Crossfire  Hurricane  briefings  were  y  

with?  

Ms.  Page.  Briefings  for  whom,  sir?  .I' m  sorry  

Mr.  Meadows.  Well,  how  many  ou  involved  with  briefings  were  y  

that  were  outside  the  that  had  outside  play  ond  the  FBI  or  ers  bey  

DOJ?  

Ms.  Page.  None.  

Mr.  Meadows.  All  right.  So  there  were  never  any briefings  that  

you  attended  where  there  was  other  intelligence  officials  part  of  the  

briefing  outside  the  FBI  and  DOJ?  

Ms.  Page.  Not  about  the  Crossfire  investigation,  sir.  So  

there' s  two  things  operating  at  this  time.  I  certainly participated  

in  preparation  sessions  for  the  Director  when  the  Director  would  either  

be  going  to  the  White  House  or  maybe  have  a  call  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  We' ve  got  that.  I  think  we' ve  talked  

about  that  before,  because  I think  early on,  August  5th,  there' s maybe  

the  first  original  what  we  called  at  that  time  the  Russia  investigation  

briefing  that  happened.  Peter  Strzok  comes  back  from  London,  makes  

it  just  in  time  for  y  There' s  a  briefing  that  occurs  ou  to  have  that.  

on  August  8th.  

And  then  there' s  a  briefing  with  Denis  McDonough  at  the  White  

House  where  Jonathan  Moffa  and  others  attended.  Were  you  aware  of  

that?  

Ms.  Page.  I' m sure  y  I was  aware  of  the  briefings  ou' re  right.  

that  were  occurring  at  the  White  House.  But  those  were  not  about  the  
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Crossfire.  To  the  best  of  my knowledge,  those  were  not  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  they had  nothing  to  do  with  any potential  

collusion  between  Russia  and  the  Trump  campaign?  That  was  never  

mentioned?  

Ms.  Page.  Not  to  my  It  was  alway  knowledge.  s  about  the  Russian  

active  measures  effort.  

Mr.  Meadows.  All  right.  And  so  if  that' s,  indeed,  the  case,  at  

some  point  it  changed.  At  some  point,  there  were  other  people  outside  

the  FBI  and  DOJ  that  were  involved  with  that.  And  so  I' m going  to  direct  

your  attention  a  little  bit  later.  

Because  on  August  the  25th,  there' s a text  message  going  back  and  

forth  where  I  think  it  talks  about  the  fact,  y  ou  ou  know,  what  are  y  

doing  after  and  it' s redacted  the  CH  brief.  And  it' s August  25th  

at  19:30:56.  

Ms.  Page.  I  see  that.  What  does  it  say  But  mine' s  redacted.  ?  

Mr.  Meadows.  Yeah,  y  But  it  say  What  are  ours  is  redacted.  s:  

y  And  so  that  CH  brief  y  ing  was  ou  doing  after  the  CH  brief?  ou' re  say  

an  internal  brief  within  the  DOJ  and  FBI?  

Ms.  Page.  Oh,  y  knowledge.  es,  within,  to  the  best  of  my  

Mr.  Meadows.  Because  it' s the  same  day that  Director  Brennan  is  

briefing  Harry Reid,  is  why  And  so  what  y  ing  is  yI  ask.  ou' re  say  ou  

were  unaware  that  Director  Brennan  was  briefing  Harry Reid  that  same  

day?  

Ms.  Page.  I  had  no  knowledge  of  that,  no.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Okay  All  right.  ou' re  looking  at  a brief,  .  So  if y  
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typically who  would  you  brief?  

Ms.  Page.  So  we  had  regular  updates  for  the  Director  and  the  

Deputy Director.  I' d  say certainly every 2  weeks,  but  possibly even  

more  frequently  We  had  sort  of  standing  sort  of  update  meeting  for  .  

either  the  deputy  

Mr.  Meadows.  Similar  to  you  did  during  the  MYE  

Ms.  Page.  Correct.  

Mr.  Meadows.  and  y  doing  that  now.  And  so  ou  do  those.  ou' re  y  

And  those  briefings  were  intended  for  the  Director  or  the  Deputy  

Director  to  do  what?  

Ms.  Page.  To  stay abreast  of  what  we  had  found  to  the  extent  

we  it  allowed  for  a  regular  tempo,  so  that  if  we  had  a  question  about  

an  investigative  step  or  really just  to  sort  of  stay abreast  of  what  

we  were  doing  and  what  we  were  learning.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  because  of  the  critical  nature,  y  ou  ou  know,  as  y  

characterized  it  earlier,  you  believe  that  this  was  more  important  than  

the  MYE  in  terms  of  its  potential.  

When  you  were  doing  those  briefings  with  the  Director  and  the  

Deputy Director  and  the  minority were  talking  about  the  defensive  

briefings  to  my knowledge,  and  it' s  been  we' ve  looked  to  try to  

find  any  the  normal  defensive  briefing  thing  other  than  what  I  would  say  

that  you  do  for  candidates,  where  y  say  the  way be  careful,  change  ou  , by  

y  ou  know,  this  is  what  your  passwords,  y  ou  look  for.  

Did  any of  that  brief  that  y  Director  ou  ever  did  for  the  Deputy  

or  Director  end  up  in  a  detailed  defensive  briefing  for  at  that  point  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Document  ID:  0.7.643.9075-000007  005155-002363



 

 

   

        

            


            


          


             


           


               


           

             


  

          


            


           


  

            


             


          


    

          

           

         


              

      

            


  

8  
COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

candidate  Trump?  

Ms.  Page.  I  don' t  believe  so.  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  if it  were  critical,  especially in  light  of  some  

of  the  individuals  and  because  Donald  Trump  was  not  a  subject  of  your  

investigation,  and  y  ,  who  would  have  made  ou  were  taking  it  seriously  

the  decision  not  to  do  a  defensive  briefing,  to  say  ,  by  ,,  "Hey  the  way  

you  may have  someone  that' s  really getting  contacted  by a  foreign  entity  

and  you  may want  to  be  aware  of  it"?  Who  would  have  made  the  decision  

to  either  tell  the  candidate  or  not  tell  the  candidate?  

Ms.  Page.  That' s a good  question.  I don' t recall  it  ever  coming  

up.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  you' re  telling  me  it  never  came  up  

to  something  this  important,  it  never  came  up  to  tell  the  potential  

candidate  that  they might  have  a  problem  with  somebody talking  to  the  

Russians?  

Ms.  Page.  So  that' s right,  sir,  but  that' s because  we  didn' t know  

what  we  had.  So  ty  ,  when  we  have  a  defensive  brief,  we  have  pically  

pretty unassailable  evidence.  We  have  sensitive  sources  that  I' m not  

going  to  go  into  here.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right,  and  I  don' t  want  you  to.  

Ms.  Page.  No,  no,  no,  I  won' t,  but  

Mr.  Meadows.  Because  it' s  been  characterized  sometimes  that  I  

do,  and  I  don' t  want  y  I  guess  ou  to  go  into  that.  

Ms.  Page.  No,  but  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  y  say  ou  didn' t have  a conclusion.  You  ou' re  ing y  
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didn' t  have  a  specific  

Ms.  Page.  Right.  pically  So  ty  what  would  happen  is  if  we  had  

much  more  unassailable  evidence  or  much  more  is  y  would  frequently  ou  

have  an  individual  who  was  already known  to  the  United  States  Government  

as  suspicious  in  some  way and  associated  with  a  hostile  foreign  

government.  

So  we  know  that,  y know,  Joe  is  of  concern  us.  Once  already  ou  a  to  

we  see  Joe  starting  to  reach  out  to  a  Member  of  Congress  or  starting  

to  reach  out  to  a  candidate,  you  know,  to  the  extent  we  know  what  Joe  

is  saying  or  what  Joe  might  be  doing,  that' s  when  we  would  probably  

flag  for  that  individual:  You  need  to  be  aware  that  so  and  so  may not  

be  what  they seem.  

In  this  case,  we  don' t know  what  we  have.  So  it' s not  to  say that  

we  never  would  have  gotten  to  a  place  where  we  might  have  done  that,  

depending  on  how  what  the  evidence  demonstrated,  but  certainly at  

this  stage,  but  even  later  in  the  investigation,  my personal  view  is  

I  don' t  think  that  it  would  have  been  appropriate  to  do.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  under  your  personal  opinion,  there  was  never  

enough  evidence  to  do  a  defensive  briefing  with  specific  targets?  And  

I  don' t  want  to  put  words  in  y  ou  smiling,  so  Iour  mouth  and  I  see  y  

don' t  but  that' s  what  I' m  getting  to.  

I  mean,  at  some  point  you  have  to  have  enough  "there"  there,  I  

guess,  to  quote  someone  else,  to  be  able  to  suggest  that  there  would  

be  a  ou' re  ing  that  that  defensive  briefing  defensive  briefing,  and  y  say  

never  took  place  because  of  a  lack  of  specificity.  
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Ms.  Page.  No,  not  exactly  You  would  want  to  know  for  ,  sir.  sure  

what  y  ou.  ou  had  in  front  of  y  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  y  accuse  somebody  ou  wouldn' t  want  to  falsely  ?  

Ms.  Page.  You  wouldn' t  want  to  ou  would  want  to  well,  y  

know  y  :ou  would  want  to  be  able  to  say  We  believe  that  so  and  so  

is,  you  know,  an  agent  of  a  foreign  power  or  we  believe  that  so  and  so  

may be  working  with,  you  know,  a  hostile  foreign  source.  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  so  that  did  not  happen  prior  to  November  8th  

of  2016  at  least,  because  you  would  have  done  a  defensive  briefing,  

based  on  

Ms.  Page.  Not  there' s  no  no,  sir.  There' s  no  

hard  and  fast  rule.  I  don' t  I  don' t  I  don' t  want  to  leave  the  

impression  that  once  you  meet  X  criteria  a  defensive  briefing  occurs.  

This  is  fluid  and  happens  at  the  sort  of  discretion  and  judgment  of  

senior  counterintelligence  officials  and,  frankly  or  the  ,  the  deputy  

Director  himself  with  respect  to  certain  high  level  individuals.  

It' s  I' m  I' m  I' m a little  constrained.  I feel  a little  

constrained  in  terms  of  what  I  can  say.  Let' s  try to  speak  

hy  .pothetically  

One  of  two  things  might  lead  you  not  to  conduct  multiple  things  

might  lead  y  One  of  them  might  ou  not  to  conduct  a  defensive  briefing.  

be  insufficient  evidence.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Which  is  what  y  ou  ou  said  at  least  at  this  date,  y  

had  insufficient  

Ms.  Page.  Certainly in  August,  I  would  agree  with  that.  A  
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couple  weeks  in,  we  don' t know  what  we  have.  I think  that  that' s fair.  

On  the  opposite  spectrum,  it  might  be  inappropriate  for  

investigative  reasons  to  provide  a  defensive  brief.  

Mr.  Meadows.  But  that  would  only be  if  Donald  Trump  was  the  

subject  of  your  investigation.  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Meadows.  I  mean,  at  what  point  so  I  guess  take  it  from  

my standpoint.  As  a  Member  of  Congress,  if  I' m  inadvertently having  

contact  with  somebody,  of  which  I  have  contact  with  Russian  diplomats  

on  a  weekly basis  many times,  and  I  assume  every one  of  them  want  to  

do  us  harm.  I  mean,  so  

Ms.  Page.  You  should,  sir.  

Mr.  Meadows.  for  the  record  

Ms.  Page.  I  agree  with  y  .ou  totally  

Mr.  Meadows.  I  want  to  make  sure  that  I  assume  every one  of  

them  wants  to  do  harm  to  us.  

Ms.  Page.  Yes.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  in  doing  that,  at  what  point  would  you  reach  out  

and  say  ou  know,  Mark,  by  ,  y  want  to  be  I,  y  the  way  ou  may  this  

mean  

Ms.  Page.  So  the  reason  I  am  try  here  is  Iing  to  tread  lightly  

don' t  think  that  Donald  Trump  would  need  to  be  the  subject  of  the  

investigation  in  order  for  us  to  make  a  decision  that  a  defensive  

briefing  is  not  appropriate.  

But  there  are  certainly gradations  shy of  subject  which,  if  
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true  and  I' m  not  suggesting  that  they are  true  but  if  

mean  pothetical,  if  hypothetically,  and  I  truly  this  in  the  hy  we  thought  

that  Donald  Trump  is  not  the  subject,  we' re  not  suggesting  that  he' s  

the  person  in  touch  with  Russia,  but  maybe  the  evidence  suggests  that  

he  knows  that  his  people  are  in  touch  with  Russia.  

Mr.  Meadows.  But  to  be  clear  for  the  record,  there  was  no  

evidence  that  suggested  that.  

Ms.  Page.  I  am  not  speaking  with  respect  to  the  evidence  at  all.  

Mr.  Meadows.  I just  want  to  make  sure  we' re  clear  for  the  record.  

Ms.  Page.  I  am  making  no  statement  with  respect  to  the  evidence  

we  had.  I  am  speaking  hy  .pothetically  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  let  me  go  back,  because  one  thing  gets  really  

concerning.  So  y  a  brief  on  August  the  25th.  Director  Brennan  ou  give  

is  giving  a brief.  It' s not  a Gang  of Eight  brief.  It  is  a one  on  one,  

from  what  we  can  tell,  a  one  on  one  briefing  with  Harry Reid  at  that  

point.  

And  it  becomes  apparent,  based  on  your  text  messages  and  based  

on  Director  Comey' s  emails,  that  you  all  are  aware  that  that  

conversation  took  place.  

Were  you  aware  that  Director  Brennan  had  a  briefing  with  Harry  

Reid  and  that  y  Reid?  ou  expected  a  letter  from  Harry  

Ms.  Page.  I  take  your  word  that  I  was.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Well,  no,  I  don' t  want  y  word.  ou  to  take  my  

Ms.  Page.  I just  don' t  I remember  Harry Reid  sending  a letter,  

like  I  remember  that  happening  sometime  during  the  course  of  this  
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investigation.  But  I  do  not  have  any recollection  if  I  knew  we  had  

regular  Crossfire  briefs  of  the  entire  team  for  the  Director.  I  do  

not  recall  the  Director  telling  us  that  Brennan  was  planning  to  brief  

Harry Reid  that  day and  

Mr.  Meadows.  No,  no,  I' m  not  saying  that  he  knew  that  he  was  

planning  to  brief  him,  but  that  once  he  briefed  him,  because  it  appears  

that  certain  elements  of  what  is  now  referred  to  as  the  dossier  were  

communicated  to  Harry Reid,  based  on  that  letter,  because  

Ms.  Page.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  that.  We  didn' t  have  the  

reports  yet.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  According  to  other  testimony  and  I  know.  ,  

apparently y  phy  get  the  documents  until  ou  didn' t  actually  sically  

mid  September.  Is  that  correct?  

Ms.  Page.  That  is  correct,  sir.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  on  August  

Ms.  Page.  Not  just  physically.  Even  electronically,  like  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  on  August  30th  but  you  were  aware  of  it  prior  

to  that?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  what  y  ing  is,  is  that  you' re  say  ou  had  no  

knowledge  of  these  potential  unverified  memos  prior  to  the  middle  part  

of  September  in  your  investigation?  

Ms.  Page.  That  is  correct,  sir.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Okay  So  on  August  30th,  y.  ou  and  Peter  are  going  

back  and  forth,  and  y  "  ou' ll  look  at  9:44:50  ou  go,  "Here  we  go.  If  y  
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on  August  the  30th,  you  go,  "Here  we  go. "  And  it' s referencing  "Harry  

Reid  Cites  Evidence  of  Russian  Tampering  in  the  U. S.  Vote  and  Seeks  

FBI. "  

Now,  what  happens  is,  and  what  I  guess  gives  me  a  little  bit  of  

concern  is,  if  y  ou  drop  down  to  the  same  day  ou  drop  down,  that  if  y  ,  

August  30th,  9:45,  it  says:  "The  D"  which  I  assume  means  

Director  "said  at  the  a. m.  brief  that  Reid  had  called  him  and  told  

him  that  he  would  be  sending  the  letter. "  

Ms.  Page.  Okay.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  y  s,  well,  we  got  the  ou  get  a  brief  that  say  

letter,  but  it' s  almost  like  it' s  a  coordinated  effort  between  Harry  

Reid  and  the  FBI  Director,  because  obviously  ou.  ,  he' s  briefing  y  

Ms.  Page.  I  I don' t see  so,  again,  this  is  just  my personal  

experience.  We  just  don' t  really deal  with  the  Hill  that  much.  

Mr.  Meadows.  No,  I  know  you  don' t,  but  

Ms.  Page.  No,  no,  no,  but  even  the  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  what  y  say  ou  don' t recall  ever  being  ou' re  ing is  y  

briefed  that  a  letter  was  coming  from  Harry Reid?  

Ms.  Page.  Not  until  this  is  the  morning  brief  that  this  is  

a  reference  to,  so  I  must  have  attended  the  morning  brief.  And  so  this  

is  me  just  say  eah,  the  Director  said  we' re  going  to  be  getting  ing,  y  

a  letter.  But  no,  I' m  not  aware  

Mr.  Meadows.  Well,  indeed,  you  did  get  a  letter  that  got  

published  very quickly in  The  New  York  Times,  and  that  was  kind  of  the  

start  of  much  of  that.  
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You  know,  here' s  the  other  concern,  because  I  guess  Peter  Strzok  

sends  an  email  to  Bill  Priestap  that  same  day  ou  carbon  copied,  ,  with  y  

and  it  says:  "Unfortunately,  this  will  politicize  things  but  was  

unavoidable,  I  suppose. "  

So,  I  mean,  obviously it' s  going  back  and  forth.  

Ms.  Page.  So  my  what  the  FBI  alway  view  on  that  is  exactly  s  is,  

which  is,  no  offense,  politicians  are  involved,  right?  Like  

Mr.  Meadows.  None  taken.  

Ms.  Page.  We  want  to  do  this  in  secret.  We  want  to  do  this  the  

way we  do  it.  I  don' t  know  what  Harry Reid  was  told  or  why or  what  

the  purpose  of  Brennan  y  out  of  my  grade.  ou  know,  this  is  way  pay  

But  like  that' s not  how  we  want  to  proceed.  We  do  things  effectively  

when  they re  in  secret.  ou  know,  it' s'  And  so  I  think  that  that,  y  

unavoidable,  I  guess,  is,  you  know,  well,  these  things  happen,  but  not  

on  our  watch.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Okay  So  let' s  ou  at  y.  taking  y  our  word,  then  

I  guess  what  concern  I  have  is  why would  Director  Brennan  be  aware  of  

things  that  the  FBI  was  not  aware  of  at  this  particular  point  when  it  

actually would  potentially involve,  according  to  Peter  Strzok' s  word  

on  January 10th  of  2017,  an  unverified  salacious  set  of  memos?  

Ms.  Page.  So  I  don' t  understand  why ou' re  say  y  ing  

this  whatever  is  in  the  whatever  occurs  between  Brennan  and  Reid,  

I  don' t  understand  what  the  relationship  to  the  dossier  is.  That' s  

what  I' m  not  following.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  the  dossier  apparently was  mentioned.  In  fact,  
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we  have  documents  that  would  suggest  that  in  that  briefing  the  dossier  

was  mentioned  to  Harry Reid  and  then  obviously we' re  going  to  have  to  

have  conversations.  Does  that  surprise  you  

Ms.  Page.  Totally surprises  me.  

Mr.  Meadows.  that  Director  Brennan  would  be  aware  of  

Ms.  Page.  Yes,  sir.  ,  if  Director  Because  with  all  due  honesty  

Brennan  so  we  got  that  informatio  

(b)(3), (b)(7)(D), (7)(E) per FBI
(b)(3), (b)(7)(D), (7)(E) per FBI

Mr.  Meadows.  We  do  know  there  are  multiple  sources.  

.  

Ms.  Page.  I  do  know  that.  I  do  know  that  the  information  

ultimately found  its  way lots  of  different  places,  certainly in  October  

of  2016.  But  if  the  CIA  as  early as  August,  in  fact,  had  those  same  

reports,  an  that  of  aware  not  mI'of  aware  not  am  I (b)(3), (b)(7)(D), (7)(E) per FBI

Mr.  Meadows.  So  y  "our  source.  Is  you  say  "  our  source,  is  that  

because  he  was  working  for  you?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Well,  I  mean,  how  could  he  be  is  he  exclusively  

your  source?  

Ms.  Page.  I don' t know.  If  the  CIA  has  had  Mr.  Steele  open  

as  a  source,  I  would  not  know  that.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  if  we' re  talking  about  sources  and  we' re  looking  

at  sources,  were  you  aware  at  the  point  that  there  was  ongoing  
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communication  with  other  players,  i. e. ,  Fusion  GPS  and  others,  as  it  

relates  to  this  confidential  human  source?  

Ms.  Page.  I  didn' t  follow  y  Are  your  question,  sir.  ou  asking  

was  I  

Mr.  Meadows.  Were  you  aware  that  Christopher  Steele  had  

conversations  or  multiple  conversations  with  Fusion  GPS  and  others  

outside  of  just  working  special  intel  for  you?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  no,  no.  So  let  me  try to  be  more  clear.  

As  of  August  of  2016,  I don' t know  who  Christopher  Steele  is.  I  

don' t know  that  he' s an  FBI  source.  I don' t know  what  he  does.  I have  

never  heard  of  him  in  all  of  my life.  So  let  me  just  sort  of  be  clear.  

When  the  FBI  first  receives  the  reports  that  are  known  as  the  

dossier  from  an  FBI  agent  who  is  Christopher  Steele' s  handler  in  

September  of  2016  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  at  that  time,  we  do  not  know  who  we  don' t  know  

why these  reports  have  been  generated.  We  don' t know  for  what  purpose.  

We  don' t  know  we  know  that  this  is  a  reliable  source  who  has  

previously reported  on  other  things.  We  know  who  he  I  don' t  know  

who  he  is  personally.  We  know  his  history  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  such  that  we  know  him  to  be  reliable.  And  I  think  

we  know  that  he' s  a  former  intel  person.  

But  we  do  not  know,  to  the  best  of  my recollection,  why these  

reports  have  been  generated,  what  they' re  ' re  why  for,  what  they  they  
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have  sort  of  come  to  us,  other  than  here' s  a  reliable  source  and  here  

are  some  things  that  he  has  gathered.  

Certainly between  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  y don' t know  whether  it' s a coordinated  effort  ou  

to  get  you  those  documents  or  not  at  that  point  in  September?  

Ms.  Page.  Coordinated  by whom,  sir?  

Mr.  Meadows.  Any  ,  other  than  a  confidential  human  source  body  

say  ou.  ing,  "Listen,  I' ve  got  reason  to  be  concerned  and  bring  it  to  y  "  

(b)(3), (b)(7)(E) per FBI It  could  have  been  coordinated  

by Fusion  GPS.  You  don' t  know.  

Ms.  Page.  At  the  time  that  we  received  the  documentation,  no.  

What  we  have  is  the  preexisting  relationship  with  the  source  and  the  

reliability of  his  prior  reporting.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Okay  So  on  October  16th  and  19th,  there' s  a.  

couple  of  text  messages.  I  want  to  read  them  to  you,  because  it' s  

actually text  messages  between  y  y  our  book.  ou  ou  won' t have  them  in  y  

Ms.  Page.  Oh,  okay.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Because  I  actually got  these  from  a  different  

source.  And  so  I' m asking  y  ou  remember  those  so  you  to  see  if  y  ou  can  

help  authentic  them.  But  apparently  ou  it' s  a  text  message  between  y  

and  Mr.  McCabe.  

Ms.  Page.  Okay.  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  it  say  "Just  called.  the  DAG  s:  Apparently  

now  wants  to  be  there  and  the  White  House  wants  DOJ  to  host.  So  we' re  

setting  up  a time  now.  We  very much  need  to  get  Cohen' s view"  which  
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we  believe  is  probably Deputy Director  of  the  CIA  Cohen,  David  

Cohen  "before  we  meet  with  her"  and  by the  "her, "  I  think  it' s  

Sally Yates  at  that  point,  we' re  trying  to  put  this  all  together.  

"Better  have  him  weigh  in  before  this  meeting.  We  need  to  speak  with  

one  voice  if  that  is,  in  fact,  the  case. "  That  is  October  14th.  

And  then  on  October  19th,  it  say  "Hey  ou  give  me  a  call  s:  , can  y  

when  you  get  out.  Meeting  with  the  White  House  counsel  is  finally set  

up  and  I  want  to  talk  about  the  timing  things. "  

Is  that  

Ms.  Page.  Are  those  about  Russia?  

Mr.  Meadows.  That  was  my question.  

Ms.  Page.  Oh,  I' m  not  sure,  sir.  I' m  not  certain  that  it  is,  

to  be  honest  with  you,  but  I' m  not  sure.  

Mr.  Meadows.  All  right.  sBecause  it' s  just  a  couple  of  day  

before  the  FISA  application.  

Ms.  Page.  Oh.  There  would  be  no  need  to  go  to  the  White  House  

or  give  any sort  of  briefing  about  the  FISA.  So  if  that' s the  timing  

concern,  I  don' t  think  that  it' s  related,  would  be  my guess.  

Mr.  Meadows.  All  right.  So,  as  we  look  at  this,  one  of  the  

concerns  that  I  have  is  that  there  seemed  to  be  a  whole  lot  of  chatter  

back  and  forth  in  terms  of  between  the  FBI  and  the  DOJ  being  at  odds  

in  terms  of  and  by  ou  know,  I  guess  pushing  "odds"  what  I  mean  is,  y  

back  against  George  Toscas  and  some  of  the  others  in  terms  of  some  of  

the  opinions,  based  on  text  messages  and  emails.  

Ms.  Page.  On  Russia?  
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Mr.  Meadows.  On  Russia.  

Ms.  Page.  I don' t know  that  I agree  with  that  assessment.  The  

only source  of  frustration,  really the  only source  of  frustration  that  

I  can  recall,  at  least  in  the  time  that  I  was  most  heavily involved  

in  the  Russia  investigation  so  this  is  from  August  to  really the  

end  of  the  y  was  the  sort  of  speed  or  lack  ear,  till  December  of  2016  

thereof  with  respect  to  getting  the  FISA  initiated.  I  mean,  that  was  

a  source  of  frustration.  But  I  don' t  recall  other  other  

controversies  or  other  disagreements  or  other  issues.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Yeah,  because  I  think  and  the  reason  why these  

dates  on  the  other  text  messages  that  I  ask  are  critical,  because  

there' s  an  email  from  Peter  Strzok  to  y  And  ou  on  October  the  14th.  

that' s  where,  y  the  Fou  know,  we' ve  got  to  keep  the  pressure,  hurry  

up  and  

Ms.  Page.  Yeah,  right.  And  that  was  definitely happening,  but  

the  White  House  doesn' t  have  anything  to  do  with  that.  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  so  the  Stu,  I  haven' t  heard  back  from  Stu,  is  

that  Stu  Evans  who  

Ms.  Page.  That  is  correct.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  why was  there  a  push  for  a  FISA  warrant  coming  

from  y  s  and  potentially  I  mean,  ou  guy  less  than  expeditious  on  the  

what' s  y  that  was?  ,  it  was  important  our  perception  of  why  Obviously  

enough  for  Peter  to  send  you  an  email.  

Ms.  Page.  Well,  we  sent  a  lot  of  emails.  

(b)(7)(E) per FBI
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.  (b)(7)(E) per FBI

But  separate  from  that,  this  again  goes  to  kind  of  cultural  

differences  between  us  and  DOJ.  So  DOJ  is  necessarily going  to  be  a  

little  more  handwringing  and  a  little  more  apprehensive  and  a  little  

more  cautious.  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  why is  that?  

Ms.  Page.  Just  the  institutional  differences  between  us,  

honestly  I  mean,  we' re  the  investigators,  we' re  hard  charging.  .  

Mr.  Meadows.  The  fact  that  they were  opening  up  a  FISA  warrant  

on  a  U. S.  citizen  that  might  be  attached  to  a  

Ms.  Page.  Well,  almost  all  FISA  warrants  are  on  U. S.  citizens.  

Mr.  Meadows.  That' s  correct,  but  that  might  ou  didn' t  let  y  

me  finish  

Ms.  Page.  Oh,  I' m  sorry.  

Mr.  Meadows.  That  might  be  attached  to  a  Presidential  campaign.  

Ms.  Page.  Well,  he  was  no  longer  with  the  Presidential  campaign.  

But  your  point  is  taken.  Certainly,  this  was  one  that,  if  leaked,  was  

going  to  get  attention.  

And  so  I' m  not  necessarily even  criticizing  them  for  their  

handwringing.  I' m  just  saying  we  had  an  operational  reason  that  we  

wanted  to  get  this  thing  up  quickly with  respect  to  the  subject  himself,  

and  the  Department  is  alway  .s  going  to  operate  with  less  alacrity  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  is  Stu  Evans,  is  that  his  primary  

responsibility,  was  processing  FISAs?  

Ms.  Page.  So  he  is  the  head  of  the  Office  of  Intelligence.  The  
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Office  of  Intelligence  is  the  organization  within  the  Department  that  

writes  the  FISAs,  that  takes  them  to  court.  So  he  is  the  he' s  a  

DAAG,  a  deputy assistant  Attorney General,  and  he  is  the  person  in  

charge  of  the  entire  FISA  process  for  the  Department.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  I  guess  the  question  and  this  is  my last  

series  of  questions  I  guess  the  question  I  would  have  then  is,  going  

back  to  August  10th,  there' s text  messages  back  and  forth  between  you  

and  Peter  that  would  say  told  ,  I  remember  what  it  was,  Toscas  already  

Stu  Evans  every  Sally  You  already  thing.  called  to  set  up  a  meeting.  

knew  about  the  campaign  individual.  So  there' s  conversations  

happening  on  August  the  10th  already  

Ms.  Page.  But  that' s not  about  a FISA.  That' s not  about  a FISA  

at  that  point,  I  don' t  think.  

Mr.  Meadows.  But  it  was  about  the  campaign,  because  it' s  

redacted.  

Ms.  Page.  Right.  

Mr.  Meadows.  I  mean,  it  was  redacted.  

Ms.  Page.  So  what  that  reflects,  because  I  remember  that,  

because  we  were  we  were  so  concerned  about  the  fact  that  we  were  

opening  this  investigation  and  we  were  so  concerned  about  leaks  that  

we  were  literally individually making  decisions  about  who  to  tell  and  

who  not  to  tell,  because  we  were  try  held.  ing  to  keep  it  so  closely  

We  had  told  George  Toscas,  because  he' s  sort  of  the  senior  most  

career  person  in  the  National  Security Division.  

None  of  us  had  told  Stu  Evans,  and  I don' t think  any of  us  intended  
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to  tell  Stu  Evans  until  which  time  we  would  actually need  something  

from  him.  And  so  that  text  is  a  reflection  of  frustration,  that  like,  

great,  George  told  Stu.  That' s  not  what  we  would  have  done,  because  

we  were  trying  to  keep  it  so  close  hold.  

So  I  don' t  think  it  has  any  It  thing  to  do  with  an  actual  FISA.  

was  more  that  more  people  are  learning  about  this  investigation  and  

we  are  trying  to  keep  it  as  tight  as  possible.  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  so  what  y  ing  is  when  the  Director  ou' re  say  

briefed  the  White  House  2  days  prior  to  that,  on  August  the  8th,  or  

prepared  for  it,  actually briefed  him  on  the  10th,  that  it  had  nothing  

to  do  with  any campaign.  Even  though  George  Toscas  and  Stu  Evans  knew  

about  it,  it  had  I  mean,  there  was  no  mention  of  this  at  all  at  any  

time?  

Ms.  Page.  Sir,  I  would  be  shocked.  I  would  truly be  stunned  to  

discover  that  the  Director  had  briefed  the  President  on  the  substance  

of  our  investigation  or  even  the  existence  of  our  investigation.  I  

would  be  I  can' t  say it  didn' t  happen,  I  wasn' t  there,  but  I  would  

be  stunned  to  discover  that.  That  is  just  not  how  we  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  when  did  it  happen?  Ultimately never?  

Ms.  Page.  I  don' t  know.  I  honestly don' t  know.  And  to  be  

honest  with  y  .ou,  I  guess  I  should  clarify  

I  think  it' s  entirely possible  that  the  Director  himself  never  

briefed  the  White  House  about  this.  He  just  did  not  have  that  kind  

of  not  relationship,  that' s  not  the  right  word.  That' s  just  not  

how  he  viewed  us  institutionally  I  cannot  speak  to  whether  the  .  
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Department  ever  briefed  the  White  House  about  it.  

Mr.  Meadows.  I' ll  yield  to  John.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Ms.  Page,  I  do  want  to  follow  this  line  of  

questioning  about  the  FISA  application  and  try and  determine  when  you  

were  first  aware  of  or  there  was  a  discussion  of  a  possibility of  a  

FISA  warrant  in  connection  with  the  Trump  Russia  matter  from  a  timing  

perspective.  Do  you  recall?  

Ms.  Page.  May  .be  a  month  before  we  got  it,  possibly  I' m  not  

positive.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  So  the  dates,  the  date  of  the  FISA  .  

application,  October  21st  of  2016.  

The  reason  I' m  trying  to  find  out  is  we  know  that  the  predicating  

information  that  opened  it  was  July 31st.  We  know  on  August  8th,  we' ve  

talked  about  the  text  message  about  stopping  Donald  Trump,  a  text  

message  that  involved  the  lead  investigative  agent.  

So  I' m  wondering,  do  you  know  whether  or  not  there  had  been  any  

discussion  of  a  FISA  applications  by that  time?  

Ms.  Page.  No  way  You  have  to  understand,  sir,  it  takes  a  lot  .  

to  get  a  FISA.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  I  know.  ing  ing  to  dive  I' m  just  try  I' m  try  

in  on  where  it  is.  

So  on  we  know  that  there  was  the  first  interview  conducted,  

based  on  y  ,  sometime  before  August  11th  of  2016.  our  prior  testimony  

Do  y  discussion  of  a  FISA  application  before  ou  know  if  there  was  any  

or  after  or  before  that?  
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Ms.  Page.  Not  to  my knowledge.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  With  respect  to  ou  talked  earlier  . y  

about  testing  the  information  from  confidential  human  sources.  If  a  

confidential  human  source  has  a  conversation  with  the  subject  of  

surveillance  that  would  undermine  the  presence  I  mean,  the  premise  

that  anyone  associated  with  the  Trump  campaign  either  was  colluding  

or  would  be  willing  to  collude  with  the  Russians,  is  that  the  type  of  

disclosure  that  would  have  to  be  made  to  the  FISC?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  ou  mean?  What  do  y  We  don' t  have  a  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Do  Brady  to  /Giglio  disclosure  requirements  apply  

the  FISA  court?  

Ms.  Page.  Oh,  sorry  Yeah,  sure.  of  .  I  mean,  we  have  a  duty  

candor  to  the  court.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Duty of  candor.  

Ms.  Page.  So  certainly to  the  extent  we  were  to  find  reliable  

information  that  we  thought  undermined  a  FISA  application,  we  would  

inform  the  court  of  that  information.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Supposed  to  inform  the  court?  

Ms.  Page.  To  the  best  of  my knowledge,  sir,  we  would  inform  the  

court.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  No,  I' m  just  say  ying  the  obligation  is  ou  

can' t  speak  to  whether  it  was  or  it  wasn' t.  

Ms.  Page.  I  don' t  know  what  you' re  talking  about.  I  

thought  if  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  I' m not  getting  into  any of  the  specific  content  
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of  it.  I  just  want  to  know  

Ms.  Page.  If  in  all  cases  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  If  there  is  exculpatory or  

Ms.  Page.  if  the  FBI  discovers,  you  know,  reliable  

information  which  it  believes  to  be  exculpatory or  somehow  affect  the  

probable  cause  of  the  FISA  warrant,  I would  expect  that  we  would  provide  

that  to  the  court,  yes,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  That' s  my question.  

Ms.  Page.  Yes.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Because  there  would  be  an  obligation  to  do  that.  

Ms.  Page.  I think  so.  I' m not  nearly as  well  versed  in  the  FISA  

rules.  But  I  would  just  I  would  presume  that  we  would,  because  

that' s  how  we  generally operate.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  And  y  /Giglio  disclosure  ou  know  that  Brady  

requirements  would  apply in  the  FISA  court?  

Ms.  Page.  So  Brady really doesn' t  I  don' t  really want  to  be  

so  legalistic  but  Brady is  a  right  of  a  criminal  defendant.  So  what  

I' m  say  obligatory  What  Iing  is  I  have  no  idea  if  it  is  absolutely  .  

am  say  would  be  the  practice  of  the  ing  is  I  believe  that  that  is  

Department  and  the  FBI  to  be  fully candid.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  And  should  have  been  done  if  there  was  any  

exculpatory information.  

Ms.  Page.  I think  that  that' s what  we  would  do.  I believe  so,  

sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay,  great.  
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On  Friday  ou  about  the  trip  that  y,  Congressman  Jordan  asked  y  ou  

took  to  London  in  December  of  2016  with  Peter  Strzok  and  three  others.  

I  don' t  know  if  he  asked  you  the  purpose  of  that  trip.  Can  you  tell  

us  the  purpose  of  the  trip?  

Ms.  Page.  I  cannot,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Why not?  

Ms.  Page.  On  advice  of  FBI  counsel,  because  it  would  get  into  

the  investigative  steps  we  took.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Investigative  steps  related  to  the  

Ms.  Page.  The  Russia  investigation.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Russia  investigation?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Mr.  Jordan  also  asked  y  ou  .  ou  about  and  y  

reviewed  with  him  the  January 10  email  that  you  were  on  with  Mr.  Strzok  

talking  about  the  different  versions  of  the  Steele  dossier  involving  

David  Corn  and  Glenn  Simpson  and  others.  Do  you  recall  that?  

Ms.  Page.  I  do,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  That  was  around  the  same  time  as  the  first  .  

of  Jim  Comey s  now  somewhat  infamous  memos  of  his  conversations  with  '  

both  President  elect  Trump  and  then  President  Trump.  When  did  you  

first  become  aware  of  the  Comey memos?  

Ms.  Page.  I  was  aware  of  them  as  they were  in  real  time.  I  

was  aware  of  almost  all  of  them  in  real  time.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  So  y.  ou  were  aware  of  them  before  they  

became  leaked  to  The  New  York  Times  by Daniel  Richman?  
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Ms.  Page.  I was  aware  of  them.  I reviewed  most  of  them.  I can' t  

say all.  I  reviewed  most  of  them  within  a  day or  on  the  same  day that  

they were  created.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Would  Peter  Strzok  have  been  .I' m  sorry  

Would  well,  let  me  ask  that.  Would  Peter  Strzok  have  been  aware  

of  those?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Would  Andrew  McCabe  have  been  aware  of  those?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes,  sir.  I don' t know  whether  Peter  Strzok  was  aware  

of  them  or  not.  I  did  not  provide  them  to  him  so  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  But  Andrew  McCabe  would  have  been?  .  

Ms.  Page.  Yes,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  And  was  that  ou  would  .  the  fact  that  y  

have  been  aware  of  them,  were  there  discussions  about  opening  an  

obstruction  of justice  case  or  any other  case  against  Donald  Trump  prior  

to  the  firing  of  Jim  Comey on  May 9th  of  2017,  as  reflected  in  the  Comey  

memos?  

Ms.  Bessee.  Congressman,  to  the  extent  that  goes  into  the  

equities  of  the  ongoing  investigation  that  the  special  counsel  is  now  

conducting,  I  will  instruct  the  witness  not  to  answer.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Yeah,  I  don' t  want  to  go  into  what  the  special  

counsel,  whether  or  not  they are  going  to  do  it,  but  I  think  it' s  a  

fair  I think  it' s a very fair  question,  Cecilia,  because  the  former  

Director  of  the  FBI  has  talked  about  it.  He' s  talked  about  it  a  lot.  

He' s  given  interviews  about  it.  He  has  gone  on  TV  about  it.  He  has  
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written  books  about  it.  

And  he  has  said  explicitly publicly in  a  congressional  hearing  

that  he  wanted  a  special  counsel  to  be  appointed  for  that  purpose,  to  

investigate  Donald  Trump  for  obstruction  of  justice.  

So  I  think  asking her  about  it  at  this  point  is  a  very fair  request.  

Ms.  Bessee.  To  the  extent  that  it  doesn' t  go  into  what  the  

special  counsel  is  looking  at  or  their  gathering  of  evidence,  I  

understand,  Congressman,  that  former  Director  Comey has  talked  about  

the  memos  and  has  talked  about  whether  there  should  be  an  investigation.  

So  I  just  want  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  I don' t want  any of  the  details.  I just  want  to  

know  whether  there  was  a  discussion  about  the  possibility of  opening  

that  prior  to  the  firing  of  the  Director.  

Ms.  Page.  Obstruction  of  justice  was  not  a  topic  of  conversation  

during  the  timeframe  you  have  described.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Then  .  

Ms.  Page.  I  think.  One  second,  sir.  

[Discussion  off  the  record. ]  

Ms.  Page.  Sir,  I  need  to  I  need  to  take  back  my prior  

statement.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Which  one?  

Ms.  Page.  Whatever  the  last  thing  I  just  said  was.  Sorry  That  .  

there  were  no  discussions  of  obstruction,  yeah.  That  is  I  need  to  

take  that  statement  back.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  So  there  were?  
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Ms.  Page.  Well,  I think  that  I can' t answer  this  question  without  

getting  into  matters  which  are  substantively before  the  special  counsel  

at  this  time.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Well,  I  think  y  not  ou' ve  just  answered  it  by  

answering  it.  

Was  Andy McCabe  privy to  those  same  conversations?  

Ms.  Page.  I  can' t  answer  this  substantively  I' m  sorry  ,  sir.  .  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Well,  were  these  related  to  some  charges,  whether  

obstruction  or  other  charges,  potentially against  Donald  Trump?  

Ms.  Page.  I can' t  I can' t answer  that  question,  sir,  without  

getting  into  the  substance  of  matters  that  are  now  before  the  special  

counsel.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Again,  I  think  y  not  ou' re  answering  it  by  

answering  it.  

Did  you  have  knowledge  about  Daniel  Richman' s  special  role  for  

Director  Comey?  

Ms.  Page.  What  do  you  mean,  sir?  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Did  y  or  ou  ou  know  that  he  when,  I  guess,  did  y  

learn  that  he  was  the  source  through  which  Director  Comey would  

communicate  information  to  the  press?  

Ms.  Page.  I  learned  that  publicly,  when  it  became  publicly  

known.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  But  not  before  that?  

Ms.  Page.  I  don' t  believe  so.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Did  you  have  interactions  with  Daniel  Richman?  
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Ms.  Page.  I  had  one  interaction  with  him,  but  with  respect  to  

a going  dark  sort  of  broad  legislative  interest,  but  that' s it.  That  

was  many months  prior.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  So  back  to  these  Comey  You  had  .  memos.  

conversations  about  the  Comey memos  with  Andy McCabe.  Did  you  have  

conversations  about  them  with  Jim  Comey?  

Ms.  Page.  I  think  once.  I  think  there  was  one  time  so,  again,  

I guess  I should  make  be  more  clear.  We  didn' t talk  about  the  Comey  

memos  as  a  set,  like  the  Comey memos.  If  Comey were  to  have  a  meeting  

that  concerned  him,  he  might  come  back  and  inform,  for  example,  

Mr.  McCabe  about  them.  

There  was  one  time  I  believe  in  which  I  was  part  of  a  small  group  

in  which  he  came  back  and  reported  back  the  details  of  a  particular  

meeting.  Those  ultimately made  their  way into  the  memos.  

So  I  was  present  for  at  least  one,  possibly more,  I  just  don' t  

know  for  sure,  readouts  of  a  meeting  that  he  would  have  just  had  with  

the  President,  Donald  Trump,  and  then  subsequently read  the  memos  that  

he  created  about  each  of  these  meetings.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  What  was  it  about  Donald  Trump  that  created  a  

practice  that  Director  Comey told  us  didn' t  exist  with  President  Obama?  

Ms.  Page.  I  can' t  speak  for  Director  Comey,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Did  this  process  of  the  FBI  Director  sharing  

information  with  others  in  the  FBI  about  his  conversations,  giving  

readouts  of  his  conversations  with  the  President,  was  that  a  standard  

practice?  
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Ms.  Page.  That' s  not  unusual,  if  there  was  a  need  to  share  what  

had  happened.  He  certainly did  that  with  respect  to  President  Obama  

as  well.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  But  never  documented  it  in  a  memo  form?  

Ms.  Page.  I  think  that' s  his  representation.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  So  you  said  

Ms.  Page.  But  I  think  he  also  answered,  at  least  in  his  open  

testimony  So  I,  that  it  was  about  the  nature  of  the  person.  

can' t  that' s  ond  that.  those  are  his  words,  but  I can' t speak  bey  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  I  might  come  back  to  that,  but  I  want  to  move  on  

to  this  now  infamous  tarmac  meeting  and  at  least  get  started  in  asking  

you  about  that.  

To  refresh  your  recollection  from  a  timing  standpoint,  the  

meeting  occurred  on  June  the  27th  of  2016  between  former  President  

Clinton  and  Loretta  Lynch.  

I  want  to  ask  you  about  an  email  on  June  the  30th  of  2016  that  

Peter  Strzok  texted  to  y  ou' d  look  at  that.  ou,  if  y  

Ms.  Page.  June  30th,  you  said?  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  June  30th.  s  after  the  tarmac  We' re  3  day  

meeting.  

Ms.  Page.  Okay.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  It  say  Oh  my  I  think  speaking  about  s:  God,  he  

Bill  Priestap  Oh,  my God,  he  is  spinning  about  the  tarmac  meeting.  

Viewed  in  conjunction  with  [redacted]  wants  to  meet  at  4,  have  us  bring  

lists  of  what  we  would  do  in  ordinary circumstance,  paren,  easy,  
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referred  to  PC,  and  in  this  circumstance,  paren,  easy,  referred  to  the  

seventh  floor.  

Do  you  see  that?  

Ms.  Page.  I  do.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Let' s.  first  of  all,  is  Bill,  is  that  

Bill  Priestap?  

Ms.  Page.  I' m  sure  it  is,  yes.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Do  y.  ou  know  what  redacted  is?  

Ms.  Page.  I  don' t.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Do  y.  ou  know  what  PC  is?  

Ms.  Page.  Public  corruption  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Public  corruption.  

Ms.  Page.  is  my guess.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  It' s  my guess,  too.  So  

Ms.  Page.  I  mean,  this  I  think  is  sort  of  a  snarky text,  right?  

So  my guess  is  he' s  spinning  in  conjunction  with  the  be  that  is  may  

like  the  statement,  because  we  know  that  we' re  we' re  planning  to  

do  the  public  announcement  is  sort  of  imminent.  I' m  speculating  

there,  because  I  have  no  idea  what' s  under  the  redaction.  

But  I  think  this  is  mostly us  just  being  a  little  unkind  with  

respect  to  Bill  Clinton  Bill  Clinton  Bill  Priestap,  because  

he  he  was  a  worrier.  And  so  I  think  that  this  is  more  snarky,  right?  

There' s  nothing  for  us  to  do  with  respect  to  this.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  But  I' m  try  .  ing  to  find  out  whether  this  

is  a  big  deal  or  not.  You  know,  the  Attorney General  referred  to  the  
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meeting  as  something  she  admitted  cast  a  shadow  over  the  integrity of  

the  Department.  It' s  the  reason  for  what  you  referred  to  earlier  as  

a  quasi  recusal  or  halfway recusal.  It  is  something  that  Director  

Comey referred  to  as  a  game  changer  and  told  the  IG  that  it  tipped  the  

scales  with  respect  to  holding  a  public  announcement.  It  sounds  like  

Bill  Priestap  is  spinning  about  it.  

Was  it  a  big  deal  or  not?  

Ms.  Page.  To  be  honest  with  you,  sir,  and  I' m  speaking  for  

my  .self,  it  was  a  boneheaded  move,  certainly  But  I  guess  

investigatively  big  deal,  because  ,  I  don' t  see  it  as  a  particularly  

absolutely every  ear  investigation,  both  at  single  person  on  the  Midy  

the  FBI  and  the  Department,  had  concluded  that  there  was  no  prosecution  

to  be  had  here.  

So  it' s not  as  though  the  meeting  with  Bill  Clinton,  even  no  matter  

what  was  said,  even  taken  in  the  worst  possible  light,  the  evidence  

is  what  the  evidence  is.  So  there' s  no  way to  have  sort  of  changed  

it.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  So  even  if,  in  fact,  everyone' s  worst  possible  

nightmare  about  what  may have  transpired  on  that  plane  is  all  true,  

it  still  doesn' t  change  whether  there' s  a  viable  prosecution.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  So,  again,  in  my view,  it' s bad  judgment  and  misguided,  

but  not  actually impactful  of  anything  in  particular.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  So  I' m  going  to  come  back  to  this  one,  .  
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because  I  think  we' re  about  out  of  time.  But  y  ou  ou  just  said,  and  y  

said  this  yesterday or  on  Friday,  but  that  it  was  not  a  big  deal.  

Boneheaded  but  not  a  big  deal  investigatively  person  ,  because  every  

involved  with  the  Midyear  had  concluded  that  she  wasn' t  going  to  be  

charged.  Is  that  right?  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  correct,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  So  if  I  asked  y.  ou  the  question,  was  the  

decision  made  not  to  charge  Hillary Clinton  with  the  mishandling  of  

classified  information  before  or  after  her  July 2nd,  2016,  interview,  

the  answer  is  what?  

Ms.  Page.  The  answer  is  before  her  July 2nd  interview  we  had  not  

seen  evidence  sufficient  to  charge  her  with  a  crime.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay.  

Ms.  Page.  If  something  had  changed  in  the  July 2nd  interview,  

then  that  would  have  all  changed  things.  But  short  of  an  admission  

in  that  interview,  there  was  nothing  that  any of  us,  whether  at  the  

Department  or  the  FBI,  could  have  anticipated  that  would  have  changed  

that  conclusion,  short  of  an  admission  or  something  happening  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  But  your  answer  was  before  the  decision  had  been  

made  before,  that  everyone  had  concluded.  

Ms.  Page.  Well,  y  mouth  a  little  bit.  ou' re  putting  words  in  my  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  These  are  your  words.  

Ms.  Page.  No,  I' m agreeing  with  what  I' m  ing  is  a decision  say  

isn' t  final  until  it' s  final.  So  there  was  no  final  decision  before  

July 2nd.  But  before  July 2nd  
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Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay.  

Ms.  Page.  it  was  the  consensus  of  the  investigative  team,  both  

at  the  Department  and  at  the  FBI,  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  

to  charge  her  with  a  crime.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  So  where  we' re  going  to  leave  off  is  that  .  

the  decision  had  been  made  before,  but  the  final,  final  decision  was  

made  after  is  what  y  ing,  to  use  you' re  say  our  words.  

Ms.  Page.  The  decision  isn' t  final  until  it' s  final.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  We' ll  pick  up  with  that  when  we  come  .  back.  

Thank  you.  

[Recess. ]  
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[2:36  p. m. ]  

Mr.  Swalwell.  Back  on  the  record.  

Thank  you,  Ms.  Page,  again  for  spending  the  morning  and  afternoon  

with  us.  I  only have  a  few  questions.  Our  counsel  may have  some,  and  

I  understand  Mr.  Cummings  might  be  coming  in  today.  

So,  again,  I  first  just  want  to  say that,  today,  our  President,  

on  foreign  soil,  insulted  the  men  and  women  of  the  FBI.  I' m sorry that  

here  in  Congress  that  y  insult  ou' re  also  seeing  leaders  of  our  country  

the  work  that  you  do.  

But  I  do  think  there  are  some  fair  questions,  and  I  want  to  get  

just  to  some  of  those.  

Do  you  regret,  like,  some  of  the  messages  y  the  way  ou  sent  or  that  

you  framed  some  of  those  texts?  And  if  you  could  just  talk  about  that.  

Ms.  Page.  I  do.  I  think  that  this  has  been  an  incredibly  

humbling  experience.  Obviously,  these  were  messages  sent  to  somebody  

close  to  me  whom  I  intended  to  be  private,  and  I  think  that  there  are  

few people  on  this  planet  who  would  want  their  private  messages  released  

publicly  said.  ,  regardless  of  what  they  

I  think  I' m  entitled  to  the  views  that  I' m  entitled  to,  and  I' m  

entitled  to  express  those  views  both  publicly and  privately  But  I.  

would  have  made  different  decisions  had  I  thought  about  what  the  

possible  repercussions  could  have  been.  

I  can' t  do  it  over  again.  I  can  only learn  from  it.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  Did  y  were  you  ever  ou  ever  part  of  a  criminal  

prosecution  where  you  so  detested  the  defendant  because  of  what  they  
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did  or  who  they hurt  and  you  had  to  set  aside  those  feelings  and  just  

stick  to  the  four  corners  of  the  evidence?  

Ms.  Page.  So  I  actually  ,spoke  about  this  at  length  on  Friday  

Mr.  Swalwell.  In  fact,  not  just  me  but  I  think  I  can  speak  for  many  

people  at  the  FBI  and  the  Department  that  we  often  loathe  the  subject  

of  our  investigations.  And  we  generally do  not  look  kindly on  

criminals  in  general  and  reserve  plenty of harsh  language  for  the  people  

that  we  investigate.  

But  we,  regardless  and  in  every instance,  put  our  personal  

feelings,  both  about  them  individually or  the  criminal  activity that  

they are  accused  of,  we  always  put  it  aside  and  conduct  investigations  

independently and  fairly.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  Did  y  ou  ou  ever  have  an  investigation  where  y  

received  exculpatory evidence  and,  y  ou' ve  got  a  bad  guy  ou  know,  y  and  

you  really want  to  make  sure  that  justice  is  done  and  then  you  get  the  

evidence  and  you' re  like,  crap,  like,  if  I  turn  this  over,  it' s  going  

to  make  the  case  harder,  if  I  keep  it  and  I  don' t  tell  anyone,  we' ve  

got  a better  chance  of  a conviction,  but  I know  what  it  means  if  I don' t  

turn  it  over?  Have  you  ever  had  to  make  those  decisions  as  a  

prosecutor?  

Ms.  Page.  So  they' re  not  usually quite  as  stark,  but,  

absolutely  ou  often  have  information  which  could  be  exculpatory  , y  or  

certainly could  just  simply  our  case,  and  it  is  ybe  damaging  to  y  our  

obligation  as  a  prosecutor,  it  is  your  obligation  to  the  fairness  to  

the  defendant  and  the  fairness  in  the  system,  to  turn  that  information  
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over.  

So  that  is  something  that  happens  regularly,  and  it  is  a  part  of  

our  being,  it' s  a  part  of  our  identity and  the  roles  that  we  abide  by  

in  order  to  

Mr.  Swalwell.  Regardless  of  how  you  feel  about  the  defendant.  

Ms.  Page.  Of  course.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  In  the  Clinton  case,  were  y  er  ou  the  sole  lawy  

making  decisions  about  the  direction  of  the  case?  

Ms.  Page.  I  was  not  making  decisions  about  the  direction  of  the  

case  at  all.  I  was  a  lawy  Director.  er  supporting  the  Deputy  We  had  

multiple  lawyers  in  OGC  who  supported  the  investigation,  and,  of  

course,  it  was  run  by prosecutors  at  the  Department.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  How  many  ers  could  y  were  involved  lawy  ou  estimate  

in  the  Clinton  case  

Ms.  Page.  So  there  were  

Mr.  Swalwell.  on  the  our  side.  on  y  

Ms.  Page.  On  the  FBI  side,  there  were  two  primary  ers  who  lawy  

were  involved.  There  was  a  er  who  was  involved  on  lawy  the  filter  team.  

And  then  there  were  five  prosecutors  who  had  either  regular  or  

semiregular  involvement  at  the  Department,  and  then  their  management.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  And  on  the  decision  to  open  the  Russia  

investigation,  how  many lawyers  were  involved  in  that  decision?  

Ms.  Page.  The  decision  to  open  the  investigation?  I  mean,  the  

general  counsel  was  involved,  the  deputy general  counsel  was  involved.  

At  least,  probably  the  decision  to  open?  self.  I' m  not  sure  my  
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Mr.  Swalwell.  Is  it  fair  to  say ou  were  not  y  

Ms.  Page.  No,  no.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  the  person  or  lawyer  that  

Ms.  Page.  No.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  signed  off?  

Ms.  Page.  I  did  not  make  any decisions  with  respect  to  opening  

the  Russia  investigation.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  Can  y  well,  Bob  Mueller.  ou  speak  to  How  long  

did  you  work  with  Mr.  Mueller?  

Ms.  Page.  So  I  went  over  for  a  45  day detail.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  Oh,  I  just  mean  in  your  career.  

Ms.  Page.  Oh.  So  I  didn' t  have  I  had  limited  interaction  

with  Mr.  Mueller  when  he  was  the  Director  of  the  FBI.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  In  y  limited  interaction  and  the  discussion  your  ou  

had  with  colleagues,  can  you  speak  to  his  character  for  truthfulness  

and  integrity?  

Ms.  Page.  He  is  unassailable  on  those  grounds.  He  is  an  

unbelievably upstanding,  honest,  rule  following,  hard  charging,  

thoughtful,  fair  individual.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  And  with  respect  to  other  lawyers  and  agents  on  

the  special  counsel' s team,  are  those  individuals  that  you  had  worked  

with  in  some  

Ms.  Page.  Yes.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  manner?  

Ms.  Page.  Some  of  them,  yes,  sir.  
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Mr.  Swalwell.  And  is  there  any  ou  have  one  on  that  team  that  y  

concerns  about  their  integrity,  their  character  for  truthfulness?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  And,  in  fact,  at  least  two  of  them  I' ve  

worked  quite  closely with,  and  I  know  both  to  be  incredibly bright,  

incredibly fair,  honest,  brilliant  prosecutors.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  And  did  you  observe  during  the  time  on  the  team  

any  ou  know,  cafeteria  talk,  any  ,  y  prejudging  of  the  direction  of  the  

Russia  investigation?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Swalwell.  I  don' t  have  any  I' ll  defer  back  to  thing  else.  

counsel.  

Thank  you,  Ms.  Page.  

Ms.  Page.  You' re  welcome.  

BY  MS.  KIM:  

Q  Thank  you,  Ms.  Page.  

I' d like  to  ask  y  ees  who  ou  about  several  FBI  employ  are  mentioned  

in  the  inspector  general' s  report.  To  the  extent  that  it  asks  about  

things  of  which  you  have  no  knowledge,  please  let  me  know.  

This,  as  you  will  see,  will  turn  out  to  be  a  process  of  

elimination.  To  be  totally  ou,  there  is  an  individual,  candid  with  y  

(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI whose  name  has  been  repeatedly brought  up  in  connection  

with  these  aliases.  And  I  just  want  to  ou  can  identify  confirm  whether  y  

(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI as  any of  the  aliases  named  in  the  inspector  general' s  

report.  

A  I think  y  .ou  need  to  ask  that  question  more  specifically  
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Q  Yes.  .Exactly  And  so  I  will  attempt  to  do  so.  

A  Okay.  

Q  The  inspector  general' s  report  discussed  instant  messages  

between  two  FBI  agents,  agent  1  and  agent  5.  The  two  were  in  a  

preexisting  romantic  relationship.  

As  I  understand  i  is  not  an  FBI  agent.  Is  that  

correct?  

A  That  is  correct.  

Q  So  do  you  have  any reason  to  believe  tha  is  agent  

1  or  agent  5?  

A  I  know  who  agent  1  and  agent  5  are,  and  is  not  

agent  1  or  agent  5.  

Q  Thank  you.  

The  inspector  general' s  report  also  discusses  FBI  attorney 2  as  

an  individual  who  sent  instant  messages  of  what  the  inspector  general  

called  a  political  nature.  That  attorney  2,  is  referred  ,  FBI  attorney  

to  throughout  with  male  pronouns.  

Do  y  2 is  ou  know  if  the  FBI  attorney  

A  I  also  know  who  FBI  Attorney General  2  is,  and  FBI  attorney  

2  is  not  

Q  Thank  you.  

Ms.  Shen.  Okay,  Ms.  Page,  I' m  going  to  introduce  a  few  text  

messages  in  which  it  appears  that  you  and  Mr.  Strzok  are  discussing  

the  Russians  and,  sort  of,  their  attempts  at  espionage  and  just  kind  

of  ask  some  of  the  context  behind  it.  

?  (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

.  (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI
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[Page  Exhibit  No.  9  

Was  marked  for  identification. ]  

BY  MS.  SHEN:  

Q  So,  for  exhibit  9,  I  believe,  if  y  our  ou  can  direct  y  

attention  to  the  bottom  of  the  page.  So  I' m  looking  at  the  

second  to  last  text  on  July 18th  at  10: 54.  

Okay.  So  that  text  reads  and  I  believe  this  text  is  sent  from  

you  

A  Oh,  no,  I  don' t  think  so.  

Q  Oh,  I' m  sorry  The  first  text  is  .  

A  Yeah.  

Q  Sorry  The  first  text  is  sent  by  .  Mr.  Strzok,  and  it  reads:  

And  fuck  the  cheating  motherfucking Russians.  Bastards.  I hate  them.  

I' m  sorry.  I' m  sorry.  

And  in  response,  y  I' m  sorry  Me  too.  ou  write:  .  

Ms.  Page,  do  you  recall  sending  that  text?  

A  The  "me  too"?  Yeah.  

Q  The  "me  too,  es.  ou  recall  under  what  " y  And  do  y  

circumstances  that  exchange  was  sent?  Was  there  any particular  

context  or  issue  that  it  was  responding  to?  

A  I  honestly  But  I  do  alway  don' t  remember.  s  hate  the  

Russians,  so  

Q  Okay.  

Has  Mr.  Strzok  ever  communicated  to  you  in  other  instances  his  

hatred  for  the  Russians?  
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A  Uh  huh,  y  I  mean,  most  every  who  works  es.  body  

counterintelligence  at  the  FBI  has  pretty strong  feelings  about  the  

Russian  Federation.  So  this  is  not  an  unusually held  view.  

Q  Okay  So,  generally  ou' ve  heard  .  speaking,  at  the  FBI,  y  

other  instances  across  the  agency where  agents  or  officials  have  

expressed  their  hatred  for  the  Russians  as  well?  

A  Russia  poses  the  most  severe  existential  threat  to  Western  

democracy in  the  world.  So  for  those  of  us  who  care  about  democracy  

and  for  those  of  us  who  think  America  is  great,  we  have  pretty strong  

feelings  about  the  Russians.  

Q  Okay  Thank  y.  ou.  

[Page  Exhibit  No.  10  

Was  marked  for  identification. ]  

BY  MS.  SHEN:  

Q  I' d  now  like  to  introduce  another  text  message  from  

July 31st,  2016,  as  exhibit  10.  ou  can  direct  yAnd  if  y  our  attention  

to  the  top  of  the  page  this  time  I' m  sorry,  let  me  correct  that.  

The  first  text  message  would  be  July 30th,  2016.  

A  Uh  huh.  

Q  So  I  believe  that  first  text  message  is  from  you,  correct?  

A  That' s  right,  yes.  

Q  So  a  portion  redacted.  So  ends  the  sentence:  Hate  them.  

I  think  they re  the  worst.  Very little  I  find  redeeming  about  '  probably  

this  even  in  history  A  couple  of  good  writers  and  artists  I  guess.  .  

And  then  redaction.  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Document  ID:  0.7.643.9075-000007  005155-002400



 

 

         


        


         

          

   

           


   

    

  

             


            


               


             


         

        


            


      

          


          


         


  

         


           


              


          


  

124  
COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

In  response  to  that,  Mr.  Strzok  responds,  with  a  redaction:  

Fucking  conniving,  cheating  savages  at  statecraft,  athletics,  y  name  ou  

it.  I' m  glad  on  I' m  Team  USA.  

Okay.  Ms.  Page,  do  you  recall  writing  those  texts?  

A  I  do.  

Q  Okay  And  do  y  particular  context  those  texts  .  ou  recall  any  

were  made  around?  

A  I  don' t.  

Q  So  

A  I  mean,  this  is  or,  ywe' ve  just  opened  ou  know,  we' re  

about  to  open  the  Russia  investigation,  so  it  is  very much,  you  know,  

on  the  forefront  of  all  of  our  minds.  So  it  would  not  surprise  me  if  

it' s  a  reflection  of  that.  But,  as  I  said,  this  is  an  enduring  

sentiment  for  people  who  are  in  the  intelligence  community.  

Q  Well,  in  the  intelligence  community,  I  imagine  there  

are  you  know,  there  are  countries  other  than  Russia  who  engage  in  

espionage  efforts.  And  so  

A  There  are  countries  other  than  Russia  who  engage  in  espionage  

efforts,  but  there  are  probably no  other  countries  who  are  more  

singularly focused  on  the  destruction  of  Western  ideals  around  the  

world.  

So  it' s  true,  other  countries  engage  in  espionage,  and  other  

countries  steal,  and  other  countries  lie.  But  I  wouldn' t  say that  

other  countries  do  it  the  way that  Russia  does  it  and  have  as  a  goal,  

sort  of,  creating  fractions  within  the  Western  alliance  in  order  to,  
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y  that  Russia  does.  ou  know,  ascend  to  dominance  the  way  

Q  So  would  it  be  fair  to  say that  Russia' s  espionage  efforts  

are  just  far  more  of  a  threat  to  the  U.S.  national  security than  some  

other  countries'  espionage  efforts?  

A  They are  one  of  our  most  pernicious  and  dangerous  threats.  

Q  Okay.  

In  Mr.  Strzok' s  text,  he  refers  to  them  as,  quote,  "cheating. "  

We' re  in  an  unclassified  setting,  so  I  wouldn' t  want  to  go  there,  but  

can  y  be  referring  to  or  just  ou  describe  some  examples  of  what  he  may  

generally what  Russia  has  done  to  be  cheating?  

A  Well,  I  mean,  look  at  the  doping  scandals  in  the  Olympic  

Committee  stuff.  Look  at  the  effort  to  get  the  World  Cup  in  Russia  

that  was  just  recently completed.  I  mean,  they cheat.  

Q  And  in  terms  of  statecraft,  again,  in  unclassified  setting,  

are  there  certain  examples  of  Russian  statecraft  that  y  ou  ou  find,  y  

know,  particularly egregious?  

A  I  mean,  not  bey  ,  sort  of,  attempted  to  ond  what  I' ve  already  

describe.  

Q  And  then  the  last  comment,  Mr.  Strzok,  he  say  I' m  glad  s:  

I' m  on  Team  USA.  

Would  y  agree  that,  for  example,  investigating  the  Russians  for  ou  

their  attempts  to  interfere  with  the  U.S.  election  would  be  an  example  

of  being  on  Team  USA?  

A  Right.  I  mean,  this  is  just  being  proud  about  being  

Americans.  Right?  We  want  to  spread  American  values  and  American  
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democracy around  the  world,  and  we  think  that  we  live  in  the  best  country  

in  the  world.  And  so  this  is  simply a  statement  of  pride  and  one  that  

is  in  contrast  to  the  way that  the  Russian  Federation  operates.  

Q  So,  last  Friday,  the  special  counsel' s  investigation,  it  

became  public  that  they indicted  12  members  of  the  Russian  military  

intelligence,  the  GRU.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  report?  

A  I  read  about  it,  yes.  

Q  Okay  The  GRU,  they  intelligence,  .  are  Russian  military  

which  means  President  Putin  would  be  in  charge  of  them.  Is  that  

correct?  

A  That' s  my understanding.  

Q  And  so  any attempts  that  the  Russian  military intelligence  

would  have  of  interfering  with  the  U. S.  Presidential  election,  

President  Putin  would  be  aware  of  that.  Do  y  believe  that  to  be  true?  ou  

A  Ask  me  that  question  again,  please.  

Q  Okay  Sorry  I' ll  rephrase.  Would  President  Vladimir  . .  

Putin  be  aware  of  any attempts  the  GRU  had  in  interfering  with  the  U. S.  

Presidential  election?  

A  I' m  President  Putin  is  the  President  of  his  country and  

certainly is  in  charge  of  his  intelligence  apparatus.  

Q  Okay.  

A  I  don' t  want  to  answer  that  question  with  more  specificity.  

Q  Fair  enough.  I  think  the  point  I' m  just  

A  Okay.  

Q  getting  at  is  that,  as  the  President  of  Russia,  he  would  
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be  the  head  of  the  Russian  military intelligence.  

A  I  would  agree  with  that.  

Q  Okay.  

So,  actually  ,  reports  have  come  out  from  ,  just  earlier  today  

President  Trump' s  meeting,  summit  with  President  Putin,  and  I' m  just  

going  to  read  to  you  from  a  Washington  Post  article  from  12:49  p. m.  

today.  

So  the  title  of  the  article  is  "Putin  Again  Denies  Russian  

Interference  in  the  2016  U.S.  Election.  Trump  Calls  Probe  a  Disaster  

for  Our  Country ".  

So  the  article  reads:  After  Putin  said  his  government  played  no  

role  in  try  pushback  ing  to  sabotage  the  U. S.  election,  Trump  offered  no  

and  went  on  to  condemn  the  Justice  Department' s  investigation  of  

Russian  interference  as,  quote,  a  disaster  for  our  country.  

Ms.  Page,  do  you  believe  that  the  Justice  Department' s  

investigation  of  Russian  interference  is  a  disaster  for  our  country?  

A  I  do  not.  

Q  Okay.  

So  it  goes  on  to  say:  Putin  insisted  publicly that  the,  quote,  

Russian  state  has  never  interfered  and  is  not  going  to  interfere  in  

internal  American  affairs,  unquote.  And  Trump  declined  to  dispute  

these  assertions,  instead  saying  that  Putin,  quote,  has  an  interesting  

idea,  unquote,  about  the  issue  of  interference.  

Now,  Ms.  Page,  it  is  my understanding  that  the  U. S.  intelligence  

community unanimously concluded  that  the  Russian  state  did  attempt  to  
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interfere  in  the  U. S.  2016  Presidential  election.  Is  that  also  your  

understanding?  

A  Yes,  it  is.  

Q  Okay  And,  Ms.  Page,  are  y.  ou  inclined  to  believe  Putin' s  

denial  that  Russia  ever  interfered,  or  are  you  inclined  to  believe  in  

the  U.S.  intelligence  community s  assessment?  '  

A  As  a part  of  the  as  a former  part  of  the  U. S.  intelligence  

community  assessment.  ,  I  will  go  with  the  intelligence  community  

Q  Okay  Thank  y.  ou.  

Later  in  the  article,  it  also  says:  Trump  says  that  he  holds,  

quote,  both  countries  responsible,  unquote,  for  the  frayed  relations  

between  the  two  nations  and  attacked  Special  Counsel  Robert  S.  Mueller  

III' s  investigation.  

Ms.  Page,  do  you  believe  that  the  United  States  is  responsible  

for  the  frayed  relations  between  the  United  States  and  Russia?  

A  Well,  we' re  responsible  to  the  extent  we' re  not  going  to  

accept  their  meddling  in  a  U. S.  election.  I  suppose  so.  

Q  Okay  Well,  would  y.  ou  blame  Robert  Mueller' s investigation  

for  frayed  relations  with  Russia?  

A  No.  

Q  Okay.  

And  this  is  the  last  one,  I  promise.  The  article  also  goes  on  

to  say  In  response  to  the  questions,  Trump  said  that  both  countries  :  

were  to  blame  for  the  deterioration  of  relations.  Quote,  I  do  feel  

that  we  have  both  made  mistakes.  He  added  that,  quote,  there  was  no  
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collusion,  unquote,  between  his  campaign  and  Russia,  and  he  lamented  

that  the  special  counsel' s  investigation  into  the  matter  has  had  an  

impact  on  U.S.  Russian  relations.  Quote,  I  think  the  probe  has  been  

a  disaster  for  our  ,  unquote.country  He  said,  quote,  it' s ridiculous,  

what' s  going  on  with  the  probe,  unquote.  

Ms.  Page,  are  y aware  thing  ridiculous  going  on  in  Special  ou  of  any  

Counsel  Mueller' s  probe?  

A  No.  

Q  Okay  Thank  y  I  think  that' s  all  I  have.  .  ou.  

BY  MS.  KIM:  

Q  I  think  this  might  be  the  last  tranche  of  questions  I  have  

for  y  I' d like  to  ask  y  .ou,  Ms.  Page.  ou  about  Director  Comey  

You  spoke  earlier  in  general  terms  about  Special  Counsel  Mueller.  

Can  y  ou  worked  in  proximity  ou  explain  to  me  how  long  y  with  Director  

Comey?  

A  So  it  would  cover  the  span  of  time  that  I  worked  for  Deputy  

Director  McCabe.  So,  prior  to  February 2016,  I  certainly had  

interactions  with  Mr.  Comey  I started  working for  Mr.  McCabe  ,  but,  once  

in  the  context  of  Mr.  McCabe  being  Deputy Director,  my interactions  

with  Mr.  Comey became  far  more  frequent.  

Q  And  can  y  'ou  describe  for  me  Mr.  Comey s  general  character  

and  honesty as  you  understood  them?  

A  He  is  a  man  of  enormous  integrity  I  am  a  better  lawy  .  er  and  

a  better  person  for  having,  sort  of,  learned  from  his  examples.  He  

is  obviously an  extraordinary communicator,  but  he' s also  just  a very  
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good  person  and  is  thoughtful  about  how  to  approach  problems  and  is  

a  man  of  unassailable  integrity  view.  ,  in  my  

Q  To  y  ever  lied  to  your  knowledge,  has  Director  Comey  ou?  

A  No.  

Q  Are  y  aware  of  any  ou  personally  instances  where  Director  

Comey was  shown  to  have  lied  or  been  knowingly untruthful?  

A  Never.  

Q  Overall,  do  y  reason  to  doubt  the  accuracy  ou  have  any  of  

Director  Comey' s  oral  or  written  representations  of  the  facts  from  when  

he  was  the  FBI  Director?  

A  No,  not  at  all.  

Q  Have  you  followed  the  recent  press  coverage  of  Director  

Comey s  public  descriptions  of  his  meetings  with  President  Trump?  '  

A  Yes.  

Q  And  y  ou  had  y  y  have  firsthand  ou  said  y  usually ou  had  ou  

knowledge  of  Director  Comey s  memoranda  that  he  kept  to  document  those  '  

meetings.  Is  that  correct?  

A  So  I  either  in  one  or  two  instances  was  present  for  his  

initial  retelling  of  the  meeting,  and  in  most  other  instances  I  was  

provided  with  his  memo  to  review  in  real  time,  like,  shortly after  his  

production  of  those  memos.  

Q  Have  y  discrepancies  between  Director  Comey sou  noted  any  '  

contemporaneous  recollections  of  the  facts  on  one  hand  and  his  public  

representation  of  those  facts  on  the  other  hand?  

A  No.  
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Q  Are  y  familiar  with  Director  Comey s  testimony  ou  generally  '  

to  the  Senate  Intelligence  Committee  about  his  interactions  with  

President  Trump?  

A  I  am.  

Q  Do  y  reason  to  believe  that  Director  Comey  ou  have  any  did  

not  I' m  sorry  Do  y,  let  me  put  that  in  the  affirmative.  ou  believe  

that  Director  Comey accurately shared  with  Senate  Intelligence  

Committee  his  memory of  his  interactions  with  President  Trump?  

A  Absolutely  es.  , y  

Q  I  imagine  y  familiar  with  the  inspector  ou  are  fairly  

general' s  report.  Is  that  correct?  

A  I  have  not  read  it  all.  I  hope  to  never  do  so.  But  I  am  

familiar  with  parts  of  it,  yes.  

Q  On  June  16th,  President  Trump  tweeted:  The  IG  report  

totally destroy James  Comey  s  and  all  of his  minions,  including  the  great  

lovers  Peter  Strzok  and  Lisa  Page,  who  started  the  disgraceful  witch  

hunt  against  so  many innocent  people.  It  will  go  down  as  a  dark  and  

dangerous  period  in  American  history.  

To  your  knowledge,  did  the  inspector  general' s report  contain  any  

information  discrediting  the  special  counsel' s  probe?  

A  No.  

Q  And  are  you  aware  of  the  inspector  general' s  report  

destroy  thing  about  Director  Comey s  ability to  testify as  aing  any  '  

witness  in  the  special  counsel' s  probe?  

A  No.  
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Ms.  Kim.  I  think  that  ends  our  questioning  for  this  round.  

Thank  you.  

[Recess. ]  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  All  right.  Back  on  the  record.  

So,  Ms.  Page,  when  we  left  off,  I  was  asking  y  well,  I  asked  ou  

y  ou' d  given,  and  I  asked  you  a  question  based  on  the  answer  that  y  ou  

whether  a  decision  had  been  made  to  charge  Hillary Clinton  not  to  

charge  Hillary Clinton  before  or  after  her  July 2nd,  2016,  interview.  

And  y  You  said  something  to  the  effect  our  first  answer  was  before.  

of,  because  every person  I' m  paraphrasing  because  virtually  

every person  on  the  Midyear  Exam  team  had  concluded  that  she  wasn' t  

going  to  be  charged.  

And  then  

[Phone  ringing. ]  

Mr.  Meadows.  You  can  tell  a  lot  about  a  man  by his  ringtone.  

Ms.  Page.  Will  it  say "boing,  boing"  on  the  transcript?  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  But  then,  in  fairness  to  y  ou  ou,  Ms.  Page,  y  

qualified  that  a  little  bit  and  said,  well,  a  final  final  decision  was  

made  after.  I  want  to  give  you  a  chance  to  be  clear.  

Ms.  Page.  So  the  word  lawy  ,and  I don' t mean  to  be  overly  erly  

but  it  comes  naturally  The  word  "decision"  suggests  ,  so  forgive  me.  

the  finality.  And  my only point  is  that  before  the  July 2nd  interview  

the  uniform  view  was  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  bring  

any charges  against  Hillary Clinton.  That' s  not  a  final  decision,  

because  it' s  not  a  final  decision.  But  to  that  point,  there  was  
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insufficient  evidence  to  charge  her  with  any crime.  And  that  was  

uniformly agreed  to  by both  the  FBI  individuals  involved  and  the  DOJ  

individuals  involved.  

But  that,  certainly  was  our  estimation,  ,  in  the  event,  unlikely  

but  in  the  event  that  there  was  some  admission  or  some  other  revelation  

which  changed  our  assessment,  we  were  all  open  to  that  possibility.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Right.  ou  y  started  yBut  y  talked  about  ou  our  

answer  before  about,  "to  be  candid, "  and  I  think  that' s  an  important  

word,  because  "candor"  has  a  ou' re  specific  meaning  when  y  talking  about  

an  FBI  agent,  right?  Candor  and  lack  of  candor?  

Ms.  Page.  Every  at  the  Department  has  an  obligation  to  body  

candor,  yes.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Right.  ou  gave  a  long  explanation  for,  And  y  very  

y  ou  made  reference  to  the  ou  know,  the  decision  and  before,  and  y  

discussions.  We  know  this  went  all  the  way back  to  a  memo  at  least,  

a  memo  drafted  by Director  Comey on  May the  2nd  of  2016.  And  there  

were  multiple  drafts  and  a  lot  of  conversation.  All  of  that,  right?  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  correct.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  What  is  a  lack  of  candor  for  what  does  that  

mean  in  the  context  of  any  'one  associated  with  the  FBI  when  they re  

talking  to  an  investigator?  

Ms.  Page.  That  they re  being  untruthful?  '  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  A  lack  of  candor?  

Ms.  Page.  Yeah.  'A  lack  of  candor  means  that  they re  being  

untruthful.  
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Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Oh,  untruthful.  ou  said  being  I  thought  y  

truthful.  

Ms.  Page.  Oh,  no.  .Sorry  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  I' m  sorry  I  misheard  y.  ou.  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  okay  That' s  okay  Yeah.  . .  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Or  that  they re  leaving  out  material  facts,  '  

right?  Only  ?telling  part  of  the  story  

Ms.  Page.  Sure.  Yes.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Okay  . .  

The  reason  I  ask  is  I  asked  that  same  question  that  I  asked  of  

y  ou  a  very long  explanation,  went  into  great  detail  about  ou,  that  y  gave  

a  great  many factors  that  impacted  it,  I  asked  that  same  question  to  

Director  Comey under  oath,  did  you  make  the  decision  before  or  after,  

and  his  answer  was  after.  

He  didn' t  explain  it  at  all.  He  didn' t  qualify it  at  all.  He  

didn' t give  any context  to  it.  He  didn' t discuss  number  of  decisions.  

He  didn' t  say  one  had  concluded  long  ,  well,  we  made  it  after  but  every  

before.  

ou  reason  any  Do  y  have  any  to  give  me  explanation  or  justification  

for  why Director  Comey wouldn' t  have  given  that  information  to  

congressional  investigators  or  while  under  oath  to  Members  of Congress?  

Ms.  Page.  I  don' t  know,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay.  

Ms.  Page.  I  can' t  answer  that.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  We  were  talking  about  the  tarmac  meeting,  as  
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well.  And  I  was  asking  you  about  this  email  on  June  the  30th  of  2016  

that  related  to  Bill  Priestap.  And  you  gave  me  the  context  that  it  

was,  to  use  your  words,  of  being  a  little  bit  unkind.  

But  I did  want  to  ask,  the  reference  to  what  we  would  do  in  ordinary  

circumstance,  in  parentheses  Peter  Strzok  say  ,  refer  to  PC,  s,  "Easy  "  

which  you  and  I  both  think  is  "public  corruption. "  Was  he  making  a  

joke  there?  I' m  just  trying  to  find  out  

Ms.  Page.  Yeah.  ou  have  to  take  this  whole  I  mean,  I  think  that  y  

text  in  the,  sort  of,  somewhat  snarky tone  in  which  it' s  intended.  

Because  there' s  nothing  to  do,  right?  Like,  as  I  sort  of  described  

already  It  is  ,  the  investigation  is  what  the  investigation  is.  

virtually over.  We  have  seen  what  the  evidence  fails  to,  sort  of,  

demonstrate.  

And  so  I think,  as  I said  and  I' m certainly not,  sort  of,  proud  

of  this,  but  I  think  that  it' s  more  a  reflection  of,  "Oh,  gosh,  he' s  

worrying  again"  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  and  this  is,  sort  of,  not  a  basis  to  be  worried  

about.  And  so  I  think  that' s  why ou  have  the,  like  y  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Right.  And  all  

Ms.  Page.  flippant  responses  at  the  end.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  And  all  of  that  is  somewhat  reinforced  by  .  

the  text  message  that  we' ve  talked  about  before  that  you  sent  the  next  

day on  July 1st  about:  She' s not  exactly a profile  in  courage  because  

she  knows  that  Hillary Clinton  is  not  going  to  be  charged.  
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Ms.  Page.  Right.  'I  think  they re  of  a  kind.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Yeah.  

But,  nevertheless,  this  tarmac  meeting,  obviously it  generated  

a  lot  of  attention.  And,  again,  the  reason  that  the  Director  said  that  

he  did  the  unprecedented  step  of  acting  as  investigator  and  prosecutor  

on  July the  5th  and,  she  said,  cast  a  shadow.  

The  day after  you  sent  the  profile  in  courage  text  message  was  

July 2nd,  which  was  the  interview  of  Hillary Clinton,  correct?  

Ms.  Page.  This  say  ou  at  s  the  1st  here,  but  I  take  y  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Yeah,  I  think  

Ms.  Page.  that  y  you  have  ou  know,  I  know  some  of  them  are  

in  UTC  and  some  of  them  aren' t,  so  I  yeah.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  I' ll  represent  to  you  that  it  occurred  on  

Saturday  the  2nd  of  2016.  ,  July  

Ms.  Page.  Okay.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  And  I' ve  only got  one  copy of  this,  but  I' ve  got  

a  document  I  want  to  show  you  and  just  it' s  essentially,  I  think  

you' d  call  it  an  LHM,  or  a  letterhead  memorandum,  which  is  a  summary  

of  supposed  to  be  a  summary of  the  interview  based  on  the  302s  of  

the  people  that  were  in  the  room.  

Ms.  Page.  It' s a summary of,  sort  of,  the  investigation,  of,  sort  

of,  all  the  investigative  steps  and  what  we  found.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Yeah.  But  specifically in  connection  with  her  

interview  on  July the  2nd  of  2016.  

Ms.  Page.  Okay.  
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Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Yeah.  ou  look  at  ou  play  Well,  I  mean,  y  did  y  

a  role  in  preparing  that?  

Ms.  Page.  I  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Because  there  were  some  text  messages,  I  thought,  

where  you  

Ms.  Page.  Yeah.  So  I  did  not  play a  role  in  preparing  it.  We  

went  through,  like,  52  billion  drafts  of  this  thing,  like,  from  "a"  

to  "the"  to,  you  know,  like,  all  kinds  of  changes,  because  we  wanted  

to  be  as  perfect  as  we  could  get  it.  So  I  am  certain  I  am  on  a  jillion  

drafts  as  well.  I  am  not  positive  I  ever  read  the  entire  thing.  I  

started  to  a  couple  of  times,  but  other  things  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Well,  I  went  through  it,  and  I  read  it  a.  

couple  times,  and  I' ll  represent  to  you  that  the  word  "tarmac"  doesn' t  

appear  in  there  or  "Loretta  Ly  And  Inch"  doesn' t  appear  in  there.  

Ms.  Page.  That  makes  sense  to  me.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  It  does?  

Ms.  Page.  That' s not  y  So,  I mean,  I believe  y  I have  es.  ou.  

no  way to  disagree  with  y  But  those  were  not  investigative  steps.  ou.  

This  was  not  designed  to,  sort  of,  be  every single  thing  that  happened  

during  the  course  of  the  Clinton  email  investigation.  This  is  designed  

to  be  an  assessment  of  what  the  FBI  did  and  what  the  FBI  found.  And  

the  tarmac  incident  doesn' t  really play a  role  with  respect  to  those  

two  things.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  So  our  opinion.  and  that' s y  You' re  entitled  

to  it.  I  just  want  to  be  clear,  though.  So,  if  a  meeting  took  place  
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5  day  one  in  the  country  s  before  the  interview  that  every  is  talking  

about,  in  terms  of  it  being  inappropriate,  casting  a  shadow,  calling  

for  a  quasi  recusal,  that  involves  the  husband  of  the  subject  of  the  

investigation  and  the  boss  of five  people  from  the  Department  of  Justice  

that  are  in  the  room,  you  think  it' s  not  unusual  that  someone  wouldn' t  

ask  a  question  of  the  subject  of  the  investigation  about  that  meeting  

that  had  occurred  5  days  before  in  public  view?  

Ms.  Page.  Well,  so  that' s  not  what  y  You  asked  me  ou  asked  me.  

why it  wasn' t  in  here.  And  so  that' s,  sort  of,  my reflection  of  why  

that  statement  isn' t  in  here.  

With  respect  to  why they  y  the  didn' t ask  her  ou' re  asking  why  

prosecutors  didn' t ask her  a question  in  the  interview?  I can' t answer  

that  except  that  Mr.  it  kind  of  goes  to  the  point  I  was  making  

earlier.  If  we  were  close  to  charging her  and  then  suddenly this  tarmac  

meeting  happens  and  now  we  are  not  going  to  charge  her,  then  I  agree  

with  y  on  our  hands.  ou,  and  then  we  have  a  serious  controversy  

But  I  guess  I  just  don' t  I  fully understand  and  remember  and  

appreciate  the  firestorm  it  created.  I  completely  ou  on  agree  with  y  

that.  But  if  there  was  0. 0 percent  evidence  the  day before  the  tarmac  

meeting  and  there' s  0. 0  percent  evidence  the  day after  the  tarmac  

meeting,  it  doesn' t  change  any  It' s  a  terrible  optic,  but  it  thing.  

doesn' t  change  the  outcome  of  the  investigation.  

So  I  was  not  a  part  of  a  decision  to  ask  or  not  ask.  I  didn' t  

review  the  outlines  with  respect  to  whether  to  ask  or  not  ask.  I don' t  

know  who  made  the  decision  whether  to  ask  or  not  ask.  I' m  ing,  just  say  
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in  my opinion,  it' s not  that  weird  to  me.  ou  would  I' m not  sure  what  y  

get  out  of  that  question.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Well,  I  guess  

Ms.  Page.  Because  there  still  wasn' t  sufficient  evidence  to  

charge  her.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  what  y  if  the  stated  premise  that  ou' d  get  

every  seems  to  have  given  is  that  she' s not  going  to  be  charged  unless  one  

she  lies  in  her  interview,  she  can' t  lie  if  she  isn' t  asked  the  

questions.  

Ms.  Page.  But  she  wasn' t  at  this  meeting.  Her  husband  was.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  I  

Ms.  Page.  Right?  So  what  is  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  I  guess  y  ou  asked  her,  ou  could  confirm  that  if  y  

just  like  y  talked  about  and  whether  or  not  ou  could  confirm  what  they  

there  was  any number  of  discussions.  

Anyway,  y  our  opinion.  ou' re  entitled  to  y  I  just  wanted  to  ask  

you  about  it  because  I' d  seen  something  in  these  text  messages  that  

indicate  that  you  were  involved  in  this.  

And  do  you  recall  some  text  messages  with  Agent  Strzok  about  some  

of  the  302s  being  inflammatory and  not  letting  Congress  have  those?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  What  do  y.  ou  recall  about  that?  

Ms.  Page.  So  that  was  when  we  were  starting  our  production  of  

the  materials  that  Congress  had  requested.  So  it' s not  so  much  and,  

ultimately  were  all  turned  over  any  .  were  emails  which  ,  they  way  They  
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were  or  emails,  excuse  me.  They were  302s  which  were  didn' t  

ultimately speak  to  any of  the  evidence  that  we  found.  They were  

inflammatory  were  certainly  ,  they  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  What  do  y  How  were  they  ou  recall  about  them?  

inflammatory?  Because  I  don' t  know  that  they have  been  turned  over.  

Ms.  Page.  So  one  is  the  quid  pro  quo.  I  mean,  that  we' ve  

gone  that' s gone,  sort  of,  to  the  end  of  the  Earth,  the  Brian  what  

was  his  last  name?  McCauley  be?may  

So  this  was  the  claim  sorry  I haven' t thought  about  this  in  .  

a while,  so  I don' t want  to  get  this  wrong.  So  this  was  the  claim  that,  

very early in  the  Clinton  in  the  shortly after  opening  the  

investigation  no.  .  Sorry  me  Sorry  Before  that.  ,  let  think  about  

this  for  a  second.  

When  the  State  Department  was  first,  I  think,  complying  with  

either  their  FOIA  or  something  and  had  first  determined  that  there  may  

be  classified  information  among  the  emails  which  had  been  collected,  

there  was  an  allegation  that  Patrick  Kennedy,  who  was  then  the  Under  

Secretary for  Management,  I  think,  at  the  State  Department,  had  reached  

out  to  Brian  McCauley  name  ,  I  think  is  his  last  but  I  could  be  getting  

it  wrong  who  was  an  executive  in  our  International  Operations  

Division,  and  had  essentially  the  allegation  was  that  if  McCauley  

could  get  the  classification  of  this  particular  document  changed,  that  

the  FBI  could  get  the  legat  spots  that  they wanted  at  certain  embassies  

or  something  like  that.  I  don' t  I  might  be  getting  some  of  this  

wrong.  
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And  so  that  had  been  investigated.  I  think  both  individuals  had  

been  interviewed  by the  FBI.  The  classification  of  the  document  never  

changed.  The  legat  spots  were  never  granted.  And  so  it  was  sort  of  

a  wash.  

So  the  point  was  we  were  trying  to  prioritize  the  302s  and  the  

documents  which  actually went  to  the  underlying  decision  not  to  

prosecute.  Those  were  not  those.  And  so,  in  terms  of  having  limited  

resources  and  trying  to  prioritize  the  things  which  would  be  most  

salient  to  Congress'  review  of  our  investigation,  the  McCauley  

stuff  there  was  something  else;  I  can' t  remember  now  what  it  is.  

But  the,  sort  of,  sideshow  things  that  didn' t actually affect  what  the  

outcome  was  or  what  the  evidence  was  in  the  investigation  were,  sort  

of,  deprioritized.  

So,  I mean,  that' s all  that' s meant  to  reflect,  ultimately  It' s.  

obviously a  text  message,  so  it  doesn' t  have  all  of  that  context  and  

background,  but  that' s  what  that' s  a  reflection  of.  
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[3:11  p. m. ]  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  I  want  to  go  back  the  Comey  .  memos  that  we  

were  talking  about.  And  you  were  relating  sort  of  the  process  that  

you  and  Andy McCabe  and  others,  apparently,  would  have  a  conversation  

with  Director  Comey about  the  material  and  what  became  his  memos  as  

a  readout.  

Did  I  miss  any  ou  and  Andy  one  besides  y  McCabe?  

Ms.  Page.  It' s  a  very small  number.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Who  else  can  y.  ou  think  of?  

Ms.  Page.  I  think  the  Director' s  testimony was  Jim  

Rybicki  and  this  is  from  memory,  so  it' s in  some  hearing  transcript  

somewhere  Jim  Ry  be  Mr.  Bowdich,  bicki,  Mr.  McCabe,  Mr.  Ghattas,  may  

and  myself.  

There  may have  been  one  or  two  other  times  in  which  one  or  two  

other  people  may have  been  aware  of  a  particular  hearing  a  readout  

of  a  particular  memo  I' m  sorry  The  one  ;  let  me  correct  one  thing.  

exception  to  the  list  I  just  provided  was  that  Mr.  Comey did  brief  his  

senior  Crossfire  Hurricane  team  of  the  meeting  in  early January when  

he' s  there  with  Clapper  and  Brennan  and  the  rest  of  the  Admiral  

Rogers,  and  the  head  of  the  the  leaders  of  the  intelligence  community  

briefing  him  on  the  intelligence  community s  assessment  of  the  Russian  '  

interference  and  the  Russia  active  measures  report.  

The  memo  that  he  drafted  following  that  meeting,  in  which  he  

also  is  that  public?  let  me  stop  there  the  memo  that  he  drafted,  

he  did  brief  the  sort  of  senior  Crossfire  team  of  the  events.  
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We  had  talked  about  it  in  advance  of  that  meeting,  and  he  gave  

a  readout  of,  y  So  that' sou  know,  a  debrief  following  that  meeting.  

the  only exception  in  terms  of  the  Comey memos  that  had  a  more  expanded  

personnel  list,  to  my knowledge.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  And  so  was  the  discussion  ou  .  before  y  

had  talked  about,  and  y  ou  know,  when  we  talk  about  ou  said,  when,  y  

concerns  that  the  Director  had  were  those  concerns  about  the  topics  

that  the  President  was  talking  about,  or  were  they concerns  about  the  

President?  

Ms.  Page.  I  don' t  know  what  y  I' m  sorry  ou' re  talking  about.  .  

What  do  y  What  concerns  I  had?  ou  mean?  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Giving  the  answer,  you  said  he  would  bring  us  

together  to  talk  about  from  his  meetings  with  the  

President  concerns  that  came  about.  

And  I' m  wondering  were  they concerns  about  topics  that  the  

President  was  talking  about,  or  was  the  concern  the  President?  

Ms.  Page.  Well,  I  only recall  being  I  think  I  was  only present  

for  one  other  than  the  January one  about  the  ICA,  I  think  I  was  only  

present  for  one  meeting  in  which  he  kind  of  had  described  what  had  just  

transpired.  I don' t remember  which  one  that  was  of  the  memos  that  I' ve  

read  and  was  privy to.  I  just  don' t  remember  which  particular  one  I  

was  present  for.  I  just  remember  being  present  for  one  of  them.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Well,  do  y  ou  before  .  ou  remember  I  asked  y  

about  an  obstruction  of  justice  as  a  topic,  and  you  gave  an  answer,  

and  then  you  came  back  and  said:  I  need  to  take  my answer  back.  
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Ms.  Page.  That  answer  back,  yeah.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  But  generally talked  about  certain  matters,  I  

guess.  Let  me  ask  y  I  asked  y  about  a  text  ou  this:  ou  the  other  day  

message  that  Peter  Strzok  sent  you  the  day that  Jim  Comey got  fired  

where  he  said:  And  we  need  to  open  the  case  we' ve  been  waiting  on  now  

while  Andy is  acting.  

And  you  explained:  It  didn' t have  anything  to  do  with  when  Andy  

was  acting,  but  the  case  we  were  waiting  on.  

Is  that  the  same  information  that' s  reflected  in  some  of  the  Comey  

memos?  

Ms.  Page.  Just  a  moment,  please.  

[Discussion  off  the  record. ]  

Ms.  Page.  Mr.  Ratcliffe,  I' m  sure  this  is  going  to  be  an  

unsatisfy  answer,  but  I  have  reviewed  all  the  Comey  I  said,  ing  memos,  as  

I have  read  most  of  them  in  real  time,  at  the  time  that  they were  written.  

I  don' t  have  any basis  to  disagree  with  the  claims  made  in  the  Comey  

memos,  but  with  respect  to  what  steps  we  may or  may not  have  taken,  

based  either  on  those  claims  or  following  the  Director' s  firing,  on  

advice  of  FBI  counsel,  I  can' t  answer  that  at  this  time.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Your  inability  .  to  answer  tells  me  a  lot.  

And  what  it  tells  me  is  inconsistent.  And  what  I' m  trying  to  get  at,  

it  is  inconsistent  with  what  Jim  Comey has  admitted  that  he  told  the  

President,  I  think,  that  he  wasn' t  under  investigation  during  that  

timeframe.  

Maybe  
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Ms.  Page.  That  is  not  inconsistent,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  So  he  wasn' t  under  investigation,  but  .  

that  doesn' t  mean  there  was  a  discussion  going  on  about  potential  crimes  

involving  the  FBI  Director' s  senior  leadership  team.  That' s  what  

you' re  telling  us?  

Ms.  Page.  I am  not  ou  that.  But  the  statement,  if  taken  telling y  

as  a  pothetical,  somebody  hy  could  not  be  under  investigation,  but  there  

still  could  be  discussions  about  potential  criminal  activity,  and  that  

is  totally consistent  with  FBI  policies  and  would  not  be  unusual  with  

respect  to  any investigation.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Except  the  unusual  part  about  memorializing  it  

in  memos  that  hadn' t  been  done  with  other  Presidents,  right?  

Ms.  Page.  I don' t know  what  y  I' m sorry  How  ou' re  asking  me.  .  

do  y  what?  ou  

Mr.  Meadows.  Well,  let  me  follow  up,  if  you  don' t  mind.  

Are  you  aware  of  any other  time  that  Director  Comey memorialized  

conversations  with  President  Obama?  

Ms.  Page.  I  think  he  has  testified  that  he  did  not  do  that.  

That' s  correct.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Okay  And  so  did  y.  ou  not  find  it  unique  that  he  

would  be  memorializing  these  conversations,  and  they weren' t  in  

totality of  the  all  the  conversations  y had,  but  he  memorialized  these  ou  

particular  conversations.  Did  you  not  find  that  unique?  

Ms.  Page.  I  think  that  he  did  memorialize  all  of  his  

conversations  with  
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Mr.  Meadows.  President  elect.  

Ms.  Page.  President  elect  or  President  Trump.  I  think  that' s  

been  his  testimony  I  wouldn' t  have  known  that  he  did  or  didn' t  do  .  

it  beforehand,  to  be  honest  with  y  So  I don' t know  that  I  answer  ou.  can  

your  question.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Did  Director  Comey have  any conversations  with  

you  about  the  purpose  behind  him  creating  these  memos?  

Ms.  Page.  No.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay.  Did  Andy McCabe  create  any memos?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Tell  us  about  those.  

Ms.  Page.  I  can' t  do  that,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Without  I' m going  to  respect  and  .  try  

respect  as  much  of  this  as  I  can,  but  given  the  fact  that  you' ve  

acknowledged  that  there  were  memos  or  at  least  a  memo,  I  want  to  find  

out  as  much  as  I  can  about  the  timing  and  the  circumstances  of  it,  even  

if  you  won' t  disclose  the  content  of  it.  

So,  first  of  all,  let  me  ask  y  ou  aware  of  the  content  ou,  are  y  

of  the  memo  or  memos?  

Ms.  Page.  I  am.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Were  you  involved  in  the  preparation  of  the  memo  

or  memos?  

Ms.  Page.  I  reviewed  some  of  them,  probably not  all,  but  some  

of  them,  mostly for  like  spelling  and  typographical  things  before  he  

finalized  them.  
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Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  You  say  "  so  there  were  multiple  .  "them,  

memos.  Do  y  how  many  ou  know  approximately  memos?  

Ms.  Page.  Let' s  be  more  specific  about  memos  with  whom,  if  we  

could.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Memos  with  respect  to  President  Trump.  

Ms.  Page.  Just  meetings  with  President  Trump?  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Just  what?  

Ms.  Page.  Just  meetings  with  President  Trump?  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Meetings,  conversations,  interactions,  

communications.  

Ms.  Page.  With  the  President?  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  With  President  Trump?  

Ms.  Page.  There' s a very small  number.  I' m not  certain,  but  one  

or  two.  I' m  not  certain.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  And  can  y  thing  about  the  timing  of  ou  tell  me  any  

those  memos?  When  they were  created  and  the  circumstances  under  which  

they were  created,  without  getting  into  the  content?  

Ms.  Page.  With  respect  to  those  one  or  two,  to  the  best  of  my  

recollection,  he  would  have  created  them  shortly in  time  following  

whatever  interaction  he  may have  had.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  And  was  it  his  interaction  necessarily or  could  

it  have  been  memos  about  I' m  trying  to  find  out,  again,  the  timing  

of  this.  Is  this  sort  of  related  to  the  firing  of  Jim  Comey or  other  

events?  

Ms.  Page.  I' m  sorry  Ask  me  that  question  again.  .  
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Mr.  Ratcliffe.  I' m  just  trying  to  determine  the  context  of  now  

what  I' m  going  to  refer  to  as  the  McCabe  memos  and  when  they were  created  

and  what  the  circumstances  of  the  McCabe  memos  were.  

So  can  y  when  was  the  first  McCabe  memo  created,  ou  give  me  a  

if  you  can  give  me  the  general  timeframe  and  the  circumstances  under  

which  it  was  created.  

Ms.  Page.  I honestly  not  guess  at  a date.  I do  not  ,  I  could  think  

that  the  Deputy Director  had  any interactions  with  the  President  of  

the  United  States  until  after  he  became  the  Acting  Director.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay.  

Ms.  Page.  But  that  is  my  I  am  speculating  about  that,  as  I  

sit  here  today.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  You' re  not  certain  about  that.  .  

Do  y  McCabe  memos  during  the  ou  know  whether  or  not  there  were  any  

Obama  Administration?  

Ms.  Page.  Not  to  my  I' m  sorry  Memorializing  knowledge  .  

interaction  with  President  Obama?  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Yes.  

Ms.  Page.  No,  not  to  my knowledge.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  What' s  y  Deputy  .  our  understanding  of  why  

Director  or  Acting  Director  McCabe  generated  a  memo  or  memos  

memorializing  his  interactions  with  President  Trump?  

Ms.  Page.  I' m not  really crazy about  speaking  for  them.  I would  

say,  in  general,  that  an  FBI  agent  memorializes  the  substance  of  a  

conversation  when  he  thinks  there  is  a  reason  to  memorialize  it,  whether  
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it  is  the  substance,  whether  it  is  the  circumstances  of  the  meeting,  

whether  it  is  the  nature  of  the  interaction.  

We  write  something  down  when  it  seems  worth  writing  down.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Were  the  McCabe  memos  ever  disclosed  outside  the  

FBI,  to  your  knowledge?  

Ms.  Page.  Not  outside  the  Department,  to  my knowledge.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Would  the  special  counsel  have  access  to  the  

McCabe  memos?  

Ms.  Page.  I  es.y  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Would  the  McCabe  memos  be  relevant  to  the  matters  

that  the  special  counsel  is  investigating?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  You  mentioned  that  there  were  other  memos  

that  I' m not  sure  I understood.  These  ones  that  we' re  talking  about  

related  to  his  interactions  with  the  President,  but  you  intimated  that  

there  were  other  McCabe  memos  that  were  responsive  to  my first  

overarching  question.  

Can  you  tell  me  what  those  memos  relate  to?  How  you  would  

characterize  those?  

Ms.  Page.  Mr.  McCabe  memorialized  certain  interactions  with  

either  White  House  personnel  or  others  when  there  was  something  

noteworthy to  memorialize,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Did  either  Deputy Director  McCabe  or  Acting  

Director  McCabe,  whatever  capacity  our  ,  did  he  discuss  the  memos,  to  y  

knowledge  with  Jim  Comey?  
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Ms.  Page.  Certainly,  the  ones  that  were  written  before  the  

Director  was  fired,  I  would  expect  so.  He  would  not  have  discussed  

them,  any memos  that  he  drafted  after  the  Director  was  fired  because  

the  Director  was  no  longer  a  government  employee.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Based  on  public  reports,  Acting  Director  McCabe  

interviewed  with  President  Trump  for  the  position  of  Director  of  the  

FBI  on  or  about  May 18th  of  2017.  

Do  you  know  if  first  of  all,  do  you  know  if  Acting  Director  

McCabe  discussed  the  McCabe  memos  or  the  Comey memos  or  disclosed  the  

existence  of  either  to  President  Trump  in  that  interview?  

Ms.  Page.  I,  I  don' t  think  I  don' t  know.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Did  y  a  conversation  with  Acting  Director  ou  have  

McCabe  about  his  interview  with  the  President?  

Ms.  Page.  I  did.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  His  interview  for  the  position  of  FBI  Director?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  What  generally did  he  relate  to  you  about  the  

interview  that  y  recall?  ou  may  

Ms.  Page.  I' m sorry  I' m not  going  to  go  into  the  details  ,  sir.  

of  those  conversations  at  this  time.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  For  what  stated  reason?  

Ms.  Page.  Because  I  have  no  idea  what  among  the  memos  that  

Mr.  McCabe  drafted  is  of  investigative  utility or  not  to  the  special  

counsel,  and  so  because  I  have  no  knowledge  of  that,  I  can' t  start  

parsing  some  parts  of  the  content  and  versus  others.  
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Mr.  Baker.  When  Mr.  McCabe  was  just  regular  Deputy Director,  did  

he  ever  keep  any memos  from  conversations  or  interactions  he  had  with  

Director  Comey?  

Ms.  Page.  He  did  not  keep  memos,  but  he  obviously took  notes,  

you  know,  during  the  course  of  his  duties.  

Mr.  Baker.  Okay.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Let  me,  Lisa,  may  ?I  do  a  followup  from  previously  

When  we  talked  about  the  dossier' s  existence  came  into  your  

knowledge  in  mid  September,  it' s,  I  think,  been  reported,  but  also  

during  testimony,  that  there  was  a  number  of  different  versions  of  

different  memos,  I  guess,  that  became  aware  that  the  FBI  became  aware  

of.  Is  that  correct?  

Ms.  Page.  Not  memos  but  of  the  reports  that  are  called  the  

dossier.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Yeah.  

Ms.  Page.  Yeah,  I' m  

Mr.  Meadows.  Yeah,  I' m  not  following  up  on  his.  

Ms.  Page.  Okay.  

Mr.  Meadows.  But  as  we  now  know  is  the  dossier  because  it  had  

a  number  of  different  reports  there.  

Ms.  Page.  My understanding  is  that,  if  there  are  I' m  going  

to  make  this  up  if  there  are  20  reports  that  the  FBI  received  from  

Christopher  Steele,  I' ve  completely made  that  number  up  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  I' m  just  using  it  for  example' s  sake.  
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If  there  are  20  reports  that  the  FBI  received  from  Christopher  

Steele  at  various  times  and  from  various  individuals,  people,  other  

government  employees,  wherever,  the  FBI  has  received  certain  subsets  

of  that  20.  

So,  from  one  person,  we  might  have  received  11;  from  another  

person,  we  might  have  received  14.  I' m  again,  I' m just  doing  this  

for  example' s  sake  but,  y  understanding  that  the  FBI  es,  it  is  my  

has  received  from  various  sources  not  confidential  human  

sources  but  from  various  places  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  varied  subsets  of  the,  quote  unquote,  "dossier. "  

Mr.  Meadows.  So,  when  that  happened,  and  we  started  to  look  at  

that,  and  obviously  ou' ve  got  mid  September  through  the  third  week  , y  

in  October  when  a  FISA  application  is  actually issued  on  Carter  Page,  

did  you  receive  multiple  sources  between  the  mid  September,  or  were  

the  multiple  sources  after  the  original  FISA  application?  

Ms.  Page.  I  think  after.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Okay  So  did  y.  ou  communicate  that  or  was  that  

outlined  in  the  followup  FISA  applications  that  you  might  have  gotten  

additional  

Ms.  Page.  I' m  not  sure  that' s  my point  I' m  not  sure  any  

were  additional.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right,  but  as  a  subset,  but  they were  different.  

So,  I  mean  here  is  

Ms.  Page.  No,  that' s  
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Mr.  Meadows.  So  what  y  ing  is  they  ou' re  say  were  all  consistent;  

it  just  was  part  it  

Ms.  Page.  Duplicative.  Right  so  

Mr.  Meadows.  Let' s say  ou  might  there  were  16  different  items,  y  

have  gotten  11  from  this  source  and  10  from  this,  but  they were  all  

consistent  is  what  y  ing?  ou' re  say  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  my  es.  recollection,  y  

Mr.  Meadows.  All  right.  

Ms.  Page.  So  it' s  not  as  though,  if  we  had  20,  and  Joe  Smith  

provided  us  with  11,  all  11  were  within  the  20  we  had.  It  is  not  as  

though  one  of  them  was  new  to  us  out  of  the  original  20.  That' s  my  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  I  guess  I  should  hedge  this,  though,  because  I' m  not  

looking  at  any of  these.  That' s  my understanding  based  on  what  had  

been  briefed  to  Director  Comey or  otherwise.  I  never  looked  at  any  

of  the  nonofficial  sources  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  of  the  dossier.  

We  got  the  set  of  the  reports  that  we  got  from  Christopher  Steele,  

our  confidential  human  source.  That  was  sort  of  the  authoritative  set  

that  we  cared  about.  

To  the  extent  we  got  chunks  or  subsets  from  other  people,  we  

collected  them,  but  

Mr.  Meadows.  At  what  point  did  you  start  to  get  concerned  that  

there  may be  some  potential  credibility issues  as  it  relates  to  who  
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may have  paid  for  the  work?  ou  ever?  Did  y  

Ms.  Page.  Me  

Mr.  Meadows.  I  mean,  because  we  know  that,  on  January 10th  of  

2017,  they were  still,  according  to  Peter  Strzok' s  email  to  you  and  

others,  that  they were  unverified  still  at  that  particular  point.  

Ms.  Page.  So,  let' s  let  there' s  a  lot  

Mr.  Meadows.  January 10th.  

Ms.  Page.  There' s  a  lot  packed  in  there,  though.  our  So,  to  y  

first  question,  when  did  I  get  concerned?  

I' m not  sure  that  I ever  actually had  a concern.  And  the  reason  

is  that,  with  respect  to  the  certainly the  first  FISA  I  think  

we  had  an  understanding  that  Steele  had  first  been  engaged  by a  

Republican  opposition  but  by  I' m  not  going  to  be  able  to  describe  

it  better,  and  I  hope  I' m  not  

Mr.  Meadows.  Somebody opposite  of  Trump.  

Ms.  Page.  Exactly  By  .  a  Republican  who  is  seeking  opposition  

research.  And  then,  after  that  person  had  dropped  out  I didn' t know  

who  but  after  that  had  sort  of  fallen  away,  that  the  engagement  

continued  for  the  Democrats.  

So  that  was  sort  of  a wash,  as  far  as  I' m concerned.  There  wasn' t,  

in  my view,  a  political  motive  that  affected  the  

Mr.  Meadows.  No,  the  one  political  narrative  is  that  they were  

all  against  Donald  Trump.  That  would  be  the  consistent  theme  there.  

Ms.  Page.  Right.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Whether  it  was  for  Marco  Rubio  or  Ted  Cruz,  they  
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were  all  consistently against  Donald  Trump.  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  right.  But  because  of  the  person  that  

Christopher  Steele  was  and  the  both  his  

Mr.  Meadows.  Because  he  was  credible  from  before  when  y  worked  ou  

with  him.  

Ms.  Page.  Exactly  And  this  was  not  a  source  of  consternation,  .  

in  my view.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  let  me  drill  down.  ,  Mike  And  specifically  

Cordon  and  media  contacts,  potential  media  contacts,  at  what  point  did  

that  become  a  concern  as  it  relates  to  Christopher  Steele  and  some  of  

the  communication  that  was  not  just  a  couple?  It  seemed  to  be  

widespread.  

Ms.  Page.  Right.  So  we  were  very concerned  about  the  existence  

and  the  content  of  Steele' s reporting  leaking.  We  were  very concerned  

about.  

Mr.  Meadows.  In  fact,  did  y  that  he  had  leaked?  ou  not  verify  I  

mean,  today  ou  were  to  ,  if  y  

Ms.  Page.  Let  me  hold  on.  I' m  sorry  One  second.  .  

Mr.  Meadows.  Go  ahead.  .Sorry  

Ms.  Page.  No,  no.  At  some  point,  December  ish,  I  think,  

maybe  well,  may  be  November.  be  earlier  than  that,  may  Mike  Cordon,  

the  head  of  our  Public  Affairs  Office,  does  start  to  inform  the  team  

that  there  are  more  outlets  asking  him  about  this.  

Do  you  have  it?  

What  is  it?  
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Have  you  heard  of  this?  

Because  the  existence  of  these  reports  is  starting  to  sort  of  

circulate  in  Washington  circles.  And  I  remember  the  team  discussing,  

as  a  collective  sort  of  saying,  like,  how  our  singular  focus  was  to  

not  confirm  that  we  had  them  because  then  we  knew that  the  press  couldn' t  

necessarily report  on  the  substance  of  the  allegations  because  they  

were  so  inflammatory.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  But  if  they wanted  to  report  in  a  way that  would  be  

less  inflammatory,  they could  simply  :say  The  FBI  has  reports  that  

say blahbadee,  blahbadee,  blah.  

So  our  single  focus  was  to  make  sure  they could  not  do  that.  

And  with  some  regularity Cordon  would  inform  us  that  this  news  

outlet  or  that  news  outlet  had  asked  him:  Do  y  Do  you  have  these?  ou  

know  about  them?  

And  we  just  had  a  resolute  "no  comment"  because  we  did  not  want  

to  allow  the  opportunity that  we  did  have  these  to  even  allow  that  to  

be  the  news  story.  

So  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  was  Mike  Cordon' s  acknowledgment  that  this  

potentially could  have  been  happening  with  Christopher  Steele,  was  that  

part  of  the  decision  to  not  reimburse  Christopher  Steele,  as  has  been  

reported,  or  pay him  for  part  of  the  work  as  a confidential  human  source?  

Ms.  Page.  I  don' t  know  what  y  I' m  sorry  ou' re  talking  about.  .  

Mike  so  Christopher  Steele  was  never  he  came  to  us  and  gave  us  
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this  information.  We  didn' t,  we  didn' t  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  there  was  never  an  indication  to  reimburse  him  

for  his  expenses  or  anything  else.  

Ms.  Page.  No,  no,  we  reimbursed  him  for  his  

Mr.  Meadows.  Pay him  for  his  time?  

Ms.  Page.  his  travel  expenses.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Pay him  for  his  time?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  not  to  my knowledge.  

Mr.  Meadows.  I  can  see  my colleague  from  Texas  getting  anxious,  

so  I' m  going  to  yield  back.  

Ms.  Page.  I  was  going  to  say one  other  thing.  One  of  the  other  

things  y  And  so  that' s  true,  ou  said  sort  of  unverified,  salacious.  

and  I  can' t  get  into  sort  of  the  substance  of  what  we  did,  but  

immediately,  I  mean  as  soon  as  we  received  the  reporting  from  Steele  

in  mid  September,  we  set  about  try  or  single  ing  to  prove  disprove  every  

factual  statement  in  the  dossier.  

And  so,  and  we  had  line  level  analysts  who  are  super  experts  on  

Russia,  try to  pick  apart  each  statement  and  either  try to  prove  its  

veracity or  prove  its  inaccuracy  And  to  the  best  of  my  .  knowledge,  

we  were  never  able  to  disprove  any statement  in  it.  So  we  were  never  

able  to  say  There' s  a  claim  about  X,  and  that  is  untrue.  :  

There  are  some  statements  for  which  we  have  never  been  able  to  

confirm  or  deny its  veracity  But  there  are  no  statements  contained  .  

in  the  at  least  at  the  last  time  that  the  review  is  done,  which  is  

now  many months  ago  that  we  were  able  to  demonstrate  or  show  were  
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demonstrably false.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Ms.  Page,  are  you  talking  about  the  Woods  file?  

Ms.  Page.  No.  The  Woods  file  is  a  document  that  accompanies  a  

FISA,  which  provides  the  basis  for  each  statement  contained  therein.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Right.  I' ve  seen  it.  

Ms.  Page.  Okay.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  But  I  

Ms.  Page.  I' m  not  talking  about  the  Woods  file.  I' m  talking  

about  a  separate  effort  that  was  undertaken  in  order  to  try to  verify  

for  investigative  purposes,  not  for  purposes  of  the  FISA,  but  a separate  

effort  undertaken  to  try to  validate  the  allegations  contained  within  

the  Steele  reporting.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  So  what  would  that,  what  was  the  .  

name  may  What  was  the  name  of  that  document?  be  I  missed  it.  

Ms.  Page.  There' s  no  name.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  If  I  were  trying  to  locate  that  or  ask  for  it  to  

be  produced,  what  would  I  be  asking  for?  

Ms.  Page.  I  mean,  the  efforts  to  validate  the  Steele  reporting?  

I  don' t  know.  It' s  not  like  a  document.  I  mean,  it  is  not  a  

Mr.  Meadows.  I  guess  what  he' s  saying  is  we  have  not  seen  these  

documents  y  We' ve  made  multiple  requests.  ou  et.  So  I  guess  how  can  y  

help  us  home  in  on  where  those  requests  may or  may not  be?  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  And  the  reason  I  mentioned  the  Woods  file  is  

because  I  have  seen  the  Woods  file  because  I' ve  wanted  

Ms.  Page.  The  Woods  file  is  different.  
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Mr.  Ratcliffe.  And  I  understand  that,  but  I  thought  may  ou  be  y  

were  talking  about  it  without  naming  it.  So,  if  there' s  another  

document  out  there  that  attempts  to  do  something  similar,  it  sounds  

like  

Ms.  Page.  No,  I  don' t  it  is  not  that  similar.  Every single  

FISA  that  goes  to  the  FISC  has  a  Woods  file.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Right.  

Ms.  Page.  No  matter  the  topic,  no  matter  the  subject,  no  matter  

the  threat.  

The  Woods  file  is  part  of  the  FISA  process  which  is  designed  to  

demonstrate  that  we  have  done  due  diligence  with  respect  to  the  facts  

supporting  the  FISA  application.  This  is  a  sort  of  separate  effort  

that  investigative  team  undertook.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Okay  Ms.  Page,  I  have  to  .  I' ve  had  a  chance  

to  ask  you  questions  over  the  last  Friday  .and  again  today  I know  I' ve  

asked  you  some  tough  questions,  but  I  want  to  get  on  the  record,  have  

I  been  discourteous  to  you  at  all?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Have  I  given  y  to  answer  ou  the  full  opportunity  

or  explain  your  answers?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes,  sir.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  And  have  I  generally been  fair  in  my questioning?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes.  

Mr.  Ratcliffe.  Believe  it  or  not,  I' m asking  that  believe  it  

or  not  some  folks  might  misrepresent  how  we  conduct  ourselves  in  here,  
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and  I  want  to  get  that  on  the  record.  

So  I  thank  y  our  time.  ou  for  y  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  I' m  the  gentleman  from  Boston  has  a  couple  

of  questions  for  me,  and  y  his  accent  very  .ou' ll  tell  by  quickly  

Mr.  Brebbia.  Hi.  I' m  Sean  Brebbia,  Oversight  and  Government  

Reform,  Majority.  

Ms.  Page.  Sean?  

Mr.  Brebbia.  Brebbia.  B  R  E  B  B  I  A.  

BY  MR.  BREBBIA:  

Q  I  show  y  ou  and  Peter  Strzok  from  ou  an  email  between  y  

October  18,  2016.  

A  I  just  want  to  take  a  second  to  start  from  the  beginning  and  

look  at  it.  

Q  Sure.  Please  do.  

A  Okay.  

Q  Just  beginning  very  ,  can  ybasically  ou  tell  us  a  little  bit  

about  what' s  being  discussed  here?  The  subject  is  .  (b)(7)(E) per FBI

A  Am  I  allowed  to  I' m  sorry.  One  second,  please.  

Ms.  Bessee.  May we  confer?  

Mr.  Brebbia.  Sure.  

[Discussion  off  the  record. ]  

Ms.  Page.  So  I  don' t  I  can' t  I  believe  that  I  can  answer  

the  question.  I  don' t  believe  I  can  answer  the  question  in  an  

unclassified  setting.  

Mr.  Brebbia.  Okay.  
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Mr.  Somers.  But  you  could  answer  the  question  in  a  classified  

setting?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes.  

Mr.  Brebbia.  And  FBI.  

BY  MR.  BREBBIA:  

Q  Okay  Couple  more.  .  In  this  email,  there' s  mention  of  

"they editing  Subject  of  the  email  is  "R  "  a  document.  . "  (b)(3), (b)(7)(E) per FBI

The  document  that' s  being  discussed,  did  th  have  (b)(3), (b)(7   any  

involvement  with  preparing  that  document?  

A  There' s  no  way I  can  answer  that.  I  can' t  answer  that  it  

in  this.  I' m  sorry.  

Q  How  about  anyone  at  the  White  House?  Anyone  at  the  White  

House  have  involvement  in  drafting  that  document?  

A  I  can  say  ,  I  am  not  aware  of  the  White  House  ,  generally  

ever  in  my personal  knowledge,  I' ve  never  been  a  part  of  any FISA  

in  which  the  White  House  has  been  involved?  

Q  And  how  about  knowledge?  Is  there  at  the  White  

House  anyone  in  the  White  House  have  knowledge  of  that  document?  

A  Not  to  my knowledge.  

Q  It  probably makes  more  sense  to  take  this  up  in  classified  

setting?  

A  I  think  so,  sir.  

Mr.  Parmiter.  Could  I  ask  just  a  couple  of  followup  questions  

to  some  of  the  things  you  talked  about  with  Mr.  Ratcliffe?  

You  referred  to  a  separate  effort  that  was  not  the  Woods  file  to  
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validate  allegations  in  the  Steele  reporting.  I' m just  kind  of  curious  

as  to  the  timeframe.  

When  did  that  sort  of  separate  effort  begin  to  corroborate  the  

Steele  reporting,  and  when  did  it  end?  

Ms.  Page.  It  began  immediately upon  receiving  the  Steele  

reporting.  And  I  do  not  know  when  it  ended.  

BY  MR.  BAKER:  

Q  And  what  steps  were  taken  to  validate  or  refute  any of  the  

points  made  in  the  document?  

A  I  can' t  go  into  more  detail  about  the  specific  efforts  that  

were  taken,  other  than  that  herculean  efforts  were  taken  to  try to  prove  

and  or  disprove  or  corroborate  in  any way the  statements  contained  

in  the  Steele  reporting.  

Q  Okay  Let' s  take  the  Steele  reporting  out  of  it.  .  

If  y  ing  to  validate  points  made  in  information  given  ou  were  try  

from  another  source,  would  it  be  fair  to  say one  of  the  techniques  to  

validate  or  disprove  would  be  to  task  other  sources?  

A  (b)(7)(E) per FBI

Q  So  would  y  thing  and  any  ou  do  every  thing  that' s  authorized,  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

005155-002439Document  ID:  0.7.643.9075-000007  



 

 

          

            


              


       


      

 

             


       

   


 


  

          

        


       


        


      


 

   

           


             

      

  

          


           


             

  

■ 

163  
COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

but  that  could  include  tasking  other  human  sources  to  

A  Well,  y I guess  it  could,  but  think  about  really  ou' re  es  what  y  

say  If  I  have  a  document  that  say  25th  of  2013,  Joe  ing.  s,  "On  January  

Smith  and  Sally Jones  were  at  a  restaurant, "  

that' s  a  historical  event.  

(b)(7)(E) per FBI

(b)(7)(E) per FBI

Q  But  if  y  I  mean,  ou  have  a  source  that  owned  the  restaurant.  

you  could  have  a  source  that  

A  If  yo  (b)(7)(E) per FBI

And  then  y  .ou  would  get  whatever  answer  then,  certainly  

But  more  likely  be  y,  I  mean,  so  may  ou  woul  

I  mean,  I' m  making  this  up,  

obviously  investigative  steps  

(b)(7)(E) per FBI

,  but  the  more  expeditious  and  likely  

would  be  to  look  at  what  i  (b)(7)(E) per FBI

Q  Okay.  

A  And  that  would  at  least  make  that  statement  more  likely to  

be  true  or  less  likely to  be  true,  depending  on  what  you  find.  

Q  Okay  Thank  y.  ou.  

BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

Q  You  had  indicated  on  Friday that  there  was  an  investigator  

who  had  been  brought  over  to  the  Special  Counsel' s  Office  prior  to  

Mr.  Strzok  being  employed,  but  that  that  person  was  not  a  good  fit?  
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A  That' s  correct.  

Q  Who  was  that  person?  

A  I  think  his  name  was  John  Brown.  

Q  And  why  ou  think  that  the  special  counsel  deemed  do  y  

him  Mr.  John  Brown,  you  said?  

A  I  think  that' s  his  name,  yeah.  

Q  Why  ou  think  the  special  counsel  deemed  him  not  to  be  do  y  

a  good  fit?  

A  You  would  have  to  ask  the  special  counsel.  

Q  So  y  he  might  have  been  removed  ou' re  not  aware  of  why  

A  I' m  not  going  to  speculate.  

Q  from  the  team?  

A  No.  

Q  Why  ou  leave  the  Special  Counsel' s  Office?  did  y  

A  I  talked  about  this  at  length  on  Friday  When  Mr.  Mueller  .  

first  asked  me  to  join,  I  was  quite  hesitant  to  do  so.  It  had  been  

an  incredibly intense  2  y  years,  and  I  have  very oung  children  at  home.  

And  I  wanted  to  be  a  better  parent  to  them.  And  so  I  originally  

demurred,  and  Mr.  McCabe  encouraged  me  to  go  and  help  out.  And  so  as  

a  sort  of  compromise  position,  I  talked  with  Mr.  Mueller  about  coming  

over  for  45  days  to  sort  of  help  them  stand  up  their  effort  and  that  

we  would  sort  of  reassess  at  the  end  of  those  45  days.  

And,  ultimately  I  know  what  a  Bob  Mueller  operation  ,  I  knew  

looks  like,  and  I  know  the  intensity and  the  rigor  and  the  incredibly  

hard  work  that  is  required.  And  I  was  just  ready to  sort  of  make  a  
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change  in  my personal  life.  s  and  And  so  I  left  after  the  45  day  

returned  to  the  FBI.  

Q  Okay  And  also  in  y  on  Friday  ou  had  that  .  our  testimony  ,  y  

indicated  you  had  made  some  statement  indicating  that  we  had  access  

to  all  of  your  emails,  texts,  communications?  

A  I  mean,  this  is  my presumption.  There' s  not  a  whole  lot  of  

secrets  out  there  left  on  me.  

Q  Are  y  preservation  order  ever  ou  aware  whether  there  was  any  

issued  with  respect  to  any of  your  communications?  

A  Preservation  by whom  and  for  what?  

Q  That' s  what  I' m  asking.  be  from  Special  Counsel' sMay  

Office,  the  FBI,  by  

A  I  mean  the  FBI,  to  the  best  of  my knowledge,  preserves  

every  And  I' m certain  there  have  been  preservation  orders  that  thing.  

the  FBI  has  sort  of  announced,  but  I' m  not  even  there  any  So  Imore.  

don' t  have  access  to  any of  the  stuff  before  you  in  the  first  place.  

Q  We  understand  you  communicated  through  other  devices,  other  

accounts,  including  iMessage  and  Gmail.  Has  there  been  any effort  to  

access  any of  those  communications?  

A  Well,  I don' t have  any iMessages.  We  communicated  using  our  

personal  devices  for  personal  purposes.  We  very infrequently used  

those  devices  for  work  purposes.  And  

Q  I' m  sorry  I  missed  that.  .  

A  We  very infrequently used  our  personal  devices  for  work  

purposes.  
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Q  Have  you  turned  over  those  messages  that  were  work  related?  

A  There  are  no  work  related  messages  in  my personal  accounts.  

Q  But  you  indicated  you  "infrequently, "  meaning,  at  some  

point,  you  did  communicate  regarding  work  related  purposes  over  

personal  devices?  

A  I  am  sure  that  I  have.  I  never  retained  those.  And  unless  

they were  a  record  requiring,  you  know,  sending  it  back  through  the  

FBI  system,  there' s  no  need  to  retain  those.  

Q  And  neither  the  FBI  nor  the  special  counsel  has  ever  

attempted  or  requested  your  communications  over  personal  devices  or  

personal  accounts?  

A  One  moment,  please.  

[Discussion  off  the  record. ]  

Ms.  Page.  So  there  is  my understanding  is  that  there  is  some  

FOIA  litigation,  either  at  the  Department  or  the  FBI  for  which  my  

personal  accounts  I' m  sorry  for  which  work  related  material  on  

my personal  accounts  have  been  requested  to  be  preserved,  but  I  do  not  

have  any such  material  to  preserve.  

BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

Q  You  indicated  previously  ou  placed  that  the  importance  that  y  

on  the  Russia  investigation  over  the  Clinton  email  investigation  in  

terms  of  the  effect  y  .ou  believed  it  might  have  on  national  security  

Are  you  aware  whether  there  was  ever  any similar  targeting  of  the  

Hillary Clinton  campaign  by any foreign  intelligence  service?  

A  No,  not  that  I' m  aware.  our  And  just  to  be  clear  about  y  
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question,  that  answer  was  given  with  respect  to,  once  we  were  in  October  

and  we  had  the  sort  of  ongoing  Russia  investigation  and  we  had  the  

potential  additional  emails  that  may have  existed  on  the  Weiner  laptop.  

So  I  just  want  to  make  sure  we' re  talking  about  it' s  not  as  

though,  other  than  in  that  one  particular  month,  the  two  investigations  

never  overlapped  such  that  we  had  to  do  a  weighing  or  balancing  of  the  

two  investigations.  

Q  Serving  as  counsel  to  Mr.  McCabe,  the  number  two  at  the  FBI,  

is  that  the  kind  of  information  that  you  might  learn  of  with  respect  

to  whether  another.  

A  If  there  had  been  a  serious  attempt  by a  foreign  power  to  by  

a  threatening  foreign  power  to  work  with  members  of  the  Clinton  

campaign,  I  would  have  expected  to  know  about  it,  yes.  

Q  Okay  Thank  y.  ou.  

BY  MR.  SOMERS:  

Q  You  mentioned  the  name  John  Brown  a  few  minutes  ago.  Can  

y  where  he  is,  what  his  job  is?  ou  just  clarify  

A  I  have  no  idea  what  his  job  is  right  now.  

Q  No.  Sorry  Was  at  the  time.  .  

A  So,  when  the  special  counsel  first  stood  up  and  they were  

looking  to  staff  that  effort,  they  the  FBI,  I  think,  originally  

wanted  to  put  somebody other  than  Pete  on  it  so  that  Pete  could  kind  

of go  back  to  job,  as  I think I  described  in  some  depth  on  .his  day  Friday  

And  so  the  person  that  they originally sought  to  fill  the  kind  

of  lead  FBI  role  on  the  special  counsel  was  an  individual  named  John  
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Brown.  

Q  National  Security Division?  Counterintelligence?  

A  I  think  a  Cyber  SAIC.  

Mr.  Somers.  I  think  we' re  out  of  time  for  this  round.  
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[4:07  p. m. ]  

Ms.  Kim.  We' re  back  on  the  record.  It  is  4: 07.  

BY  MS.  KIM.  

Q  Ms.  Page,  the  email  that  you  discussed  with  the  majority  

about  th  (b)(7)(E) per FBI has  been  used  as  an  exhibit  for  a  news  article  

that  came  out  on  July 6th,  2018,  from  The  Hill  entitled  "Memos  Detail  

FBI' s  Hurry the  F  Up  to  Probe  Trump  Campaign.  Are  y"  ou  familiar  with  

that  article?  

A  I' m  sorry  ou  step  just  a  little  bit  further  from  the  ,  can  y  

mike?  It' s  a  little  bit  eah.y  

Q  Does  this  help?  

A  Yeah.  .  that  all  over  again,  please.  Sorry  So  say  

Q  Yes.  (b)(7)(E) per FBI email  that  yThe  ou  reviewed  with  the  

majority was  used  in  an  article  from  The  Hill  by opinion  contributor  

John  Solomon  about  how  the  FBI  allegedly kept  hurry the  F  up  pressure  

on  the  Trump  campaign  probe.  Are  you  familiar  with  that  article?  

A  I  am  familiar  with  that  article,  yes.  

Q  The  thesis  question  from  that  article,  third  paragraph  of  

that  article  I' ll  read  to  y  is:  ou  The  question  that  lingers  unanswered  

is,  did  those  sentiments,  meaning  anti  Trump  sentiments,  affect  

official  actions?  

A  Right.  

Q  So,  insofar  as  you  can  tell  us  in  an  unclassified  setting,  

did  the  (b)(7)(E) per FBI process  reflect  any political  biases  or  other  

improper  motives?  
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A  No.  As  I  as  I  think  I  discussed  earlier  I  probably  

shouldn' t  have  discussed  earlier  in  that  setting.  Okay,  never  mind.  

No,  there  were  no  no  political  interest  or  bias  which  affected  

the  Carter  Page  FISA.  

Q  Did  it  reflect  any undue  haste  on  the  part  of  the  FBI  in  an  

attempt  to  try to  stop  Donald  Trump  from  becoming  elected  President?  

A  No,  not  at  all.  

BY  MS.  HARIHARAN:  

Q  Also  a  part  of  the  article  is  they cite  Peter  Strzok' s  

testimony from  when  he  met  with  us  in  the  transcribed  interview  where  

he  said,  quote,  in  response  to  Mr.  Gowdy s  question  of  whether  he  was  '  

involved  in  the  preparation  of  the  affidavit  in  support  of  that  FISA,  

he  said,  quote:  "I  can  tell  you  that  I  was  aware  of  the  FISA  

application,  but  I  did  not  participate  in  its  preparation. "  

And  then,  when  asked  again,  he  wrote  excuse  me,  he  said:  I  

did  not  provide  information.  I  did  speak  with  people  who  were  

preparing  it.  

So,  referring  back  to  the  emails  that  the  majority showed  you,  

was  that  Peter  Strzok  acting  in  his  capacity as  a  supervisor  for  those  

responsible  for  the  FISA  application?  

A  That' s  correct.  ,  a  person  in  aSo  speaking  more  generally  

DAD  role  does  not  have  any role  in  the  FISA  process.  It' s a very sort  

of  regimented  process  that  goes  back  and  forth  from  the  Department  to  

the  FBI.  At  no  time  does  a  DAD  need  to  approve  it  or  read  it  or  write  

it  or  provide  intelligence  toward  it.  
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To  the  extent  Pete  was  involved,  it  was  because  he  was  to  the  

extent  Pete  was  knowledgeable  that  it  was  happening,  it' s  because  he  

was  in  charge  of  the  Crossfire  investigation.  But  he  that' s  

consistent  with  my understanding  and  recollection.  He  did  not  have  

a  role  in  the  drafting  or  the  sort  of  approval  of  the  FISA.  

Q  So  just  to  be  clear,  he  was  not  one  of  the  individuals  

involved  in  sort  of  the  preparation  of  the  factual  

A  That' s  correct.  

Q  Okay  And  then,  to  the  best  of  y.  our  knowledge,  then  was  his  

testimony accurate?  

A  That' s  correct,  yes.  

Q  Thank  you.  

Mr.  Cohen.  Ms.  Page,  I' m  sorry  our  testimony  ,  I' ve  missed  y  on  

Friday and  this  morning,  so  there  might  be  things  that  are  repetitious.  

I  believe  I' m  correct  that  you' ve  said  that  even  if  people  had  political  

perspectives,  and  some  people  were  anti  Hillary and  some  people  thought  

Bernie  was  beyond  the  burn,  et  cetera,  that  none  of  those  biases  

affected  any of  the  actions  of  Mr.  Strzok  or  of  y  body  ou  or  any  else  

within  the  Mueller  special  counsel  investigation.  

Ms.  Page.  That' s  correct,  sir.  

Mr.  Cohen.  Any  ou  know  of  thing  in  the  FISA  applications  that  y  

that  was  not  dealt  with  according  to  procedures  and  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Cohen.  No  nefarious  activity?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  
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Mr.  Cohen.  And  wasn' t  there  some  information  that  if  you  went  

too  far  in  giving  the  court  the  court  was  given  information,  I  

believe,  about  the  fact  that  somebody might  have  paid  for  the  dossier,  

but  that  if  they went  too  far,  they might  be  outing  sources  or  going  

bey  ?ond  what  is  legitimate  activity  

Ms.  Page.  Sir,  I' m  not  sure  I  can  answer  that  question  in  

this  setting.  

Mr.  Cohen.  And  I' m  not  sure  if  I  asked  it  right.  

Ms.  Page.  No,  I  understand  your  question.  I' m  just  not  

sure  I' m really not  sure  what' s been  classified  and  what  remains  

classified  and  what' s  been  declassified.  So  I' m  not  I' m  not  

comfortable  answering  that  in  this  setting.  

Mr.  Cohen.  And  then  you  were  asked  about  Mr.  McCabe' s memos  and  

Mr.  Comey s  and  the  fact  that  he  made  some  notes  about  his  conversations  '  

with  President  Trump,  and  to  the  best  of  your  knowledge  he  didn' t  do  

this  with  any other  Presidents.  Is  that  correct?  

Ms.  Page.  I  think  that' s  been  his  testimony  es,  sir.  , y  

Mr.  Cohen.  Do  y  our  history  ,  you  think  in  y  as  an  attorney  our  

knowledge  as  a  human  being,  that  the  degree  of  the  the  reputation  

a  person  has  for  truth  and  veracity might  have  something  to  do  with  

the  likelihood  of  somebody making  a  memo  about  their  conversation  with  

them?  

Ms.  Page.  I  agree  with  you,  sir.  

Mr.  Cohen.  So  he  wouldn' t  if he  had  talked  to  Abraham  Lincoln,  

he  wouldn' t  have  had  to  make  a  memo,  honest  Abe.  
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How  long  were  you  involved  with  the  FBI?  

Ms.  Page.  I  was  ears.  I  worked  at  the  FBI  for  about  6  y  

Mr.  Cohen.  And  this  was  y  ou  there  during  how  many ears  were  y  

Comey s  directorship?  '  

Ms.  Page.  For  all  of  his  directorship.  ears  So  for  the  3  1/2  y  

that  Director  Comey was  there,  I  was  also  an  employee.  

Mr.  Cohen.  And  were  you  there  after  he  was  fired  too?  

Ms.  Page.  I  was.  

Mr.  Cohen.  Would  you  say the  morale  at  the  FBI  went  up  or  down  

after  he  left?  

Ms.  Page.  We  were  devastated  by his  firing,  sir.  

Mr.  Cohen.  He  was  generally respected  by members  of  the  FBI?  

Ms.  Page.  He  was  respected  and  well  liked,  and  people  believed  

in  his  vision  for  the  FBI.  

Mr.  Cohen.  You  were  never  there  during  the  time  Mueller  was  

there,  were  you?  

Ms.  Page.  I  was  for  about  the  first  y  ear  and  a  half  of  ear,  y  

Mr.  Mueller' s  tenure.  

Mr.  Cohen.  Do  you  know  what  his  reputation  is  among  members  of  

the  Bureau  for  honesty and  for  diligence  and  for,  you  know,  hard  work  

and  caring  about  America?  

Ms.  Page.  He  his  reputation  for  all  of  those  things  is  strong.  

He  is  regarded  as  very  honest,  ydemanding,  but  also  completely  ou  know,  

with  integrity that  is  really unparalleled.  

Mr.  Cohen.  And  a  lot  of  the  work  that  Peter  Strzok  had  done  at  
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the  FBI,  particularly back  in  2010,  when  he  outed  I  think  it  was  as  

many as  10  Russian  spies,  was  a  lot  of  his  work  centered  in  

counterintelligence  on  Russia?  

Ms.  Page.  His  entire  career  has  been  in  the  Counterintelligence  

Division.  So  his  full  20  years  at  the  FBI  has  been  almost  exclusively  

doing  either  counterintelligence  or  espionage  cases,  right.  So  

counterintelligence  is  our  effort  to  counter  foreign  adversaries  here  

collecting  against  us.  Espionage  cases  involve  U.S.  persons  who  have  

decided  to  turn  

Mr.  Cohen.  Join  another  team.  

Ms.  Page.  and  work  for  a  foreign  power.  

Mr.  Cohen.  Yeah.  Maybe  go  and  sit  next  to  Putin  and  say nice  

things  to  him,  that  kind  of  stuff.  

Would  y  that  if  he  had  a  driving  force  in  his  life  and  ou  say  

something  that  he  was  most  concerned  about  that  it  was  protecting  

America  and  our  country from  Russian  influence?  

Ms.  Page.  That  is  he  is  a  patriot,  first  and  foremost,  and  

he  has  devoted  his  entire  life  to  defending  the  national  security of  

the  United  States.  And  Russia  poses  probably the  most  pernicious  

threat  to  Western  ideals  and  Western  democracy.  So,  yes.  

Mr.  Cohen.  I don' t think  I have  any  Thank  y  And  thing  else.  ou.  

I' m  not  going  to  offer  you  suggest  you  should  get  a  Purple  Heart  

even  though  I' ll  probably be  described  as  sexist  for  not  doing  it.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Thank  y  much.  ou  very  

Ms.  Page,  I  thank  y  And  I  know  it' s  not  the  ou  for  being  here.  
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most  pleasant  moment  in  your  life.  

During  his  testimony the  other  day,  Agent  Strzok  said  something  

to  this  effect:  That  while  he  may have  had  his  own  personal  opinions  

about  Hillary Clinton  and  even  his  own  opinions  about  Donald  Trump,  

that  it  did  not  impact  his  the  investigation.  In  other  words,  when  

he  was  deliberating  with  his  colleagues,  it  did  not  affect  that.  

Do  you  believe  that?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes,  sir.  

Mr.  Cummings.  And  why  ou  say  do  y  that?  

Ms.  Page.  Because  I  was  present  for  all  of  the  investigative  

steps  and  for  the  decisionmaking  that  occurred  on  both  investigations.  

And  so  I  know  the  discussions  that  went  on  around  them.  I  know  the  

reasons  behind  the  steps  that  we  took.  

Certainly,  with  respect  to  the  Clinton  investigation,  there  was  

not  a  single  investigative  step  at  all,  under  any circumstances,  other  

than  the  July 5th  statement  made  by the  Director,  that  wasn' t  done  

either  in  conjunction  with  or  at  the  direction  of  the  Justice  

Department.  

So  there  is  no  room  for  bias,  to  the  extent  it  even  exists  in  the  

first  place,  to  have  influenced  official  acts,  because  every single  

act  was  taken  in  coordination  with  a  half  dozen  to  a  dozen  or  more  

people.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Can  y  and  I  asked  the  same  ou  understand  

question  of  Mr.  Strzok,  Agent  Strzok.  And  I  practiced  law  many ears.y  

But  can  you  understand  why people  might  think  when  they read  the  texts  
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that  it  would  be  almost  impossible  not  to  interject  that,  those  

thoughts,  into  the  discussion?  

Ms.  Page.  I  do  understand  that,  sir.  But  I  do  think  that  we  do  

not  give  up  our  right  to  have  a  view  as  to  who  is  most  qualified  to  

be  President  of  the  United  States  simply because  we  work  for  the  FBI  

or  even  because  we  are  working  on  an  investigation  involving  one  or  

the  other  of  them.  

And  these  were  our  personal  views.  They were  views,  particularly  

before  July 28th,  which  entirely reflected  our  view  of  the  dignity  

befitting  the  White  House,  of  the  decorum  and  the  way one  holds  one' s  

self.  I  don' t  see  how  that  is  relevant  at  all  to  whether  Hillary  

Clinton  mishandled  classified  information  3  years  ago.  

And  after  July 28th,  we  were  now  concerned  about  whether  there  

was  a  foreign  adversary trying  to  work  with  a  Presidential  campaign.  

And  so  I  think  that  the  concern  there  is  both  understandable  and  

recognizable.  

I guess  the  other  thing  I would  say  and  I' ve  said  ,  sir,  is  that  

this  a number  of  times  in  response  to  other  questions  we  don' t often  

like  the  people  we  investigate.  And  that  is  true  whether  we  are  

investigating  a  pedophile  or  a  fraudster  or  a  terrorist  or  a  drug  

dealer.  We  don' t  like  criminals.  We  don' t  like  people  who  we  think  

are  criminals.  

And  that  does  not  ever  under  any circumstances  pervade  the  

activity that  an  FBI  agent  or  an  FBI  lawyer  or  a  DOJ  prosecutor  engage  

in.  We  are  not  driven  by political  motivations.  We  are  driven  by a  
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search  for  the  truth.  This  is  who  we  are  as  FBI  employ  It  is  ees.  

absolutely what  pervades  our  every decisionmaking.  

And  if  at  any opportunity we  saw  somebody acting  in  a  different  

way,  we  would  not  tolerate  it.  It' s  just  not  the  way we  operate.  

Mr.  Cummings.  You  said  something  a  moment  ago  in  I  think  it  was  

answering  one  of  Congressman  Cohen' s  questions,  and  I  don' t  remember  

the  exact  words.  I  tried  to  jot  it  down.  ou  were  talking  about  But  y  

Russia  and  the  threat  of  Russia.  I  forget  the  words  y  You  ou  used.  

said  Russia  was  the  greatest  can  you  elaborate  on  that,  please?  

Ms.  Page.  So  it  is  my personal  view  that  Russia  poses  probably  

the  most  the  greatest  threat  certainly to  Western  ideals  of  any of  

our  foreign  adversaries.  And  we  have  vast  foreign  adversaries.  But  

even  the  threats  that  are  posed  by China  or  by Iran  or  North  Korea  or  

others  doesn' t  speak  to  sort  of  the  core  of  Western  democracy,  right?  

You  have  y  have  ou  in  the  Russian  Federation  and  in  President  

Putin  himself,  you  have  an  individual  whose  aim  is  to  disrupt  the  

Western  alliance  and  whose  aim  is  to  make  Western  democracy more  

fractious  and  in  order  to  weaken  our  ability  and  ,  America' s  ability  

the  West' s  ability  I  mean,  that' s,  to  spread  our  democratic  ideals.  

the  goal,  is  to  make  us  less  of  a  moral  authority to  spread  democratic  

values.  

And  I  happen  to  think  that  this  is  the  best  country on  the  planet  

and  that  our  values  are  universal  values  that  can  and  should  be  spread  

across  the  globe.  And  that  is  not  a  view  that  is  shared  by Russia.  

And  so  every effort  to  sow  discord,  to  make  us  fractious,  to  harm  
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the  Western  and  American  way of life  is  a  win  for  the  Russian  Federation.  

It  is  a  win  for  President  Putin.  

So  it  is  my opinion  I  am  certainly not  the  world  expert  on  

it  but  it  is  my opinion  that  with  respect  to  Western  ideals  and  who  

it  is  and  what  it  is  we  stand  for  as  Americans,  Russia  poses  the  most  

dangerous  threat  to  that  way of  life.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Are  y  FBI  investigations  motivated  ou  aware  of  any  

by political  bias?  

Ms.  Page.  Never,  sir.  No.  

Mr.  Cummings.  You  never  saw  signs  of  that  when  you  were  there?  

Ms.  Page.  No.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Are  you  aware  of  any Justice  Department  

investigations  motivated  by political  bias?  

Ms.  Page.  Not  that  I' m  aware  of,  no.  

Ms.  Page.  On  February 2nd,  2018,  President  Trump  tweeted,  and  

I  quote:  "The  top  leadership  and  investigators  of  the  FBI  and  the  

Justice  Department  have  politicized  the  sacred  investigative  process  

in  favor  of  Democrats  against  Republicans,  something  which  would  have  

been  unthinkable  just  a  short  time  ago.  Rank  and  file  are  great  

people, "  end  of  quote.  

Do  you  agree  that,  quote,  "the  top  leadership  and  investigators  

of  the  FBI  and  the  Justice  Department  have  politicized  the  sacred  

investigative  process  in  favor  of  Democrats  and  against  Republicans, "  

and  can  y  y  ou  feel?  ou  explain  why ou  feel  whatever  y  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir,  that' s not  been  my experience.  My experience  
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is  as  I' ve  described  it,  which  is  that  every person  to  a  person,  there  

are  36, 500  of  us,  and  we  all  care  about  doing  things  the  right  way.  

That  is  the  reason  that  we  have  the  authority that  we  have  as  the  

FBI  to  show  up  at  your  door  in  the  middle  of  the  night  and  to  knock  

on  it  and  to  hope  that  y  And  the  reason  that  we  are  able  to  ou  open.  

do  that  is  because  we  have  a  reputation  for  honesty and  integrity.  

And  if  we  cannot  continue  to  do  that,  if  people  question  our  

motives  and  people  question  why we  are  showing  up  at  their  door  in  the  

middle  of  the  night,  we  are  all  unquestionably less  safe  because  of  

it.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Tell  me,  why  ou  become  an  FBI  agent?  did  y  

Ms.  Page.  So  I' ve  been  a lawy  ears.  er,  sir,  for  the  last  12  y  I  

am  one  of  those  nerdy kids  who  at  14  knew  I  wanted  to  be  a  lawyer,  knew  

I  wanted  to  serve  be  a  public  servant.  I  went  to  a  public  school  

for  law  school  in  order  to  have  less  debt  and  lived  at  home  so  that  

I  could  not  sort  of  take  the  route  of  a  private  sector  job,  because  

I  have  always  wanted  to  serve  my country.  

Mr.  Cummings.  I  take  it  this  has  been  a  very painful  experience.  

Ms.  Page.  It  has,  sir.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Do  you  want  me  to  pause  for  a  minute?  

Ms.  Page.  I' m  fine.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Throughout  y  career  your  at  the  FBI  and  DOJ,  are  ou  

aware  of  any instances  of  the  FBI  and  the  Justice  Department  conducting  

investigations  in  favor  of  any party and  against  another?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  
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Mr.  Cummings.  On  May 22nd,  2018,  Republican  Members  of  Congress  

introduced  House  Resolution  907.  In  that,  they were  requesting  that  

the  Attorney General  appoint  a  second  special  counsel  to  investigate  

misconduct  at  DOJ  and  the  FBI.  

At  the  bottom  of  the  first  page,  the  resolution  asserts  the  

following:  "Whereas,  there  is  an  urgent  need  for  the  appointment  of  

a  second  special  counsel  in  light  of  evidence  that  raises  critical  

concerns  about  decisions,  activities,  and  inherent  bias  displayed  at  

the  highest  levels  of  the  Department  of  Justice  and  the  Federal  Bureau  

of  Investigation  regarding  FISA  abuse,  how  and  why the  Hillary Clinton  

email  probe  ended,  and  how  and  why the  Donald  Trump  Russia  probe  began, "  

end  of  quote.  

Ms.  Page,  do  y  think  that  there  inherent  bias  at  the  highest  ou  was  

levels  of  DOJ  and  FBI  regarding  FISA  abuse?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir,  there  has  not  been.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Is  there  any  ed  evidence  of  inherent  bias  display  

at  the  highest  levels  of  DOJ  and  the  FBI  regarding  how  and  why the  

Hillary Clinton  email  probe  ended?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Is  there  any  ed  evidence  of  inherent  bias  display  

at  the  highest  levels  of  the  DOJ  and  the  FBI  against  Donald  Trump  as  

part  of  the  Trump  Russia  probe?  

Ms.  Page.  Sir,  no.  The  actions  that  we  took  in  that  

investigation,  at  least  in  the  time  that  I' ve  been  present  for  it,  are  

exactly what  you  want  the  FBI  to  do  when  confronted  with  the  risk  that  
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a  member  of  a  Presidential  campaign  may be  working  in  coordination  with  

the  Russians.  

There  is  no  at  the  outset  of  an  investigation,  we  cannot  tell  

y  what  is  happening.  ou  definitively  

But  the  notion  that  we  should  not  have  opened  the  investigation,  

that  we  should  not  have  looked  into  whether  or  not  this  is  a  truthful  

or  accurate  allegation  is  just  mind  boggling  to  me.  It  is  precisely  

what  y  our  FBI  to  do,  investigate  counterintelligence  threats  ou  want  y  

to  this  Nation.  

It  doesn' t  mean  that  anybody has  done  anything  wrong,  not  at  the  

outset.  It  means  that  we  need  to  look.  And  that' s  what  we  did.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Are  y  actions  ever  taken  to  damage  ou  aware  of  any  

the  Trump  campaign  at  the  highest  levels  of  the  Department  of  Justice  

or  the  FBI?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Are  y  actions  ever  taken  to  ou  aware  of  any  

personally target  Donald  Trump  at  the  highest  levels  of  the  Department  

of  Justice  or  the  FBI?  

Ms.  Page.  No.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Is  there  any evidence  that  any FBI  or  Department  

of  Justice  official  took  any actions  biased  in  favor  of  Clinton  or  

biased  against  Trump?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Not  James  Comey?  

Ms.  Page.  No.  
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Mr.  Cummings.  Andrew  McCabe?  

Ms.  Page.  No.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Peter  Strzok?  

Ms.  Page.  No.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Loretta  Lynch?  

Ms.  Page.  Not  that  I' m  aware  of.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Sally Yates?  

Ms.  Page.  Again,  same  answer.  

Mr.  Cummings.  I' m  sorry?  

Ms.  Page.  Same  answer.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Rod  Rosenstein?  

Ms.  Page.  No.  

Mr.  Cummings.  And  Robert  Mueller?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Is  there  any evidence  that  President  Obama  ordered  

any investigative  activity that  was  biased  in  favor  of Clinton  or  biased  

against  Trump?  

Ms.  Page.  No,  sir.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Is  there  any evidence  that  President  Obama  ordered  

a  wiretap  of  Donald  Trump  or  the  Trump  campaign?  

Ms.  Page.  There  is  no  evidence  of  that  at  all,  sir.  

Mr.  Cummings.  None?  

Ms.  Page.  None.  

Mr.  Cummings.  I  take  it  there  was  some  time  spent  trying  to  

figure  out  whether  there  was  truth  to  that.  
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Ms.  Page.  At  the  Department,  certainly  es,  sir.  , y  

Mr.  Cummings.  On  December  3rd,  2017,  the  President  tweeted,  

quote:  "After  y  with  the  phony  ears  of  Comey  and  dishonest  Clinton  

investigation  and  more  running  the  FBI,  its  reputation  is  in  tatters,  

worst  in  history  ",  but  fear  not,  we  will  bring  it  back  to  greatness,  

end  of  quote.  

Let  me  ask  y  I  want  to  go  back  to  something  that  ou  something.  

Congressman  Cohen  asked  you.  He  asked  you  about  a  certain  period  

where  and  he  was  asking  y  And  y  and  ou  about  the  morale.  ou  said  

I' m  not  I  don' t  remember  the  exact  words.  ou  describe,  But  can  y  

y  ou  ou  all  saw  these  tweets.  And  when  you  ou  know,  when  y  I' m sure  y  

get  things  like  that,  read  stuff  like  that,  how  do  y  think  it  affected  ou  

the  morale?  

Ms.  Page.  I  will  just  say,  sir,  that  that  is  not  consistent  with  

my feeling  about  Director  Comey  body  or  any  that  I  know  or  that  I' ve  

spoken  to  about  how  we  held  Director  Comey  He  was  widely  He  .  liked.  

was  respected.  I don' t know  whether  he  would  want  to  work  with  me  ever  

again,  but  I  would  work  for  him  anywhere  he  went  any time  in  my life.  

He  is  a  man  of  extraordinary intelligence  and  integrity,  and  it  was  

a  total  pleasure  to  learn  from  him.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Do  you  agree  with  the  President' s  statement  that  

the  FBI' s  reputation  is  in  tatters  and  is  the  worst  is  the  worst  

in  history?  

Ms.  Page.  Well,  it  is  now.  

Mr.  Cummings.  And  why  ou  say  do  y  that?  
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Ms.  Page.  Because  we  continue  to  be  a  political  punching  bag.  

Because  some  private  texts  about  our  personal  opinions  continue  to  be  

used  to  as  a  broad  brush  to  describe  the  entire  activity of  36, 500  

individuals.  Because  we  have  been  caught  up  in  a  place  that  we  never  

could  have  possibly imagined,  because  all  of  us  did  the  job  that  was  

asked  of  us.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Is  that  painful?  

Ms.  Page.  It' s  horrendous,  sir.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Does  it  make  your  job  harder  to  do?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes,  it  does.  

Mr.  Cummings.  How  so?  

Ms.  Page.  Well,  it' s  the  very point  that  I  was  making.  If  we  

cannot  be  trusted  to  call  on  you,  if  we  cannot  be  trusted  to  protect  

confidential  human  sources,  then  we  need  to  get  out  of  the  law  

enforcement  business.  Because  if  we  cannot  be  trusted  to  keep  secrets,  

if  we  cannot  be  trusted  to  to  believe  that  what  we  do  we  do  for  the  

right  reasons,  then  we  have  a  very big  problem  in  this  country.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Do  you  agree  with  the  President' s  

characterization  that  the  Clinton  investigation  was,  quote,  "phony and  

dishonest"?  

Ms.  Page.  I  would  welcome  the  President  to  point  out  what  we  

should  have  done  differently in  that  investigation,  what  the  evidence  

would  have  shown,  how  we  would  have  prosecuted  beyond  a  reasonable  

doubt,  given  the  evidence  before  us.  I  would  welcome  a  conversation  

with  President  Trump  about  that.  
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I  am  really tired  of  hearing  all  of  the  things  that  we  should  have  

done  with  nobody actually demonstrating  to  me  why that  would  have  

resulted  in  a  different  conclusion  with  respect  to  the  prosecution  of  

Mrs.  Clinton.  

Mr.  Cummings.  In  y  opinion,  what  kind  of  impact  do  our  statements  

like  this  have  on  the  morale  

Ms.  Page.  They re  demoralizing.  '  

Mr.  Cummings.  of  the  rank  and  file?  

Ms.  Page.  They re  demoralizing,  sir.  '  

Mr.  Cummings.  And  what  is  the  impact  of  statements  like  these  

on  the  public' s  confidence  in  the  FBI  and  how  does  that  impact  our  

national  security?  

Ms.  Page.  I' m not  sure  I can  expand  on  that  further  than  I already  

have,  sir.  

Mr.  Cummings.  Let  me  say  I don' t have  any  this.  thing  else,  but  

again,  I  think  I  just  want  to  defend  the  truth.  And  ou  about  were  y  

to  say something?  

Ms.  Page.  I  was  going  to  say,  so  do  I,  sir.  

Mr.  Cummings.  And  I  believe  that.  I  believe  that.  And  I  think  

what  I' ve  been  trying  to  get  to  is  the  bottom  line.  

You  know,  when  I  listen  to  some  of  the  questioning,  I  try to  figure  

out  where  are  we  going  with  all  of  this.  And  it  seems  to  me  when  you  

told  me  and  this  body  our  feelings  with  ,  this  group  of  people,  about  y  

regard  to  Russia,  it  makes  it  even  more  urgent  that  we  get  to  the  bottom  

line  or  we  won' t  have  a  democracy.  
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And  I want  thank y  for  y  service.  to  ou  our  Going  through  difficult  

times  is  difficult,  but  in  the  end  I  think  if  y  ou  come  ou  survive  it  y  

out  a  stronger  person.  

Ms.  Page.  Let' s  hope  so.  

Mr.  Cummings.  And  I  want  to  ou  for  yI  do  thank  y  our  service  

and  thank  y  our  testimony  ou  for  y  .  

Ms.  Page.  Thank  you.  

Mr.  Cummings.  All  right.  

[Recess. ]  

Mr.  Parmiter.  Let' s  go  back  on  the  record.  It' s  4:43  p. m.  

BY  MR.  PARMITER:  

Q  Ms.  Page,  I appreciate  y  It' s been  aou  bearing  with  us.  long  

day  We  just  have  a  couple  more  questions  to  ask.  .  

A  No  problem.  

Q  Are  you  aware  whether  during  the  investigation,  the  MYE  

investigation,  there  was  any evidence  that  Secretary Clinton  or  someone  

on  her  behalf  had  transmitted  classified  material  other  than  by email?  

A  How  do  you  mean?  

Q  For  example  

A  Like  a  text  or  something  or  

Q  by fax.  

A  Oh.  

Q  Or,  you  know,  either  Ms.  Clinton  herself  or  someone  on  her  

behalf.  

A  I  don' t  know.  .I' m  sorry  
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Q  So  you  wouldn' t  know  whether  or  not  she  directed  someone  to  

do  so?  

A  None  of  this  is  ringing  a  bell.  ing  that  someone  I' m  not  say  

wouldn' t have  that  information.  I just  none  of  this  sounds  familiar  

to  me.  

Q  Okay  Are  y  familiar  with  something  called  the  .  ou  generally  

President' s  Daily Brief?  

A  I  am.  

Q  And  is  that  document  generally classified?  

A  It  is.  

Q  At  what  level  is  it  classified?  

A  It  depends  on  the  reporting  contained  therein,  but  it  is  

certainly a  highly restricted  document  that,  broadly speaking,  is  

classified  at  the  TS  level.  

Q  And  would  be  inappropriate  to  transmit  via  fax  or  

unclassified  email  or  to  any  who  is  not  otherwise  authorized  to  body  

view  it,  correct?  

A  It  could  it  could  go  over  secure  fax.  It  would  depend  

on  what  sy  ou  were  talking  about.  es.  stem  y  But  in  general,  y  

Q  Okay  Let  me  ask  y.  ou  a  couple  of  followup  questions  also  

about  meetings  that  were  held  at  the  Bureau  regarding  the  Midyear  Exam  

after  the  case  had  wrapped.  

Did  y  meetings  at  the  FBI  in  2018  regarding  the  ou  attend  any  

Midyear  Exam  investigation?  

A  In  all  of  2018?  eah,  all  the  time.  Oh,  2018?  Oh,  y  Yes.  
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Oh,  I' m  sorry.  I' m  sorry  No,  I  don' t  think  so.  .  No.  

Q  When  did  y  Do  you  leave  the  Bureau?  ou  recall  the  date?  

A  May  ear.  4th  of  this  y  

Q  So  I' m  not  going  to  ou  an  email  I' m  just  going  to  show  y  

that  has  been  produced  by the  Bureau.  

A  Oh,  oh,  oh,  oh.  .  So  this  I  can  explain.  I' m  sorry  Yes.  

Sorry.  Oh,  no,  what  is  this?  So  sorry.  

When  y  at  FBI,  I' m  thinking  about  ou  talked  about  meetings  at  

meetings  with  the  Director  about  the  investigation.  I  sort  of  managed  

or  sort  of  ran  point,  coordinated,  I  don' t  know  what  the  right  word  

is,  an  effort  to  try to  stay  ,  of  all  on  top,  however  unsuccessfully  

of  the  various  oh,  wait.  I am  gone  at  this  point.  Sorry  That' s.  

weird.  

Q  Right.  So  this  email,  just  for  the  record,  is  a  May 17th,  

2018,  email  to  a  number  of  folks  at  the  Bureau,  including,  well,  you,  

even  though  y  this  time,  correct?  ou  had  left  by  

A  Right.  So  my guess  is  that  somebody just  

cancelled  the  let  me  take  a  step  back.  

For  some  period  of  time,  although  I  was  not  involved  in  this  after  

probably May  be  the  of  2017,  for  some  period  of  time  starting  in  may  

winter  of  2016  through  probably May of  2017,  I  tried  to  assist  with  

the  coordination  within  the  Office  of  Congressional  Affairs  to  sort  

of  stay on  top  of  the  myriad  requests  coming  from  all  the  different  

committees  for  documents  and  for  letters  and  sort  of  the  congressional  

response  and  all  of  that.  
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And  so  I wasn' t in  charge  of  any of  it.  I just  tried  to  convene  

a  meeting  weekly so  as  to  try to  not  let  disparate  the  disparate  

people  who  were  responsible  for,  well,  this  person' s  responsible  for  

this  portfolio  and  this  one  has  HPSCI  and  this  one  has  HOGR  and  this  

one,  right,  so  that  we  were  all  talking  with  one  voice,  we  all  knew  

what  requests  had  come  in,  the  responses  were  consistent,  right,  we  

were  producing  the  right  stuff  to  the  right  committees.  

So  for  a  period  of  time,  like  I  said,  probably from  Decemberish  

2016  through  May 2017,  I  sort  of  led  that  effort.  That' s  what  this  

is  a  I  think  there  was  a  sort  of  standing  Midyear  meeting  that  was  

once  a  week.  

I  don' t  know  whether  this  is  whether  this  reflects  that,  to  

be  honest  with  y  I  just  don' t  know.  It' s  the  ou.  It  seems  like  it.  

right  personnel  who  would  have  been  involved  in  that.  

But  by the  date  of  this  email,  which  is  May 17th,  2018,  I  was  not  

an  FBI  employee.  

Q  Okay  Well,  would  y  that  this  is  canceling  a  meeting  .  ou  say  

series?  

A  That' s  what  it  might  be,  y  So  eah.  

Q  And  to  your  knowledge  

A  And  may  .be  it  happened  automatically  Like  when  they  

disabled  my account,  right,  after  leaving,  it' s possible  that  eah,y  

but  this  would  have  exactly.  

So  the  message  contained  here  could  have  been  whatever  the  last  

time  I  sent  a  cancellation.  You  know,  sometimes  Outlook  saves  that  
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last  message,  because  obviously there' s  no  way  ped  for  me  to  have  ty  

this  when  I' m  no  longer  an  employee.  

Q  Correct.  So  but,  as  far  as  y  meetings  ou  recall,  had  any  

of  this  MYE  followup  team  taken  place  in  2018?  

A  No,  not  to  my knowledge.  The  effort  has  now  been  after  

I  left  for  special  counsel,  I  never  picked  it  back  up.  And  so,  to  the  

best  of  my knowledge,  it  was  people  in  OCA  who  have  been  responsible  

for  convening  meetings  for  congressional  response,  to  the  extent  ones  

are  happening.  I  just  don' t  know.  I  don' t  have  knowledge  of  it  

anymore.  

Q  Okay  And  that  would  have  been  when  y.  ou  left  for  special  

counsel  in  May of  2017?  

A  Correct.  Correct.  I  never  took  my point  is  when  I  came  

back  from  special  counsel,  I  never  took  it  back  up.  

Mr.  Somers.  Since  we' re  at  the  close  of  the  interview,  just  to  

completely switch  subjects  possibly.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Before  y  close  out,  Lisa,  y  have  mentioned  that  ou  ou  

you  worked  for  Andy McCabe.  You  were  probably the  closest  individual,  

professionally speaking,  that  he  interacted  with.  Is  that  correct?  

Ms.  Page.  Certainly  be  one  or  two  people  might  be  equally  may  

close.  But  y  we  were  quite  close  professionally  es,  I  would  say  .  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  one  of  the  things  that  I  guess  that  I' m  trying  

to  put  my arms  around  is,  y  ou  hear  different  things  ou  know,  as  y  

communicated  by different  people,  and  we' ve  had  the  opportunity to  

interview  Mr.  McCabe  previously  ou  ,  but  it  appears  that  he,  y  know,  lied  
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to  the  FBI,  lied  to  the  IG,  was  caught  in  that,  admitted  it,  and  then  

kind  of  walked  it  back  as  it  related  to,  you  know,  just  some  of  the  

story of  sharing  with  The  Wall  Street  Journal,  some  of  the  conversation  

with  Matt  Axelrod.  

How  do  you  I  mean,  would  you  characterize  that  as  something  

that  y  pically  our  professional  career?  ou  saw  ty  over  y  

Ms.  Page.  I  am  constrained  in  what  I  can  answer  in  light  of  other  

ongoing  investigations,  but  I  can  say that  I  have  never  seen  Andy lie,  

ever,  under  any circumstances.  do  any  I  have  never  seen  Andy  thing  

other  than  make  the  right  decision  and  often  the  hard  decision,  even  

when  it  has  been  personally unpopular  or  professionally unpopular.  

I  have  consistently seen  him  make  hard  decisions  because  they were  

the  right  thing  to  do.  I  have  consistently seen  him  be  the  fly in  the  

ointment  in  the  NSC  under  President  Obama  or  in  this  administration  

because  it  was  the  right  thing  to  do.  

The  findings  of  the  inspector  general  are  entirely inconsistent  

with  the  man  I  know  and  have  worked  very closely with  for  the  last  4  

years  of  my career.  And  I  cannot  I  simply don' t  agree  with  those  

conclusions,  sir.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  ou  would  go.  and  I  thought  that  that' s  where  y  

And  I  guess  my question  is  as  it  relates  to  some  of  the  factual  things  

that  have  now  at  least  come  out  and  been  reported.  

So  do  y  and  ou  see  this  as  more  of  and  at  odds  with  Director  Comey  

Andy McCabe?  I  mean,  where  is  the  conflict?  Because,  I  mean,  both  

of  them  can' t be  telling  the  truth.  And  obviously  ou  were  memos  that  y  
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talking  about  earlier  tangentially may or  may not  relate.  

Ms.  Page.  So  I  really  can' t  answer  substantively  I  really  ,  

because  it' s  the  subject  of  other  ongoing  activity.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  would  it  be  fair  to  characterize  that  y believe  ou  

someone  else  is  not  telling  the  truth?  

Ms.  Page.  No.  I  actually  I  am  y  know  ou' ll  be  surprised  to  

that  I  develop  strong  feelings  about  things.  And  I  am  actually quite  

confident,  although  I' ve  spoken  to  neither  Mr.  McCabe  nor  Mr.  Comey  

about  this,  I  have  a  strong  feeling  that  I  understand  where  the  

disconnect  happened  with  respect  to  what  Director  Comey thought  they  

were  talking  about  and  with  respect  to  what  Mr.  McCabe  was  talking  

about.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  y  be  just  a  big  misunderstanding?  ou  think  it  may  

Ms.  Page.  I  do,  sir.  I  do.  

Mr.  Meadows.  It' s a pretty  one  ou  might  and  so  I guess  big  and  y  

where  does  y  Where  does  ou  know,  I  mentioned  earlier  Mike  Kortan.  

he  come  into  all  this?  Because  all  of  a  sudden  

Ms.  Page.  Yeah.  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  what  is  troubling  with  me  is  knowing  that  there  

are  a  number  of  unauthorized  disclosures  that  happened  

Ms.  Page.  I  disagree.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Hold  on.  That  happened  in  Congress  and  happens  at  

times  in  other  agencies.  

Knowing  that,  as  we' ve  been  involved  in  this,  that  the  FBI  or  

specifically DOJ  has  done  a  very good  job  of  putting  a  narrative  out  
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there  that  sometimes  is  not  based  on  truth,  I  guess  the  question  I  have  

is,  what  role  did  Mike  Kortan,  Director  Comey,  Andy McCabe  play in  the  

matter  that  we  have  where  we  have  to  question  a  high  ranking  FBI  

official  that  has  now  retired?  

Ms.  Page.  Yes.  I  really want  to  answer  that  question,  because  

it  is  as  good  one.  Give  me  a  moment,  please.  

[Discussion  off  the  record. ]  

Ms.  Page.  Mr.  Meadows,  I  agree  with  you  that  it  is  curious  that  

there  is  no  reference  in  the  IG  report  at  all  to  Mr.  Kortan,  

particularly in  light  of  what  I  reported,  which  is  that  both  

interactions  with  the  reporter  were  done  with  Mr.  Kortan,  in  

coordination  with  Mr.  Kortan  and  with  Mr.  Kortan  at  my side.  So  I  

cannot  explain  why there  is  no  there  is  no  reference  to  Mr.  Kortan  

in  any testimony  ,  in  the  IG  report.  ,  if  he  did  give  any  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  would  it  be  prudent  for  this  committee  to  have  

Mr.  Kortan  come  and  testify to  perhaps  add  some  clarity in  terms  of  

what  he  said,  didn' t  say?  

Ms.  Page.  I  think  that  the  U. S.  Attorney s  Office  is  probably  '  

adequately equipped  to  answer  that  question  sufficiently,  sir.  

Mr.  Meadows.  All  right.  

Ms.  Page.  Particularly  ,  it' s  so  tangential  to  ,  honestly  

Mr.  Meadows.  The  core  issue.  

Ms.  Page.  Right.  

Mr.  Meadows.  Okay  So  there  seemed  to  be  great  .  

consternation  and  that' s  me  characterizing  the  decision  to  
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recuse  himself,  Mr.  McCabe' s  decision  to  recuse  himself  in  the  final  

day  It  was  apparent  that  he  s  of,  I  guess,  when  we  reopened  the  MYE.  

did  not  necessarily agree  with  that  decision  to  recuse.  ou  Would  y  

agree  with  that?  

Ms.  Page.  I  would  agree  with  that,  and  I  agreed  with  him.  I  did  

not  think  there  was  a  basis  to  recuse.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  was  it  that  he  was  encouraged  to  recuse  because  

of  the  appearance?  Or  why  ou  think  he  was  encouraged  to  recuse  do  y  

himself?  I  mean,  I' ve  read  a  lot  of  back  and  forth  as  it  relates  to  

that,  and  it' s  still  an  unanswered  question  for  me.  

Ms.  Page.  I  know  the  IG  report  has  an  entire  chapter  on  this.  

I  haven' t  read  it.  That  was  ultimately what  Director  Comey asked  him  

to  do,  and  so  

Mr.  Meadows.  But  I  guess  did  Director  Comey ever  tell  him  or  you  

why he  asked  him  to  recuse  himself?  

Ms.  Page.  I  have  never  spoken  to  Director  Comey about  it.  He  

did  Director  Comey  ,did  speak  to  Mr.  McCabe  about  it,  obviously  

because  he  instructed  him  ultimately to  or  asked  that  he  

ultimately  Director  Comey asked  that  Andy ultimately recuse.  And  

I  believe  it' s  based  on  a  sort  of  appearance,  but  I  just  I  simply  

think  that  was  misguided  and  ill  timed.  

Mr.  Meadows.  So  the  reason  why  ou  have  I  ask  is  because  y  now  

y  McCabe  that  recused  himself,  y  McCabe  ou  have  an  Andy  ou  have  an  Andy  

that' s  been  accused  of  lying  several  times  to  different  people  within  

the  Department.  And  what  y  ing,  that  those  are  two  unrelated  ou' re  say  
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events?  

Ms.  Page.  Oh,  wholly  es.  , y  

Mr.  Meadows.  And  so  one  is  perception;  the  other  is  perhaps  more  

a  direct  action  of  Mr.  McCabe?  

Ms.  Page.  I  guess  so,  yeah.  

Mr.  Meadows.  All  right.  Yield  back.  

And  for  the  record,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  being  cooperative.  

I  want  to  thank  you  for  doing  the  very best  to  answer  as  many questions  

as  possible.  And  I  think  I  speak  on  behalf  of  the  entire  committee,  

that  your  willingness  to  share  transparently has  served  you  well  and  

has  certainly served  this  country well.  

Ms.  Page.  Thank  you,  sir.  

BY  MR.  BAKER:  

Q  Did  y  Mr.  Kortan  was  present  at  y  side  when  you  say  our  ou  were  

having  discussions  with  The  Wall  Street  Journal?  

A  Correct.  

Q  And  Mr.  Kortan' s  position  at  the  FBI  was  what?  

A  He  was  the  head  of  our  Public  Affairs.  

Q  He' s  an  assistant  director  of  the  Public  Affairs  Office?  

A  Correct.  

Q  So  did  you,  by the  fact  he  was  present,  believe  that  this  

was  an  authorized  and  approved  

A  It  was  an  authorized.  This  is  why  we  didn' t  get  to  it,  

but  it  was  100  percent  an  authorized  disclosure.  I  mean,  the  whole  

premise  behind  the  IG  report  in  the  first  place  I  take  issue  with,  
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because  I  was  authorized  by Deputy Director  McCabe  and  by Mike  Kortan  

to  engage  with  the  reporter  on  this  topic.  

And  so,  you  know,  the  IG  has  come  up  with  a  different  conclusion  

with  respect  to  McCabe' s  inherent  authority to  authorize  it  in  the  first  

place,  but  I  simply disagree  with  that.  

Q  So  you  believed  it  was  authorized?  

A  Yes.  It  was  authorized,  as  far  as  I' m  concerned.  

Q  You  indicated  in  a  previous  round  when  there  was  a  discussion  

about  McCabe  memos  that  Deputy Director  McCabe  had  made  some  memos  of  

his  own.  I  had  asked  whether  he  had  ever  made  any memos  regarding  his  

conversations  or  interactions  with  Director  Comey  ou  said,  well,  ,  and  y  

he  took  notes.  

I  was  referring  to  any kind  of  documentation  he  made  for  proof  

or  clarity later  on  as  to  what  he  was  told,  not  just  taskings.  

A  Got  it.  No,  I  am  not  aware  of  him  ever  having  taken  a  memo  

as  you  have  just  described  it  with  respect  to  his  engagement  with  

Director  Comey  I  just  wanted  to  clarify  single  day  .  that  like  every  

he  likely was  taking  notes  with  respect  to  his  interactions  with  

Director  Comey in  the  course  of  his  official  duties.  

Q  And  did  y  ou  ou  have  conversations  with  Mr.  McCabe  that  made  y  

believe  that  he  thought  Director  Comey instructed  him  or  wanted  him  

to  have  these  conversations  with  The  Wall  Street  Journal,  even  though  

there  weren' t  memos  to  that  effect  or  notes  to  that  effect?  

A  I' m  sorry,  ask  me  that  question  one  more  time.  

Q  Did  you  ever  have  a  conversation  with  Mr.  McCabe  about  the  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Document  ID:  0.7.643.9075-000007  005155-002473



 

 

         


  

            


             


        

           


         


   

           

     

        

        

     

   

           

            


            


       

  

            


          


         


            


     

              


  

19  
COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

whole  Wall  Street  Journal  issue  regarding  whether  the  Director  knew  

about  it?  

A  Oh,  no,  we  did  not  have  any conversations  about  that.  But  

the  Director  need  not  have  known  about  it.  The  deputy had  his  own  

inherent  authority to  engage  with  the  media.  

So  it' s  not  something  my point  is,  it' s  not  something  he  

necessarily would  have  needed  to  seek  the  Director' s  authority or  

approval  for.  

Q  Okay  Is  Mr.  Kortan  still  employ  .  ed  with  the  FBI?  

A  No,  he' s  not.  

Q  And  do  y  he  left?  ou  know  why  

A  Because  he  was  long  eligible  to  retire.  

Q  So  he  just  retired?  

A  Yes.  

Q  Okay  One  final  question  on  an  unrelated  topic.  .  

You  had  indicated  your  role  as  an  assistant  to  Mr.  McCabe  was  to  

go  to  different  meetings  and  sort  of  bridge  back  what  had  happened  in  

these  meetings  or  something  like  that.  

A  Yeah.  

Q  Are  y  aware  meetings  did  y  hear  discussion  about  ou  of  any  or  ou  

the  sophistication  level  of  Secretary Clinton  as  it  related  to  handling  

of  classified  information  or  emails  and  communications  in  general,  that  

she  either  was  or  was  not  sophisticated,  and  that  would  have  been  part  

of  the  discussion  regarding  charging?  

A  I  our  last  statement.  I' m not  sure  if  I  can  tie  it  to  y  
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It' s possible.  But  I was  a part  of  I was  a part  of  the  sort  of general  

briefings  that  the  Director  or  the  Deputy Director  had  as  we  gathered  

more  evidence  in  the  Clinton  investigation.  

And  I  don' t  remember  whether  it  came  out  of  Secretary Clinton' s  

interview  or  interviews  with  some  of  her  senior  staff  or  both.  

But  y  Clinton  was  not  es,  we  did  come  to  learn  that  Secretary  

particularly sophisticated  when  it  came  to  technology and  the  use  of  

computers.  I  mean,  she  was  not  a  sophisticated  cyber  user.  

Q  Was  there  ever  any evidence  or  any dissent  in  opposition  to  

that  view?  

A  Oh,  not  to  my knowledge,  no.  

Q  You  had  mentioned  earlier  that  Mr.  Priestap  

Mr.  Somers.  Can  I  ask  one  question?  

Mr.  Baker.  Sure.  

BY  MR.  SOMERS:  

Q  What  about  her  sophistication  in  terms  of  knowledge  of  

classification  and  what  classified  documents  looked  like?  

A  She  had  that  knowledge.  Yeah.  I  don' t  

Q  Well,  because  in  her  the  302  of  her  interview,  for  

instance,  she  say  wasn' t  aware  of  what  the  C  in  s  that  she  did  not  

parentheses  at  the  beginning  of  a  paragraph  meant.  

A  Yeah.  I mean,  that' s not  that  doesn' t shock  me.  I mean,  

without  the  without  the  rest  of  the  sort  of  header  and  footer  and  

cover  page.  

Should  she  have?  Yeah,  probably  But  like  on  a  single  line  .  
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randomly in  the  middle  of  an  email,  I don' t find  that  terribly offensive  

to  my sensibilities,  but  

Q  I' m  just  bringing  that  out  as  an  example  of  whether  what  

you  saw  as  her  level  of  understanding  of  markings  on  documents  and  

things.  

A  No,  I  think  she  I  have  no  personal  knowledge  of  this,  but  

given  her  history in  government  and  her  position,  I  would  expect  her  

to  have  had,  you  know,  some  sophistication  with  respect  to  

classification.  

Mr.  Parmiter.  On  what  did  you  base  the  conclusion  that  she  was  

not  particularly technologically sophisticated?  

Ms.  Page.  I  think  both  based  on  her  statements  about  her  

understanding  on  how  a  server  works  and  my understanding  and  I  never  

read  her  302,  but  my understanding  is  at  least  I  don' t  think  I  

did  is  based  on  what  was  briefed  to  the  deputy and  the  Director,  

was  like  as  technical  questions  were  asked  of  her,  she  lacked  the  

ability to  answer  them,  as  well  as  other  people  who  were  interviewed  

sort  of  had  consistent  statements  with  respect  to  her  technical  

sophistication.  

BY  MR.  BAKER:  

Q  Are  defensive  briefings  just  for  Members  of  Congress,  or  

would  Cabinet  secretaries  also  get  them  if  they were  potentially  

targeted?  

A  Oh,  certainly  I  mean,  any  .  a  defensive  briefing  would  

go  to  any person  in  a  position  to  have  sensitive  national  secrets  and/or  
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interactions  or  exposures  with  people  from  foreign  countries.  

Q  Do  y  Clinton  had  any  ou  know  if  Secretary  in  her  role  as  

Secretary of  State?  

A  Defensive  briefings?  

Q  Yes.  

A  I  have  no  idea,  sir.  

Q  Is  it  likely that  she  could  have?  

A  Entirely plausible,  sir.  But  it  would  again,  like  

there' s  a  difference  between  a  general  CI  brief,  which  is  you' re  

traveling  to  this  country  ou  know,  ,  beware  of  these  things,  versus,  y  

we  understand  that  Joe  Smith  has  reached  out  to  you  to  schedule  a  

meeting,  you  should  be  aware  that  intelligence  suggests  that  Joe  Smith  

is  blah,  blah,  blah.  

Q  So  

A  That' s  the  latter  is  a  defensive  briefing.  

Q  Sure.  ing  In  addition  to  the  specifics  of  who  might  be  try  

to  do  something  to  you  as  the  Congressperson  or  the  Cabinet  member,  

is  there  a  boilerplate  that  would  almost  go  with  any defensive  briefing  

might  try  exploit  yas  to  the  how  a hostile  actor  to  our  position,  exploit  

a  meeting?  

A  I  would  expect  so,  but  I  don' t  have  personal  knowledge  of  

it.  

Q  Would  you  guess  if  there  was  that  part  of  that  would  be  that  

email  communications  and  communications  in  general  and  weaknesses  in  

networks  would  be  an  area  for  exploitation?  
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A  I' m  not  really sure.  You  know,  that  might  go  to  a  broader  

CI  briefing,  a  broader  counterintelligence  briefing,  a  warning  about  

spear  phishing,  a  warning  about,  you  know,  how  cyber  networks  might  

be  compromised.  

But  in  a  defensive  briefing,  to  the  best  of  my knowledge,  in  a  

defensive  briefing  it  is  usually much  more  specific  and  pointed  

information  that  we  have.  

So  general  CI  brief,  sure,  you  might  talk  about  how  different  

foreign  actors  use  different  tools  or  vectors  to  do  their  work.  But  

if  y  view,  it' s  more  ou  were  conducting  a  defensive  briefing,  in  my  

likely that  it  would  be  specific  and  sort  of  narrowly described  to  the  

specific  threat  or  risk  that  you' re  briefing  on.  

Q  So  you  don' t  know  if  someone  who  received  a  lot  of  defensive  

briefings  would  have  their  sophistication  of  weaknesses  in  email  and  

servers  enhanced  by being  told  such  a  thing  in  defensive  briefings?  

A  No,  I  don' t  know.  I  don' t  know.  

Q  Finally  ou' d mentioned  earlier  that  Mr.  Priestap  was  AD  , y  

Priestap  was  kind  of  a  worrier.  What  was  his  relationship  with  

Mr.  Strzok?  I know  he  would  be  Mr.  Strzok' s boss  at  the  time  that  he' s  

the  AD.  

A  Yes.  They were  very close.  

Q  Very close.  

A  They  .  both  had  a  lot  of  professionally  I  mean,  they  

respect  for  each  other.  Both  have  had  long  careers  in  the  

Counterintelligence  Division.  And  so  both  respect  each  other' s  
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instincts  and  knowledge  and  experience  working  CI  targets.  So  they  

had  a  very strong  professional  relationship.  

Q  So  no  work  tensions  or  

A  No,  sir.  

Q  issues  about  decisions  made?  

A  No,  no.  No,  sir.  

Q  Okay,  thank  you.  

Mr.  Somers.  I' d  like  to  ask  you  about  an  email  chain.  There' s  

only one  email  on  the  chain  in  particular,  but  you  can  take  a  look  at  

that  document.  I' m  mostly interested  in  the  email  from  Peter  Strzok  

to  you  at  7:10  p. m.  

Ms.  Page.  One  second.  

Mr.  Somers.  That  email  say  We  need  all  of  their  names  to  s:  scrub  

and  we  should  give  them  ours  for  the  same  purpose.  

My first  question  is,  who  is  "their"  and  "them,  our  "  to  y  

knowledge?  

Ms.  Jeffress.  It' s  a  long  article.  ou  know  which  part  of  Do  y  

the  article  this  relates  to?  

Mr.  Somers.  I don' t know  which  part  of  the  article  in  particular  

it  relates  to.  I' m just  looking  at  the  email  from  Strzok  to  Ms.  Page,  

and  it  looks  like  

Ms.  Page.  I  don' t  

Mr.  Somers.  she  understood  at  the  time,  at  least,  what  that  

was.  

Ms.  Page.  I' m  not  sure.  .I' m  sorry  
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Mr.  Somers.  Okay  What  about  "scrub"?  .  
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[5:13  p. m. ]  

Ms.  Page.  I  don' t  know  what  we' re  referring  to,  but  that' s  

usually a  "let' s  see  if  we  have  any information  in  our  holdings  relating  

to  these  individuals. "  But  I  don' t  know  which  individuals  we' re  

talking  about  here.  

BY  MR.  SOMERS:  

Q  Well,  I  took  "their"  and  "them"  one  question  on  

this  "their"  and  "them"  to  mean  another  agency and  not  I  took  

it  to  be  a  list  of  their  names.  Could  that  not  the  people  in  the  

article,  not  names  of  people  in  the  article.  I  took  it  to  be  an  agency  

or  a  subagency.  

A  Oh,  I  don' t  I  would  have  taken  it  to  mean  something  in  

the  article,  but  I  don' t  I  don' t  remember  this  particular  email  as  

I  sit  here  today.  

Q  If  y  That' s what  ou  look  up  to  the  second  email  from  the  top:  

Bill  said.  I  suggested  we  need  to  exchange  our  entire  list.  

A  I' m  not  positive,  sir.  .I' m  sorry  

Q  Okay  All  right.  .  

Mr.  Somers.  I think  that' s all  we  have  for  this.  All  right.  So  

I  think  that  will  conclude  our  interview.  And  I  want  to  outhank  y  again  

for  appearing  both  on  Friday and  again  today  And  that' ll  close  the  .  

interview.  

Ms.  Page.  Thank  you.  

[Whereupon,  at  5: 14  p. m. ,  the  interview  was  concluded. ]  
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Certificate  of  Deponent/Interviewee  

I  have  read  the  foregoing  pages,  which  contain  the  correct  

transcript  of  the  answers  made  by me  to  the  questions  therein  recorded.  

Witness  Name  

Date  
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1 Mr. Parmi ter. Good morni ng. Thi s i s a transcri bed 

2 i ntervi ew of Tri sha Anderson. Chai rman Goodlatte and 

3 Chai rman Gowdy requested thi s i nterview as part of a j oint 

4 i nvesti gati on by the House Committee on the Judi ci ary and the 

5 House Commi ttee on Oversi ght and Government Reform regardi ng 

  deci si ons made and not made i n 2016 and 2017 by the 

7 Department of Justi ce and the Federal Bureau of Investi gati on 

8 regardi ng the 2016 Presi denti al electi on. 

9 Would the wi tness please state her name, her last 

10 posi ti on at the Federal Bureau of Investi gati on, and her 

11 current posi ti on for the record. 

12 Ms. Anderson. Tri sha B. , as i n boy, Anderson. My last 

13 posi ti on wi th the FBI was Pri ncipal Deputy General Counsel 

14 wi thi n the O fi ce of General Counsel, and I am currently a 

15 lawyer at Covi ngton & Burling. 

1  Mr. Parmi ter. Thank you. On behalf of the chai rman, I 

17 want to thank you for appeari ng today, and we appreci ate your 

18 wi lli ngness to appear voluntari ly. My name i s Robert 

19 Parmi ter, and I am the Maj ori ty Chi ef Counsel For Cri me and 

20 Terrori sm at the House Judici ary Commi ttee. 

21 I wi ll now ask everyone else who i s here i n the room to 

22 i ntroduce themselves for the record, starti ng to my ri ght 

23 wi th Art Baker. 

24 Mr. Baker. Arthur Baker, Investigative Counsel, 

25 Majori ty Sta f, House Judi ci ary Committee. 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

Document ID: 0.7.643.9075-000008 005155-002484














































































 


 





        

     

         

 

       

 

    

    

    

    

          

       

          

       

         

  

          

   

          

  

      

             

           

         

           

  

f

f

f

f

f

f

3 
COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

1 Mr. Breitenbach. Ryan Breitenbach, Seni or Counsel, 

2 House Judi ci ary, maj ori ty. 

3 Mr. Castor. Steve Castor wi th the Government Reform 

4 Commi ttee. 

5 Mr 

  Counsel. 

7 M 

8 FBI, OGC. 

(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

FBI, O fi ce of the General 

Associate General Counsel, 

Mr (6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI9 Associ ate General Counsel, 

10 FBI, OGC. 

11 Ms. Arkell. Eli zabeth Arkell, Steptoe & Johnson, 

12 private counsel for Ms. Anderson. 

13 Mr. Herri ngton. Matt Herrington, Steptoe & Johnson, 

14 private counsel for Ms. Anderson. 

15 Ms. Hariharan. Arya Hari haran, Judi ci ary Commi ttee, 

1  mi nori ty. 

17 Mr. Morgan. Matthew Morgan, House Judi ciary Commi ttee, 

18 mi nori ty sta f. 

19 Mr. Hi ller. Aaron Hi ller, Judi ci ary Committee, mi nori ty 

20 sta f. 

Mr (6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI21 FBI Congressi onal A fai rs. 

22 Mr. Buddharaju. Anudeep Buddharaj u, Mr. Gowdy' s sta f. 

23 Mr. Ventura. Chri s Ventura, House maj ority legal sta f. 

24 Mr. Parmi ter. The Federal Rules of Ci vi l Procedure do 

25 not apply i n thi s setti ng, but there are some gui deli nes that 
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1 we follow that I' ll go over. Our questi oni ng wi ll proceed i n 

2 rounds. The maj ori ty wi ll ask questions fi rst for an hour, 

3 and then the mi nori ty wi ll have an opportuni ty to ask 

4 questi ons for an equal period of ti me i f they so choose. We 

5 wi ll go back and forth i n thi s manner unti l there are no more 

  questi ons and the i ntervi ew i s over. Typi cally, we take a 

7 short break at the end of each hour of questi oni ng, but i f  

8 you would li ke to take a break apart from that, please let us 

9 know. We wi ll also take a break for lunch at the appropri ate 

10 point. 

11 As I noted earli er, you are appeari ng today voluntari ly. 

12 Accordi ngly, we anti cipate our questions wi ll receive 

13 complete responses. To the extent you decli ne to answer our 

14 questi ons or i f counsel i nstructs you not to answer, we wi ll 

15 consi der whether a subpoena i s necessary. 

1  As you can see, there i s an o fi ci al reporter taki ng 

17 down everything we say to make a wri tten record, so we ask 

18 that you gi ve verbal responses to all questi ons. Do you 

19 understand that? 

20 Ms. Anderson. Yes, I do. 

21 Mr. Parmi ter. So that the reporter can take down a 

22 clear record, i t i s i mportant that we don' t talk over one 

23 another or i nterrupt each other i f we can help i t. Both 

24 commi ttees encourage wi tnesses who appear for transcri bed 

25 i ntervi ews to freely consult wi th counsel i f they so choose, 
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1 and you are appeari ng today wi th counsel. 

2 Could counsel please state your name and posi ti on for 

3 the record. 

4 Mr. Herri ngton. Matt Herrington and Eli zabeth Arkell 

5 from Steptoe & Johnson, representi ng Ms. Anderson. 

  Mr. Parmi ter. We want you to answer our questions i n 

7 the most complete and truthful manner possi ble, so we will 

8 take our ti me. If you have any questi ons or if you do not 

9 understand one of our questi ons, please let us know. 

10 If you honestly don' t know the answer to a questi on or 

11 do not remember, i t i s best not to guess. Please gi ve us 

12 your best recollecti on, and i t i s okay to tell us if you 

13 learned i nformation from someone else. If there are things 

14 you don' t know or can' t remember, j ust say so and please 

15 i nform us who, to the best of your knowledge, mi ght be able 

1  to provide a more complete answer to the question. 

17 Ms. Anderson, you should also understand that although 

18 this i ntervi ew i s not under oath, you are requi red by law to 

19 answer questions from Congress truthfully. Do you understand 

20 that? 

21 Ms. Anderson. Yes, I do. 

22 Mr. Parmi ter. Thi s also appli es to questi ons posed by 

23 congressi onal sta f i n an intervi ew. Do you understand thi s? 

24 Ms. Anderson. Yes. 

25 Mr. Parmi ter. Witnesses who knowi ngly provi de false 
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1 testi mony  could  be  subj ect  to  cri mi nal  prosecuti on  for  

2 perj ury  or  for  maki ng  false  statements.  Do  you  understand  

3 that?  

4 Ms.  Anderson.  Yes.  

5 Mr.  Parmi ter.  Is  there  any  reason  you  are  unable  to  

  provi de  truthful  answers  to  today' s  questi ons?  

7 Ms.  Anderson.  No.  

8 Mr.  Parmi ter.  Finally,  I' d  li ke  to  note  that,  as  

9 Chai rman  Goodlatte  stated  at  the  outset  of our  fi rst  

10  transcribed  intervi ew  i n  thi s  i nvestigation,  the  content  of  

11  what  we  di scuss  here  today  i s  confi denti al.  Chai rman  

12  Goodlatte  and  Gowdy  ask  that  you  not  speak  about  what  we  

13  di scuss  i n  thi s  i ntervi ew  to  anyone  not  present  here  today,  

14  to  preserve  the  i ntegri ty  of our  i nvesti gati on.  Thi s  

15  confi denti ality  rule  appli es  to  everyone  present  i n  the  room  

1  today.  That  i s  the  end  of my  preamble.  

17  Do  you  have  any  questions  before  we  begi n?  

18  Ms.  Anderson.  No,  I  do  not.  

19  Mr.  Parmi ter.  Okay.  The  ti me  is  now  10: 07  a. m.  We' ll  

20  get  started  wi th  the  fi rst  round  of questi ons  and  Mr.  Baker.  

21  EXAMINATION  

22  BY  MR.  BAKER:  

23  Q  Agai n,  thank  you  for  comi ng  i n  today.  You  are  no  

24  longer  wi th  the  FBI.  Is  that  correct?  

25  A  That  i s  correct.  
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1 Q And when you left, you were the Pri nci pal Deputy 

2 General Counsel? 

3 A That' s ri ght. 

4 Q What posi ti on di d you enter on duty at the FBI 

5 wi th? What was your ti tle when you joi ned? 

  A Deputy General Counsel for the Nati onal Security 

7 Law Branch. 

8 Q For the Nati onal Securi ty Law Branch. And was 

9 there a peri od of ti me when you were also the Acti ng General 

10 Counsel? 

11 A For a short peri od of ti me, yes. 

12 Q And what period of ti me would that have been? 

13 A Roughly the month of January 2018. 

14 Q So as the Acti ng General Counsel, that would be you 

15 were acti ng in the capaci ty of the highest legal o fi cer for 

1  the FBI. Is that correct? 

17 A For that month, yes. 

18 Q For that month. And then as the Pri nci pal Deputy 

19 General Counsel -- how many Deputy General Counsels are there 

20 or were there? 

21 A There are three. 

22 Q There are three. So the legal Department or the 

23 General Counsel' s O fice i s di vided into three branches or --

24 A That i s correct. 

25 Q Okay. And you were i n charge of the Nati onal 
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1 Securi ty  Law  Branch?  

2 A  Yes.  It  was  renamed  to  the  National  Securi ty  and  

3 Cyberlaw  Branch.  

4 Q  Nati onal  Securi ty  and  Cyberlaw  Branch.  So,  i n  that  

5 capaci ty,  answeri ng  to  the  General  Counsel,  you  were  i n  

  charge  of nati onal  securi ty  law  matters  and  cyber  matters?  

7 A  That  i s  correct.  

8 Q  Okay.  So  you  were  at  the  FBI  for  how  long?  

9 A  Three  years.  

10  Q  Three  years.  And  pri or  to  the  FBI,  you  were  

11  employed  where?  

12  A  At  the  Treasury  Department.  

13  Q  When  you  j oi ned  the  FBI  -- so  your  whole  tenure  

14  essenti ally  was  i n  nati onal  securi ty  law?  You  di dn' t  do  

15  any  --

1  A  My  whole  tenure  at  the  FBI?  

17  Q  At  the  FBI.  

18  A  That  i s  correct.  

19  Q  Okay.  So  i n  your  capaci ty  as  the  Deputy  General  

20  Counsel,  National  Securi ty  Law  Branch,  Nati onal  Securi ty  Law  

21  Cyber  Branch,  di d  you  have  occasion  to  be  associ ated  wi th  the  

22  i nvesti gati on  known  as  Mi dyear  Exam?  

23  A  Yes.  

24  Q  And  what  was  your  role  i n  Mi dyear  Exam  at  a  very  

25  hi gh  level?  We' re  going  to  have  other  questi ons  to  get  a  
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1 li ttle deeper, but at a hi gh level what was your role i n 

2 Mi dyear? 

3 A I was a supervi sor wi thi n the legal chai n of  

4 command. 

5 Q Okay. And your i nvolvement would have been 

  i nvolvi ng legal aspects of the investi gation? 

7 A At a supervi sory level, yes. 

8 Q At a supervi sory level. So you would not 

9 necessari ly have been maki ng legal deci sions by yourself, you 

10 would i n most i nstances be revi ewi ng legal work done by 

11 others and supervi si ng and si gning o f on legal products? 

12 A That i s correct. That i s correct. 

13 Q Okay. Just to be clear, because some folks aren' t 

14 fami li ar wi th the FBI rank and structure, i n your capacity as 

15 a Deputy General Counsel, you were a lawyer for the FBI, not 

1  a speci al agent, correct? 

17 A That i s correct. 

18 Q And your contri buti on to really any case, Mi dyear 

19 i ncluded, would not be to make investi gative deci sions or to 

20 deci de what would be investi gated, although you could, i n 

21 theory, make a legal recommendation as to whether somethi ng 

22 was an appropri ate techni que or a legal technique or 

23 somethi ng of that nature? 

24 A That' s exactly right. 

25 Q Okay. So, i n your capaci ty as a Deputy General 
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1 Counsel  -- and  that  would  be  the  role  you  had  duri ng  the  

2 pendency  of Mi dyear,  correct?  

3 A  That' s  ri ght.  

4 Q  Okay.  So  who  would  you  have  answered  to?  My  guess  

5 i s  the  General  Counsel,  who  at  the  time  would  have  been  a  

  gentleman  named  James  Baker?  

7 A  That' s  ri ght.  

8 Q  And  would  there  be  someone  -- who  would  he  answer  

9 to?  So  he' s  above  you  i n  the  chai n  of command.  Who  would  he  

10  answer  to?  

11  A  He  reported  to  the  Deputy  Di rector.  

12  Q  And  then  the  Deputy  Director  would,  in  turn,  report  

13  to  the  Di rector?  

14  A  That  i s  correct.  

15  Q  So  duri ng  your  time  as  the  Deputy  General  Counsel,  

1  who  would  the  Deputy  Di rector  have  been?  

17  A  At  the  ti me  I  j oined  the  FBI,  i t  was  Mark  Gi uli ano.  

18  Q  Okay.  

19  A  And  then  i t  became  Andy  McCabe.  

20  Q  Would  McCabe  have  been  there  the  longest  for  

21  Mi dyear,  or  how  would  you  break  i t  down  as  between  the  two  

22  deputi es?  

23  A  I  don' t  remember  the  preci se  date  that  Mark  left  

24  and  Andy  became  the  Deputy  Di rector.  

25  Q  Okay.  You' ve  i ndi cated  you  would  supervi se  lawyers  
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1 i n the Nati onal Security Law Branch. Are there lawyers 

2 embedded i n other FBI uni ts or components, or would the 

3 lawyers that are maki ng deci si ons or doi ng nati onal securi ty 

4 law work be concentrated i n an area somewhere near you? 

5 A They' re mostly withi n the O fi ce of General 

  Counsel. On rare occasi ons, we have detailed lawyers to 

7 support key executi ves wi thi n the FBI. 

8 Q Okay. So i n your -- who did you supervi se as a 

9 part of Mi dyear? Who di rectly was supervi sed by you that had 

10 some role i n Mi dyear Exam? 

11 A I supervi sed an attorney who was the Uni t Chi ef of  

12 the Counteri ntelligence Law Uni t, I' ve been i nstructed by the 

13 FBI not to use her name; and then another attorney that was 

14 under her supervi si on i n a li ne attorney capaci ty. 

15 Mr. Baker. Is the objecti on or the basi s for not 

1  nami ng, they' re not SES employees? 

17 That i s correct. 

18 BY MR. BAKER: 

19 Q So di d you supervi se any SES employees that would 

20 have been i nvolved i n Mi dyear? Li ke, I thi nk your rank would 

21 be the secti on chi ef or someone below you. 

22 A There was a section chi ef in between the attorney I 

23 supervi sed -- the Uni t Chi ef and my posi ti on. However, that 

24 secti on chi ef at the ti me was on detai l to another agency, 

25 and so there were personnel who were serving on an acti ng 

Mr 
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1 basi s. And gi ven the sensiti vi ty of the i nvesti gati on, that 

2 person was not i nvolved i n the case. 

3 Q Okay. So you had you sai d two employees that were 

4 primari ly i nvolved? 

5 A That i s correct. 

  Q The Uni t Chi ef and then someone below the Uni t 

7 Chief? 

8 A That i s correct. 

9 Q Okay. Were any of these agent attorneys? 

10 A No. 

11 Q Okay. So were they full-time on Mi dyear or they 

12 still had other --

13 A They had other responsi bi liti es. 

14 Q Other responsi bi li ti es. 

15 A In particular, the Unit Chief did. 

1  Q Okay. So your role as the Deputy General Counsel 

17 would be to supervi se thei r work, but were you also 

18 o fi ci ally on the Mi dyear Exam team? 

19 A I wouldn' t have consi dered myself to be part of the 

20 i nvesti gati ve team, but i f you' re using the word "team" i n 

21 the sense of the group that met wi th Di rector Comey, that' s a 

22 group that I was a part of. 

23 Q Okay. So you were a part of the group that would 

24 meet wi th the top-level executi ves at the FBI, i ncludi ng 

25 Di rector Comey? 
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1 A That' s ri ght. My i nvolvement was more at the 

2 executi ve and supervi sory level. 

3 Q Okay. How often would you meet wi th Di rector Comey 

4 about Midyear? 

5 A At the begi nni ng of the i nvesti gati on, i t was less 

  frequent, maybe every few weeks or so. Toward the end of the 

7 i nvesti gati on, we were meeti ng wi th a greater degree of  

8 frequency, at least once a week i f not more regularly. 

9 And I wanted to back up to your last questi on wi th 

10 respect to who I supervi sed. Lisa Page was somebody who was 

11 on our FSL chart. I thi nk you know what the word "FSL" 

12 means. But she was techni cally one of the attorneys who was 

13 on my roster of attorneys, but the supervi si on was less 

14 clear. She reported di rectly to Andy McCabe as a result of  

15 the detai l arrangement that we had entered i nto. She was 

1  among those attorneys who had been detai led to key 

17 executi ves, as I mentioned a few mi nutes ago. And she was --

18 for practi cal purposes, she was supervi sed by the General 

19 Counsel, because of her role i n advi si ng the Deputy Di rector. 

20 But she was on my books. 

21 Q Okay. It' s interesti ng, because Li sa Page was my 

22 next questi on. Just to make a full record, you i ndi cated an 

23 acronym FSL. Is that full sta fi ng level or --

24 A That i s correct. 

25 Q Okay. So that' s j ust a number of bodi es that 
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1 you' re allowed i n your --

2 A Yes. She was on my list of FSL, of employees 

3 fi lli ng my FSL. 

4 Q So she' s on your roster, for lack of a better word, 

5 but she physically sat somewhere else? 

  A That i s correct. 

7 Q Who actually supervi sed Li sa Page, because she i s 

8 an attorney also. Is that correct? 

9 A That' s ri ght. 

10 Q And assigned on the books to your FSL as an OGC 

11 body? 

12 A That' s ri ght. 

13 Q But she physically sat somewhere else? 

14 A Yes. And she was -- she was supervi sed by the 

15 General Counsel --

1  Q Okay. 

17 A -- i n her role supporti ng Andy McCabe. Before 

18 that, she was a line attorney withi n the uni t that the Uni t 

19 Chief I referred to a few mi nutes ago supervi sed. 

20 Q And what was her ti tle i n Mr. McCabe' s o fi ce? 

21 A I beli eve i t was Special Counsel to the Deputy 

22 Di rector. 

23 Q Okay. So you say she was supervi sed by OGC, but 

24 she di d work for Mr. McCabe. So her performance rati ngs and 

25 all were done by OGC? 
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1 A That i s correct. 

2 Q And they were done by whom? 

3 A I thi nk i t was a combinati on of me and Jim. 

4 Q Okay. So --

5 A Because you need to -- i n the FBI, you have a 

  rati ng o fi cial and a revi ewi ng o fi ci al. And so I believe I 

7 may have been her rating o fi ci al wi th Jim as her revi ewi ng 

8 o fi ci al. 

9 Q And would Mr. McCabe have any i nput to her rati ngs 

10 or any other revi ews, or how would you and Mr. Baker know how 

11 her performance was or what her duti es were? 

12 A Informally, Mr. Baker and Mr. McCabe spoke a great 

13 deal about Lisa, how she was doing, what her performance was 

14 li ke. And so the i nput was taken i nto account i n that 

15 manner. 

1  Q Okay. And i t' s my understandi ng that she mi ght 

17 have done, as would be consi stent wi th other FBI employees, 

18 somethi ng called a self-assessment, where she documents what 

19 she di d, ki nd of evaluate her own work, and then she would 

20 gi ve that --

21 A That i s correct. 

22 Q -- to her superiors for your consi derati on? 

23 A That' s ri ght. 

24 Q Di d she partici pate i n that opportunity to do 

25 self-assessments? 
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1 A That' s ri ght. 

2 Q Okay. You i ndi cated that her title, you beli eve, 

3 was Speci al Counsel. Were there any i ssues with what her 

4 ti tle was or what she wanted her ti tle to be? 

5 A None that I was aware of. We were -- we made an 

  e fort to be consistent i n how we -- i n the titles that were 

7 being used by those attorneys who were bei ng detai led to 

8 those key executi ves. And so I beli eve Speci al Counsel was 

9 the ti tle that was used by all of them. 

10 Q Okay. Are you aware of her ti tle being Speci al 

11 Assi stant and her wanti ng the title Special Counsel, and 

12 maybe there was some issue wi th OGC wanting to only gi ve 

13 Speci al Counsel titles to people that were actually 

14 elsewhere, not detai led out? 

15 A I don' t recall. My understandi ng was that we --

1  that we -- we thought she should hold the same ti tle as the 

17 other detai lees to the other key executi ves, those executi ves 

18 being some of the Executi ve Assistant Di rectors. They were 

19 all referred to as Speci al Counsels. 

20 Q Okay. So the ti tle Speci al Counsel was not new or 

21 somethi ng that was being created for her. It was the title 

22 others were usi ng from OGC that were embedded, for lack of a 

23 better term, i n other executi ves' o fi ce? 

24 A That i s correct. Although we didn' t -- i t wasn' t a 

25 long practi ce that we had had, and so at some poi nt we di d 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

Document ID: 0.7.643.9075-000008 005155-002498














































































 


 





            

          

        

         

  

    

         

           

             

     

         

        

           

            

      

           

         

           

        

            

         

  

             

       

           

  

f

f

f

f

f

f

17 
COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

1 have to fi gure out what those titles would be. And i t was 

2 only appli cable to a very small number of people. 

3 Q And these other Speci al Counsels, they simi larly 

4 answered to and were revi ewed by superi ors i n the General 

5 Counsel' s O fi ce? 

  A That' s ri ght. 

7 Q It may have been another Deputy General Counsel, 

8 but a simi lar arrangement. They' re si tting elsewhere, but 

9 they belong to OGC and they' re rated and revi ewed by OGC. 

10 A That i s correct. 

11 Q Was there any i ssues that you recall i n havi ng 

12 Ms. Page i n the Deputy Di rector' s O fi ce, speci fi cally 

13 relati ng to Mi dyear, where there may have been -- were there 

14 any i ssues with her bei ng in the Di rector' s O fi ce -- i n the 

15 Deputy Di rector' s O fice that you recall? 

1  A What do you mean by i ssues? Do you mean --

17 Q Was there any di fi culty i n other members i n the 

18 team or other members i n the chai n of command getting or not 

19 getti ng i nformation, because she would either get stu f  

20 di rectly from Mr. McCabe and relay i t to Peter Strzok, or she 

21 would get i nformation from Peter Strzok and relay it to 

22 Mr. McCabe? 

23 And maybe not so much i n OGC, but certai nly I' m aware of  

24 i nstances i n certai nly the i nvesti gati ve chai n where folks 

25 thought they were bei ng cut out or they weren' t aware of  
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1 things because thi s sort of hot-li ni ng i nformati on was in 

2 some i nstances bypassing either an Assi stant Di rector or 

3 maybe even an Executi ve Assi stant Di rector. Di d you 

4 experi ence that i n the OGC chai n? 

5 A There were times -- did I experience that wi thi n 

  the OGC chai n? There were ti mes when Li sa would talk 

7 di rectly wi th Ji m Baker when I felt that she should be 

8 talki ng i n the first instance directly with the attorney who 

9 reported to me. So -- but that was not unexpected. I see 

10 that as part of the, you know, not atypi cal kind of  

11 bureaucrati c awkwardness or tension that sometimes ari ses 

12 from the type of posi ti on that Li sa held, sort of a 

13 sta f-type posi tion versus somebody who i s housed back wi thi n 

14 OGC. 

15 It was sort of appropri ate i n a way for her to have a 

1  lot of di rect communi cati on wi th Ji m Baker, given that she 

17 supported the deputy di rector of the organi zation, who was 

18 one of Ji m' s chi ef clients, i f you wi ll. But -- so from ti me 

19 to ti me, I did thi nk that it would have been helpful i f Li sa 

20 had started wi th lawyers who were at a lower level wi thin our 

21 organi zati on. But i t never caused any great di fi culty. 

22 Q Okay. So i t never rose to a level where you 

23 counseled her about i t --

24 A No. 

25 Q -- to i nclude other people? Okay. 
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1 A  I  don' t  recall  counselli ng  her  on  i t.  

2 Q  So  how  di d  you  come  to  know  or  learn  about  Mi dyear  

3 Exam?  When  di d  you  learn  it  was  open?  How  were  you  told  --

4 Mr.  Breitenbach.  Actually  Mr.  Baker,  can  I  j ust  step  i n  

5 real  quick?  

  BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

7 Q  Just  going  back,  Ms.  Anderson,  to  you  menti oned  

8 that  there  was  an  attorney  that  you  would  have  preferred  

9 Ms.  Page  to  have  reported  to  before  providi ng  legal  gui dance  

10  to  Mr.  McCabe.  Is  that  how  I  understand?  

11  A  That' s  not  what  I  -- that  wasn' t  my  testimony.  

12  Before  talki ng  to  Ji m  Baker.  

13  Q  Okay.  

14  A  Li sa  had  a  lot  of di rect  communicati ons  with  Ji m  

15  Baker,  and  so  there  were  times  on  certai n  i ssues  where  it  

1  mi ght  have  been  preferable  for  Li sa  to  start  by  talki ng  wi th  

17  our  attorneys  at  a  lower  level,  but  it  never  caused  any  

18  si gni fi cant  problems  or  i ssues  for  us.  

19  Q  Okay.  So  the  attorney  that  was  reporti ng  to  you  

20  would  have  been  the  acti ng  section  chi ef.  Is  that  correct?  

21  A  The  acting  secti on  chief did  report  to  me,  but  that  

22  person  was  not  i nvolved  i n  the  Mi dyear  Exam  i nvestigati on.  

23  Q  Okay.  

24  A  I' m  referri ng  to  the  Acti ng  Uni t  Chi ef at  the  ti me,  

25  who  reported  to  --
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1 Q I see. So i t would have been the Acti ng Uni t Chi ef  

2 who Li sa would have reported to pri or to speaki ng wi th 

3 Mr. Baker regardi ng the Mi dyear Exam? 

4 A Correct. Those two attorneys worked together qui te 

5 well, and so i t was not a si gni fi cant i ssue or one that came 

  up that created a lot of tensi on. 

7 Q And who was that Uni t Chi ef? 

8 A I' ve been i nstructed not to name her. 

9 Mr. Baker. Can you say i f they' re referenced by a 

10 di ferent name or code i n the IG report. 

11 Ms. Anderson. She was FBI Attorney 1, i f that helps. 

12 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

13 Q Okay. In the O fi ce of General Counsel, i s there a 

14 parti cular rule with regard to provi di ng formal legal 

15 guidance to, as you called them, your clients i nsi de the FBI? 

1  A What ki nd of a rule are you referri ng to? 

17 Q I presume there are other -- there are attorneys 

18 outsi de of the General Counsel' s O fice i nsi de the FBI? 

19 A That' s ri ght. 

20 Q Is i t proper for those attorneys to provide FBI 

21 legal gui dance to their clients, or do they have cli ents? 

22 A So i t depends on whether they sit on attorney 

23 posi ti ons, posi tion descri pti ons. 905 i s the classi fi cati on 

24 seri es under the OPM rules for persons who are authori zed to 

25 provi de legal guidance wi thi n an agency. 
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1 So my understanding of the rules i s that anybody who 

2 si ts on an attorney bi llet -- or persons who do not si t on 

3 attorney bi llets should not be provi di ng legal gui dance 

4 wi thi n an agency. As a practi cal matter, I don' t know 

5 whether that happened wi thin -- happens withi n the FBI. 

  There are a lot of persons who have JDs and who are lawyers 

7 who si t across the agency. 

8 Q Was Ms. Page si tti ng on an attorney bi llet --

9 A Yes, she was a member of --

10 Q -- as she was detai led to McCabe' s o fi ce? 

11 A That i s correct. She was a member of the O fi ce of  

12 General Counsel. 

13 Q So formally, she' s sti ll permi tted to provi de legal 

14 guidance to whom at that poi nt? 

15 A We envi si oned that the Speci al Counsel roles would 

1  not frequently provi de di rect legal gui dance to thei r -- to 

17 the persons to whom they were detai led. They were there i n 

18 those capaci ti es largely to serve as faci li tators and 

19 coordi nators of legal i ssues and reach back to appropri ate 

20 parts of the O fi ce of General Counsel i n order to resolve 

21 those i ssues. 

22 In other words, i n order to preserve that relati onshi p 

23 between the General Counsel and the Deputy Di rector i n thi s 

24 parti cular i nstance, Li sa was not the person who was expected 

25 to provide legal gui dance di rectly to Andy McCabe, but she 
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1 mi ght i denti fy or spot legal i ssues and bri ng them back to 

2 the O fice of General Counsel, fi nd the right experts and tee 

3 them up, up the chai n of command and help resolve those 

4 i ssues. And that' s the role that we envi si oned for Li sa. 

5 Q Are you aware whether she di d provi de legal 

  guidance to Mr. McCabe? 

7 A I don' t know whether she provi ded any di rect legal 

8 guidance to Mr. McCabe that wasn' t previ ously -- wasn' t 

9 coordi nated wi th anybody else i n OGC. 

10 Q So i f she were provi ding legal gui dance, her duty, 

11 so to speak, was to return back to the General Counsel' s 

12 O fi ce, to either you or the Acti ng Uni t Chi ef that you 

13 menti oned, i n order to i nform you of the legal gui dance that 

14 she envisi oned provi ding to Mr. McCabe? 

15 A Certai nly, i f i t was a si gni fi cant i ssue, i f it was 

1  somethi ng that as to whi ch i t was appropriate for somebody at 

17 a hi gher level to be wei ghing i n on. If there were some sort 

18 of mi nor i ssue, I wouldn' t -- you know, I would expect that a 

19 sta f member could resolve i t. 

20 But we di dn' t have any wri tten rules on i t and i t was a 

21 posi ti on that was of relatively recent creati on, and so --

22 but we were tryi ng to work out our practices and ensure that 

23 OGC mai ntai ned appropri ate supervi si on and i nvolvement in the 

24 legal gui dance that was being given at that high level wi thi n 

25 the FBI. 
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1 Q I see. Was she the first Speci al Counsel for 

2 Mr. McCabe? 

3 A She was -- i t depends -- so she was -- she actually 

4 served in a detai l capaci ty to support him when he was 

5 Executi ve Assi stant Director overseeing the Nati onal Securi ty 

  Branch. And I beli eve that was the fi rst ti me such a 

7 posi ti on had been created. And she was the first Speci al 

8 Counsel, to my knowledge, who came from withi n the FBI O fi ce 

9 of General Counsel who supported the Deputy Director. Mark 

10 Gi uli ano, for example, had had other lawyers supporti ng hi m, 

11 but, as I understand, they had been detailed from outsi de of  

12 the FBI from DOJ. 

13 Q Not lawyers insi de of the General Counsel' s O fi ce, 

14 as Ms. Page had been? 

15 A That i s correct. 

1  Q Okay, thank you. 

17 BY MR. BAKER: 

18 Q When you would have these meeti ngs with Director 

19 Comey, besi des the two lawyers that worked for you that may 

20 or may not have gone to them, who else would have been in 

21 regular attendance at those hi gh-level meeti ngs? 

22 A The persons who were in regular attendance, 

23 although the particular slate of attendees di d fluctuate a 

24 bi t, dependi ng on who was absent for travel or other related 

25 reasons. That list would include the Deputy Di rector, 
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1 someti mes the Associ ate Deputy Di rector, the Executi ve 

2 Assi stant Di rector for the Nati onal Securi ty Branch, the 

3 Assi stant Di rector for Counteri ntelligence, the two leads on 

4 the Mi dyear case, one bei ng the lead i nvesti gati ve person, 

5 who was Pete Strzok, the other bei ng the lead analyti cal 

  person, whi ch was Jon Mo fa. Jim Baker, the General Counsel, 

7 myself, Ji m Rybi cki , who was the Chi ef of Sta f to the 

8 Di rector. And the attorney who worked for me, FBI Attorney 

9 1, as i denti fi ed i n the IG report, she was also part of that 

10 group. 

11 Q So you had i ndi cated the Deputy Di rector had turned 

12 over at least once, Mark Giuli ano and then Andy McCabe. What 

13 about the Associ ate Deputy Di rector who was that duri ng thi s 

14 ti me and di d that change over? 

15 A It was -- when the Mi dyear Exam case started, i t 

1  was Kevin Perki ns, but I don' t recall hi m bei ng i nvolved. It 

17 became Dave Bowdich, and I do recall hi m attendi ng a meeti ng 

18 too from ti me to ti me. 

19 Q And Mr. Bowdich i s now the Deputy Di rector i s your 

20 understandi ng? 

21 A That i s correct. 

22 Q Okay. And then who would the EADs have been? 

23 A When the case started, I beli eve i t was John 

24 Gi acalone. Then i t became Mi ke Stei nbach. 

25 Mr. Herri ngton. And there were two EADs at that time? 
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1 Ms. Anderson. No, one EAD. John Gi acalone was the 

2 fi rst. He reti red from the FBI, and Mi ke Steinbach took hi s 

3 posi ti on. 

4 BY MR. BAKER: 

5 Q And then who would have been the AD? 

  A The AD was -- when the case started, i t was Randy 

7 Coleman. He reti red from -- or he was promoted to a 

8 di ferent role withi n the FBI, and the AD became Bi ll 

9 Priestap. 

10 Q Di d you -- thi s i s going back to a question we 

11 asked earli er. Did you ever hear speci fi cally ei ther 

12 Mr. Gi acalone or Mr. Stei nbach complai n about the role of  

13 Li sa Page, not necessari ly her role in what she had 

14 responsibi li ty for, but because she had access to Mr. McCabe 

15 and she also would get i nformation from Strzok, that those 

1  people, Stei nbach or Gi acalone and I guess Priestap to a 

17 certai n extent, they would probably be the ones most a fected 

18 by i nformati on not comi ng through them. Di d you ever hear 

19 any one of them speci fi cally complai n about that? 

20 A I di dn' t have any -- I don' t beli eve I heard ei ther 

21 of them -- nei ther of them personally complai ned to me, but I 

22 was aware of thei r concerns. 

23 Q So you were aware there were concerns wi th them, 

24 but you don' t recall anything directly from them to you about 

25 the i ssue? 
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1 A I don' t remember them ei ther raisi ng concerns wi th 

2 me. 

3 Q What had you heard about the concerns? 

4 A That there were concerns about Li sa bypassi ng the 

5 chai n of command. As you know, the FBI i s a very chai n of  

  command organi zation. 

7 Q Do you know if Mr. McCabe was aware that some of  

8 hi s agent executi ves were concerned that they were bei ng 

9 bypassed on informati on on what, by all accounts, was a 

10 sensi ti ve, cri ti cal i nvestigati on? 

11 A My understandi ng was that he was aware. 

12 Q And di d he do anythi ng to ensure that those 

13 executi ves, the agent executi ves of hi s would get the 

14 i nformati on that they felt they were bei ng deni ed by her 

15 bypassi ng them, or he was aware but di dn' t do anythi ng, your 

1  opini on? 

17 A My understandi ng was that he di d talk to Li sa on 

18 several occasi ons, that he and she talked about i t, because 

19 Li sa was i nterested i n -- she didn' t want to create tensi on 

20 or cause problems, and so she wanted to find a way to work 

21 amicably wi th those executives. 

22 Q And di d you indi cate earli er that you would have 

23 been, I thi nk you made a disti ncti on between a rating 

24 o fi ci al and a revi ewing o fi ci al, and you were the rating 

25 o fi ci al for Li sa Page? 
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1 A  I  recall  that' s  how  we  handled  it,  yes.  

2 Q  So  what  was  your  assessment  of her  as  a  lawyer?  I  

3 mean,  did  she  get  good  ratings,  good  revi ews?  

4 A  Yes.  Lisa  was  a  terrifi c  lawyer.  

5 Q  Okay.  And  you  got  along  with  her?  

  A  I  di d.  

7 Q  Okay.  So  we  now  have  an  i dea  who  from  the  Bureau  

8 was  at  these  meetings.  Who  from  the  Department  of Justice  

9 would  have  either  come  to  the  meeti ngs  you  were  at  or  been  on  

10  a  phone  or  conference  call  or  video,  or  who  from  the  

11  Department  would  have  been  representing  the  Department  at  

12  these  meeti ngs?  

13  A  The  meeti ngs  wi th  Di rector  Comey?  

14  Q  Yes.  

15  A  They  were  i nternal  FBI  meeti ngs.  They  did  not  

1  i nclude  the  Department  of Justi ce.  

17  Q  So  di d  you  go  to  meetings  where  there  were  

18  representati ves  from  the  Department  there?  

19  A  Yes,  from  ti me  to  ti me  I  did.  

20  Q  So  were  these  a  higher  -- at  the  same  level  that  

21  the  Di rector  and  Deputy  Di rector  would  be,  or  were  these  a  

22  lower  level  employee  from  the  Department?  

23  A  I  recall  -- there  were  -- well,  i t  depends  on  the  

24  meeti ng.  There  wasn' t  a  parti cular  -- i t  wasn' t  always  the  

25  same  wi th  respect  to  every  meeting.  
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1 Q So who -- i f you were asked who from the Justi ce 

2 Department was on the Mi dyear team, what names di d you see at 

3 these meeti ngs, whether they were always there, occasi onally 

4 there, bi g meeti ng, little meeting? Who from the Department 

5 parti ci pated i n any capaci ty on Mi dyear? 

  A The two mai n prosecutors who were -- who I would 

7 say were i nvolved i n the case at a line level from a -- that 

8 really had the day-to-day responsi bi li ty were 

9 There were prosecutors from EDVA whoan 

10 were also i nvolved 
(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

was one of them. 
(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

11 w
(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

as the other. And then Davi d Laufman was 

12 (6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBIsupervi sor, and Davi d reported to George Toscas. 

13 Q So were the meetings just general li ke progress, 

14 where are we at meeti ngs, or were there speci fi c tasks and 

15 i ssues to address at di ferent meeti ngs or --

1  A I presume that there were such meeti ngs that 

17 occurred. I would not be involved i n the sort of general 

18 progress updates or thi ngs that the people wi th more 

19 i mmedi ate responsibi lity for the case would -- those types of  

20 meeti ngs that those people would have. I was more i nvolved 

21 i n meetings wi th DOJ when there were specifi c i ssues that 

22 came up that required hi gh-level supervi sory or executi ve 

23 engagement. 

24 Q And the ones you were at, they would be more 

25 law-related, or you could have been at others j ust as a 
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1 lawyer? 

2 A I could have been at others as a lawyer. 

3 Q But were you ever at meeti ngs where the topi c of  

4 the meeti ng was law, speci fi cally what charges mi ght be 

5 appropriate, i f any charges would be appropri ate? Were there 

  ever meeti ngs you were at where di ferent statutes were 

7 di scussed? 

8 Mr. Herri ngton. Meetings wi th the DOJ or anyone? 

9 Mr. Baker. Ei ther or. Internal to FBI, wi th DOJ, a 

10 mi xture, any ti me where the topic of the meeting was a lawyer 

11 focus, was a legal focus. We' ve got thi s bi g i nvesti gati on 

12 going. My understanding, resources were pulled from 

13 Washi ngton field. You' ve indi cated some of the prosecutor 

14 resources are from other places. I' m assumi ng there had to 

15 be some meetings at some poi nt. We' ve got this bi g thi ng 

1  going on. 

17 Are there laws that may have been vi olated here and, i f  

18 so, what are they? Any meeti ngs li ke that? 

19 Ms. Anderson. So I never --

20 M Ms. Anderson, before you answer. For thi s 

21 li ne of questi oning for today, our understanding of the 

22 Department' s posi ti on as of ri ght now i s that i f you know 

23 someone not to be an SESer at the Department of Justi ce that 

24 you di scuss that person but not i denti fy them by name. 

25 If the commi ttee had a -- if the commi ttees have a 
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1 di ferent understandi ng of the Department of Justi ce' s 

2 posi ti on at thi s ti me, please let us know and we wi ll do our 

3 best to check on that. But goi ng forward for today, we would 

4 ask you to bear that in mi nd. 

5 BY MR. BAKER: 

  Q My i nterest ri ght now i s j ust were there 

7 di scussions of possi ble statutes that could have been 

8 vi olated or that i f the i nvesti gati on went on thi ngs to look 

9 for that maybe there' s a statute that looks like i t mi ght be 

10 close but the facts don' t show that. Just anythi ng where 

11 there was a di scussi on about a statute that might be appli ed 

12 should charges be warranted. 

13 A I presume there were such meeti ngs with DOJ, but I 

14 was not a part of such meeti ngs. That would not be 

15 consi stent with my role i n the case. 

1  Q Okay. So what kind of product would you revi ew 

17 from the two lawyers that you supervised? What di d they 

18 contri bute to the Mi dyear team? 

19 A So the Acti ng Unit Chief that I referenced earli er, 

20 FBI Attorney 1, she -- the role she played was that she 

21 provi ded legal gui dance di rectly to the i nvestigative team 

22 wi thi n the FBI on i ssues such as the i nvesti gati ve strategi es 

23 that mi ght be pursued, means by whi ch di ferent types of  

24 evidence mi ght be acqui red, appli cations of the DIOG and 

25 whether certai n thresholds were met that would allow for the 
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1 use of parti cular i nvesti gati ve techni ques. Those types of  

2 i ssues. 

3 If there was a search warrant that was bei ng obtai ned, 

4 she would help develop the search warrant a fi davi t, would 

5 revi ew it, would help revi ew arguments for probable cause, 

  things li ke that. She worked very closely wi th the team on 

7 those types of questi ons. 

8 And she also worked with the prosecutori al team on legal 

9 i ssues that would ari se. I' ll gi ve you an example of one 

10 that came up wi th some frequency. We had lots of  

11 negoti ati ons, as I think you' re aware, with outsi de counsel 

12 representi ng vari ous parti es who had materi al that at one 

13 point contai ned emai ls that mi ght have been relevant to our 

14 i nvesti gati on, such as laptops or Blackberri es. 

15 And so my attorney was i nvolved wi th the prosecutori al 

1  team i n negoti ating the term -- not -- she was not di rectly 

17 negoti ati ng, but i nvolved in di scussing the parameters of the 

18 search, of the consent that mi ght be gi ven and what that 

19 would allow us to do and that sort of thing, and then i n 

20 memori zing i t wi th the outsi de counsel. 

21 Q So i t sounds li ke she gave a wi de vari ety of legal 

22 advi ce to this team, I mean, anythi ng that -- i t sounds li ke 

23 she was ki nd of j ust a general resource for legal thi ngs that 

24 they mi ght be doing, because i t sounds like they discussed 

25 i nvesti gati ve strategy, search warrant strategy. Who would 
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1 she  have  i nteracted  with  at  the  Department?  

2 A  You' d  want  to  talk  to  her  di rectly  about  that.  I  

3 don' t  want  to  -- I  can  make  presumptions  about  who  i t  was,  

4 but  I  don' t  know  to  a  certai nty.  

5 Q  Okay.  But  she  would  be  the  one  to  ask  who  she  

  worked  wi th  at  the  Department?  

7 A  That' s  ri ght.  

8 Q  So  when  you  revi ewed  or  rated  her,  did  you  have  any  

9 outsi de  i nput  from  the  Department  about  what  she  was  doing  on  

10  Mi dyear  for  purposes  of rati ng?  

11  A  No.  That  would  not  be  somethi ng  that  would  be  

12  consi stent  with  our  practi ce  i n  completi ng  the  evaluati on  

13  process.  

14  Q  Okay.  So  i t  sounds  like  thi s  attorney  i s  gi ving  a  

15  wi de  vari ety  of legal  advi ce.  Di d  she  ever  express  an  

1  opini on  to  you  of frustration  with  any  aspect  of the  

17  i nvesti gati on  where  her  advi ce  was  not  bei ng  heeded  i n  any  

18  capaci ty  or  advi ce  she  was  gi vi ng?  

19  A  Not  bei ng  heeded  by  whom?  

20  Q  By  the  people  she' s  givi ng  the  advi ce  to,  people  on  

21  the  team.  She' s  maki ng  a  recommendati on  of something  and  

22  she' s  bei ng  overridden  on  it.  There' s  somebody  else  -- and  

23  agai n,  it  could  be  the  Department  or  i t  could  be  i nternal  to  

24  the  Bureau  -- that' s  not  taki ng  her  advi ce.  

25  A  I  don' t  recall  any  speci fi c  i nstances,  but  
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1 absolutely, i n the course of any sort of i nvesti gati on you' re 

2 going to have di sagreements wi thi n the team and i nstances i n 

3 which lawyers who are partici pati ng in conversati ons aren' t 

4 necessari ly goi ng to have the prevai li ng vi ew on di ferent 

5 i ssues. 

  Q But none of these i ssues or di sagreements were so 

7 tense or i ntense that you got i nvolved to mediate anything, 

8 as her supervi sor? 

9 A I don' t recall there bei ng anythi ng. 

10 Q Okay. Di d she ever express frustration about the 

11 pace of the investi gati on? 

12 A There was -- yes, she probably di d to me. As i s 

13 di scussed i n the IG report, there was some tensi on between 

14 the FBI i nvesti gati ve team and the DOJ prosecutors and 

15 di sagreements about the methods by whi ch evi dence was 

1  pursued. In general, the DOJ prosecutors preferred to work 

17 through consent, whereas the FBI team felt i n certai n 

18 i nstances that compulsory process would have been warranted. 

19 However, from what I saw and from wh -- I' m 

20 sorry, from what Attorney No. 1 told me, i t fell withi n the 

21 ambi t of the natural type of tensi on that ari ses i n any case 

22 between prosecutors and i nvesti gati ve personnel. 

23 Q Have you ever been a prosecutor? 

24 A No, I have not. 

25 Q But you -- certainly in your capaci ty at the FBI, 
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1 you are aware of or maybe worked wi th prosecutors? 

2 A That i s correct. 

3 Q Is i t fai r to say that tensi on or di sagreements 

4 that someti mes exi st between prosecutors and investi gators or 

5 even between the FBI and the DOJ, i t' s someti mes a very 

  healthy tension? 

7 A That i s correct. 

8 Q And why would i t be a healthy tensi on? What 

9 happens wi th that ki nd of dynamic, i n your opini on? 

10 A It means that all vi ewpoi nts are ai red, opti ons are 

11 fully consi dered and explored, and often the best -- the best 

12 option wi ll ri se to the top of a healthy di sagreement among a 

13 group of smart people who have di feri ng vi ewpoi nts on an 

14 i ssue. 

15 Q And do you thi nk i t would be fair to say that i n 

1  that envi ronment where, as you indi cate, all the di ferent 

17 vi ewpoi nts are taken, put on the table, debated, and 

18 ultimately one deci si on or an i dea floats to the top, even 

19 the people that' s vi ew or opi ni on i s not the prevaili ng one, 

20 someti mes i n that atmosphere where everythi ng i s vetted and 

21 ai red, those people ulti mately thi nk and agree that maybe 

22 thei r i dea wasn' t the ri ght one and that the one that 

23 prevai led was the ri ght deci si on? 

24 A Someti mes, yes. 

25 Q Do you have any reason to beli eve that i n any 
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1 aspect of Mi dyear, when those types of dynami cs occurred or 

2 group discussi ons occurred, that there were a group of people 

3 that di dn' t thi nk the ri ght decisi on came out? 

4 A I don' t know that everybody agreed about every 

5 deci si on that was made. That would be drawi ng qui te a large 

  generality with respect to a group of multi ple people. There 

7 were lots of di ferent i nvestigati ve deci si ons, and I don' t 

8 know what the personal vi ewpoi nts were of everybody i nvolved 

9 i n those decisi on poi nts. 

10 Q Di d you ever hear anythi ng from subordi nates that 

11 you supervi se that were actually more acti ve in Mi dyear, any 

12 deci si on that was made that they were i n such di sagreement 

13 wi th the fi nal outcome that they brought i t to you or you 

14 heard rumbli ngs or rambli ngs about i t? 

15 A No. The bi ggest i ssue that was of -- that created 

1  the greatest degree of tensi on -- this i s all I think pretty 

17 accurately depi cted i n the IG report -- was the questi on 

18 about how and whether to obtai n access to the Mi lls and 

19 Samuelson laptops. 

20 At the end of the day, I do believe everybody was 

21 sati sfi ed wi th the access to the evi dence that we were able 

22 to obtain, but i t took some ti me for everybody to come to 

23 that point of vi ew. It took some -- and that' s not really 

24 quite the ri ght thi ng I mean to be sayi ng. It took some ti me 

25 for us to work through the i ssues wi th DOJ, and I do know 
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1 that the attorney who worked for me was among those who was 

2 frustrated over the course of that seri es of events. 

3 Q Was that attorney ultimately sati sfi ed, or di d they 

4 remai n --

5 A She was ulti mately sati sfi ed that we got access to 

  the evi dence that we needed. 

7 Q Okay. Di d you and Mr. Baker -- I' m sure i n the 

8 course of busi ness, for purposes of rati ngs, you' ve i ndicated 

9 he was a reviewi ng o fi ci al to people you rated, and I' m 

10 assumi ng there were thi ngs that you would forward to hi m that 

11 he was the ulti mate sign-o f and approver on. But di d you 

12 ever have li ke j ust i nformal di scussions wi th hi m about the 

13 law, this case, j ust as -- was your relati onship with him one 

14 of -- i n additi on to a superi or, would you consi der hi m a 

15 friend, somebody you could go i nto his o fi ce and talk to hi m 

1  about an i ssue, or what ki nd of relati onshi p di d you have 

17 wi th the General Counsel? 

18 A I thi nk the relationshi p that you j ust descri bed i s 

19 the one that I had wi th hi m. 

20 Q Di d he ever express to you -- i n thi s very hi gh 

21 level i s all I' m aski ng. Di d he ever express to you hi s 

22 opini on of thi s -- the reason how Mi dyear got started, di d he 

23 ever express an opi ni on to you at how shocked he was about 

24 the careless transmi ssi on of classi fied materials? 

25 A I' ve read hi s statement i n the IG report, that he 
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1 was -- I don' t remember the preci se words that were used, but 

2 he di d have some language to that e fect about the nature of  

3 the use of the emai l server. 

4 Q Di d he ever di scuss that with you personally, li ke 

5 I can' t beli eve thi s or any conversati ons he had with you 

  di rectly about i t, or your recollection i s from the IG 

7 report? 

8 A My recollection i s from the IG report. 

9 Q Di d any of the two attorneys you had on the Midyear 

10 team, did they express shock, really one way or the other? 

11 Di d they thi nk, oh, you know, thi s i s nothi ng, di d they 

12 express that to you? Why are we looki ng at thi s? Or did 

13 they, you know, on the other si de of the spectrum, there' s a 

14 lot of potenti al classi fi ed i nformation that' s been put out 

15 on a personally set-up server, I' ve never seen anythi ng li ke 

1  this. Di d they express anythi ng one way or the other to you? 

17 A Shock i sn' t really quite the ri ght word, but we all 

18 held a sense that -- that it was a pretty stupi d thi ng to do, 

19 that anybody who has held a securi ty clearance, anybody who 

20 has worked i n the government understands that you have -- the 

21 cardi nal rule that you have to do your work on a government 

22 system. 

23 So we all recogni zed from the outset that from a 

24 commonsense perspecti ve from somebody who has worked -- from 

25 the perspective of somebody who has worked i n the government 
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1 that i t seemed like a pretty dumb thing to do. 

2 Q If one of your employees -- and thi s i s a 

3 hypotheti cal. If one of your employees had set up a private 

4 server and had emai led national securi ty law materials back 

5 and forth that were classi fi ed amongst each other or to 

  anybody, really, what would be your reacti on to that and what 

7 would be the o fi ci al reacti on of the FBI to that? 

8 A Well, my i ni ti al reacti on would be that I presume 

9 i t would vi olate numerous internal poli cies governing the 

10 systems on whi ch we are requi red to do our work-related work, 

11 meani ng the work systems. And so my presumption would be 

12 that there could be some penalty associ ated with violations 

13 of agency poli cy, whether it' s FBI or another agency. 

14 Q What would happen j ust i n the normal course of  

15 busi ness, someone during the workday I assume i n the capaci ty 

1  you were employed at the FBI and other attorneys and other 

17 agents that are deali ng wi th nati onal securi ty matters, I 

18 would i magi ne a lot of the materi als you deal wi th i n the 

19 course of j ust a regular day are classi fied. Would that be 

20 true? 

21 A That i s correct. 

22 Q What would happen i f just inadvertently employee A 

23 needs to send somethi ng to employee B over an FBI system, 

24 over an approved system, but say i t' s marked wrong and they 

25 don' t i denti fy i t as classifi ed. What happens? I mean, i t' s 
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1 my understandi ng that even a si ngle innocent spi llage or 

2 i nappropri ate transmi ssi on requires some ki nd of miti gati on. 

3 There' s a noti ce. There' s a securi ty o fi cer that' s called 

4 --

5 A If somebody comes to learn that they have 

  i nadvertently transmi tted classifi ed i nformation on a system 

7 that' s not cleared to receive classi fi ed i nformati on, yes, 

8 there' s a spill procedure that is requi red to be used i n 

9 ci rcumstances where somebody becomes aware that the 

10 i nformati on is, i n fact, classi fi ed. 

11 Q Are you aware of any employees, not by name, that 

12 have had accidental spi llage of i nformation? 

13 A Yes. It has happened wi th some frequency, and 

14 i t' s -- people are encouraged to report to the securi ty 

15 di vi si on and to have -- then the securi ty di visi on takes the 

1  appropriate steps. 

17 It' s not somethi ng that -- i t' s not regarded as a -- as 

18 a bi g deal except that the -- from the standpoi nt of employee 

19 di sci pline unless somebody does i t with a great deal of  

20 regularity knowi ngly, but it' s somethi ng that i s addressed to 

21 ensure that the classifi ed i nformati on i s secured 

22 appropriately. 

23 Q But i f it di d happen wi th any regulari ty, there 

24 would potentially be di sci pli ne? 

25 A There could potenti ally be di scipli ne, yes, I would 
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1 i magi ne.  But  I  don' t  know  the  preci se  rules  wi thi n  the  FBI  

2 about  exactly  what  would  tri gger  that  sort  of revi ew.  

3 Q  If someone  -- i f an  employee  had  transmi tted  the  

4 amount  of documents  that  Secretary  Cli nton  di d  on  a  server  

5 that  was  not  approved  for  that  sort  of thi ng,  would  you  

  i magi ne  the  employee  would  be  disci pli ned?  

7 A  I  have  no  i dea.  

8 Q  Is  i t  more  likely  than  not  that  an  employee  that  

9 was  caught  doi ng  that,  there  would  be  some  di sci pline?  

10  Mr.  Herri ngton.  You' d  be  guessing  --

11  Ms.  Anderson.  I  have  no  i dea.  I' m  not  i n  charge  of  

12  attorney  di sci pli ne.  I' m  not  aware  of any  ci rcumstance  where  

13  somethi ng  analogous  has  happened  wi thi n  the  Bureau.  So  I  

14  si mply  don' t  know.  But  there  are  -- there  would  be  a  

15  questi on  rai sed  whether  i t  would  vi olate  FBI  internal  poli cy.  

1  BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

17  Q  Are  you  aware  whether  i t  would  vi olate  anythi ng  

18  other  than  i nternal  poli cy?  

19  A  No,  I  don' t  know.  

20  Q  But  you  are  --

21  A  Is  there  somethi ng  speci fi c  --

22  Q  Well,  I  guess  what  I' m  wonderi ng  i s,  you  were  the  

23  top  national  securi ty  -- you  were  head  of the  Nati onal  

24  Securi ty  and  Cyberlaw  Di vi si on  at  the  FBI.  That  would  entai l  

25  understandi ng  of the  nati onal  securi ty  and  cyber  laws  
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1 governi ng  spillage  of classi fi ed  i nformati on.  So  I  thi nk  you  

2 said  you  would  presume  that  i t  would  vi olate  agency  policy,  

3 but  are  you  aware  whether  it  would  violate  any  parti cular  

4 law?  

5 A  I' m  sorry,  what  i s  the  "i t, "  though,  the  particular  

  content  you  guys  are  -- that  you' re  referri ng  to?  

7 Q  Sure.  I  thi nk  goi ng  back  to  Mr.  Baker' s  li ne  of  

8 questi oni ng,  the  sending  or  transmi ttal  of classi fied  

9 i nformati on  over  a  private  server,  a  pri vate  emai l  address,  

10  any  type  of nonsecured  server.  

11  A  It  could  -- I  mean,  that  was  the  questi on  that  was  

12  presented  by  the  Mi dyear  Exam  i nvestigation.  And  certainly,  

13  dependi ng  on  the  particular  fact  patterns  that  emerged,  there  

14  could  theoreti cally  be  cri mi nal  acti vi ty  that  -- that  might  

15  arise,  based  on  the  parti cular  facts  that  mi ght  be  developed  

1  through  the  investi gati on.  

17  Q  So  i f you  found  that  that  was  happening  i nsi de  the  

18  Bureau,  si mi lar  acti vity  that  you  learned  of Mrs.  Cli nton' s,  

19  and  that  person  was  under  your  supervi si on,  would  you  not  

20  recommend  some  level  of di sci pli ne  for  that  acti vi ty?  

21  A  I' m  not  i n  the  busi ness  of recommending  disci pli ne.  

22  Certai nly,  I  would  refer  that  person  to  the  Inspecti on  

23  Di vi si on  for  revi ew.  

24  Q  Okay,  thank  you.  

25  A  The  i nspecti on  divi si on  wi thi n  the  FBI  handles  a  
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1 broad range of di ferent violations, i ncludi ng FBI i nternal 

2 poli cy. 

3 BY MR. BAKER: 

4 Q When you -- you were already employed at the FBI 

5 when Mi dyear was opened, correct? 

  A That i s correct. 

7 Q When di d you know that you would be on the team or 

8 that i t would be your lawyers that would be on the team? How 

9 soon from the openi ng of that case were you or your team, 

10 your employees brought i nto i t? 

11 A Very quickly. In fact, I beli eve -- I thi nk I was 

12 i nvolved very early on, because there was a questi on that 

13 came to me, as the lawyer in charge of the nati onal securi ty 

14 area wi thi n the FBI, from the ODNI counsel who supported the 

15 IC IG when they were -- they asked -- they called to ask me 

1  who wi thi n the FBI should recei ve the 1811(c) referral. 

17 Q So you actually got the call from the IC Inspector 

18 General? 

19 A From hi s counsel, yes. 

20 Q And who was the counsel? 

21 A I don' t recall --

22 Mr. Herri ngton. Is that person an SES? 

23 Ms. Anderson. I assume so. And they' re not wi thi n the 

24 DOJ or FBI, wi thin the DOJ or FBI. Jeannette i s her fi rst 

25 name. I don' t recall her last name. 
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1 BY  MR.  BAKER:  

2 Q  But  that' s  who  you  recei ved  a  call  from.  They  

3 asked  who  wi thi n  the  FBI  should  get  the  referral  --

4 A  That  i s  correct.  

5 Q  -- or  did  you  take  the  referral  and  pass  i t  on?  

  A  I  di d  not  take  the  referral.  They  had  not  yet  sent  

7 i t  over.  They  were  aski ng  to  whom  they  should  send  i t.  I  

8 i mmedi ately  looped  i n  FBI  Attorney  1,  who  I  understood  to  

9 have  responsibi lity  for  counterintelli gence  matters  wi thi n  

10  our  organi zati on.  I  had  only  been  on  the  j ob  about  a  month.  

11  And  I  beli eve  that  FBI  Attorney  1  was  i ncluded  i n  the  

12  conversati on  wi th  me  in  which  we  responded  to  the  counsel  for  

13  the  IC  IG.  

14  Q  And  then  from  there,  what  happened?  How  di d  it  get  

15  opened  from  there?  Who  else  at  the  FBI  got  i nvolved  i n  i t?  

1  A  After  we  recei ved  -- the  referral  I  beli eve  came  i n  

17  to  Randy  Coleman,  who  was  the  AD  for  the  Counteri ntelli gence  

18  Di vi si on.  And  I  don' t  know  preci sely  what  the  next  steps  

19  were  that  were  taken  immediately  after  that.  

20  Q  But  someti me  subsequent  to  that,  a  case  was  opened,  

21  obviously?  

22  A  That  i s  correct.  

23  Q  So  you  ini ti ally  took  thi s  call.  You  consult  wi th  

24  Attorney  1.  Was  there  ever  any  di scussi on  about  why  i t  ended  

25  up  as  the  counterintelli gence  matter  i n  the  
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1 Counterintelli gence  Divi si on  as  opposed  to  maybe  bei ng  

2 somethi ng  on  the  cri minal  si de  of the  house?  

3 A  No.  The  Counterintelli gence  Di vi si on  had  the  

4 relevant  experti se  wi thi n  the  FBI.  Organi zationally,  that' s  

5 where  the  case  appropri ately  resi ded.  

  Q  Because  of the  facts  that  were  presented,  that' s  

7 where  CD  or  Counteri ntelli gence' s  work  fell?  

8 A  That  i s  correct.  

9 Q  So  are  there  si mi lar  cases  that  you  have  been  

10  i nvolved  or  were  i nvolved  subsequent  to  thi s?  Because  thi s  

11  i s  a  spi llage  case,  i t  ended  up  i n  Counteri ntelli gence?  What  

12  made  i t  a  Counterintelli gence  case?  

13  A  Because  i t  i nvolved  the  handli ng  of classi fi ed  

14  i nformati on.  

15  Q  Okay.  And  i s  i t  fai r  to  say  the  potenti al  

1  vi olati ons  would  be  Espi onage  Act  vi olati ons  that  would  be  

17  matters  that  would  be  looked  at  by  the  Counteri ntelli gence  

18  Di vi si on?  

19  A  That  i s  correct.  

20  Q  So  the  facts  and  the  laws  that  potenti ally  the  

21  facts  would  vi olate  were  violations  that  were  worked  by  the  

22  Counterintelli gence  Divi si on?  

23  A  Ri ght.  

24  Q  Okay.  Do  you  know  i f there  was  any  -- after  the  

25  case  i s  opened  -- my  last  question  really  related  to  the  
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1 genesi s of how i t was opened -- were there folks, agents from 

2 other field o fi ces, other places at headquarters that felt 

3 i t should have been a cri minal matter and not -- i n the 

4 crimi nal di visi on somewhere, not a Counteri ntelli gence 

5 matter? 

  A I was not aware of any such concerns. 

7 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

8 Q If we can go back to your supervi si on over 

9 Ms. Page. I thi nk i n the publi c news, everybody i s aware 

10 that she was engaged in an extramari tal a fai r wi th 

11 Mr. Strzok. Were you ever i nformed of that a fai r? 

12 A No. 

13 Q So you had no knowledge that there was any 

14 i mpropriety between the two at any poi nt duri ng your 

15 employment at FBI i n supervi si on of Ms. Page? 

1  A I had no knowledge of the a fai r until i t was 

17 publi cly di sclosed. 

18 Q Di d you have any -- I thi nk then, by extensi on, you 

19 would not have had a knowledge that the a fai r would have 

20 ever been reported to anyone else i nsi de the Bureau? 

21 A I' m sorry, could you repeat the questi on? 

22 Q I presume that since you did not have knowledge of  

23 the a fai r, you would not have known whether the a fai r was 

24 reported to anyone else i n any supervi sory chai n i nsi de the 

25 FBI? 
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1 A I don' t know. 

2 Q You don' t know? 

3 Mr. Herri ngton. You' re aski ng if she came to know that 

4 i t had been reported to someone else? 

5 Mr. Breitenbach. Correct. 

  Ms. Anderson. If I came to learn that i t had been --

7 Mr. Herri ngton. After i t became publi c, di d you learn 

8 that i t had been reported internally? 

9 Ms. Anderson. No, I have never -- I don' t have any 

10 knowledge, sitti ng here today, about whether there was 

11 anybody wi thin the FBI to whom the a fai r was reported or i f  

12 any others had knowledge of i t. 

13 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

14 Q Are you aware at thi s poi nt whether anyone i nsi de 

15 the FBI ever had the a fai r reported to him or her? 

1  A No. At thi s poi nt, sitti ng here today, I do not 

17 know. 

18 Q So at the ti me that Ms. Page was transferred to the 

19 speci al counsel' s team, di d you have any awareness of the 

20 a fai r? 

21 Mr. Herri ngton. Do you mean when she was detai led to 

22 serve as speci al counsel to Andy McCabe? 

23 Mr. Breitenbach. Yes, si r. 

24 Mr. Herri ngton. Di d you have any awareness of the 

25 a fai r? 
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1 Ms. Anderson. No. 

2 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

3 Q What i s the process i nternally in the FBI when such 

4 a matter may become known? 

5 A To be honest, I don' t know. It never came up i n my 

  3 years at the FBI. 

7 Q In your ti me leading the Nati onal Securi ty 

8 Di vi si on, i s an a fai r, i n terms of the e fect on 

9 Counterintelli gence, at all a concern for you, any a fair? 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1  

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 [10: 58 a. m. ] 

2 Ms. Anderson. Could you repeat your questi on? 

3 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

4 Q Yes. As head of the Nati onal Securi ty Branch 

5 i nsi de the General Counsel' s O fi ce, do you beli eve that an 

  extramari tal a fair i s of concern for an employee to be 

7 engagi ng i n at the FBI? 

8 A I do beli eve that that would be one of the 

9 i ndi cators that somebody who speci alizes i n i nsi der-threat 

10 matters mi ght look at. Dependi ng on the particular facts, i t 

11 i s the ki nd of thi ng that persons who have responsibi li ty for 

12 i nsi der threats might revi ew, depending on the facts. 

13 Q So can you explain what ki nd of i nsi der threat you 

14 envi si on wi th regard to the e fect that an extramari tal 

15 a fai r mi ght have? 

1  A I am j ust si mply -- so we' ve all wi thi n the Bureau 

17 recei ved traini ng on insi der-threat issues. And so, based on 

18 the traini ng that I' ve recei ved, i t would be my understandi ng 

19 that that would be the ki nd of general i nformati on that mi ght 

20 make somebody vulnerable to blackmai l or recrui tment by a 

21 forei gn i ntelli gence servi ce. And so, therefore, that ki nd 

22 of personal issue could be used agai nst them, and so i t mi ght 

23 be somethi ng that would be the subj ect of further revi ew. 

24 Q And you mentioned traini ng. So I presume that 

25 Mr. Strzok, as one of the top counteri ntelli gence agents, and 
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1 Ms. Page, servi ng i n the capaci ty that she was i n terms of  

2 advi si ng the Deputy Director, would have also received such 

3 trai ni ng? 

4 A I' m referri ng to trai ni ng that was provi di ng 

5 Bureau-wi de. 

  Q And the trai ni ng i tself was di scussi ng vari ous 

7 types of activi ty that mi ght encourage a foreign i ntelligence 

8 servi ce to begi n to target someone? 

9 A The traini ng was for -- i t was geared toward 

10 employees understandi ng what i ndi cators they might see in 

11 thei r coworkers that mi ght be reflecti ve of an i nsider 

12 threat. And there' s a whole host of di ferent i ssues that 

13 could ari se that could be used agai nst somebody, such as 

14 fi nanci al trouble or other i ssues. 

15 And so, based on the trai ning that I received, i t' s my 

1  understandi ng that somethi ng li ke, you know, a personal 

17 a fai r could be somethi ng that mi ght be used agai nst somebody 

18 i f they were vulnerable to blackmai l. 

19 Q Are you aware whether the personal a fai r at any 

20 point -- I understand you sai d you were not aware of i t 

21 before it was made publi c. But at any poi nt are you aware 

22 whether that a fair was taken advantage of by any forei gn 

23 i ntelli gence service? 

24 A I have no i dea. 

25 Q All ri ght. Thank you. 
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1 Mr.  Parmi ter.  We' ve  just  got  a  few  mi nutes  left  i n  the  

2 fi rst  hour.  I  j ust  wanted  to  ask  a  couple  of questi ons.  

3 We  talked  a  li ttle  bi t  earli er,  when  you  were  speaki ng  

4 to  my  colleague  Mr.  Baker,  about  meeti ngs  at  the  Bureau  

5 i nvolvi ng  charges  or  other  thi ngs  li ke  that.  

  What  I' d  li ke  to  do  i s  show  you  what  we' re  going  to  mark  

7 as  exhi bi t  1.  

8 [Anderson  Exhibi t  No.  1  

9 was  marked  for  i denti fi cati on. ]  

10  BY  MR.  PARMITER:  

11  Q  It' s  j ust  a  si ngle  page.  And  I  can  represent  to  

12  you  that  thi s  was  produced  as  part  of the  Bureau' s  ongoing  

13  production  to  our  two  committees  of relevant  documents.  

14  And  looki ng  in  parti cular  -- well,  first  of all,  do  you  

15  recogni ze  this  document  or  the  form  of thi s  document?  

1  A  I' ve  never  seen  thi s  document  before  today.  

17  Q  Okay.  If we' re  looki ng  down  at  not  the  first  --

18  what  does  the  document  appear  to  be?  

19  A  An  emai l  exchange.  

20  Q  Okay.  And  i f we' re  looki ng  at  not  necessari ly  the  

21  most  recent  emai l  at  the  top  but  the  one  i n  the  mi ddle,  thi s  

22  refers  to  secret  meetings  between  Trisha  and  Ji m.  

23  Trisha  is  presumably  you.  Would  you  agree  wi th  that?  

24  A  Yes.  

25  Q  And  Ji m  would  be  Ji m  Baker?  
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1 A  I  assume  so.  

2 Q  Okay.  It  also  refers  to  TBA.  Would  TBA  be  you?  

3 A  I  presume  so.  

4 Q  Okay.  

5 This  emai l  appears  to  complai n  about,  quote/unquote,  

  "secret"  meeti ngs  you  were  havi ng  regardi ng  MYE.  Can  we  

7 agree  that' s  the  Mi dyear  Exam?  

8 A  Yes.  

9 Q  Okay.  Do  you  have  any  i dea  who  may  have  wri tten  

10  this  emai l?  

11  A  I  don' t  know.  It  presumably  was  one  of the  

12  attorneys  who  worked  for  me.  

13  Q  Okay.  And  do  you  know  that  because  the  emai l  

14  si gnature  contai ns  "Assi stant  General  Counsel"  i n  NSLB?  

15  A  Yeah,  that' s  among  the  reasons.  

1  Q  What  are  some  of the  other  reasons?  

17  A  There' s  a  reference  to,  quote,  "her  own  people. "  

18  And  the  complai nt  i s  obvi ously  about  somebody  who  feels  cut  

19  out  of somethi ng  that  they  feel  they  should  be  i nvolved  i n.  

20  Q  Do  you  recall  any  of the  attorneys  you  supervised  

21  ever  complai ni ng  to  you  about  bei ng  excluded  from  meeti ngs?  

22  A  No.  

23  Q  Okay.  What  are  these  meetings  that  they' re  

24  referri ng  to?  

25  A  It' s  not  clear  from  the  face  of the  emai l,  but  I  
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1 beli eve that i t was -- based on the identi ty of the 

2 parti ci pants, I beli eve this relates to a classi fi ed matter 

3 that' s di scussed i n the appendi x to the IG report. 

4 Q Okay. Do you recall who else was at those meeti ngs 

5 from ei ther DOJ or FBI? 

  A There was a seri es of meetings on this topi c. I' m 

7 not sure that there were -- I' m not sure thi s really 

8 accurately characteri zes the meeti ngs that occurred. Thi s 

9 suggests a large number of meetings -- quote, "all these 

10 ' secret' meeti ngs. " I' m not sure exactly what that refers to 

11 because there were only a small number of meeti ngs on the 

12 matter to which I j ust referred. Those meeti ngs were with 

13 di ferent groups of people. And that' s all documented in the 

14 classi fied appendi x, I believe. 

15 But some of those -- I' m referring, for example, to a 

1  meeti ng at DOJ with George Toscas and Davi d Margolis that Ji m 

17 Trai nor, Ji m Rybi cki , and possi bly Andy McCabe and I had wi th 

18 those two i ndi vi duals. We also had a conference call with 

19 that same group. 

20 We had a subsequent meeti ng then, also at DOJ, wi th that 

21 group minus Davi d Margoli s, who had passed away by that poi nt 

22 i n ti me, but wi th George Toscas, John Carli n, Sally Yates, 

23 and Matt Axelrod. Ji m Trainor had reti red by that poi nt i n 

24 ti me, so i t presumably would' ve been j ust been Ji m Rybi cki , 

25 Andy McCabe, and myself. 
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1 And  then  a  subsequent  -- thi s  doesn' t  seem  to  be  

2 encompassed,  though,  by  the  ti meframe.  

3 So  I' m  not  really  qui te  sure  what  "all  these  ' secret'  

4 meeti ngs"  are,  but  that' s  sort  of the  basi c  seri es  of  

5 meeti ngs  that  I  beli eve  to  be  reflected  here.  

  Q  Okay.  And,  as  you  i ndi cated,  the  purpose  of the  

7 meeti ng  was  to  discuss  classi fi ed  materi al?  

8 A  That' s  correct.  

9 Q  Okay.  

10  You  menti oned  Mr.  Margoli s.  Just  for  the  record,  what  

11  was  hi s  ti tle  at  the  Department?  

12  A  I  beli eve  i t  was  Associ ate  Deputy  Attorney  General.  

13  Q  Okay.  And  Mr.  Trai nor?  

14  A  Ji m  Trainor  was  the  Assi stant  Director  for  the  

15  Cyber  Divi si on  at  the  FBI.  

1  Q  Okay.  

17  BY  MR.  BAKER:  

18  Q  In  your  capaci ty  at  the  Bureau,  di d  you  have  a  

19  securi ty  clearance?  

20  A  Yes,  I  di d.  

21  Q  And  to  get  a  securi ty  clearance,  

22  to  a  background  i nvesti gation?  

23  A  Yes,  I  was.  

were  you  subjected  

24  Q  Were  you  also  gi ven  a  polygraph  exam?  

25  A  Yes,  I  was.  
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1 Q This mi ght not be i n your lane, but I' ll ask you. 

2 What does i t mean when a polygraph i s, quote, "out of scope"? 

3 A My understandi ng i s that polygraphs are requi red to 

4 be gi ven every 5 years, and so when somebody is out of scope, 

5 i t means that somebody i s beyond that 5-year rei nvesti gati on 

  point. 

7 Q So "out of scope" i n your understanding i s, for 

8 lack of a better term, i t' s an admi nistrati ve thi ng. You 

9 haven' t done the rei nvesti gati on or the polygraph exam. It' s 

10 not an indi cati on of decepti on. 

11 A Oh, no, defi ni tely not. And the responsibi li ty 

12 does not li e wi th the i ndi vi dual. The responsibi lity to 

13 reini ti ate the i nvestigati on li es wi th the Securi ty Di visi on 

14 of the FBI. 

15 Q Okay. 

1  A And many i ndivi duals, actually, are frustrated that 

17 they are out of scope because i t a fects thei r status with 

18 respect to thei r abi lity to attend meeti ngs or di scuss 

19 classi fied i nformati on wi th people outsi de of the FBI from 

20 ti me to ti me. And so somebody bei ng out of scope has no 

21 beari ng on the i ndi vi dual, hi m- or herself. 

22 Q Would i t be fai r to say, i f you know, that a lot of  

23 people, a good number of people, at any given ti me are out of  

24 scope due to other backgrounds and polygraphs that need to be 

25 gi ven? If there' s a surge i n new hi res, new agents, the 
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1 resources that are polygraph-i ntensi ve are put on those, and 

2 people that are already on board would potentially sli p out 

3 of scope? 

4 A Yes, that' s my understandi ng. It a fected the work 

5 wi thi n our branch from ti me to ti me. 

  Q But, agai n, it' s not an i ndi cation of decepti on or 

7 i nconclusi ve or anything negati ve as a result of a polygraph 

8 exam. 

9 A That' s correct. 

10 Q And then, fi nally, for our ti me, you answered thi s, 

11 but I want to be absolutely clear: Di d any of your employees 

12 bring to your attenti on the relati onshi p between Ms. Page and 

13 Mr. Strzok? 

14 A No. 

15 Q Thank you. 

1  Mr. Parmi ter. I thi nk we' re out of ti me, so we' ll take 

17 a short break and come back wi th the mi nori ty. 

18 [Recess. ] 

19 Mr. Morgan. It i s now 11: 20 a. m. , and we are back on 

20 the record for the mi nori ty round of questi oning. 

21 Ms. Anderson, before we begi n, I j ust want to say some 

22 of these questi ons mi ght be a little redundant, maybe even 

23 obvious, but I would just ask for your pati ence. We' re j ust 

24 tryi ng to make certai n that the record i s clear and complete. 

25 So my colleague would li ke to start o f, actually, wi th 
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1 some of the di scussi on that we left o f with in the last 

2 round. 

3 Ms. Anderson. Okay. 

4 EXAMINATION 

5 BY MS. KIM: 

  Q Ms. Anderson, I' d li ke to return to the document 

7 i ntroduced as exhibi t 1. 

8 Are you generally famili ar wi th Di rector Comey' s book, 

9 "A Hi gher Loyalty"? 

10 A I read it. Yes. 

11 Q Are you aware of the unclassi fi ed di scussion he 

12 makes of a classifi ed matter about unverifi ed documents, 

13 allegi ng that Loretta Lynch may have had a confli ct of  

14 i nterest --

15 A Yes. 

1  Q -- i n the Clinton i nvesti gati on? Is thi s document 

17 referri ng to that matter? 

18 A I beli eve so, but I don' t know to a certai nty, 

19 gi ven that I wasn' t the drafter of thi s emai l. 

20 Q And wi th regard to that matter, di d the FBI ever 

21 fi nd credi ble evidence that Loretta Lynch was somehow 

22 confli cted out of the Mi dyear i nvestigation? 

23 A No. My understandi ng was that she did not recuse 

24 herself. 

25 Q My understandi ng from Di rector Comey' s book i s that 
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1 the allegati ons i n that classi fied matter remai n unveri fi ed. 

2 Is that also your understandi ng? 

3 A Yes. 

4 Q Di d you ever face a confli ct of i nterest regardi ng 

5 the Mi dyear investi gati on? 

  A No. 

7 Q Di d Ji m Baker ever face a confli ct of i nterest 

8 regardi ng the Mi dyear i nvesti gation? 

9 A Not that I' m aware of. 

10 Q Di d George Toscas? 

11 A Not that I' m aware of. 

12 Q Di d Stu Evans? 

13 A Not that I' m aware of. 

14 Q Are you aware of any indi vidual who sta fed the 

15 Mi dyear i nvesti gati on on the Justi ce Department si de or on 

1  the FBI si de who had a confli ct of i nterest with the Mi dyear 

17 i nvesti gati on? 

18 A I don' t know i f there was anybody. I wasn' t aware 

19 of anybody with a confli ct of i nterest, although, at some 

20 point i n ti me, Andy McCabe di d recuse hi mself from the 

21 matter. 

22 Q He di d so voluntari ly. Is that correct? 

23 A Uh --

24 Q Sorry. Let me be more preci se wi th that question. 

25 The Inspector General' s report represents that 
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1 Mr.  McCabe  had  ethi cal  obligati ons  revi ewed  by  counsel  at  the  

2 FBI  and  was  advi sed  that  his  recusal  was  not  mandatory.  Is  

3 that  also  your  understandi ng?  

4 A  That' s  my  understandi ng,  yes.  

5 Q  And  yet  he  did  so  to  avoi d  the  appearance  of  

  i mpropriety  at  Director  Comey' s  suggesti on.  Is  that  correct?  

7 A  My  understandi ng  was  that  it  was  a  prudenti al  

8 recusal,  yes.  

9 Q  Thank  you.  

10  BY  MR.  MORGAN:  

11  Q  Ms.  Anderson,  j ust  returni ng  to  some  ki nd  of  

12  general  questi ons  about  the  Mi dyear  investi gation,  what  ki nd  

13  of deci si onmaki ng  authori ty  di d  you  hold  regardi ng  

14  i nvesti gati ve  deci si ons?  

15  A  None.  

1  Q  So  you  held  no  authority  to  make  i nvesti gati ve  

17  deci si ons  li ke  how  to  acquire  evi dence  or  what  order  i n  whi ch  

18  to  i ntervi ew  subj ects  or  deci si ons  of that  nature?  

19  A  That' s  correct.  

20  Q  What  deci si onmaki ng  authority  did  you  have  for  

21  legal  deci si ons  i n  the  Mi dyear  Exam  case?  

22  A  I  was  responsi ble  for  the  legal  advi ce  that  was  

23  gi ven  to  -- responsi ble  i n  a  supervi sory  sense.  In  other  

24  words,  I  oversaw  the  lawyers  who  provi ded  legal  guidance  to  

25  the  Counteri ntelligence  Di vi si on  and  other  nati onal  securi ty  
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1 components  of the  FBI.  And  so  that  would  have  been  -- the  

2 same  was  true  for  my  role  wi th  respect  to  the  Mi dyear  Exam  

3 i nvesti gati on.  

4 Q  And  the  lawyers  you' re  referri ng  to  would  be  the  

5 ones  referred  to  i n  the  IG  report  as  FBI  Attorney  1  and  FBI  

  Attorney  2.  Is  that  correct?  

7 A  That' s  correct.  As  well  as  fi lter  team  attorneys.  

8 Q  Can  you  descri be  the  process  by  -- I  know  that  you  

9 di scussed  a  li ttle  bi t  about  your  role  i n  terms  of chargi ng.  

10  But  are  you  fami li ar  wi th  or  can  you  descri be  the  process  by  

11  which  the  Mi dyear  team  narrowed  down  the  range  of relevant  

12  statutes  i n  the  case?  Were  you  a  party  to  any  of those  

13  di scussions?  

14  A  I  don' t  recall  any  speci fi c  di scussi ons,  but  I  

15  don' t  thi nk  it  was  the  subject  of much  debate.  It  was  pretty  

1  clear  from  the  outset  what  statutes  were  at  i ssue  that  we  

17  were  looki ng  at.  By  "we, "  I  don' t  mean  me  personally  but  the  

18  broader  team  of prosecutorial  and  i nvesti gati ve  personnel.  

19  Q  So  then,  generally,  based  on  your  general  knowledge  

20  of the  process,  was  i t  ki nd  of an  organi c  process  that  was,  

21  you  know,  i nformed  by  the  experience  of the  Justi ce  

22  Department  prosecutors  famili ar  wi th  cases  i nvolvi ng  

23  mi shandli ng  of classi fi ed  informati on?  

24  A  I' m  sorry,  could  you  repeat  the  questi on?  

25  Q  Sorry.  Let  me  -- was  i t  -- pardon  me.  
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1 To  your  knowledge,  was  the  process  i nformed  by  

2 i ndependent  legal  research  by  FBI  lawyers,  or  was  it  an  

3 organi c  process  i n  which  FBI  lawyers  and  the  prosecutors  

4 handli ng  the  case  ki nd  of di scussed  the  i ssue?  

5 A  The  personnel  both  on  the  DOJ  side  as  well  as  the  

  lawyers  who  reported  to  me  were  seasoned  counteri ntelli gence  

7 personnel  wi th  experi ence  in  cases  analogous  to  this  

8 i nvolvi ng  the  mi shandli ng  of classi fied  i nformati on.  And  so  

9 there  wouldn' t  necessari ly  be  research  that  was  requi red  

10  because  these  are  people  who  have  a  great  deal  of experience  

11  i n  dealing  with  cases  and  investigations  i nvolvi ng  these  

12  statutes.  

13  Q  At  any  poi nt,  di d  any  i mproper  consi deration  such  

14  as  poli ti cal  bi as  enter  the  di scussi on  on  what  statute  to  

15  apply?  

1  A  I' m  not  aware  of any  such  improper  consi derations.  

17  Q  Di d  any  poli ti cal  appoi ntee  at  DOJ  direct  your  team  

18  to  use  or  not  use  a  parti cular  statute  i n  thi s  matter  agai nst  

19  the  prevai li ng  opi ni on  of the  Midyear  team?  

20  A  No.  

21  Q  What  was  your  professional  relati onshi p  like  wi th  

22  Li sa  Page?  

23  A  I  had  a  very  good  professi onal  relationship  with  

24  her.  We  worked  together  very  closely  i nsofar  as  she  

25  supported  the  Deputy  Di rector  and  was  therefore  i nvolved  i n  a  
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1 number of di ferent nati onal securi ty i ssues at a hi gh level 

2 wi thi n the FBI. 

3 Q In your ti me working together with her, did you 

4 ever wi tness Li sa Page take any o fi ci al acti ons based on 

5 i mproper motivations, i ncludi ng poli ti cal bi as? 

  A No. 

7 Q What was your personal relati onshi p li ke wi th Peter 

8 Strzok? 

9 A I di dn' t know Peter qui te as well. I knew hi m only 

10 through my work on the Mi dyear Exam investi gation. But I 

11 knew hi m -- and as well as by reputati on wi thin the FBI. And 

12 he had a very good reputation as somebody who was one of the 

13 most experi enced, smartest counteri ntelligence professi onals 

14 wi thi n the FBI. 

15 Q Well, based on your i nteracti ons wi th hi m on the 

1  Mi dyear and otherwi se, di d you ever wi tness Peter Strzok 

17 taki ng any o fi ci al acti ons based on i mproper moti vati ons, 

18 i ncludi ng poli ti cal bias? 

19 A No. 

20 Q My apologi es. Did you ever wi tness Peter Strzok 

21 taki ng any o fi ci al acti ons based on i mproper moti vati ons, 

22 i ncludi ng poli ti cal bias? 

23 A No. 

24 Q What was your professional relati onshi p like wi th 

25 Ji m Baker? 
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1 A I had a close relati onshi p wi th Ji m. I had known 

2 Ji m for a long peri od of time i n a professi onal context 

3 before I came to the FBI. 

4 Q And i n your ti me working with him, did you ever 

5 wi tness Mr. Baker taking any o fi ci al acti ons based on 

  i mproper motivations, i ncludi ng poli ti cal bi as? 

7 A No. 

8 Q What was your professional relati onshi p like wi th 

9 Andrew McCabe? 

10 A I di dn' t know Andy quite as well, gi ven the rank 

11 that he held wi thin the organi zati on. But over the course of  

12 the i nvesti gati on, I came to work wi th him more closely and 

13 had relati vely frequent contact wi th hi m. 

14 Q Agai n, based on your ti me worki ng together, are you 

15 aware or di d you ever wi tness Andy McCabe taking any o fi ci al 

1  actions based on i mproper moti vati ons, i ncluding poli ti cal 

17 bi as? 

18 A No. 

19 Q What was your profession relati onshi p li ke wi th 

20 Di rector Comey? 

21 A My contact with him was li mi ted to these large 

22 group meeti ngs concerni ng the Midyear case. 

23 Q And, agai n, based on your contact wi th him, did you 

24 ever wi tness Mr. Comey taking any o fi ci al actions based on 

25 i mproper motivations, i ncludi ng poli ti cal bi as? 
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1 A No. 

2 Q In your experi ence wi th the Mi dyear Exam, was there 

3 any i mproper poli ti cal i nterference -- or di d you wi tness any 

4 i mproper politi cal i nterference? 

5 A I di d not. 

  Q Is i t consi stent wi th your experi ence that the case 

7 was i nvesti gated by the book? 

8 A Yes. 

9 Q In your experi ence, did any politi cal appoi ntees at 

10 DOJ i mproperly i ntervene or attempt to i ntervene i n the 

11 Mi dyear i nvesti gati on? 

12 A I was not aware of any such i mproper i nterventions 

13 by DOJ personnel. 

14 Q Di d any poli ti cal appoi ntees at DOJ gi ve 

15 i nappropri ate i nstructi ons or attempt to gi ve i nappropriate 

1  i nstructi ons about the conduct of the Mi dyear i nvesti gati on, 

17 to your knowledge? 

18 A Not to my knowledge. 

19 Q Di d any poli ti cal appoi ntees at DOJ ever attempt to 

20 i nject improper consi derations, i ncludi ng politi cal bi as, i n 

21 the conduct of the Mi dyear i nvesti gati on? 

22 A Not to my knowledge. 

23 Q Are you aware of any conduct of any member of the 

24 Mi dyear team that had the e fect of invali dating the outcome 

25 of the investi gation? 
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1 A I' m sorry, could you repeat that? 

2 Q Are you aware of any conduct of any member of the 

3 Mi dyear team that had the e fect of invali dating the outcome 

4 of the investi gation? 

5 A What do you mean by "invalidati ng the outcome"? 

  Q Meani ng, di d they engage i n any conduct that 

7 altered the outcome of the i nvesti gati on based on 

8 consi derati ons other than the facts, the evi dence, or the 

9 law? 

10 A No. 

11 Q In your vi ew, was the Cli nton emai l investi gation a 

12 thorough and fai r i nvesti gati on? 

13 A Yes. 

14 Q In your vi ew, di d the Justice Department and FBI 

15 take all necessary and prudent investi gative steps i n thi s 

1  i nvesti gati on? 

17 A Yes. 

18 Q Di d you ever feel the Justice Department and the 

19 FBI had to compromi se i ts investigative strategy because of  

20 ti me pressures or politi cal pressure? 

21 A No. But there was compromise, but not for 

22 consi derati ons of ti me or parti san consi derations. 

23 Q Yeah, I suppose by "compromi se" I mean compromi sed 

24 by i mproper -- were these improper, not that certain 

25 compromises had to be reached, but was i t ever compromi sed by 
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1 any  ki nd  of improper  --

2 A  No.  

3 Q  -- behavi or?  Thank  you.  

4 Personally,  di d  you  i nvestigate  the  Mi dyear  Exam  case  as  

5 aggressively  as  you  would  any  other?  I  understand  that  you  

  weren' t  an  i nvestigator,  but  --

7 A  I  was  not  an  i nvesti gator.  

8 Q  But  i n  terms  of your  role  in  the  Mi dyear  Exam  case,  

9 di d  you  treat  this  case  as  any  other  case?  And  di d  you  do  

10  your  best  to  --

11  A  In  my  capaci ty  as  a  legal  supervi sor,  I  treated  

12  this  case  as  I  did  any  other  case  i n  whi ch  I  was  i nvolved  i n  

13  the  same  manner.  

14  Q  To  your  knowledge,  di d  anyone  on  the  team  attempt  

15  to  i gnore  or  bury  relevant,  probati ve  evidence  of Secretary  

1  Clinton' s  i ntent?  

17  A  No.  

18  Q  I' m  goi ng  to  turn  now  to  some  questi ons  regardi ng  

19  the  search  for  evi dence  of i ntent  i n  the  Mi dyear  exami nati on.  

20  A  Okay.  

21  Q  In  most  i nvesti gati ons,  even  before  the  last  

22  wi tness  has  been  i ntervi ewed,  do  i nvesti gators  and  

23  prosecutors  di scuss  whether  there' s  enough  evidence  to  charge  

24  a  case,  you  know,  where  you  search  for  addi ti onal  evi dence,  

25  and  whether  searches  for  addi ti onal  evi dence  have  been  
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1 successful?  

2 A  Could  you  say  that  agai n?  

3 Q  Just  generally  speaki ng,  even  before  the  last  

4 wi tness  i s  i ntervi ewed  i n  a  case,  do  i nvesti gators  and  

5 prosecutors  have  di scussi ons  about  i s  there  enough  evi dence  

  to  charge  the  case  or  do  you  need  to  --

7 A  In  my  experi ence,  yes.  

8 Q  When  i n  the  li fecycle  of a  case  do  these  

9 di scussions  generally  start?  

10  A  Someti mes  early  on,  depending  on  the  nature  of the  

11  case.  

12  Q  And  even  before  the  last  witness  has  been  

13  i ntervi ewed  in  a  case,  do  investigators  and  prosecutors  

14  typi cally  di scuss  the  chances  of success  for  a  potenti al  

15  case,  not  j ust  i n  terms  of obtaini ng  an  i ndi ctment  but  

1  whether  or  not  there  mi ght  be  a  successful  prosecuti on  at  

17  trial?  

18  A  Yes.  

19  Q  Was  Secretary  Clinton' s  knowledge  and  i ntent  key  to  

20  the  FBI' s  recommendation  not  to  charge  Secretary  Cli nton?  

21  A  Yes.  

22  Q  Why  was  the  lack  of evi dence  on  i ntent  fatal  to  the  

23  case?  

24  A  Because  i ntent  was  a  necessary  element  of the  

25  statute.  And  wi th  respect  to  gross  negligence,  we  understood  
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1 that even though the standard was gross negligence, that 

2 there were reasons i n thi s particular context to construe i t 

3 i n a way that was somethi ng aki n -- almost wi llfulness, 

4 somethi ng short of wi llfulness but higher than what one would 

5 think of i n terms of a negli gence standard, stemmi ng from the 

  legi slati ve hi story and other potential constituti onal 

7 consi derati ons with respect to due process. 

8 Q Di d the FBI ulti mately fi nd su fi ci ent evi dence of  

9 Secretary Clinton' s knowledge and i ntent to recommend 

10 chargi ng a cri mi nal case agai nst her? 

11 A No. 

12 Q Di d the FBI investi gate this matter as aggressively 

13 as i t would any other? 

14 A Yes. 

15 Q When di d the Mi dyear team complete the revi ew of  

1  the emails? Do you recall? 

17 A Which emai ls are you referri ng to? 

18 Ms. Ki m. The emai ls on the server. 

19 Ms. Anderson. Well, so i t' s a li ttle bi t compli cated by 

20 the fact that there was what we referred to as unallocated 

21 space that did not contai n complete emai ls but rather emai l 

22 fragments. And so there was a process that was -- and there 

23 were j ust li terally mi lli ons of emai l fragments i n that 

24 unallocated space. 

25 And so I don' t know to a certai nty that that revi ew was 
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1 ever  completed  i n  the  sense  of all  of the  emails,  you  know,  

2 revi ewed.  There  was  a  process  -- and  I  was  not  i nvolved  i n  

3 this  process  -- of devi si ng  those  rules  that  we  were  going  

4 through  i n  terms  of attacking  the  revi ew  of that  unallocated  

5 space.  

  So,  roughly,  when  we  -- so  I' m  j ust  goi ng  to  -- I  assume  

7 your  questi on  i s  when  di d  we  reach  that  poi nt  where  we  felt  

8 that  we  had  done  the  revi ew  of the  emai ls  that  was  necessary  

9 to  complete  the  i nvesti gation?  

10  Ms.  Ki m.  That' s  correct.  

11  Mr.  Morgan.  Correct.  

12  Ms.  Anderson.  I  don' t  recall  preci sely  when  that  

13  occurred.  Sometime  i n  the  spri ng.  

14  BY  MR.  MORGAN:  

15  Q  After  thi s  revi ew,  di d  those  emai ls  yi eld  any  

1  smoki ng-gun  evi dence  of Secretary  Clinton' s  i ntent?  

17  A  No.  

18  Q  When  the  Mi dyear  team  i ntervi ewed  i ndi vi duals  who  

19  have  sent  Secretary  Cli nton  classi fi ed  i nformati on  -- or,  

20  pardon  me.  

21  To  your  knowledge,  do  you  know  when  the  Mi dyear  team  

22  i ntervi ewed  the  i ndi viduals  who  had  sent  Secretary  Cli nton  

23  classi fied  i nformati on  i n  her  emai ls?  

24  A  I  don' t  recall,  sitti ng  here  today,  when  those  

25  i ntervi ews  took  place.  
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1 Q Do you know if those intervi ews, however, yi elded 

2 any smoki ng-gun evi dence regarding Secretary Cli nton' s 

3 i ntent? 

4 A No. 

5 Q To your knowledge, di d the i nvesti gati on ever yi eld 

  smoki ng-gun evi dence of Secretary Clinton' s i ntent? 

7 A No. 

8 Q The Inspector General report states, quote, "Our 

9 revi ew found that the Mi dyear team concluded begi nni ng in 

10 early 2016 that evi dence supporti ng a prosecution of former 

11 Secretary Clinton or her seni or ai des was li kely lacki ng. 

12 This conclusion was based on the fact that the Mi dyear team 

13 had not found evidence that former Secretary Cli nton or her 

14 senior ai des knowingly transmi tted classifi ed i nformati on on 

15 unclassifi ed systems because, one, classifi ed i nformati on 

1  exchanged i n unclassi fi ed emai ls was not clearly or properly 

17 marked, and, two, State Department sta f i ntroduci ng 

18 classi fied i nformati on i nto emai ls made an e fort to ' talk 

19 around it, ' " end quote. 

20 Is thi s conclusi on consi stent with your experience i n 

21 the case? 

22 A Yes. 

23 Q To be clear, at thi s poi nt i n early 2016 -- you 

24 said earli er that the revi ew had been concluded someti me 

25 around the spri ng of 2016. 
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1 A Uh-huh. 

2 Q When the Mi dyear team had exami ned much of the body 

3 of evi dence but had not found evi dence of i ntent, di d the 

4 team stop looki ng for evi dence of i ntent at that poi nt? 

5 A No. 

  Q Agai n --

7 A Evidence --

8 Q I' m sorry. I di dn' t mean to i nterrupt. 

9 A Evidence of intent, for example, could have been 

10 obtai ned i n Secretary Cli nton' s i ntervi ew. 

11 Q And to that poi nt, di d the team stop examini ng the 

12 evidence or intervi ewing perti nent witnesses after havi ng 

13 revi ewed the emails someti me i n the early spring? 

14 A No. 

15 Q At thi s same poi nt, did the team stop conducting 

1  e fecti ve and aggressive i nterviews to soli ci t evi dence of  

17 i ntent? 

18 A No. 

19 Q In fact, accordi ng to the report, quote, "The 

20 Mi dyear team continued" -- the IG report, I should say --

21 "The Mi dyear team conti nued i ts i nvesti gati on, taking 

22 i nvesti gati ve steps and looki ng for evi dence that could 

23 change thei r assessment. " 

24 Is that your understandi ng? 

25 A That was consi stent with my experi ence, yes. 
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1 Q  At  any  poi nt  i n  the  i nvestigati on,  i f the  team  had  

2 found  any  evidence  of i ntent,  would  the  Mi dyear  i nvesti gati ve  

3 team  have  pursued  that  lead?  

4 A  Yes.  

5 Q  And  that  i ncludes  i n  the  actual  i ntervi ew  of  

  Hi llary  Cli nton?  

7 A  Yes,  or  i n  the  revi ew  of the  Huma  Abedi n  emai ls  

8 that  we  acquired  from  the  Anthony  Wi ener  laptop.  

9 Q  I  want  to  turn  now  to  questi ons  regardi ng  -- you  

10  menti oned  there  were  ki nd  of di sagreements  about  compulsory  

11  process  earlier  i n  the  last  round.  I' d  like  to  return  to  

12  questi ons  on  that  subject  matter.  

13  In  the  Mi dyear  i nvestigati on,  did  the  i nvesti gati ve  team  

14  generally  advocate  for  aggressi vely  seeking  and  compelling  

15  evidence?  

1  A  The  FBI  team,  yes.  

17  Q  Correct.  

18  Di d  Peter  Strzok  or  Lisa  Page  advocate  for  or  agai nst  

19  the  use  of compulsory  process?  And  why  did  they,  if they  

20  di d?  

21  A  Generally  speaki ng,  yes,  they  often  favored  

22  compulsory  process  over  consent.  

23  Q  And  why  i s  that?  

24  A  Well,  I' ll  j ust  speak  -- my  clearest  memory  i s  of  

25  the  i nstance  i nvolvi ng  the  pursui t  of the  Mi lls  and  Samuelson  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Document  ID:  0.7.643.9075-000008  005155-002553














































































 


 





          

         

          

          

        

       

         

           

          

       

          

 

           

            

 

           

   

      

        

        

          

    

              

         

   

  

f f

72 
COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

1 laptops and thei r testi mony related to the culli ng process. 

2 The reason that -- we were i nterested i n getting that 

3 evidence as e fi ci ently and e fecti vely as we could. And 

4 because consent was not being given as a result of obj ecti ons 

5 being made on attorney-cli ent-pri vi lege grounds, we felt that 

  the compulsory process needed to be explored. 

7 Q So would you then say that there were di sagreements 

8 i n when to use or not use compulsory process among members of  

9 the Mi dyear team and then also between the Mi dyear team and 

10 the DOJ prosecutors that were handli ng the matter? 

11 A Yes, generally, disagreements came up from ti me to 

12 ti me. 

13 Q Would you generally say that -- let me take a step 

14 back. Generally, why di d the FBI advocate for the use of  

15 compulsory process? 

1  A As a general matter? Or are you speaki ng about any 

17 parti cular deci sion poi nt? 

18 Q As a general matter. 

19 A There were certain arguments that were made i n 

20 favor of compulsory process, i ncludi ng the completeness of  

21 the i nformation that would be obtai ned, the timeli ness of i t, 

22 those types of consi derati ons. 

23 Q Okay. Generally, why di d the -- well, I' ll say, 

24 generally, did the career prosecutors i n the case favor 

25 obtai ni ng evidence through consent? 
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1 A Yes. 

2 Q Why i s that, i n your experience? 

3 A So we' re talki ng about generali ti es, whi ch i s --

4 you know, there were speci fi c deci si on poi nts wi th respect to 

5 di ferent devi ces and di ferent laptops and di ferent witness 

  i ntervi ews and thi ngs li ke that. And so I' m taki ng your 

7 questi on to mean sort of at a very --

8 Q Yes. 

9 A -- hi gh, general level. I' m sorry, so you were 

10 aski ng --

11 Q Why di d the career prosecutors in this case 

12 generally favor obtai ni ng evi dence through consent? 

13 A As a general matter, there were 

14 attorney-cli ent-pri vi lege issues that were i mpli cated with 

15 respect to certain devi ces and intervi ews and materi als. 

1  BY MS. KIM: 

17 Q So let' s take that generality and make i t speci fi c 

18 to the culli ng laptops. 

19 A Okay. 

20 Q Wi th regard to the culli ng laptops, di d the FBI and 

21 the Justi ce Department have a strategi c disagreement about 

22 how to obtai n the evi dence on the culli ng laptops? 

23 A At a certai n poi nt i n ti me, yes. But we worked 

24 through that i ssue. 

25 Q At the poi nt where the Justi ce Department and the 
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1 FBI  di sagreed,  can  you  explai n  why  the  FBI  -- why  certain  

2 persons  i n  the  FBI  advocated  for  the  use  of compulsory  

3 process  to  obtai n  the  culling  laptops?  

4 A  I  mean,  the  -- i f you' re  aski ng  why,  i t  was  because  

5 we  wanted  to  get  access  to  the  informati on  --

  Mr.  Herri ngton.  When  you  say  "we, "  you  mean  --

7 Ms.  Anderson.  We,  the  team,  the  i nvesti gati ve  team,  the  

8 FBI  wri t  large.  And  thi s  was  something  that  went  all  the  way  

9 up  to  the  Deputy  Di rector,  i f not  the  Di rector.  

10  Access  to  wi tness  testi mony  about  the  culli ng  process  

11  and  to  the  culli ng  laptops.  The  FBI  team  felt  that  i t  was  

12  i mportant,  i n  order  to  conduct  a  complete  and  thorough  

13  i nvesti gati on,  to  have  access  to  that  i nformation.  And  so  we  

14  couldn' t  si mply  j ust  rest  on  the  attorney-cli ent-pri vi lege  

15  objecti ons  and  the  fai lure,  unwilli ngness  at  that  poi nt  i n  

1  ti me  of the  indi vi duals  to  gi ve  consent  either  to  si t  for  

17  i ntervi ews  on  that  process  or  to  provi de  the  laptops.  

18  BY  MS.  KIM:  

19  Q  We  have  heard  from  Justi ce  Department  lawyers  also  

20  that  they  generally  agreed  wi th  the  need  to  obtai n  the  

21  culli ng  laptops.  Is  that  your  understanding  as  well?  

22  A  At  some  poi nt  i n  ti me,  yes,  they  came  to  agree  wi th  

23  that,  but  I  don' t  believe  they  necessari ly  -- that  everybody  

24  agreed  at  the  outset  wi th  that  proposi ti on.  

25  Q  When  there  were  disagreements  between  the  FBI  and  
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1 the Justi ce Department on how to seek the culli ng laptops, 

2 was that di sagreement based on legi timate strategi c 

3 di ferences between --

4 A Yes. 

5 Q -- the Justi ce Department and the FBI? 

  A Yes. 

7 BY MR. MORGAN: 

8 Q Do you thi nk that the DOJ prosecutors were maki ng 

9 these deci si ons based on poli ti cal bias --

10 A No. 

11 Q -- or any other i mproper consi derati ons? 

12 A No. 

13 Q In your experi ence, did any senior poli tical 

14 leaders at DOJ i ntervene on decisi ons to seek or not seek 

15 compulsory process? 

1  A I was not aware of any such ci rcumstances. 

17 Q Okay. Are you aware if Attorney General Lynch ever 

18 i ntervened i n any of the matters i nvolvi ng -- di sagreements 

19 i nvolvi ng compulsory process? 

20 A Not to my knowledge. 

21 Q What about Deputy Attorney General Sally Yates? 

22 A Not to my knowledge. 

23 Q Matt Axelrod? 

24 A Not to my knowledge. 

25 Q John Carli n? 
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1 A Not to my knowledge. 

2 Q Di d any of the disagreements on how to obtai n 

3 evidence a fect the thoroughness of the i nvestigation? 

4 A No. 

5 Q In your experi ence, i s i t common to have 

  di sagreements between FBI agents and DOJ prosecutors worki ng 

7 on a case? 

8 A Yes. 

9 Q Is i t common for the FBI to want to move more 

10 quickly or aggressi vely and for DOJ to ask for more evi dence 

11 or take a more cauti ous approach? 

12 A Yes. 

13 Q Based on your answers we j ust discussed, i s i t fai r 

14 to say that you beli eve the FBI was aggressi ve i n suggesti ng 

15 that the Cli nton emai l i nvestigati on make use of compulsory 

1  process? 

17 A Yes. 

18 Q And i s it also fai r to say that you beli eve the 

19 prosecutors di sagreed wi th the FBI' s suggesti on based on 

20 legi ti mate di ferences related to approach on strategy --

21 A Yes. 

22 Q -- not because of any poli ti cal bi as? 

23 A Correct. 

24 Q I want to turn now to the events surrounding the 

25 editi ng and drafti ng of the July 5th statement that Mr. Comey 
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1 made,  announcement  of declinati on  of -- or  the  decisi on  not  

2 to  pursue  charges  against  Secretary  Cli nton.  There  have  been  

3 a  lot  of allegations  regardi ng  thi s  July  5th  statement  that  

4 Di rector  Comey  drafted.  I' m  going  to  walk  you  through  it  i n  

5 detai l.  Who  drafted  the  -- or  I  want  to  di scuss  i n  detai l.  

  Who  drafted  the  statement  ini ti ally,  to  your  knowledge?  

7 A  The  former  Director,  Mr.  Comey.  

8 Q  Do  you  know  who  held  the  authority  to  approve  the  

9 fi nal  language  of the  statement  -- July  5th  statement?  

10  A  The  former  Director.  

11  Q  Di d  Peter  Strzok  or  Lisa  Page  have  the  authority  to  

12  approve  the  fi nal  language  of the  July  5th,  2016,  statement  

13  recommendi ng  not  to  prosecute  Secretary  Cli nton?  

14  A  No.  

15  Q  Di d  you  ever  make  edi ts  or  suggesti ons  to  the  

1  statement  wi th  the  purpose  of helpi ng  Secretary  Clinton  or  

17  damagi ng  the  Trump  campai gn?  

18  A  No.  

19  Q  Do  you  know  if anyone  else  di d?  Are  you  aware  of  

20  anyone  else?  

21  A  I  am  not  aware  of anyone  else.  

22  Q  Were  members  of the  Midyear  FBI  team  free  to  

23  express  thei r  concerns  during  the  drafti ng  process?  

24  A  Yes.  

25  Q  Do  you  recall  any  member  of the  team  expressi ng  
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1 si gni fi cant di sagreements about the statement' s fi nal 

2 wordi ng? 

3 A Di sagreements ever through the course of the 

4 drafti ng process? 

5 Mr. Herri ngton. The statement' s fi nal wordi ng. 

  Mr. Morgan. The fi nal wordi ng. 

7 Ms. Anderson. Oh, the fi nal words. No. 

8 BY MR. MORGAN: 

9 Q Why was the o fi ci al statement drafted before the 

10 FBI o fici ally closed the investigation i n July 2016? 

11 A To begi n the thought process of what the end mi ght 

12 look li ke. I think the former Di rector referred to i t as a 

13 straw man. 

14 Q And do you beli eve that Di rector Comey acted 

15 i mproperly by prematurely drafting an i niti al statement 

1  before Secretary Cli nton' s i ntervi ew and others were 

17 i ntervi ewed in the case? 

18 A No. I very much understood hi s mi nd to be open to 

19 the possi bi lity we mi ght recei ve additi onal evi dence that 

20 would change our assessment i n the case. 

21 Q If the FBI' s i ntervi ews of Secretary Cli nton and 

22 others produced new evi dence that supported prosecuti ng 

23 Secretary Clinton, would the FBI have i gnored that evi dence 

24 and stuck wi th the existi ng drafted statement? 

25 A No. 
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1 Q  In  other  words,  did  the  i niti al  draft  statements  i n  

2 the  spring  of 2016  lock  i n  the  FBI' s  recommendati on  not  to  

3 prosecute,  regardless  of any  new  evi dence?  

4 A  No.  

5 Q  But  the  FBI  di d  not  actually  recei ve  new  evi dence  

  i n  these  i ntervi ews  that  supported  prosecuti ng  Secretary  

7 Clinton,  correct?  

8 A  Correct.  

9 Q  I  now  want  to  talk  about  the  editi ng  process.  And  

10  to  do  so,  I  would  li ke  to  introduce  an  exhi bi t,  which  I  

11  beli eve  would  be  exhi bi t  2.  

12  [Anderson  Exhibi t  No.  2  

13  was  marked  for  i denti fi cati on. ]  

14  BY  MR.  MORGAN:  

15  Q  This  i s  House  Resolution  907,  whi ch  was  i ntroduced  

1  by  Republi can  Members  of Congress  i n  May  of thi s  year,  

17  May  22nd,  2018.  And  it  requests  that  the  Attorney  General  

18  appoi nt  a  second  special  counsel  to  investi gate  the  

19  Department  of Justi ce  and  the  FBI.  

20  A  Okay.  

21  Q  So  I  would  like  to  j ust  fi rst  begi n  by  aski ng  you  

22  to  turn  to  page  4.  And  the  fi rst  clause  begi ns,  quote,  

23  "Whereas  Di rector  Comey,  i n  the  fi nal  draft  of hi s  statement,  

24  allowed  FBI  Agent  Peter  Strzok  to  replace  ' grossly  

25  negli gent, '  whi ch  i s  legally  puni shable  under  Federal  law,  
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1 wi th  ' extremely  careless, '  whi ch  i s  not  legally  puni shable  

2 under  Federal  law. "  

3 Do  you  wi th  the  characteri zati on  that  Di rector  Comey,  

4 quote,  "allowed"  FBI  Agent  Peter  Strzok  to  replace  "grossly  

5 negli gent"  with  "extremely  careless"?  

  A  To  be  more  preci se  about  i t,  I  understand  that  the  

7 i nvesti gati ve  team  suggested  to  Mr.  Comey  the  eli minati on  of  

8 the  use  of the  word  "grossly  negli gent"  from  the  publi c  

9 statement  and  that  Mr.  Comey  accepted  those  changes.  

10  Q  Do  you  know  why?  

11  A  Why  --

12  Q  Why  di d  they?  

13  A  Why  di d  they  make  the  recommendati on?  

14  Q  Correct.  

15  A  The  team  felt  that  there  was  not  evi dence  of gross  

1  negli gence  as  i t' s  been  i nterpreted  in  thi s  parti cular  

17  statute.  

18  Q  At  the  ti me  "grossly  negli gent"  was  used  i n  the  

19  i niti al  draft,  did  Di rector  Comey' s  statement  conclude  that  

20  the  FBI  recommend  the  prosecuti on  of Secretary  Cli nton?  

21  A  I' m  sorry.  Say  that  agai n.  

22  Q  At  the  ti me  "grossly  negli gent"  was  used  i n  the  

23  i niti al  draft,  did  Di rector  Comey' s  statement  conclude  that  

24  the  FBI  recommend  prosecution  of Secretary  Clinton?  

25  A  No.  
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1 Q The Inspector General' s report actually makes clear 

2 that the change i n Di rector Comey' s statement was not 

3 Mr. Strzok' s doi ng; i t was based on legal di scussi ons by you 

4 and attorneys i n your o fi ce. Is that correct? 

5 A I was not i nvolved i n the di scussi on that led 

  di rectly to the edi t that was made i n the speech. 

7 Q Were any attorneys under your supervisi on i nvolved? 

8 A Yes. 

9 Q Would you say, though, that, based on your 

10 understandi ng, that FBI attorneys -- however, not Peter 

11 Strzok -- would have made the substanti ve decisi on to change 

12 "grossly negli gent" to "extremely careless"? 

13 A Would have made the deci si on? Or would have 

14 provi ded i nput to? Could you clari fy what you' re aski ng? 

15 Q Yes. Based on our ki nd of earlier question, 

1  Mr. Strzok didn' t have fi nal deci si on on what the statement 

17 looked li ke, correct? 

18 A Correct. 

19 Q That was Di rector Comey, correct? 

20 A Correct. 

21 Q But the deci si on to change that, was that based on 

22 recommendati ons made by attorneys -- to your understanding, 

23 made by attorneys under your supervi si on? 

24 A Based, in part, on recommendati ons from attorneys 

25 under my supervi si on, yes. 
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1 Q  So  i t  wasn' t  Mr.  Strzok  maki ng  -- i t  wasn' t  based  

2 purely  on  Mr.  Strzok' s  recommendati on  that  that  change  was  

3 made?  

4 A  No,  i t  was  not  based  exclusi vely  on  Mr.  Strzok' s  

5 recommendati on.  

  Q  Accordi ng  to  the  IG  report,  after  revi ewing  a  draft  

7 of the  report,  you  told  the  OIG  that  you  rai sed  concerns  

8 about  the  use  of the  phrase  "extremely  careless"  to  descri be  

9 former  Cli nton' s  conduct  as  bei ng  unnecessary  to  the  

10  statement  and  also  li kely  to  raise  questions  as  to  why  the  

11  conduct  di d  not  constitute  gross  negli gence.  

12  To  be  clear,  di d  you  beli eve  that  Secretary  Cli nton' s  

13  conduct  di d  not  constitute  gross  negli gence  under  793(f)(1) ?  

14  A  I  di d  not  beli eve  i t  amounted  to  gross  negligence  

15  wi thi n  the  meani ng  of that  statute.  

1  Q  In  fact,  the  "gross  negli gence"  provisi ons  were  

17  consi dered  by  the  Justi ce  Department  to  be  potenti ally  

18  unconstituti onally  vague,  correct?  

19  A  Yes.  

20  Q  And  the  Justice  Department  --

21  A  That' s  my  understandi ng,  yes.  

22  Q  And  has  the  Justice  Department  -- i t' s  also  my  

23  understandi ng  that  the  Justi ce  Department  hasn' t  used  that  

24  statute  once  to  charge  an  indi vi dual  i n  the  past  99  years.  

25  Is  that  correct?  
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1 A  That' s  my  understandi ng,  yes.  

2 Q  Do  you  and  other  FBI  attorneys  -- pardon  me.  Di d  

3 you  and  other  FBI  attorneys  undertake  your  own  i ndependent  

4 research  of the  i ssue  to  ensure  that  Secretary  Cli nton' s  

5 conduct  di d  not  constitute  gross  negli gence  under  793(f)(1) ?  

  A  I  beli eve  the  attorney  who  reported  to  me,  yes,  

7 that  she  undertook  some  addi ti onal  legal  research  on  her  own  

8 on  that  particular  i ssue.  

9 Q  And  do  you  know  what  the  result  of that  research  

10  was?  

11  A  She  was  not  able  to  i denti fy  any  case  that  was  

12  analogous  to  thi s  one  i n  whi ch  there  were  -- she  was  not  able  

13  to  i denti fy  any  case  in  which  charges  were  brought.  

14  Q  Can  you  descri be  why  you  and  others  in  OGC  beli eved  

15  Di rector  Comey  should  not  use  the  phrase  "grossly  negli gent, "  

1  a  phrase  wi th  a  separate  legal  meani ng  than  i f he  was  usi ng  

17  i t  i n  a  colloqui al  sense,  not  as  a  legal  term  of art?  

18  Let  me  rephrase.  Is  it  your  understandi ng  that  when  

19  Di rector  Comey  i ni ti ally  i ncluded  the  term  "gross  negli gence"  

20  he  was  usi ng  i t  i n  the  colloqui al  sense,  not  as  a  legal  term  

21  of art?  

22  A  I  don' t  know  exactly  what  he  i ntended  wi th  respect  

23  to  that  i ni tial  draft.  

24  Q  But  di d  you  beli eve  that  he  should  not  use  i t,  

25  however,  because  "grossly  negli gent"  has  a  separate  legal  
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1 meani ng that' s di ferent from a colloqui al understandi ng of  

2 that -- the colloqui al sense of that term or the potential 

3 colloquial sense of that term? 

4 A I di d not beli eve he should use the term "grossly 

5 negli gent" given the conclusi on that we were reaching i n the 

  case, yes. 

7 Q Di d the edi t of replaci ng "grossly negli gent" wi th 

8 "extremely careless" change the FBI' s substanti ve legal 

9 conclusions in any way? 

10 A No. 

11 Q Do you recall speci fi cally whether the edi t was 

12 made by Li sa Page, Peter Strzok, or someone else? 

13 A My understandi ng, although I was not i n the room at 

14 the ti me, i s that the edi t that was suggested or recommended 

15 to former Di rector Comey was the product of a di scussi on 

1  among Pete Strzok, Jon Mo fa, Lisa Page, and FBI Attorney 1. 

17 Q So i t was not any one of -- i t was not Peter Strzok 

18 or Li sa Page who i ndi vi dually -- i s it your understandi ng 

19 that no one person i n the meeti ng that you j ust descri bed was 

20 responsible for maki ng that edi t? 

21 A That' s correct. 

22 Q To your recollection, was the edi t made because of  

23 any -- or, to your knowledge, let' s say, was the edi t made 

24 because of any i nappropri ate consi derati ons, i ncludi ng tryi ng 

25 to help Hi llary Cli nton avoi d prosecuti on? 
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1 A Not to my knowledge. 

2 Q And di d anyone ulti mately di sagree with the 

3 deci si on to omi t the phrase "gross negli gence" and i nstead 

4 use "extremely careless, " a phrase that the Director had 

5 already used i n his draft? 

  A Theres was no di sagreement about the omi ssi on of  

7 "grossly negli gent, " but there were concerns that were 

8 arti culated about the continued descri ption of her conduct as 

9 extremely careless. 

10 Q In fact, you were one of the people who expressed 

11 concerns about Director Comey publi cly cri ti ci zi ng Secretary 

12 Clinton' s uncharged conduct. According to the IG report, 

13 quote, you told the OIG that you expressed concerns about 

14 criti ci zi ng uncharged conduct duri ng di scussions with Comey 

15 i n June 2016. Is that correct? 

1  A Yes. 

17 Q However, the IG report conti nued that you sai d of  

18 the decisi on to i nclude such criti ci sm, i t, quote, "was a 

19 si gnal that we weren' t j ust letti ng her o f the hook. Our 

20 conclusions were goi ng to be vi ewed as less assai lable at the 

21 end of the day i f thi s ki nd of content was i ncluded, " end 

22 quote. 

23 When di d you rai se concerns wi th Di rector Comey about 

24 criti ci zi ng uncharged conduct? 

25 A In one of the oral di scussions that we had wi th 
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1 hi m, i n one of the i n-person meeti ngs. 

2 Q Di d you ulti mately agree with his deci si on to 

3 i nclude cri tici sms of Secretary Cli nton' s uncharged conduct 

4 i n the statement? 

5 A I understood hi s reasoni ng, and i t wasn' t my role 

  to second-guess his ulti mate deci si on. 

7 Q So would you say then that you ulti mately then 

8 agreed wi th hi s deci sion? 

9 A It was a reasonable deci si on that he made at the 

10 ti me based on hi s concerns about the credibi lity of the 

11 i nsti tuti on, yes. 

12 Q Can you explai n your reasoni ng for the statement 

13 that i ncludi ng descri pti ons of uncharged conduct i ndi cated 

14 that -- pardon me. 

15 Can you explai n the previ ous statement, that you were 

1  quoted in the IG report sayi ng that includi ng descri pti ons of  

17 uncharged conduct i ndicated that, quote, "we weren' t j ust 

18 letti ng her o f the hook. Our conclusi ons were going to be 

19 vi ewed as less assai lable. " What di d you mean by that? 

20 A So what I stated was a reflecti on of Di rector 

21 Comey' s reasoni ng, as I understood i t at the ti me based on 

22 what he had arti culated i n those meeti ngs i n whi ch I was 

23 present, that essenti ally by i ncludi ng more facts about what 

24 we i denti fi ed wi th respect to her conduct that was 

25 concerning, even i f not crimi nal, that that would bolster the 
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1 credi bi li ty of our conclusions, that we were not recommendi ng 

2 prosecuti on, when that conclusi on was conveyed publi cly. 

3 Q The IG report concluded, quote, "We have found no 

4 evidence that Comey' s public statement announci ng the FBI' s 

5 deci si on to close the i nvesti gation was the result of bias or 

  an e fort to i nfluence the election. Instead, the 

7 documentary and testi mony evi dence revi ewed by the OIG 

8 reflected that Comey' s decisi on was the result of hi s 

9 consi derati on of the evi dence that the FBI collected duri ng 

10 the course of the i nvesti gati on and hi s understanding of the 

11 proof requi red to pursue a prosecuti on under the relevant 

12 statutes. " 

13 Is thi s conclusi on consi stent with your experience? 

14 A Yes. 

15 Q So, quote, "bi as or any e fort to i nfluence the 

1  electi on, " end quote, was not part of the FBI' s 

17 deci si onmaki ng i n any way? 

18 A No. 

19 Q Do you have any reason to beli eve that Director 

20 Comey' s recommendati on against prosecuti ng Hi llary Cli nton 

21 was i nfluenced by any i mproper consi derations, i ncludi ng 

22 poli ti cal bi as? 

23 A No. 

24 Q Was your opi ni on i nfluenced by poli tical bi as? 

25 A No. 
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1 Q Was your opi ni on based on the law and the facts? 

2 A Yes. 

3 BY MS. KIM: 

4 Q Ms. Anderson, i n March of 2017, Di rector Comey 

5 di sclosed i n public congressi onal testi mony that the FBI had 

  begun an i nvestigati on i nto the Russian Government' s e forts 

7 to i nterfere wi th the 2016 Presidential election, includi ng 

8 the nature of any li nks between i ndi vi duals associ ated wi th 

9 the Trump campaign and the Russian Government and whether 

10 there was any coordi nati on between the campai gn and Russi a' s 

11 e forts. 

12 Di d you work on that investi gation? 

13 A Yes. 

14 Q What was your role i n that i nvesti gati on? 

15 A It was si mi lar to the role that I played i n the 

1  Mi dyear Exam i nvesti gati on. In other words, I was a 

17 supervi sor of the legal guidance that was gi ven i n connecti on 

18 wi th that i nvesti gati on. 

19 Q When di d you start your work on that i nvesti gati on? 

20 A In late July of 2016. 

21 Q And when di d you stop working on that 

22 i nvesti gati on? 

23 A When I went out on materni ty leave, whi ch was i n 

24 March of 2017. 

25 Q I would li ke to ask you a seri es of general 
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1 questi ons  about  the  FBI' s  investigative  techniques.  

2 In  May  of 2018,  the  Presi dent  tweeted:  "Apparently  the  

3 DOJ  put  a  Spy  i n  the  Trump  Campaign.  This  has  been  never  

4 been  done  before  and  by  any  means  necessary,  they  are  out  to  

5 frame  Donald  Trump  for  cri mes  he  di dn' t  commi t. "  

  Are  you  aware  of any  information  that  would  substanti ate  

7 the  Presi dent' s  clai m  that  the  DOJ  put  a  spy  in  the  Trump  

8 campai gn?  

9 A  I' m  not  aware  of any  such  evi dence.  

10  Q  Are  you  aware  of the  FBI  ever  placi ng  spies  i n  a  

11  U. S.  poli ti cal  campai gn  duri ng  your  ti me  at  the  FBI?  

12  A  No.  

13  Q  Are  you  aware  of any  information  that  would  

14  substanti ate  the  President' s  claim  that  the  DOJ  i s  out  to  

15  frame  Donald  Trump?  

1  A  No.  

17  Q  Have  you  been  personally  i nvolved  i n  any  

18  i nvesti gati ons  where  the  FBI  di d  not  follow  i ts  establi shed  

19  protocols  on  the  use  of human  i nformants?  

20  A  Not  to  my  knowledge.  

21  Q  Have  you  ever  been  a  part  of any  DOJ  or  FBI  

22  i nvesti gati on  conducted  for  a  poli ti cal  purpose?  

23  A  No.  

24  Q  Have  you  ever  been  i nvolved  i n  a  DOJ  or  FBI  

25  i nvesti gati on  that  attempted  to  frame  a  U. S.  ci ti zen  for  a  
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1 crime that he or she di d not commi t? 

2 A No. 

3 Q On August 29th, the Presi dent tweeted: Bruce "Ohr 

4 told the FBI i t (the Fake Dossi er) wasn' t true, i t was a li e 

5 and the FBI was determi ned to use i t anyway to damage Trump 

  and to perpetuate a fraud on the court to spy on the Trump 

7 campai gn. Thi s i s a fraud on the court. " 

8 To your knowledge, di d DOJ o fi ci al Bruce Ohr ever 

9 communi cate to the FBI that the raw intelli gence reports from 

10 Chri stopher Steele were untruthful or were li es? 

11 A Not to my knowledge. 

12 Q Have you personally ever been a part of any e fort 

13 to perpetuate a fraud on the FISA court? 

14 A No. 

15 Q Have you ever been a part of any i nvesti gati on 

1  where the FBI or the Justi ce Department used poli tically 

17 bi ased, unveri fi ed sources i n order to obtai n a FISA warrant? 

18 A No. 

19 Q Are you aware of any instances duri ng your tenure 

20 at the FBI where the FBI or the Justice Department 

21 manufactured evi dence i n order to obtai n a FISA warrant? 

22 A No. 

23 Q Are you aware of the FISA court, again, duri ng your 

24 ti me at the FBI, ever approvi ng an FBI or DOJ warrant that 

25 was not based on credible and su fi cient evi dence? 
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1 A  No.  

2 Q  In  your  ti me  at  the  FBI,  are  you  aware  of any  

3 attempts  by  the  FBI  or  the  Justi ce  Department  attempti ng  to  

4 i ntenti onally  mi slead  FISA  court  j udges  i n  an  applicati on  for  

5 a  FISA  warrant?  

  A  No.  

7 Q  Are  you  aware  of the  FBI  omi tti ng  evidence  or  

8 manufacturi ng  evidence  for  a  FISA  warrant  i n  your  ti me  at  the  

9 FBI?  

10  A  Not  i ntenti onally  omi tti ng  evi dence,  but  there  are  

11  ti mes  when  we  do  have  to  bri ng  to  the  court' s  attenti on  

12  addi ti onal  i nformati on  that  was  omi tted  from  the  FISA  

13  appli cati on.  

14  Q  And  when  --

15  A  -- robust  practi ce  of bri ngi ng  that  informati on  to  

1  the  court' s  attenti on.  

17  Q  And  when  additi onal  i nformati on  of that  nature  i s  

18  warranted,  are  you  aware  of the  FBI  ever  attempti ng  to  

19  suppress  or  bury  that  i nformati on  and  not  bri ng  i t  to  the  

20  FISA  court' s  attenti on?  

21  A  No.  

22  Q  In  your  ti me  at  the  FBI,  are  you  aware  of any  

23  i nstances  of the  Justice  Department  fai ling  to  follow  all  

24  proper  procedures  to  obtai n  a  FISA  warrant?  

25  A  No.  
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1 Q  Can  you  bri efly  explain  to  us  what  the  Five  Eyes  

2 alli ance  i s?  

3 A  It' s  the  Governments  of Australia,  Canada,  New  

4 Zealand,  the  Uni ted  Kingdom,  and  the  Uni ted  States.  

5 Q  And  thi s  i s  an  i ntelligence-shari ng  alli ance.  Is  

  that  ri ght?  

7 A  Yes,  among  other  thi ngs.  

8 Q  Are  you  aware  of the  Uni ted  States  havi ng  bi lateral  

9 i nformati on-sharing  relati onshi ps  wi th  each  of those  

10  countri es  outsi de  of the  formal  Fi ve  Eyes  relati onshi p?  

11  A  Yes.  

12  Q  And  so  Fi ve  Eyes  then  i s  not  the  exclusi ve  channel  

13  that  the  FBI  or  our  i ntelligence  communi ty  uses  to  receive  

14  i nformati on  from  the  Governments  of the  Uni ted  Ki ngdom,  

15  Canada,  New  Zealand,  or  Australia?  

1  A  Correct.  

17  Q  In  your  ti me  at  the  FBI,  are  you  aware  of the  FBI  

18  or  the  Justi ce  Department  ever  investi gating  the  Trump  

19  campai gn  for  poli ti cal  purposes?  

20  A  No.  

21  Q  To  your  knowledge,  di d  Presi dent  Obama  or  anyone  i n  

22  hi s  Whi te  House  ever  demand  or  request  that  the  FBI  or  the  

23  Justi ce  Department  i nfi ltrate  or  survei l  the  Trump  campai gn  

24  for  politi cal  purposes?  

25  A  Not  to  my  knowledge.  
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1 Q  If you  had  to  guess,  how  would  the  FBI  leadershi p  

2 have  handled  any  requests  of this  nature  from  the  Obama  Whi te  

3 House?  

4 A  They  would' ve  decli ned  to  parti ci pate.  

5 Q  I  would  li ke  to  ask  you  some  general  questi ons  

  about  a  persistent  conspi racy  theory  i nvolvi ng  Department  of  

7 Justi ce  lawyer  Bruce  Ohr.  

8 To  your  knowledge,  di d  Mr.  Ohr  have  any  role  in  drafti ng  

9 or  revi ewi ng  the  Carter  Page  FISA  appli cati ons?  

10  A  Not  to  my  knowledge.  

11  Q  Was  Mr.  Ohr  part  of the  deci si onmaki ng  chai n  of  

12  command  for  the  Page  FISA  appli cati on?  

13  A  No.  

14  Q  Was  Mr.  Ohr  part  of the  approval  process  for  the  

15  Page  FISA  appli cation?  

1  A  No.  

17  Q  Was  Mr.  Ohr  ever  a  deci si onmaker  for  matters  

18  pertai ning  to  the  FBI' s  counterintelli gence  i nvestigati on  

19  i nto  Russi an  collusi on?  

20  A  No.  

21  Q  Was  Mr.  Ohr  involved  in  any  way  i n  the  deci si on  to  

22  i niti ate  a  counteri ntelli gence  operati on  relati ng  to  

23  potenti al  Republi can  collusi on  wi th  the  Trump  campai gn?  

24  A  No.  

25  Q  So  he  had  no  role  whatsoever  i n  the  deci si on  to  
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1 open  that  i nvesti gati on.  Is  that  ri ght?  

2 A  Correct.  

3 Q  Are  you  aware  of any  acti ons  by  Mr.  Ohr  that  

4 i nappropri ately  i nfluenced  or  tai nted  the  FBI' s  deci si on  to  

5 i niti ate  the  Russia  collusion  i nvestigation?  

  A  No.  

7 Q  Are  you  aware  of any  acti ons  by  Mr.  Ohr  that  caused  

8 you  to  doubt  the  legi ti macy  of Speci al  Counsel  Mueller' s  

9 i nvesti gati on  i n  any  way?  

10  A  No.  

11  

12  

13  

14  

15  

1  

17  

18  

19  

20  

21  

22  

23  

24  

25  
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1 [12: 09 a. m. ] 

2 BY MS. KIM: 

3 Q Do you beli eve i t i s important that Special Counsel 

4 Mueller be allowed to complete all aspects of hi s 

5 i nvesti gati on wi thout i nterference? 

  A Yes. 

7 Q Why? 

8 A It' s i mportant for any cri mi nal i nvesti gati on to be 

9 allowed to be completed wi thout i nterference from 

10 poli ti cal -- for poli ti cal reasons. 

11 Q Republi cans have rai sed questi ons about why the FBI 

12 di d not provide the Trump campaign with a defensi ve bri efi ng 

13 about Russi an attempts to infi ltrate the campaign. It has 

14 been publi cly reported that on July 19th, 2016, seni or FBI 

15 o fi ci als gave a hi gh-level counteri ntelli gence briefi ng to 

1  the Trump campaign. It has been publi cly reported that i n 

17 that briefi ng, FBI o fi ci als warned the Trump campai gn about 

18 potenti al threats from forei gn alli es -- foreign spi es, 

19 excuse me, and i nstructed the Trump campai gn to i nform the 

20 FBI about any suspi ci ous overtures. 

21 Are you generally aware of the fact of the July 19th, 

22 2016, counteri ntelli gence bri efing to the Trump campai gn? 

23 A I' m generally aware that there were general 

24 counterintelli gence defensive bri efi ngs that were gi ven to 

25 both -- representati ve of both campaigns, once they became 
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1 the maj or party nomi nees. July 19th sounds a li ttle bi t 

2 early to me, but I don' t have any preci se knowledge of the 

3 date on whi ch those defensive bri efi ngs were gi ven. 

4 Q So I take i t you di d not personally partici pate i n 

5 that briefi ng? 

  A No, I did not. 

7 Q Are you generally aware of the substance that thi s 

8 briefi ng was i ntended to convey? 

9 A At a very hi gh level of generality, yes. 

10 Q And how would you descri be that content? 

11 A My --

12 M May we confer wi th the wi tness for j ust a 

13 quick moment? Thank you. 

14 [Discussi on o f the record. ] 

15 Ms. Anderson. At a very high level of generali ty in 

1  order to avoid getti ng i nto classi fi ed i nformati on, i t was a 

17 general bri efi ng about threats posed by parti cular countri es 

18 who engage i n hosti le acti vi ti es against the Uni ted States, 

19 and I presume some of the indi cators of that type of acti vi ty 

20 that the campai gns mi ght want to look for i n order to protect 

21 themselves from those types of acti viti es. 

22 BY MS. KIM: 

23 Q Do you know if the Trump campai gn reported any 

24 contacts wi th forei gn o fi ci als or forei gn actors duri ng thi s 

25 briefi ng? 
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1 A I don' t know. 

2 Q Would you have been i n a posi ti on to know i f the 

3 Trump campai gn had reported contact wi th foreign actors 

4 duri ng thi s bri efi ng? 

5 A Not necessarily. 

  Q So, as far as you' re aware, di d the Trump campai gn 

7 report any contacts between George Papadopoulos and Russi an 

8 i ndi vi duals? 

9 A Not to my knowledge. 

10 Q As far as you' re aware, di d the Trump campaign 

11 report the June 2016 Trump Tower meeti ng between seni or 

12 campai gn o fici als, i ncluding Donald Trump Jr. , Jared 

13 Kushner, and Paul Manafort, and a Russi an lawyer, and a 

14 Russi an lobbyi st? 

15 A Not to my knowledge. 

1  Q Di d the campai gn, to your knowledge, report the 

17 June 2016 emai l stati ng that the Russi an Government hoped to 

18 help Donald Trump? 

19 A I' m sorry, whi ch emai l are you referri ng to? 

20 Q It was a June 2016 emai l from Rob Goldstone to 

21 Donald Trump Jr. , stati ng that the Russi an Government hoped 

22 to help Donald Trump' s Presi denti al campai gn. 

23 A Not to my knowledge. 

24 Q Two weeks after the FBI reportedly gave i ts 

25 briefi ng, i t has been reported that on August 3rd, 2016, 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

Document ID: 0.7.643.9075-000008 005155-002579














































































 


 





              

          

         

  

           

       

     

         

         

           

        

        

           

         

           

        

       

         

        

         

          

 

        

       

  

f

f

f

98 
COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

1 Donald Trump Jr. met wi th an emissary who told Mr. Trump Jr. 

2 that the pri nces who led Saudi Arabi a and the Uni ted Arab 

3 Emirates were eager to help hi s father win electi on as 

4 Presi dent. 

5 Do you know if Donald Trump Jr. reported thi s o fer from 

  the Saudi s and the Emirati s to the FBI? 

7 A I don' t know. 

8 Q Would you say that you are a nati onal securi ty 

9 expert? 

10 A Nati onal securi ty legal expert? Yes. I hesi tate 

11 to call myself an expert on anythi ng, but I' ve practi ced i n 

12 the area for a number of years. 

13 Q Drawi ng on your experience practi ci ng i n thi s area 

14 for a number of years, why i s i t i mportant for a poli ti cal 

15 campai gn to report outreach from forei gn contacts to the FBI? 

1  A For a vari ety of di ferent reasons. One, to better 

17 protect themselves and the i nformati on that they have from 

18 being a target of forei gn influence or foreign 

19 i ntelli gence-gatheri ng e forts; and two, i n order to i nform 

20 i nvesti gati ve bodi es of evidence that could be i ndicati ve of  

21 a broader pattern, mi ght be helpful to a counteri ntelli gence 

22 i nvesti gati on, for example. Those would be two of the 

23 reasons. 

24 Q Would you agree then wi th my characteri zati on that 

25 there are si gni fi cant nati onal security and law enforcement 
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1 i mpli cati ons for a poli ti cal campai gn to conceal or fai l to 

2 report outreach from forei gn powers o feri ng to i nterfere i n 

3 U. S. electi ons? 

4 A Could you state your question agai n? 

5 Q Are there nati onal securi ty or law enforcement 

  i mpli cati ons for a U. S. poli ti cal campai gn concealing or 

7 faili ng to report o fers of foreign interference i n U. S. 

8 electi ons? 

9 Mr. Herri ngton. So i f you assume all those facts, would 

10 those have i mpli cati ons? 

11 Ms. Anderson. It could, yes. 

12 BY MS. KIM: 

13 Q Thank you. 

14 So you sai d that you fi rst became aware of what I' ll 

15 refer to as the Russi a collusi on i nvesti gati on i n the July 

1  2016 ti meframe. Is that correct? 

17 A Correct. 

18 Q So were you aware of thi s investigation before the 

19 2016 Presi denti al electi on? 

20 A Yes. 

21 Q Was Peter Strzok? 

22 A Yes. 

23 Q Was Li sa Page? 

24 A Yes. 

25 Q Was Andrew McCabe? 
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1 A Yes. 

2 Q Was Ji m Comey? 

3 A Yes. 

4 Q Was Ji m Baker? 

5 A Yes. 

  Q Do you know if any hi gh-level Justi ce Department 

7 o fi ci als were aware of the exi stence of thi s FBI 

8 i nvesti gati on before the 2016 electi on? 

9 A Yes. 

10 Q Was Loretta Lynch? 

11 A I don' t -- I don' t know when she became aware of  

12 i t. 

13 Q Was Sally Yates? 

14 A I don' t know when she became aware of i t. 

15 Q Was John Carli n? 

1  A I don' t know precisely when hi gh-level Department 

17 o fi ci als were bri efed on the i nvestigation. 

18 Q Thank you. 

19 To your knowledge, approxi mately how many FBI o fi ci als 

20 were aware of the exi stence of the Russi a collusi on 

21 i nvesti gati on before the 2016 electi on? 

22 A I don' t know the precise number, but i t was very 

23 small. 

24 Q I apologi ze for aski ng you to esti mate. Would i t 

25 be more -- would i t be more or fewer i ndi vi duals than 10? 
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1 A Investi gati ve personnel or any personnel i n the 

2 FBI? 

3 Q I wi ll use any i nvestigati ve -- any investi gati ve 

4 personnel and o fi ci als at the FBI. 

5 A It was probably sli ghtly more than 10. 

  Q Are you aware of any di sclosures from the FBI to 

7 the publi c or to the press about the exi stence of the Russi a 

8 collusi on i nvesti gati on before election day of 2016? 

9 A No. 

10 Q If you have to guess, how do you thi nk a di sclosure 

11 to the press or to the publi c about the exi stence of the 

12 Russi a collusi on i nvesti gati on would have i mpacted Donald 

13 Trump' s electoral prospects? 

14 A I have no i dea. I don' t consi der myself to be an 

15 expert on electoral poli ti cs, and I don' t know. 

1  Q If somebody at the FBI were trying to stop Donald 

17 Trump from bei ng elected Presi dent, do you think they could 

18 have publi cly di sclosed that hi s campai gn was under 

19 i nvesti gati on for potenti ally colluding with Russi an 

20 Government actors? 

21 A I don' t know. 

22 Q But, agai n, to your knowledge, no one at the FBI 

23 di sclosed this fact to the press or to the publi c. Is that 

24 correct? 

25 A Not to my knowledge. 
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1 Q  Are  you  aware  of a  deep  state  conspi racy  at  the  FBI  

2 to  stop  Donald  Trump  from  bei ng  elected  Presi dent?  

3 A  No.  

4 Q  Are  you  aware  of any  evi dence  of any  deep  state  

5 conspi racy  at  the  FBI?  

  A  No.  

7 Q  Are  you  aware  of any  evi dence  of Peter  Strzok,  Li sa  

8 Page,  Jim  Baker,  Ji m  Comey,  or  Andrew  McCabe,  attempti ng  to  

9 stop  Donald  Trump  from  bei ng  elected?  

10  A  No.  

11  Q  There  are  many  publi c  cri tici sms  against  former  FBI  

12  Di rector  Ji m  Comey.  The  Presi dent  has  accused  hi m  of bei ng  a  

13  proven  li ar  and  leaker.  Do  you  beli eve  Director  Comey  is  a  

14  proven  li ar?  

15  A  No.  

1  Q  Are  you  aware  of Di rector  Comey  ever  lyi ng  to  you?  

17  A  No.  

18  Q  Are  you  aware  of Di rector  Comey  ever  lyi ng  to  

19  Congress  under  oath?  

20  A  No.  

21  Q  Are  you  aware  of any  instances  of Di rector  Comey  

22  lying?  

23  A  No.  

24  Q  Are  you  generally  famili ar  wi th  Di rector  Comey' s  

25  testi mony  before  the  Senate  Select  Commi ttee  on  Intelli gence  
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1 on June 8th, 2017? 

2 A I watched parts of the testi mony, but I have not 

3 refreshed my recollecti on of what he sai d i n that heari ng. 

4 Q I' ll represent that i n wri tten and oral testimony, 

5 he descri bed several communi cations he had wi th Presi dent 

  Trump, detai ls of whi ch have now become unclassi fi ed because 

7 of the release of the Comey memos. Does that sound correct? 

8 A I don' t recall, but --

9 Q Wi th regard to the Comey memos, were you one of the 

10 small group of people wi th whom Di rector Comey shared detai ls 

11 about his conversati ons wi th Presi dent Trump 

12 contemporaneously? 

13 A I was aware contemporaneously of certai n of the 

14 meeti ngs wi th -- that Di rector Comey had wi th the Presi dent, 

15 yes. 

1  Q Di d you generally fi nd that Di rector Comey' s 

17 descri pti ons of these events i n hi s wri tten and oral 

18 testi mony, and i n hi s book, were consi stent with the 

19 contemporaneous descripti ons that he shared with you? 

20 M May we confer wi th the wi tness, please? 

21 Ms. Ki m. Yes, please. 

22 Mr Thank you. 

23 [Discussi on o f the record. ] 

24 Mr Thank you. The FBI i s i nstructing the 

25 wi tness not to answer the last question asked or any other 
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1 questi ons that delve into the detai ls or contents of what are 

2 commonly referred to as the Comey memos, as we vi ew that as 

3 evidence that pertai ns to the speci al counsel' s purvi ew. 

4 Thank you. 

5 Ms. Ki m. We would li ke to obj ect to that obj ecti on on 

  three grounds: First, thi s questi on has been asked to 

7 multi ple wi tnesses before, i ncludi ng Mr. McCabe, i ncluding 

8 Bi ll Priestap, i ncluding several hi gh-level FBI o fi ci als, 

9 who were all subj ect to contemporaneous -- the abi li ty to 

10 contemporaneously confi rm Di rector Comey' s descri pti ons. 

11 Secondly, the detai ls of the Comey memos are publi c. 

12 They have now been declassifi ed by the Presi dent. They have 

13 been released. We don' t understand any basi s on whi ch the 

14 FBI should be i nstructi ng the witness not to respond to 

15 matters that are a matter of publi c knowledge. 

1  Thank you. The i nstructi on stands for 

17 purposes of thi s li ne of questi oni ng ri ght now. If there i s 

18 a parti cular document that has been o fi ci ally declassi fi ed 

19 by the U. S. Government i f you wish to show the wi tness, that 

20 may help move things along. 

21 Ms. Ki m. So the FBI would not obj ect to our bri nging 

22 the Comey memos i n and asking line by li ne i f the wi tness 

23 agrees wi th the Director' s characterizations? 

M 

M
(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

24 We' re goi ng to maintai n the same obj ecti on 

25 at thi s ti me. I' m going to represent to you that if you have 
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1 an o fi ci ally declassifi ed document by the U. S. Government, 

2 that may move things along. 

3 Ms. Ki m. Thank you. 

4 BY MS. KIM: 

5 Q Ms. Anderson, do you have any reason to doubt the 

  accuracy of Di rector Comey' s oral or wri tten representati ons 

7 of the facts from when he was the FBI Di rector? 

8 A Hi s oral or wri tten --

9 Q Representati ons of the facts from when he was the 

10 FBI Di rector. 

11 Mr. Herri ngton. The facts --

12 Ms. Anderson. Related to? I' m sorry. 

13 Mr. Herri ngton. The Russi a i nvesti gati on or --

14 BY MS. KIM: 

15 Q I am aski ng if you have any evi dence to doubt 

1  Di rector Comey' s characterizati ons of hi s ti me as FBI 

17 Di rector, which he has detai led at remarkable length i n hi s 

18 book, Higher Loyalty? 

19 A Sorry, reason to doubt anythi ng that he sai d in hi s 

20 book? 

21 Q Yes. 

22 A There were -- there were certai nly thi ngs that were 

23 written i n his book that I knew not to be accurate, based on 

24 things that I had learned in the course of my work at the 

25 FBI. 
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1 Q I see. And were those -- can you descri be wi th a 

2 li ttle more specifi ci ty what those detai ls mi ght have been, 

3 generally? 

4 A Si tti ng here today, I don' t remember precisely what 

5 they were, but my sense was that Mr. Comey had mi sremembered 

  a couple of di ferent details when he was recounti ng certai n 

7 episodes wi thi n the book. 

8 Q So you' re aware of certai n detai ls that the 

9 Di rector may have mi sremembered. Are you aware of hi m 

10 purposely i naccurately representi ng any facts i n the book? 

11 A I have no evidence that that occurred, no. 

12 Q Thank you. I think that i s the end of our round of  

13 questi oni ng. 

14 [Recess. ] 

15 Mr. Parmi ter. Okay, let' s go back on the record. The 

1  ti me i s 1: 06 p. m. And before I turn i t over to my 

17 colleagues, I want to note one thi ng for the record, and i t 

18 relates to somethi ng that was rai sed by our colleagues in the 

19 previ ous hour. 

20 Our understandi ng, based upon conversati ons with the 

21 Justi ce Department, was that the memos drafted by former 

22 Di rector Comey, whi ch have been largely declassi fi ed, were 

23 fair game for congressi onal i nvesti gators to ask questi ons 

24 about. We thi nk that the representati ons to the contrary, at 

25 least based upon our understanding from the Justi ce 
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1 Department, are certainly inconsi stent with those and are 

2 i ncorrect. And I j ust want the record to reflect we agree 

3 wi th our colleagues' assessment of that poi nt and we' ll be 

4 followi ng up on i t. 

5 M Thank you for that. In reference to the 

  prior obj ection that we raised, we have consulted wi th 

7 mi nori ty counsel and have agreed to permit the asking of a 

8 si ngle question, whi ch we understand they i ntend to ask, but 

9 we appreci ate you expressi ng the commi ttee' s posi tion and, of  

10 course, we' ll convey that back to our chai n of command. 

11 Mr. Parmi ter. Thank you. Mr. Baker. 

12 BY MR. BAKER: 

13 Q Before we start, our process someti mes lends itself  

14 to duplici ty, so I apologi ze i n advance for some questi ons 

15 that probably touch upon thi ngs you may have answered or 

1  exactly what you may have answered. 

17 At the end of the last round, our colleagues from the 

18 mi nori ty sta f had asked you a question about Mr. Comey' s 

19 book, and you had i ndicated somethi ng to the e fect there 

20 were parts of i t or thi ngs i n i t that you thought were 

21 i naccurate. 

22 A That i s correct. 

23 Q Could you elaborate on what those parts were? 

24 A There' s only -- I i denti fi ed a couple of di ferent 

25 i naccuraci es when I -- when I read the book. There' s only 
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1 one that I remember sitti ng here today, though. 

2 Q And what i s that? 

3 A That pertai ns to a comment that he attri buted --

4 that he attributes i n the IG report to me during the meeti ng 

5 that took place i mmediately precedi ng the October 28th letter 

  that was sent to Congress, i n whi ch he stated somethi ng to 

7 the e fect of that I had asked whether we should take i nto 

8 account that sending the letter mi ght bring about the 

9 electi on of Donald Trump. And that was not -- that was, to 

10 my memory and to my knowledge, not an accurate statement. 

11 Mr. Herri ngton. And you clari fied your views on that i n 

12 the response to the IG? 

13 Ms. Anderson. That i s correct. 

14 Mr. Herri ngton. And that' s reflected i n the IG report? 

15 Ms. Anderson. That i s correct. 

1  BY MR. BAKER: 

17 Q Would you clari fy that for us? 

18 A I sai d -- I sai d somethi ng to the e fect of -- and 

19 this i s what' s i n the IG report -- that I asked whether we 

20 should take into account the fact that i t mi ght a fect the 

21 outcome of the electi on, given -- especi ally gi ven that we 

22 weren' t certai n what we had was materi al, i n fact it was 

23 unlikely that i t would be material evi dence, and given that 

24 whatever we would wri te about i t i n that letter, no matter 

25 how carefully, could and would li kely be over-read and 
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1 overblown. 

2 Q So the di screpancy i n Mr. Comey' s book was that 

3 there was a specifi c candi date name that was attri buted to 

4 you rather than --

5 A Correct. 

  Q -- j ust somehow a fecti ng the electi on? 

7 A Correct. 

8 Q The other i nstances of i naccuracy that you don' t 

9 speci fi cally recall, do they relate to thi ngs that were 

10 attri buted to you? 

11 A No. 

12 Q Okay. Just other statements of --

13 A Concerning the i nvestigati on. 

14 Q Concerning the i nvestigati on. But you don' t, 

15 recall even in general terms, what they related to? 

1  A No. 

17 Q Okay. In your role --

18 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

19 Q I' m sorry. Di d you ever memori ali ze any of those 

20 concerns? 

21 A No, I did not. 

22 BY MR. BAKER: 

23 Q In your role as a deputy general counsel i n 

24 national securi ty law, you i ndi cated earlier that the 

25 attorneys that were worki ng for you that were di rectly 
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1 i nvolved i n Mi dyear, were they also involved in the Russi a 

2 case? 

3 A Yes, they were. 

4 Q Were there addi tional employees that you supervi sed 

5 that were i nvolved, or j ust the same two from Mi dyear that 

  were i nvolved i n Russia? 

7 A So for the relevant poi nt of ti me, j ust the same 

8 two. I do have an addi ti onal attorney who -- well, I' m 

9 sorry. I di d have an addi ti onal attorney who was embedded i n 

10 the speci al counsel' s o fi ce. 

11 Q And that' s below the SES level? 

12 A Below the SES level, that is correct. 

13 Q Okay. That' s someone that' s i n the special 

14 counsel' s o fi ce? 

15 A Correct. 

1  Q Now, were they on the Russia case before i t became 

17 speci al counsel? 

18 A No. 

19 Q Okay. So i t' s an employee of yours at the ti me 

20 that was eventually on speci al counsel? 

21 A Correct. 

22 Q Okay. So you had i ndicated earli er that, or it 

23 sounded to me li ke the attorneys that were worki ng on Midyear 

24 were, you know, provi di ng a wi de variety of legal advi ce. 

25 Would your o fi ce have any role i n 137 -- or sources, i n 
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1 openi ng or givi ng gui dance whether a source should be 

2 conti nued, disconti nued, opened i n the first place? What 

3 role, i f any, would the general counsel' s o fi ce play i n 

4 anythi ng related to confi denti al human sources? 

5 A I am not aware of any role that we would play wi th 

  respect to openi ng sources. Sources are primari ly run and 

7 handled by the DI, and their vali dation process i s handled by 

8 the DI, not by the Counterintelli gence Divi si on. So i t seems 

9 extremely unli kely that any legal questi ons that might ari se 

10 would come to my attorneys. But I don' t know to a certai nty 

11 that my lawyers never gave any advi ce on human source i ssues. 

12 Q When you say DI, you' re referri ng to the 

13 Di rectorate of Intelligence? 

14 A That i s correct. 

15 Q Would your lawyers gi ve advi ce as to closing a 

1  source? 

17 A I don' t know. It' s certai nly -- i t' s possi ble that 

18 i f there were concerns about a source that came up i n 

19 connection with a parti cular i nvesti gati on that my lawyers 

20 could be i nvolved i n conversati ons withi n the Bureau about 

21 whether to conti nue that person as a source. 

22 Q But you' re not aware of that i n the instant cases, 

23 that that happened? 

24 A I assume you' re referri ng to Chri stopher Steele? 

25 Q Correct. 
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1 A I don' t know whether my attorney, who worked on the 

2 matter, was involved or was not i n the conversati ons, i n the 

3 consi derati on whether to close Mr. Steele as a source. 

4 Q Do you know of any other cases, anytime, anywhere, 

5 other cases that your o fi ce was i nvolved i n gi vi ng advice on 

  any aspect of i nformant operati ons? 

7 A When you say "any aspect of i nformant 

8 operati ons" --

9 Q Of whether to open someone, whether someone' s i n 

10 compli ance duri ng the ti me that they' re open, i f they' re not 

11 i n compli ance, whether they should be di scontinued? 

12 A I' m not aware of any such instances. Our o fi ce 

13 mi ght and actually routi nely provi ded legal advi ce on uses, 

14 i nvesti gati ve uses of sources overseas, for example, on 

15 double-agent operati ons i s a good example of a ci rcumstance 

1  that mi ght i mpli cate legal considerati ons. But i n terms of  

17 the types of bureaucrati c issues that you' re describi ng, 

18 those would typi cally be handled by the DI, and i f there were 

19 any legal i ssues by the lawyers supporti ng the DI. 

20 Q So i t sounds li ke -- you mentioned double-agent 

21 operati ons. It sounds li ke your o fice might gi ve legal 

22 advi ce when an i ssue arose from an actual operati onal i ssue? 

23 A Correct. 

24 Q Whether then -- rather than openi ng or closi ng, 

25 based on some admi ni strati ve reason? 
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1 A Correct. 

2 Q Are you aware, i n the course of your tenure with 

3 the FBI, of sources, and i t doesn' t have to be i n the cases 

4 we' re talki ng about here, are you aware of sources that were 

5 closed bei ng reopened and uti li zed i n i nvesti gati ons? 

  A Yes. 

7 Q So i t' s not unheard of for a source to be 

8 di scontinued and then reopened? 

9 A Certai nly not. I saw references i n documents that 

10 I read wi th some regulari ty to sources havi ng been opened and 

11 closed and opened and closed over ti me. 

12 Q Do you recall any i nstances or ci rcumstances why 

13 someone mi ght be closed and then reopened? 

14 A There are a lot of reasons why a source could be 

15 closed, i ncludi ng that they j ust si mply weren' t provi di ng 

1  frui tful i nformation. Sources can go o f the radar, can drop 

17 out of contact for a whi le, or sources can present, you know, 

18 questi ons that are concerning, too, in terms of thei r 

19 wi lli ngness to be handled, thei r wi lli ngness to comply wi th 

20 i nstructi ons that the FBI has given them. There' s j ust a 

21 whole host of di ferent reasons. 

22 Q So the last poi nt you made, their wi lli ngness to 

23 comply wi th instructi ons that the FBI has gi ven them. If  

24 they' re not wi lling or they, i n fact, don' t comply wi th any 

25 of the instructi ons that the FBI would give them, that would 
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1 be  a  reason  for  someone  to  be  disconti nued?  

2 A  It  could  be,  yes.  We  would  refer  to  that  as  a  

3 handli ng  problem.  

4 Q  Could  someone  be  opened,  reopened  for  a  handli ng  

5 problem  i f what  they  subsequently  come  to  the  Bureau  wi th  i s  

  potenti ally  so  signi ficant  or  of i nterest  that  i t  outweighs  

7 whatever  the  potenti al  handli ng  problem  was?  

8 A  I  don' t  know  the  answer  to  that  questi on.  I  

9 would  -- yeah,  I  don' t  know  the  answer.  

10  Q  Would  there  be  a  process  i n  place?  If you  don' t  

11  know  that  -- I' m  assumi ng,  but  I  don' t  know  for  sure  that  you  

12  could  be  admini strati vely  closed  for,  you  know,  absent  doi ng  

13  some  crimi nal  act,  you  could  be  admi ni strati vely  closed  for  

14  the  reasons  you  cited.  It  could  be  not  followi ng  your  

15  handler' s  i nstructions.  You  would  be,  i n  my  words,  

1  admi ni strati vely  closed.  But  I  would  think,  i n  theory,  there  

17  could  be  someone  who' s  been  closed  that  was,  up  unti l  thei r  

18  closure,  provi di ng  credi ble  i nformation  that  comes  back  to  

19  the  FBI,  or  any  agency  that,  you  know,  or  i ts  sources,  and  

20  the  i nformation  they  come  back  wi th  is  potentially  credible,  

21  because  they  have  a  history  of bei ng  credible,  that  they  

22  would  be  re-examined  for  potential  use  and  possi bly  reopened.  

23  That' s  not  out  of the  realm  of possi bi li ty?  

24  A  I  beli eve  that  i s  correct.  

25  Q  I  beli eve  you  were  asked  i n  the  last  hour  a  
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1 questi on  about  medi a  leaks.  I  have  a  very  speci fi c  questi on  

2 about  medi a  leaks,  and  i t' s  not  about  any  -- it' s  my  

3 understandi ng  that  the  IG  made  reference  to  some  medi a  leak  

4 i ssues  in  the  Bureau.  I  thi nk  very  broadly,  there  were  a  lot  

5 of unauthori zed  contacts.  

  Are  you  aware  of any  unauthori zed  medi a  contacts  anybody  

7 had  i n  OGC  with  medi a?  

8 A  No.  

9 Q  Any  OGC  employees?  

10  A  No.  

11  Q  Are  you  aware  or  have  you  heard  -- thi s  i s  the  

12  speci fi c  part  that  I  referenced.  I  had  j ust  recently  heard  

13  that  there  i s  some  asserti on  that  the  Bureau  would  leak  

14  i nformati on  about  a  case  to  the  medi a  for  the  purpose  of  

15  havi ng  the  medi a  report  out  there,  so  an  analyst  checki ng  

1  publi c  source  i nformati on  to  try  to  veri fy  a  fact  that  

17  they' re  tryi ng  to  verify  would  see  thi s  news  arti cle  or  

18  report  that  was  really  set  i n  moti on  by  a  Bureau  leak.  Are  

19  you  aware  of anythi ng  li ke  that  ever  happeni ng?  

20  A  No.  

21  Q  You  had  i ndi cated  earli er,  you  and  I  had  a  

22  di scussion  about  someti mes  the  tensi on  between  prosecutors  

23  and  i nvesti gators,  FBI,  DOJ,  havi ng  a  healthy  outcome.  Is  i t  

24  your  opini on  that  attorneys  assigned  to  the  FBI' s  general  

25  counsel  felt  there  was  an  atmosphere  where  they  could  be  
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1 candi d  wi th  thei r  fellow  attorneys,  regardless  of the  rank  of  

2 those  other  attorneys?  

3 A  Yes,  generally  speaki ng.  

4 Q  Are  there  i nstances  where  in  your  branch  that  

5 anybody  ever  expressed  a  feeli ng  that  they  couldn' t  be  candi d  

  or  felt  that  thei r  opini on  would  be  outwei ghed  by  others?  

7 A  I' m  not  aware  of any  such  ci rcumstance.  

8 Q  Are  you  aware  of a  survey  that  the  FBI  does,  a  

9 climate  survey?  

10  A  Yes.  

11  Q  And  what  i s  a  climate  survey?  

12  A  It' s  a  survey  that' s  done  that  asks  certai n  

13  questi ons  of all  FBI  employees  that  are  desi gned  to  

14  i llumi nate  the  FBI' s  performance  on  certai n  metri cs.  There  

15  are  some  questi ons  that  are  geared  at  sort  of the  performance  

1  of the  FBI  generally,  and  then  others  that  are  geared  toward  

17  parti cular  supervi sors  and  executi ves  wi thi n  the  FBI.  

18  Q  And  the  result  of these  questi ons  or  thi s  survey,  

19  what  i s  the  goal  of the  answers  to  these  vari ous  metri cs?  

20  A  I  don' t  recall  the  FBI' s  stated  goal  of doi ng  thi s,  

21  but  my  general  understandi ng  was  i n  order  to  inform  the  FBI  

22  leadershi p  about  concerns  wi thi n  the  workforce,  and  i n  order  

23  to  assess  areas  of improvement  wi thi n  the  FBI.  

24  Q  So  i t  would  go  to  thi ngs  like  employee  morale,  

25  whether  the  rank  and  fi le  thought  recogni ti on  and  awards  were  
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1 properly gi ven out, that sort of thi ng? 

2 A That' s my understandi ng. 

3 Q And how, i f you know, how di d the O fi ce of the 

4 General Counsel fare in these cli mate surveys? 

5 A It' s hard to characteri ze in a general way the 

  results of the survey, and I don' t remember the speci fi c 

7 results. 

8 Q Do you remember anything speci fi cally about the 

9 National Securi ty Branch? 

10 A No. I mean, the general sense, though, i s that 

11 lawyers are hard -- are harsh cri ti cs and they expect high 

12 performance from thei r executi ves, and so we had some of the 

13 more outspoken responders to that survey. 

14 Q Was there any parti cular area that the outspoken 

15 people gravi tated towards in expressing thei r thoughts? 

1  A One of the areas that I remember there bei ng some 

17 complai nts about was the degree of communi cation from the 

18 General Counsel to the o fice generally. 

19 Q And the o fi ce bei ng the branch? 

20 A No, the O fi ce of General Counsel. 

21 Q The whole O fi ce of General Counsel? 

22 A Yeah, uh-huh. 

23 Q Okay. 

24 BY MR. PARMITER: 

25 Q I thi nk i n our first hour, we talked a little bi t 
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1 about  -- or  you  had  i ndi cated  that  you  had  recei ved  a  call  

2 from  someone  at  the  IC  IG  or  IC  IG  counsel  when  the  Cli nton  

3 emai l  matter  was  referred  to  the  FBI.  Is  that  accurate?  

4 A  That  i s  correct.  

5 Q  There  was  a  woman  named  Jeannette,  and  you  di dn' t  

  recall  her  last  name.  

7 A  Correct.  

8 Q  Di d  the  break  help  to  refresh  your  memory  of her  

9 last  name?  

10  A  No.  

11  Q  Okay.  Have  you  ever  spoken  to  anyone  else  at  IC  IG  

12  wi th  regard  to  the  Mi dyear  Exam  matter?  

13  A  No.  

14  Q  Okay.  Charles  McCullough  was  the  IC  IG  or  perhaps  

15  still  i s  the  IC  IG,  at  least  when  the  Mi dyear  Exam  matter  was  

1  referred  to  the  Bureau.  Is  that  correct?  

17  A  That' s  my  understandi ng.  

18  Q  Di d  he  ever  bri ef you  or  anyone  else  at  the  FBI  or  

19  DOJ  or  meet  wi th  you  about  that  referral,  or  about  the  facts  

20  of the  case  or  anythi ng  li ke  that?  

21  A  I  never  met  wi th  hi m,  no.  

22  Q  Are  you  aware  whether  anyone  else  met  wi th  hi m,  

23  whether  i n  OGC  or  elsewhere  i n  the  Bureau?  

24  A  I  don' t  know.  

25  Q  Di d  you  ever  speak  to  hi m  on  a  secure  li ne,  or  over  
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1 the phone or anythi ng li ke that? 

2 A No. 

3 Q Maybe not meet with him? 

4 A No. 

5 Q Are you aware whether anyone at the Bureau ever 

  di d? 

7 A I don' t know. 

8 BY MR. BAKER: 

9 Q I' ll throw i n a random questi on. Were you ever at 

10 a meeti ng or ever copied on an emai l from Peter Strzok where 

11 he i s aski ng generally for any intelli gence i nformati on on 

12 any Hi ll sta fers, speci fi cally a Senate Judi ci ary sta fer 

13 named Emi li a Di Santo? 

14 A No. 

15 BY MR. PARMITER: 

1  Q You also talked maybe i n the previ ous hour wi th our 

17 colleagues about the 793(f) statute, the topi c of gross 

18 negli gence and i ntent. Unless I' m i ncorrect, you had stated 

19 that, you know, your beli ef was that i ntent was not 

20 requi red -- or was requi red, rather, for a prosecuti on under 

21 793(f) . Is that correct? 

22 A Correct. 

23 Q Okay. And, you know, a plai n readi ng of that 

24 statute, you know, I beli eve 793(f) (2) , you know, does 

25 requi re, you know, a showi ng of i ntent. 793(f) (1) maybe does 
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1 not. It j ust requi res gross negli gence from someone who has 

2 national defense i nformati on. Is that your general 

3 understandi ng of the plai n language of the statute? 

4 A That' s my recollecti on, yes. 

5 Q Okay. So, I mean, I guess can you expand a little 

  bi t on what your opi nion i s or what, you know, the opi nion of  

7 the General Counsel' s O fi ce was on that i ssue of intent? 

8 A So we are not the prosecutors, and so we obvi ously 

9 defer largely to the vi ews of DOJ i n the i nterpretati on of  

10 crimi nal statutes under which they bri ng prosecuti ons. 

11 But i t was our understandi ng that -- that i n looki ng at 

12 the provi si on, number one, i t had never been used before. 

13 And we' re talki ng about (f) (1) , the gross negli gence 

14 provi si on. 

15 Number two, there were -- there was some concern that 

1  was articulated i n the legislative history that mi ght --

17 mi ght apply to prosecuti ons i n ci rcumstances where there was 

18 an i ntent. 

19 And number three, there were some consti tuti onal 

20 concerns that mi ght have been -- that mi ght have been created 

21 by a ci rcumstance where the Justi ce Department mi ght try to 

22 prosecute somebody where there was not evi dence of i ntent. 

23 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

24 Q On the constituti onal vague i ssue that you j ust 

25 ci ted, I' ll sti pulate to you that we' re aware that 793 was 
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1 used as predication to obtai n legal process. So I' m 

2 wonderi ng i f the FBI, you in parti cular, knew that there were 

3 consti tuti onal questi ons as to the vali dity, the conti nui ng 

4 vali di ty of that particular statute, why would the particular 

5 agents obtai ni ng legal process have used that statute as 

  legal predi cati on to a court, i n order to obtai n evi dence, 

7 whether i t' s a search warrant or other legal process? 

8 A So what I testi fi ed to a moment ago was that there 

9 mi ght be consti tuti onal concerns i f there were a prosecuti on 

10 brought under that provi si on i n a ci rcumstance where there 

11 was not evi dence of i ntent, whi ch does not mean that -- i s 

12 somethi ng di ferent from sayi ng that the statute i s 

13 unconstituti onal on i ts face, i n other words, there i s no 

14 concei vable prosecuti on that could be brought under that 

15 provi si on. 

1  So I think that would be one legal rati onale. I don' t 

17 know i f i t' s one that any of the agents actually held i n 

18 thei r minds about when they ci ted that i n the predicati on for 

19 the legal process, but that' s a reason why that statute could 

20 be ci ted i n such process. 

21 Q Were you aware that 793 was used as legal 

22 predi cati on for lawful process obtai ned by the FBI? 

23 A Not speci fi cally, no. 

24 Q I thi nk that' s -- I mean, that stri kes me as 

25 slightly surpri si ng, that in a case where you are part of the 
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1 i nvesti gati ve team --

2 A I testi fi ed earlier that I was not part of the 

3 i nvesti gati ve --

4 Q I' m sorry, you' re part of the Midyear i nvesti gati ve 

5 team. Maybe thi s i s a good poi nt to understand. How are you 

  deli neati ng investi gati ve team versus being part of the 

7 management of the actual i nvestigati on? 

8 A Ri ght. So there are defi nitely two very di ferent 

9 things in the FBI: The i nvesti gati ve team, made up of the 

10 agents and analysts and lawyers who are advi si ng on the 

11 i nvesti gati on; and the people who are i nvolved i n strategi c 

12 deci si ons about the case at an executi ve level. 

13 And so I would consi der myself to have been part of that 

14 executi ve group that wei ghed i n on signi fi cant decisi ons, 

15 strategic deci si ons with respect to the i nvestigation, but I 

1  was not part of the i nvestigati ve team. 

17 Q So then there were lawyers that were part of the 

18 i nvesti gati ve team that would have wei ghed i n on the use of  

19 gross negli gence, the actual legal parameters of gross 

20 negli gence, and usi ng that as predi cati on for lawful process? 

21 A I don' t know that to a certai nty. I don' t know 

22 whether that determi nati on was made by prosecutors, or 

23 whether i t was made by agents or whether i t was made by 

24 lawyers who reported to me. 

25 Q But i f it' s an FBI a fi davit, i s there a process 
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1 that i s revi ewed by FBI lawyers pri or to that draft legal 

2 process goi ng over to the prosecutors for eventual 

3 processing? 

4 A Someti mes, yes, an FBI lawyer might revi ew a search 

5 warrant a fi davi t. 

  Q Are you aware whether the search warrant a fi davi t 

7 was reviewed by any lawyers under your supervisi on? 

8 A Which search warrant a fi davi t? 

9 Q Any search warrant a fi davit i n the Mi dyear Exam. 

10 A I' m aware of two search warrants bei ng executed i n 

11 the case, one wi th respect to the server and one with respect 

12 to the Wei ner laptop. I do know that the Wei ner laptop 

13 search warrant was revi ewed at some poi nt by FBI lawyers. I 

14 don' t know whether i t was before i t went to the DOJ 

15 prosecutors, or whether i t was in parallel wi th the DOJ 

1  prosecutors. 

17 And wi th respect to the server search warrant a fi davi t, 

18 I don' t recall whether our lawyers revi ewed that search 

19 warrant a fi davi t or not. 

20 Q Would you or Mr. Baker have been pri vy to the 

21 si gn-o f of that -- of ei ther of those a fi davi ts pri or to 

22 those movi ng over to the Department for eventual processi ng? 

23 A Not necessarily before they went over to the 

24 Department. I do recall that --

25 Q Not hypothetically, but were you? 
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1 A No, I' m speaki ng actually. So I don' t recall the 

2 mechani cs of what happened wi th the search warrant a fi davi t 

3 that we obtained for one of the servers. I do recall with 

4 respect to the search warrant affi davi t for the Weiner laptop 

5 that that search warrant a fi davi t was circulated by emai l 

  and that Mr. Baker and I were both on di stri buti ons for that, 

7 that search warrant a fi davi t. 

8 But because of the speed with whi ch that process was 

9 movi ng, I don' t know whether we approved i t or exerci sed or 

10 asserted a prerogati ve to approve i t before i t went to DOJ as 

11 opposed to revi ewi ng it i n tandem wi th the revi ew by the 

12 prosecutors and, you know, the sort of collaborati ve process 

13 by whi ch that a fi davit, search warrant a fi davi t was 

14 produced. 

15 Q Okay. I guess I' m tryi ng to understand the timi ng, 

1  too, wi th regard to deci si ons made to obtai n legal process, 

17 based on predi cation of the statute that the Department, at 

18 the very least, was i ndi cati ng had some level of  

19 consti tuti onal vagueness to i t. 

20 So at what poi nt di d you learn, or do you believe that 

21 your attorneys learned, that there was a vagueness, a 

22 consti tuti onal questi on wi th regard to the Department with 

23 regard to the gross negli gence statute? 

24 A I don' t know. I don' t know at what poi nt the 

25 attorney worki ng for me understood that. She may have 
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1 already known, because she was an experi enced 

2 counterintelli gence lawyer wi thin the FBI, and she had a lot 

3 of experi ence wi th those parti cular statutes. In other 

4 words, she may not have learned i t i n connection with the 

5 Mi dyear Exam case, but wi th a pri or case. 

  Q Would the attorney on the case have revi ewed the 

7 predi cati on pri or to whatever agent who i s the a fiant on the 

8 appli cati on, would they have -- would the attorney have 

9 revi ewed the legal predi cati on pri or to submi ssi on of the 

10 appli cati on? 

11 A Sorry, pri or to? 

12 Q Submi ssion of the appli cation. 

13 A Are you talking about a parti cular circumstance, or 

14 i n general? 

15 Q On ei ther of the two search warrants. 

1  A I presume that -- I mean, it was i n the search 

17 warrant a fi davi t, so I presume i t would have been revi ewed 

18 by -- by the attorney who -- at least wi th respect to the 

19 Weiner laptop, you know, I know she was i nvolved i n the 

20 revi ew. She forwarded -- as I menti oned, there was an emai l 

21 i n whi ch she sent the search warrant a fi davi t to me and to 

22 Ji m Baker. So, yes --

23 Q I guess i f -- what I' m trying to understand i s, i f  

24 there was a real problem with regard to the parti cular 

25 statute i n either the FBI' s legal analysi s, or the 
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1 Department' s legal analysi s, wi th respect to that parti cular 

2 statute, why are FBI agents submi tti ng a fi davi ts that are 

3 relyi ng upon a parti cular statute that has real potenti al 

4 legal problems, accordi ng to the DOJ analysi s? 

5 A So, as I explai ned before, there are potenti ally 

  speci fi c prosecutions that could theoretically be brought 

7 that mi ght result i n constituti onal concerns. However, the 

8 statute i s not consti tuti onally i nvali d on i ts face and there 

9 are many prosecutions that could be brought, theoreti cally, 

10 where i ntent i s proven that would not pose consti tuti onal 

11 problems. 

12 So, for example, i n thi s parti cular case, had we had 

13 evidence of intent, i t' s theoreti cally possi ble that we could 

14 have brought a prosecuti on, mi ght have brought a prosecuti on 

15 under that statute. I' m not sayi ng that' s, you know, what 

1  would have happened necessari ly, but the statute i s not -- i t 

17 i s not the Department' s vi ew, as I understand i t, the statute 

18 i s i nvali d for consti tuti onal reasons i n every ci rcumstance. 

19 Q Di d you beli eve that the statute requi red i ntent? 

20 A That was my understandi ng of the Department' s 

21 i nterpretati on, yes. 

22 Q Knowledge would not have been -- knowledge of the 

23 fact that passage of classifi ed i nformation over unsecure 

24 means would not have been one of the elements of an o fense 

25 under 793? 
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1 A  So  I  don' t  know.  I' m  not  an  expert  in  thi s  area.  

2 I  was  not  the  lead  lawyer  on  this  case.  

3 Q  But  I  thi nk  you  had  testi fied  previ ously  that  you  

4 consi der  yourself a  nati onal  securi ty  expert.  And  thi s  

5 parti cular  i nvestigation  i s  goi ng  through  the  

  Counterintelli gence  Divi si on,  as  you  i ndi cated.  And  

7 mi shandli ng  investi gati ons,  to  my  knowledge,  are  not  few  and  

8 far  between,  that  the  Department  and  the  FBI  are  relati vely  

9 accustomed  to  these  types  of i nvesti gati ons.  

10  So  what  I' m  tryi ng  to  understand  i s,  i f you  have  a  

11  statute  that  i s  often  used  by  the  FBI,  you  and  your  

12  attorneys,  I  would  think,  would  be  relatively  knowledgeable  

13  about  the  use  of that  particular  statute.  

14  A  So,  as  I  testi fi ed,  793(f)  has  never  been  used,  to  

15  my  understandi ng.  In  fact,  I' m  not  sure  i t  was  my  testimony,  

1  but  I  thi nk  I  agreed  in  response  to  a  questi on  that  Mr.  Baker  

17  asked  me.  So  793(f)  has  never  been  used  before.  

18  Q  Are  you  aware  of other  --

19  A  I  really  don' t  know  how  many  occasi ons  the  i ssue  

20  has  ever  come  up  where  there  could  be  a  fact  pattern  that  was  

21  di scussed  and  consi dered.  But  more  broadly,  my  j ob  

22  responsibi li ti es  i ncluded  overseei ng  the  legal  support  to  

23  the  -- to  -- legal  advi ce  provi ded  to  the  FBI  on  all  

24  counterterrori sm  i nvesti gati ons,  counteri ntelligence  

25  i nvesti gati ons,  and  cyber  investigations.  
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1 And  so  no,  I  was  not  an  expert  on  -- on  the  speci fic  

2 category  of mi shandli ng  vi olati ons  or  the  parti cular  statutes  

3 at  i ssue.  That  was  not  my  j ob.  My  job  was  to  oversee  those  

4 lawyers,  those  experts  who  handled  those  i ssues.  And  one  of  

5 those  experts  was  the  lawyer  who  worked  for  me  on  that  -- on  

  the  Mi dyear  Exam  case.  

7 Q  So  are  statutes  only  good  if they  are  used?  

8 A  I  don' t  know  what  that  means.  

9 Q  You  j ust  i ndicated  that  the  statute  had  never  been  

10  used.  So  does  that,  the  fact  that  the  statute  -- and  I  am  

11  not  sti pulating  to  that.  But  i n  the  FBI' s  analysi s,  I  

12  presume,  the  statute  that  you  are  referri ng  to  i n  terms  of  

13  gross  negli gence  had  never  been  used.  So  what  I  am  asking  

14  i s,  does  that  mean  that  statutes  that  are  never  used  are  no  

15  longer  good  law?  

1  A  No,  not  at  all.  That' s  not  -- I  was  j ust  trying  

17  to  -- you  had  -- I  thought  you  had  misi nterpreted  what  I  had  

18  said  i n  your  question,  and  I  was  trying  to  --

19  Q  No.  I  thi nk  i f part  of the  legal  reasoni ng  as  to  

20  why  the  gross  negli gence  statute  was  not  used  i n  terms  of a  

21  potenti al  prosecution  of Mrs.  Cli nton,  i f one  of the  -- i f  

22  part  of that  rati onale  was  that  i t  had  never  been  used,  then,  

23  by  extensi on,  one  mi ght  presume  that  other  statutes  that  are  

24  on  the  books,  i f they  aren' t  being  used,  should  not  be  ever  

25  consi dered  as  predi cati on  for  a  prosecution.  
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1 A  That' s  not  -- that  was  not  the  intent  of  

2 statement.  

3 Mr.  Herri ngton.  

4 questi on,  so  --

5 Mr.  Breitenbach.  

  Mr.  Herri ngton.  

7 Mr.  Breitenbach.  

my  

That  was  j ust  a  speech.  It  wasn' t  a  

It' s  not  a  speech.  

It  was  a  speech.  

No,  i t' s  not  a  speech.  

8 BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

9 Q  If part  of the  rati onale  of not  usi ng  gross  

10  negli gence  as  an  element  of the  prosecution  i n  Mrs.  Cli nton  

11  was  that  the  statute  had  never  been  used,  then  I' m  tryi ng  to  

12  understand.  The  reasoni ng  i s  simply  because  the  statute  has  

13  not  been  used.  So  --

14  Mr.  Herri ngton.  But  the  problem  i s  that  the  wi tness  has  

15  testi fi ed  that  she  di d  not  undertake  that  analysi s.  So  she  

1  can' t  answer  that  questi on.  

17  BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

18  Q  Okay.  So,  as  the  top  lawyer  for  the  Nati onal  

19  Securi ty  Law  Branch,  di d  you  feel  that  i t  was,  accordi ng  to  

20  your  attorney,  havi ng  not  made  that  analysi s  --

21  Mr.  Herri ngton.  No,  it' s  accordi ng  to  her  testi mony,  

22  si r.  

23  BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

24  Q  Okay.  Accordi ng  to  your  testimony,  that  you  had  

25  not  made  the  analysi s  on  the  gross  negli gence  statute,  that  
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1 you  relied  upon  whom?  

2 A  I  deferred  to  the  DOJ  prosecutors  and  to  the  

3 attorney  who  worked  for  me.  But  what  my  testimony  earlier  

4 was  i n  terms  of the  factors  about  -- that  we  consi dered,  

5 there  were  three.  It  wasn' t  -- I  i denti fied  three  specifi c  

  factors  i n  my  testi mony,  and  i t  was  the  combi nati on  of those  

7 three.  

8 I  di dn' t  say  that  i t  was  any  one  by  itself.  I' m  not  

9 telli ng  you  that  we  had  a  ci rcumstance  before  us  where  the  

10  only  -- the  only  factor  pointi ng  against  prosecuti on  was  

11  si mply  that  the  statute  had  never  been  used  before.  

12  Q  Ri ght.  And  the  other  two  factors  were  

13  consti tuti onal  vagueness,  and  what  was  the  third  factor?  

14  A  What  was  the  thi rd  one?  

15  Q  I  thi nk  for  Congress  to  learn  that  parti cular  

1  statutes  on  the  books  that  are  sti ll  good  law  are  bei ng  

17  i nterpreted  by  the  FBI  as  essenti ally  not  good  law  any  

18  longer  --

19  A  That  was  not  my  testi mony.  

20  Q  Okay.  Do  you  envi si on  793(f)  ever  bei ng  used  to  

21  prosecute  someone?  

22  A  That  would  not  be  my  role.  I' m  not  a  prosecutor.  

23  As  a  lawyer,  I  could  tell  you  that  --

24  Q  Which  -- I' m  sorry.  

25  A  The  fact  that  i t' s  -- i t  could  be  consti tuti onally  
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1 i nvali d i n parti cular applicati ons, in parti cular 

2 ci rcumstances, does not necessari ly mean that i t' s 

3 consti tuti onally i nvali d i n every case. And so concei vably 

4 there could be a fact pattern that would not impli cate those 

5 same consti tuti onal concerns. But that question was not 

  before us i n thi s parti cular case. 

7 Q So a consti tuti onally i nvali d statute could sti ll 

8 be consti tutionally appli ed? 

9 A That i s correct. There i s a di ference between 

10 statutes that are facially unconsti tuti onal and those that 

11 are unconsti tutional in thei r appli cati on. 

12 Q So what was your understandi ng in this parti cular 

13 case why 793(f) was consti tutionally i nvali d? 

14 A There was no evi dence of i ntent. And you' re a 

15 li ttle bi t overstati ng i t, too. I don' t know that there --

1  the Department --

17 Q I was only usi ng your phrase. 

18 A That' s not what I sai d. My understandi ng was that 

19 there were constituti onal concerns. There has never been a 

20 court ruli ng on thi s issue. I don' t know how defi ni ti ve the 

21 Department' s vi ews are on thi s i ssue. But there were 

22 consti tuti onal concerns that would have been rai sed by a 

23 ci rcumstance where a prosecuti on was brought where there was 

24 not evi dence of i ntent. That' s my understanding of the 

25 Department' s vi ews. 
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1 Q What are some of the factors that would rise to --

2 would have, I' m sorry, ri se to the level of i ntent wi th 

3 regard to this parti cular statute? 

4 A I don' t know. I' m not an expert on thi s statute. 

5 I' m also not a prosecutor. So you' d have to ask the 

  Department about that questi on. 

7 Q Well, I thi nk you sai d -- you did testi fy earli er 

8 that there was no smoki ng gun evi dence as to Secretary 

9 Clinton' s i ntent. So what would have -- what would you have 

10 consi dered smoki ng gun evi dence wi th regard to her i ntent? 

11 If you sai d that there was no smoki ng gun evi dence, what 

12 would have been that smoki ng gun evi dence wi th regard to her 

13 i ntent? What are some of the factors that mi ght have shown 

14 that smoki ng gun evi dence? Mi ght the -- mi ght the number of  

15 classi fied emai ls potenti ally have gone to showi ng i ntent? 

1  Mr. Herri ngton. That' s a very di ferent question. Are 

17 aski ng what a smoki ng gun -- which question are you asking, 

18 the fi rst one? 

19 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

20 Q I thi nk i t all falls wi thi n the smoking gun. What 

21 are the factors that mi ght have been considered wi thi n the 

22 so-called smoki ng gun rubric? 

23 A An emai l that the Secretary sent saying, I set up 

24 this server for the purpose of sendi ng unclassi fi ed 

25 i nformati on for my conveni ence, even though I know i t' s not a 
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1 secure  system.  That' s  an  example.  

2 Q  My  second  questi on  then,  what  about  the  number  or  

3 the  frequency  wi th  which  someone  i s  emai li ng  classifi ed  

4 i nformati on  over  an  unsecure  means,  would  that  be  consi dered  

5 an  element  of provi ng  i ntent?  

  A  I  don' t  thi nk  so,  i n  a  ci rcumstance  where  we  --

7 there  was  no  evi dence  that  there  was  any  knowledge  that  the  

8 i nformati on  was  classifi ed.  And  so,  i n  that  ki nd  of  

9 ci rcumstance,  where  there  isn' t  knowledge  that  the  

10  i nformati on,  no  matter  how  volumi nous,  i s  classi fi ed,  i t' s  

11  not  a  very  powerful  argument  that  i t  goes  to  intent.  

12  Q  We  now  know  that  Secretary  Cli nton  did  send  

13  classi fied  i nformati on  up  to  the  Speci al  Access  Program  

14  level.  Are  you  aware  what  Special  Access  Programs  are?  

15  A  Yes.  

1  Q  Could  you  explai n  what  your  understandi ng  of a  

17  Speci al  Access  Program  i s?  

18  A  Not  i n  thi s  setting.  

19  Q  Would  -- should  a  Secretary  of State  understand  

20  what  i nformati on  i s  classi fi ed  or  not?  

21  A  I' m  not  the  sort  of person  who  would  be  i n  a  

22  posi ti on  to  make  that  j udgment  about  what  a  Cabi net-level  

23  person  should  or  shouldn' t  know  about  classi fi cati on.  My  

24  understandi ng  was  that  the  Secretary  generally  testi fi ed  i n  

25  her  i ntervi ew  to  the  FBI  that  she  reli ed  on  the  j udgment  of  
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1 others who sta fed her to ensure that i nformation that was 

2 recei ved by her was appropri ate for the setti ng i n whi ch i t 

3 was transmi tted. 

4 Q Okay. What I' m tryi ng to understand, too, i s, 

5 still goi ng back to the 793 gross negli gence o fense, I 

  proposed that frequency of emai ls could be consi dered an 

7 element of the o fense. And now what I' m proposi ng i s, and 

8 I' m asking you, could the sensi ti vi ty of emai ls also be 

9 consi dered an element of an o fense when consideri ng i ntent, 

10 or even gross negli gence? 

11 A I don' t know. In thi s parti cular ci rcumstance, 

12 our -- the testimony of these witnesses was that they 

13 beli eved that there was -- they di d not beli eve the 

14 i nformati on to be classi fi ed. They beli eved themselves to be 

15 talki ng around the classi fied i nformati on and, therefore, not 

1  to actually be transmitti ng any classi fi ed i nformati on. So 

17 the facts that you' re presenti ng were si mply not present i n 

18 this parti cular case. 

19 Q What would you advi se, as a prior FBI attorney, 

20 what would you advi se i f you, i n fact, knew that i nformati on 

21 was not only classi fi ed at an extremely sensi ti ve level, but 

22 also was -- you also were aware of the frequency of the 

23 emai ls? What would your advi ce be i f you actually had 

24 knowledge, as the attorney on a case, where you saw both of  

25 those elements, the frequency and the severi ty of the 
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1 classi fied i nformati on, i n terms of that ki nd of i nformati on 

2 passi ng over an unsecured server? 

3 Mr. Herri ngton. What would your advice be to whom? 

4 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

5 Q To your cli ent, whi ch i s essentially the Bureau 

  i tself. 

7 A I would never be i n that circumstance. I was not 

8 the ki nd of -- I was not at the level wi thi n the FBI General 

9 Counsel' s O fi ce where I ever would have been providi ng 

10 advi ce to an operati onal divi si on about whether the elements 

11 of a parti cular statute were or were not met. 

12 Speci fi cally, i n sort of compli cated ci rcumstances li ke 

13 the one you' re proposing here, it j ust simply would not have 

14 been wi thi n the parameters of my responsibi li ty, and I 

15 don' t -- I have never gi ven advice on that parti cular i ssue 

1  before. 

17 Q But you were part of the executive team where the 

18 deci si on was made to change gross negli gence to extreme 

19 carelessness. So you are involved i n the decisi on-maki ng, at 

20 least from a supervi sory level, wi th regard to a change from 

21 a phrase that i s legally meani ngful to a phrase that i s not 

22 legally meaningful. 

23 A These are two di ferent questi ons. What -- those 

24 are two di ferent questi ons. 

25 Q Well, you were i nvolved on the executi ve team where 
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1 that change was made. So I' m tryi ng to understand. If you 

2 were i nvolved i n that deci si on-maki ng, do you beli eve that 

3 you should have known what the di ference was between gross 

4 negli gence and extreme carelessness? 

5 A Si tti ng here today, I don' t know exactly what the 

  preci se di ference i s between extremely careless and gross 

7 negli gence. Extremely careless i s not a legal term of art. 

8 Q Correct. But the nonlegal term of art of extreme 

9 carelessness was used rather than the legal term of art of  

10 gross negli gence, whi ch would have been legally culpable. 

11 So you were on the executi ve team that approved -- you 

12 know, reli ed upon that change that Director Comey hi mself  

13 eventually deli vered as part of the fi nal exoneration 

14 statement. So i f -- as the head national securi ty lawyer for 

15 the FBI, do you beli eve that you should have been aware of  

1  the di ference between extreme carelessness and gross 

17 negli gence? 

18 A No, I don' t. There are di ferent ways that people 

19 could i nterpret that, and Di rector Comey understood i t in one 

20 way. And obvi ously, the use of the phrase "extremely 

21 careless" has been open to i nterpretati on and confusi on after 

22 the fact. So, perhaps, that i ssue i s somethi ng we should 

23 have more carefully consi dered, we as a group. I' m not 

24 sayi ng, you know, there was anythi ng that I did i ncorrectly 

25 here, but -- so I don' t know that there i s a si ngle meani ng 
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1 of extremely careless. And, you know, you' re sort of  

2 suggesting that there' s some sort of di screte delta between 

3 grossly negligent and extremely careless that' s susceptible 

4 to some sort of legal j udgment. But I don' t beli eve that 

5 that' s -- that' s the case. I thi nk the real concern here was 

  that the phrase "extremely careless" was -- has been subj ect 

7 to several competi ng interpretations and confusi on. 

8 Q It' s competi ng, because i t has no legal e fect, 

9 whereas gross negli gence does. So I' m not suggesting you 

10 should have spent more ti me on understanding thi s, but what I 

11 am sayi ng i s -- what I am aski ng i s, wi th regard to the 

12 defi ni tion i tself of gross negligence, you saw i t in one 

13 draft of the statement, and then you see i t -- you don' t see 

14 i t i n another draft, includi ng the final statement of  

15 Mr. Comey' s, and --

1  A Correct. I had been advi sed by --

17 Q Real quick, let me j ust fi ni sh the question. 

18 So you see i t i n a draft; you don' t see i t i n the fi nal 

19 versi on. The exonerati on of Mrs. Clinton wi th respect to 

20 this i nvesti gati on stems, it seems, on whether she met the --

21 her activi ty met the defi niti on of gross negligence i n the 

22 fi rst draft, but "extreme carelessness" i s eventually used. 

23 So the enti re nonprosecuti on of Mrs. Cli nton seems to revolve 

24 around the deci sion to change that phrase. 

25 A I would di sagree wi th that characterization. So 
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1 the decisi on not to prosecute Secretary Cli nton rests on the 

2 absence of evi dence of i ntent i n thi s case. We had been 

3 advi sed --

4 Q Even though intent i s not gross negligence. You 

5 have negli gence and willfulness i n the law? 

  A So we had been advi sed by the Department of Justi ce 

7 that they would i nterpret that provi si on, that reference to 

8 gross negli gence i n thi s parti cular context to requi re some 

9 evidence of intent. And there was a unanimous vi ew wi thi n 

10 the FBI team that was i nvolved and knowledgeable about the 

11 evidence i n thi s case that there was no such evi dence of  

12 crimi nal i ntent i n this parti cular matter. 

13 Q But was there evidence of negli gence? Because I 

14 think you would agree wi th me that negli gence i s di ferent 

15 than i ntent. 

1  

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 [1: 50  p. m. ]  

2 Ms.  Anderson.  That' s  correct.  I  don' t  know  the  answer  

3 to  your  questi on  whether  there  was  evi dence  of negli gence  or  

4 not.  It  was  not  a  questi on  that  was  presented  because  of  

5 that  i nterpretation  that  had  been  made  by  the  Department  of  

  Justi ce  and  therefore  one  that  was  not  focused  on.  

7 BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

8 Q  So  there  was  no  revi ew  as  to  whether  there  was  

9 negli gence  i n  this  case?  

10  A  It  was  legally  i rrelevant  because  the  Department  of  

11  Justi ce  would  not  have  brought  a  prosecuti on  in  a  

12  ci rcumstance  i n  whi ch  there  was  si mply  negligence.  

13  Q  Was  that  a  unanimous  vi ew  insi de  the  FBI  to  --

14  A  About  what?  

15  Q  That  i t  was  irrelevant  because  the  Department  had  

1  already  determi ned  that  gross  negli gence  had  constituti onal  

17  problems  and  --

18  A  I  don' t  know  i f that  was  a  unanimous  vi ew.  

19  Q  Was  that  your  vi ew?  

20  A  You' re  -- was  that  my  vi ew  --

21  Q  Di d  you  --

22  A  At  the  ti me?  I  don' t  know  because  i t  di dn' t  come  

23  up.  It  wasn' t  a  questi on  that  we  focused  upon  because  there  

24  was  a  absence  of evi dence  of i ntent  in  thi s  case,  and  we  

25  understood  that  there  would  not  be  a  prosecution,  there  would  
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1 not be a prosecution brought by the Department unless there 

2 was some evi dence of intent, and that evidence was mi ssing 

3 here. 

4 Q Di d you agree wi th the i rrelevance of the gross 

5 negli gence statute? 

  A I am telli ng you si tting here today that I do 

7 beli eve that i t would have been i rrelevant because, because 

8 of the vi ew of the Department about the circumstances under 

9 which prosecuti ons could be brought under that statute. 

10 Q Di d the FBI have any independent duty to determi ne 

11 whether a parti cular statute was relevant or not i n the 

12 prosecuti on? 

13 A I di dn' t say the statute was i rrelevant i n the 

14 case. I am not sure what you are aski ng. 

15 Q I am aski ng di d the FBI have, you' re sayi ng that 

1  the Department of Justi ce made a decisi on that i ntent was 

17 requi red, even though we have a statute on the books that 

18 does not requi re i ntent that requi res gross negli gence. 

19 Gross negli gence i s di ferent than wi llfulness and 

20 i ntenti onal conduct. 

21 So my questi on i s, di d the FBI have an i ndependent duty 

22 to determi ne whether a statute that is sti ll on the books and 

23 good law wi th regard to gross negli gence could have been an 

24 element of an o fense that could have been i nvesti gated and 

25 eventually prosecuted rather than a whole separate statute 
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1 that  was  the  only  statute  that  the  department  was  looki ng  at  

2 i n  terms  of a  potenti al  prosecution.  

3 Mr.  Herri ngton.  If you  know.  

4 Ms.  Anderson.  I  don' t  know  even  know  what  your  questi on  

5 i s.  I  am  sorry.  I  haven' t  been  able  to  follow  your  

  questi on?  

7 BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

8 Q  I' m  sorry,  and  that' s  probably  my  fault.  

9 There  are  two  mi shandli ng  statutes  that  we' re  

10  di scussing,  one  i nvolvi ng  intent  and  one  i nvolvi ng  gross  

11  negli gence.  You  have  testifi ed  that  the  Department  had  made  

12  a  determi nation  that  it  would  only,  that  thi s  particular  case  

13  could  only  be  prosecuted,  if at  all,  based  on  the  statute  

14  pertai ning  to  i ntent.  Is  that  correct?  

15  A  No.  I  don' t  thi nk  that' s  what  I' m  sayi ng.  I' m  not  

1  sayi ng  that.  That  was  not  my  understanding.  My  

17  understandi ng  i s  that  7,  i n  the  ri ght  ci rcumstance  and,  let  

18  me  back  up.  I  am  not  DOJ,  I' m  not  a  prosecutor.  I  was  not  

19  one  of the  prosecutors  on  thi s  parti cular  case,  so  I  don' t  

20  want  to  speak  wi th  any,  I  don' t  want  to  speak  about  what  

21  thei r  views  were  or  were  not.  But  what  you  j ust  arti culated  

22  i s  not  consi stent  wi th  what  my  understanding  of DOJ' s  views  

23  was.  

24  Regardless  of which  provi sion  was  at  i ssue,  my  

25  understandi ng  was  that  DOJ  beli eved  that  there  had  to  be  
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1 evidence of intent whether you bri ng i t under 793 D was i t or 

2 793 F. 

3 Q Were you aware that there was a statute on the 

4 books that related to negligence? 

5 A Negli gence or gross negli gence? 

  Q Gross negli gence i n handli ng of classi fi ed 

7 i nformati on. 

8 A Yes. I was aware of the exi stence of 793 F. 

9 Q Di d you ever propose to any of the prosecutors wi th 

10 whom the FBI was engaged with i n thi s i nvesti gati on that 

11 there was a gross negli gence statute that may pertai n to thi s 

12 fact pattern wi th regard to Mrs. Cli nton? 

13 A No, i t was no secret. Everybody knew what the 

14 basi c range of statutes were that we were consi dering. 

15 Q Okay. I thi nk that' s all I have. 

1  Mr. Baker. I want to go back j ust bri efly to some 

17 questi oni ng I di d earli er. And I was j ust tryi ng to fi nd out 

18 that there was an atmosphere of openness and candor i n OGC, 

19 so di ssenti ng voices would be heard, because I got the 

20 i mpression from earli er testi mony you gave that while there 

21 were di ferences of opi ni ons on vari ous aspects of the case, 

22 i t sounds to me like there was a poi nt eventually in all the 

23 i ssues where there was some consensus had, there were 

24 certai nly people whose opi ni ons were accepted and that is 

25 what moved forward, and there were those that di dn' t have the 
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1 prevai ling  view  but  i t  sounds  like  -- and  from  other  

2 testi mony  I' ve  heard  -- other  people  that  maybe  di dn' t  have  

3 the  prevai li ng  opi ni on  came  around  eventually  and  understood,  

4 and  I' ve  heard  from  people  that  way  after  the  fact  

5 appreci ated  a  vi ew  that  domi nated  the  day  better  than  they  

  di d  because  of what  the  results  of that  strategy  ulti mately  

7 were.  

8 I  want  to  i ntroduce  an  email,  I  guess  this  i s  maj ori ty  

9 Exhibi t  2.  It  references  you  on  li ne  3.  

10  [Anderson  Exhibi t  No.  2  

11  was  marked  for  i denti fi cati on. ]  

12  BY  MR.  BAKER:  

13  Q  It  starts  out:  I' m  glad  you' re  doi ng  i t,  keep  the  

14  pressure  on.  I  thi nk  hi s  speci al  assi stant  i s  the  best  

15  option.  Actually  -- and  there' s  some  redacti on  -- special  i s  

1  the  best  option,  he' s  number  2.  

17  Yeah,  pretty  demorali zed  by  the  whole  thing.  Not  sure  

18  i f Tri sha  wi ll  be  there  or  not.  Ki nd  of hopi ng  not,  I  can  be  

19  more  frank  i f she' s  not.  

20  I  mi ght  possibly  maybe  doubtful  work  for  you  someday,  I  

21  mi ght  possi bly  maybe  doubtful  work  for  you  someday,  but  

22  defi ni tely  not  as  your  speci al  assi stant.  

23  Don' t  thi nk  she  would  be,  ri ght?  

24  Well  I  sort  of i nvi ted  i t  last  ti me  only  because  I  want  

25  this  resolved  and  i t' s  clear  Ji m  won' t  deci de  wi thout  her.  
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1 Understandably,  but  sti ll.  

2 She' s  not  formally  on  the  invi te  so  she  or  Ji m  would  

3 have  to  remember.  

4 Then  she  won' t  be  there.  

5 Do  you  have  any  i dea  what  thi s  i s  about?  

  A  No.  

7 Q  It  sounds  to  me  that  back  earli er  i n  today' s  

8 sessi on  we  talked  about  an  employee  that  I  thought  had  the  

9 i ssue  with  what  thei r  ti tle  would  be,  speci al  assi stant  

10  versus  speci al  counsel.  I  thought  that' s  what  thi s  was  about  

11  but  I' m  somewhat  concerned  i f there  is  a  lawyer  i n  OGC  that' s  

12  afrai d  to  have  a  conversation  or  be  in  the  room  wi th  a  deputy  

13  general  counsel  that  maybe  there  could  be  i nstances  where  

14  legal  advi ce  and  si mi lar  advi ce  i s  sti fled  because  of thi s  

15  reluctance,  but  you' re  not  fami li ar  wi th  what  thi s  mi ght  be?  

1  A  No  and  you  are  sort  of assumi ng  that  i t  refers  to  a  

17  legal  discussi on.  

18  Q  No.  I  thi nk  i t  refers  to  a  ti tle  di scussion  as  to  

19  whether  someone  will  be  called  a  speci al  assi stant  or  a  

20  speci al  counsel.  But  I  am  concerned  that  i f there' s  a  

21  concern  on  thi s  or  other  employees'  parts  about  other  lawyers  

22  being  i n  the  room  that  the  same  ci rcumstance  could  exi st  i f  

23  there  i s  a  discussi on  about  legal  matters  and  maybe  someone  

24  feels  i f others  are  i n  the  room  they  can' t  be  candid  wi th  a  

25  legal  opi ni on.  
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1 A I have no i dea what thi s pertai ns to. 

2 Q Okay. 

3 A But there could be many ci rcumstances i n whi ch 

4 somebody mi ght be more frank i f a supervi sor is not i n the 

5 room. 

  Q Okay. 

7 A I have no i dea what thi s i s. 

8 Q Okay. And then goi ng back to the most recent 

9 di scussion about vari ous statutes and vari ous charges without 

10 regard to any parti cular case, wi thout regard to any 

11 parti cular facts, i t' s my understanding pri or to your work at 

12 the bureau and pri or to your work at Treasury you were at the 

13 department i n the DAG' s o fi ce and also i n the o fice of  

14 legal poli cy or legal counsel? 

15 A Legal counsel. 

1  Q In any of your legal experiences, and most of yours 

17 i t seems too me have been national security focused. Were 

18 you aware j ust i n general terms that the totali ty of  

19 espionage statutes mi ght not be up to date wi th current facts 

20 i n trade craft and whatnot? 

21 A Yes. 

22 Q And what i s the basi s of that understanding? 

23 A I have seen legi slati ve proposals prepared wi thi n 

24 the Department of Justi ce over ti me that would address 

25 various i ssues that have come up. 
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1 Q  And  the  i ssues  would  be  defi ci enci es  i n  current  law  

2 or  -- what  would  the  defi cienci es  be?  

3 A  I  don' t  remember  wi th  any  preci si on,  but  my  

4 understandi ng  i s  that  there  have  been  worki ng  groups  that  

5 have  been  convened  that  have  studi ed  the  question  whether  

  there  i s  a  need  to  sort  of moderni ze  i f you  will  the  

7 espionage  statutes.  

8 Q  Do  you  know  if that  was  ever  advanced  out  of the  

9 Department  i n  some  sort  of proposal  that  was  actually  

10  advanced  on  the  Hi ll  or?  

11  A  I  don' t  know.  

12  Q  But  you  beli eve  that  there,  you  don' t  recall  any  

13  speci fi cs  about  what  the  defi ci enci es  were?  

14  A  No,  I  do  not.  

15  Q  But  would  i t  be  fai r  to  say  the  totali ty  of the  

1  espionage  statutes  needed  maybe  some  revi si on?  

17  A  Yes.  That' s  my  understanding.  

18  Q  Okay,  well,  you  menti oned  a  worki ng  group.  Was  

19  this  somethi ng  i n  your  more  recent  times  at  the  FBI?  

20  A  No.  It  was  earlier.  I  was  aware  of a  

21  recommendati on  that  was  made  to  Davi d  Kris  at  some  poi nt  i n  

22  ti me  that  resulted  i n  a  memo  to  hi m  and  some  proposals  bei ng  

23  put  together,  and  then  those  proposals  then  formed  the  basi s  

24  of di scussi ons  that  recurred  over  ti me,  so  i t' s  over  the  last  

25  to  my  knowledge  7- to  8-year  period  of time  that  there  have  
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1 been  di scussions  wi thin  the  Department  about  a  need  to  

2 moderni ze  those  statutes.  

3 Q  Do  you  know  if the  FBI  would  have  been  i nvolved  i n  

4 those  discussi ons  or  the  worki ng  group?  

5 A  Yes,  I  beli eve  there  were  FBI  legal  personnel  

  i nvolved  i n  some  of those  di scussi on.  I  was  not  personally  

7 i nvolved  i n  them.  I  just  at  some  point  became  aware  of these  

8 proposals.  

9 Q  One  of your  attorneys,  I  thi nk  it  i s  the  attorney  1  

10  that  the  IG  references,  that  person  I  think  you' ve  testifi ed  

11  i s  fai rly  well  versed  i n  nati onal  securi ty  law?  

12  A  Yes  and  specifi cally  in  counterintelli gence.  

13  Q  In  counteri ntelligence.  So  would  they  have  been  

14  i nvolved  i n  that  working  group?  

15  A  I  don' t  know  to  a  certai nty  but  possibly.  There  i s  

1  another  attorney  who  is  i nvolved  who  frequently  has  been  

17  i nvolved  i n  mi shandli ng  cases  who  mi ght  have  also  been  

18  i nvolved.  

19  Q  Do  you  know  in  the  aftermath  of the  Mi dyear  

20  i nvesti gati on  has  there  been  any  di scussion  that  you  are  

21  aware  of ei ther  at  the  Department  or  the  FBI  of revi talizi ng  

22  this  worki ng  group  or  di scussi on  about  modernizi ng  the  

23  statutes?  

24  A  Not  to  my  knowledge.  

25  Q  And  then  a  final  questi on  on  chargi ng.  I  
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1 understand  you' re  not  the  prosecutor  and  these  would  not  

2 necessari ly  have  been  conservations  you  would  have  had,  are  

3 you  aware  of any  di scussi on  about  a  Federal  Records  Act  or  a  

4 si mi lar  vi olati on  outsi de  of espionage  like  I  thi nk  i t' s  

5 2071?  

  A  Yes.  

7 Q  Was  there  a  di scussi on  about  that  as  a  viable  

8 charge?  

9 A  At  some  poi nt  i t  came  up.  I  don' t  remember  the  

10  speci fi cs  of the  di scussi on,  but,  yeah  had  there  been,  we  

11  certai nly  would  have  looked  for  evi dence  of a  vi olati on  of  

12  that  crimi nal  provi si on.  

13  Q  So  would  i t  be  fai r  to  say  the  reason  that  was  not  

14  pursued  would  be  consistent  wi th  your  testi mony  i n  the  other  

15  charges  that  the  facts  di dn' t  lead  to  that?  

1  A  The  facts  di d  not  support  it  no.  

17  Q  And  that  was  a  deci si on  that  was  made  by  DOJ  

18  prosecutors?  

19  A  Ulti mately  at  the  end  of the  day  yes.  

20  Q  But  your  attorneys  or  FBI  attorneys  elsewhere  i n  

21  the  Bureau  would  have  had  some  input  i nto  that?  

22  A  That  i s  correct.  

23  BY  MR.  PARMITER:  

24  Q  I  thi nk  we  j ust  have  another  mi nute  or  two  but  j ust  

25  to  ask  a  followup  questi on  to  that  line  of questi oni ng,  my  
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1 colleague  j ust  referred  to  the  cri mi nal  provi si on  in  the  

2 Federal  Records  Act,  another  statute  that  we  have  di scussed  

3 i n  thi s  context  has  been  like  the  mi shandli ng  statute,  1924  

4 i n  ti tle  18.  Do  you  recall  any  di scussi ons  about  that  

5 provi si on?  

  A  Not  speci fi cally  but  there  too  there' s  an  i ntent,  a  

7 speci fi c  i ntent  -- I  am  sorry  not  speci fi c  i ntent,  an  

8 expli ci t  i ntent  requi rement  i n  that.  

9 Q  There' s  a  knowi ngly  requi rement  i n  that  statute.  

10  A  Correct.  

11  Q  So  would  i t  be  fai r  to  say  that  that  was  the  i ssue  

12  you  were  bumpi ng  i nto  that  you  know  wi th  the  Federal  Record  

13  Act  charge  with  the  1924  potential  charge  and  wi th  the  

14  espionage  act  i t  was  always  there  was  an  i ssue  of intent?  

15  A  Correct.  

1  Q  And  that  there  wasn' t  specifi c  evi dence  that  showed  

17  that  Secretary  Cli nton  or  anybody  around  her  showed  the  

18  requi si te  level  of i ntent?  

19  A  Correct.  

20  Q  Because  there  was  no  smoki ng  gun  evi dence  that  they  

21  had  set  up  the  server  purposefully  to  transmi t  classi fi ed  

22  i nformati on  or  for  conveni ence  or  there  wasn' t  an  emai l  that  

23  I  thi nk  you  sai d  there  wasn' t  -- one  example  of that  would  be  

24  an  example  emai l  sayi ng  that  she  set  up  the  server  for  

25  conveni ence?  
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1 A  Ri ght.  

2 Q  Those  were  the  sort  os  of pi eces  of evi dence  that  

3 bureau  was  looki ng  for  i n  thi s  case?  

4 A  Correct.  

5 Q  I  thi nk  we  are  out  of ti me.  

  [Recess. ]  

7 BY  MS.  KIM:  

8 Q  We  are  now  back  on  the  record.  It  i s  2: 15.  

9 Ms.  Anderson,  I' d  li ke  to  go  back  to  the  di scussi on  of  

10  gross  negli gence  that  you  were  engaging  i n  wi th  our  maj ori ty.  

11  The  DOJ  lawyers  who  were  worki ng  as  prosecutors  on  the  

12  Mi dyear  exam  case  are  nati onal  security  lawyers  who  have  

13  li ti gated  hundreds  of cases  relati ng  to  the  mishandli ng  of  

14  classi fied  i nformati on,  i s  that  correct?  

15  A  Yes.  

1  Q  Are  you  aware  of those  DOJ  prosecutors  departing  

17  from  thei r  standard  practi ce  i n  i nterpreti ng  the  law  relati ng  

18  to  the  mi shandli ng  of classi fi ed  i nformati on  in  the  Mi dyear  

19  exam?  

20  A  No.  

21  Q  We  understand  that  Di rector  Comey  out  of an  

22  abundance  of caution  asked  for  I  believe  20  years  of cases  

23  regardi ng  the  mi shandli ng  of classi fied  i nformati on  j ust  to  

24  confi rm  the  Department  of Justi ce' s  research  in  this  regard.  

25  Are  you  fami li ar  wi th  Di rector  Comey' s  request  for  those  
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1 cases? 

2 A Yes. 

3 Q And after revi ewi ng those cases, di d any lawyer i n 

4 the O fice of the General Counsel come up wi th a contrary 

5 i nterpretati on to the Department of Justice? 

  A No. 

7 Q Thank you. The Federal Bureau of Investi gati on' s 

8 lawyers have clarifi ed that we may ask you general questi ons 

9 about your discussi ons wi th Di rector Comey' s -- your 

10 di recti on wi th Director Comey about hi s contemporaneous 

11 i nteracti ons wi th Presi dent Trump, so I will try to phrase 

12 the questi ons i n the most general way possi ble. 

13 Are you generally famili ar wi th Di rector Comey' s 

14 testi mony before the Senate Select Commi ttee on Intelli gence 

15 on June 8, 2017? 

1  A Yes. 

17 Q And are you also generally fami li ar wi th Di rector 

18 Comey' s descri ptions about hi s meeti ngs with Presi dent Trump 

19 i n hi s book, A Higher Loyalty? 

20 A Yes. 

21 Q And di d Di rector Comey or others share 

22 contemporaneous detai ls about his conversati ons wi th 

23 Presi dent Trump with you around the ti me those di scussi ons 

24 occurred? 

25 A Some of those di scussions yes. 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

Document ID: 0.7.643.9075-000008 005155-002633














































































 


 





         

         

         

      


        

       

          

        

       

 

 


   


          

          

          

       

  

        

          

        

          

      

        


          

  

f

152 
COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

1 Q And di d you generally fi nd that for the discussi ons 

2 of whi ch you had di rect knowledge that Director Comey' s 

3 descri pti ons i n his testi mony and i n hi s book were consistent 

4 wi th the contemporaneous descri pti ons that you recei ved? 

5 A Yes, they were consi stent wi th the contemporaneous 

  descri pti ons that Di rector Comey gave to us. 

7 Q And do you have any reason to beli eve that Di rector 

8 Comey did not accurately share wi th the Senate Intelli gence 

9 Commi ttee hi s memory of hi s i nteractions wi th President 

10 Trump? 

11 A No. 

12 BY MR. MORGAN: 

13 Q Ms. Anderson, I would li ke to swi tch gears a li ttle 

14 bi t and di scuss the time peri od roughly September, October, 

15 2016 when the FBI came i nto possessi on of the, the Wi ener 

1  laptop through an unrelated i nvesti gati on unrelated to the 

17 Mi dyear exam. 

18 Accordi ng to the IG report, an attorney under your 

19 supervi si on named i n the report as FBI attorney 1 we have 

20 di scussed briefed you on the September 29th conference call 

21 between the New York fi eld o fi ce and members of the Mi dyear 

22 i nvesti gati ve team regardi ng the di scovery of potenti al 

23 evidence on the laptop from the Anthony Wei ner i nvesti gati on. 

24 Was thi s when you fi rst learned of the exi stence of the 

25 laptop? 
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1 A Yes. 

2 Q What do you recall of thi s di scussi on regardi ng 

3 that call? 

4 A I don' t remember much other than the fact that 

5 there were materials associated wi th Huma Abedi ne that may 

  have been i denti fied on the laptop. 

7 Q What role i f any di d FBI attorneys play i n 

8 followi ng up wi th the New York fi eld o fi ce to di scuss the 

9 status of the data that was bei ng processed on the Wei ner 

10 laptop? 

11 A I don' t thi nk we played any role, but I don' t know 

12 to a certai nty. 

13 Q Would i t be the responsi bi li ty of attorneys under 

14 your supervi si on to follow up with the New York fi eld o fi ce 

15 regardi ng the data di scovered on the laptop? 

1  A I don' t beli eve so. 

17 Q Di d you have any other i nvolvement between the ti me 

18 you were bri efed on the September 29th conference call and 

19 when Di rector Comey was briefed on the Wei ner laptop on 

20 October 27, 2016? 

21 A I don' t beli eve so wi th the one caveat that I thi nk 

22 there may have been a meeting that occurred with Andy McCabe 

23 i mmedi ately pri or to the meeti ng wi th Di rector Comey, and so 

24 I beli eve that was the next, that meeti ng that was 

25 i mmedi ately precedi ng the one with Director Comey was the 
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1 next ti me that I had any i nvolvement i n the i ssue. 

2 Q Okay. On October 27, 2016, the FBI Mi dyear Exam 

3 team briefed Di rector Comey about the emai ls on the Wei ner 

4 laptop. Were you i n that meeti ng? 

5 A Yes. 

  Q What was di scussed i n that meeting, broadly 

7 speaki ng the topi cs that were discussed? 

8 A Broadly speaki ng, there was a descri pti on gi ven to 

9 former Di rector Comey about what was known about what was on 

10 the laptop. There was a discussion about the path forward, 

11 about obtai ning a search warrant i n order to revi ew 

12 materi als, and I beli eve there was a di scussi on about, about 

13 i f a search warrant were obtai ned what i f any public 

14 statements or other statements outsi de the FBI mi ght be made 

15 about i t. 

1  Q What was your personal opi ni on on whether the 

17 existence of the emai ls should be made publi c? 

18 A Personal opi ni on at the ti me then? 

19 Q Correct. 

20 A Well, I was concerned that the di sclosure of what 

21 we had was -- could be vi ewed as a fecti ng the outcome of the 

22 electi on. I wasn' t competent to know one way or another 

23 whether i t would, i n fact, have such an e fect. But I was 

24 concerned that we certai nly would be percei ved as havi ng that 

25 e fect. And I was especi ally concerned because we had no 
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1 i dea  whether  what  we  were  -- whether  the  emai ls  that  were  

2 i denti fied  on  the  Wei ner  laptop  were  relevant,  would  be  

3 materi al.  In  fact,  i t  seemed  qui te  unli kely  to  us  that  there  

4 would  be  any  materi ality  to  those  emai ls.  

5 And  so  I  was  concerned  that,  that  there  wasn' t,  there  

  wasn' t  any  form  of a  publi c  statement  that  we  could  make  that  

7 would  not  overi nflate  or  overrepresent  the  si gni fi cance  of  

8 those  emai ls  i n  a  way  that  would  be  unfair  to  an  uncharged  

9 subj ect.  

10  Ms.  Ki m.  I  would  li ke  to  di scuss  wi th  you  i n  some  

11  speci fi ci ty  what  you  sai d  at  that  meeti ng.  

12  Di rector  Comey' s  book  and  Di rector  Comey' s  testi mony  

13  before  the  IG  descri bes  your  statement  i n  some  detai l.  I  

14  wi ll  quote  to  you  from  hi s  book:  

15  As  we  were  arri vi ng  at  thi s  decisi on,  one  of the  lawyers  

1  on  the  team  asked  a  seari ng  questi on.  She  was  a  bri lli ant  

17  and  qui et  person  whom  I  sometimes  had  to  i nvi te  i nto  the  

18  conversati on.  Should  you  consi der  that  what  you  are  about  to  

19  do  may  help  elect  Donald  Trump  for  Presi dent,  she  asked.  

20  Is  that  the  portion  of the  book  descri bi ng  you  that  you  

21  descri bed  to  our  maj ori ty  colleagues  earlier  as  being  

22  i naccurate?  

23  Ms.  Anderson.  Correct.  

24  Mr.  Herri ngton.  Except  for  the  statement  as  to  

25  brilli ant.  
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1 BY  MS.  KIM:  

2 Q  I  would  li ke  to  i ntroduce  into  the  Record  the  

3 Inspector  General' s  report  di scussi ng  this  porti on  of  

4 Di rector  Comey' s  recollection.  I  beli evi ng  we  are  up  to  

5 Exhibi t  5,  i s  that  correct?  Exhibi t  4.  Thank  you.  

  [Anderson  Exhibi t  No.  4  

7 was  marked  for  i denti fi cati on. ]  

8 Ms.  Anderson.  Can  I  have  a  copy  of it?  Thank  you.  

9 BY  MS.  KIM:  

10  Q  I  am  so  sorry.  

11  On  the  fi rst  page  of the  secti on  I  have  given  to  you,  

12  Di rector  Comey  has  a  long  block  quote.  I  wi ll  di rect  you  to  

13  about  the  mi ddle  of that  block  quote.  He  i s  describi ng  i n  

14  your  statement,  and  he  says:  And  then  I  thi nk  she  spoke  

15  herself and  sai d,  how  do  you  think  about  the  fact  that  you  

1  mi ght  be  helpi ng  elect  Donald  Trump?  

17  Is  Di rector  Comey  representi ng  what  he  remembers  as  your  

18  statement  i n  that  meeti ng?  

19  A  I  assume  he  is  representi ng  what  hi s  recollection  

20  i s.  

21  Q  If you  go  down  to  the  second  block  quote  on  that  

22  page,  i t  i s  a  block  quote  from  you.  

23  You  stated:  I  do  remember  sayi ng  more  expli citly  to  Ji m  

24  Baker  that  I  was  worried  that  what  we  were  going  to  do,  what  

25  we  were  doi ng  was  goi ng  to  have  an  i mpact  on  the  electi on.  
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1 Was that appropriate for the Bureau? Was that, you know, I 

2 was concerned about that for, you know, for us as an 

3 i nsti tuti on. 

4 Is that a correct statement of what you told the 

5 Inspector General? 

  A Yes. 

7 Q So I want to be very clear. At any poi nt i n thi s 

8 di scussion, were you ever expressi ng a personal poli ti cal 

9 preference for one candi date or another? 

10 A No. 

11 Q Were you expressing an i nsti tutional concern that 

12 the FBI' s acti ons could end up havi ng an i mpact on the 

13 outcome of a poli ti cal race? 

14 A Yes, or that we could be percei ved as havi ng had 

15 such an e fect. 

1  Q And why di d that e fect or the percepti on of such 

17 an i mpact concern you? 

18 A It was not -- obviously, at the Department of  

19 Justi ce, both as a matter of poli cy and tradi ti on the 

20 Department stri ves not to have any i mpact on electoral 

21 poli ti cs, and so I was concerned that there would be a 

22 perception that maki ng any sort of statement whether i t be to 

23 Congress or to any other audi ence mi ght have that impact or 

24 mi ght be percei ved as havi ng that i mpact. 

25 And I tied my concern i n my mi nd -- I am sorry let me 
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1 restate  that.  In  my  mi nd,  my  concern  was  ti ed  parti cularly  

2 to  thi s  i dea  that  what  we  had  was  so  uncertai n  at  that  poi nt.  

3 We  had  no  i dea  whether  what  had  been  i denti fi ed  on  the  

4 laptops  was  materi al.  We  hadn' t  reviewed  i t.  It  was  qui te  

5 unlikely  based  on  all  of the  i nvesti gati ve  work  that  we  had  

  done  at  that  poi nt  that  there  would  be  anythi ng  materi al  that  

7 we  would  uncover,  and  i t  would  take  a  truly  remarkable  

8 si tuati on  for  there  to  be  any  evi dence  that  would  alter  our  

9 assessment  of the  case  at  that  poi nt  i n  time.  

10  And  so,  i n  other  words,  you  know,  those  two  

11  consi derati ons  were  tied  together.  It  seemed  especi ally  

12  concerning  i n  a  context  i n  whi ch  we  had  no  i dea  whether  there  

13  was  any  si gnifi cance  at  that  point  to  what  we  had  identifi ed.  

14  Q  It  seems  your  concerns  would  have  appli ed  wi th  

15  equal  force  had  the  FBI  also  been  consi deri ng  an  overt  

1  i nvesti gati ve  step  or  a  publi c  announcement  regarding  the  

17  i nvesti gati on  i nto  Russi an  collusi on,  i s  that  correct?  

18  A  Correct.  

19  Q  So  I  j ust  want  to  be  crystal  clear  --

20  Mr.  Herri ngton.  Well,  would  both  of the  concerns  you  

21  arti culated  apply  to  that?  Or  were  you  more  generally  

22  concerned  about  i mpacti ng  an  electi on?  

23  Ms.  Anderson.  Yes.  Let  me  rephrase,  my  more  general  

24  concern  about  i mpacti ng  the  outcome  of an  electi on.  

25  BY  MS.  KIM:  
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1 Q Thank you. I thank you for your preci si on. That 

2 i s correct. 

3 So you were agai n generally expressi ng an i nsti tutional 

4 concern that the FBI' s actions could end up havi ng an i mpact 

5 or bei ng percei ved as havi ng an i mpact on the outcome of a 

  poli ti cal race? 

7 A Correct. 

8 Q Di d the team ever di scuss the DOJ' s electi on 

9 sensi ti vi ty poli cy? 

10 A I thi nk i t came up at some poi nt, but I don' t have 

11 a parti cularly preci se memory as to when and the parti culars 

12 of what was di scussed. 

13 BY MR. MORGAN: 

14 Q Accordi ng to the IG, you sai d you ulti mately agreed 

15 that Comey needed to supplement hi s testimony to Congress 

1  because i t quote "was such a si gni fi cant i ssue" end quote and 

17 that quote "it would have been mi sleadi ng by omi ssion" end 

18 quote, and that even though Comey di d not expli ci tly tell 

19 Congress he would update them i t was quote "i mpli ed" end 

20 quote i n hi s quote "his testi mony overall" end quote. 

21 Di d you agree wi th Di rector Comey' s deci si on to send the 

22 letter to Congress on October 28, 2016? 

23 A It i s hard to say whether I agreed or di sagreed, 

24 but at the end of the day I found i t very di fi cult to second 

25 guess what Director Comey arti culated to us, and he has sai d 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

Document ID: 0.7.643.9075-000008 005155-002641














































































 


 





           

          

            

        

        

          

    


              

           

          

            

              

          

        

        

              

          

        

           

                

          

  

       

            

 

  

f

1 0 
COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

1 publi cly si nce then that had, he had he not disclosed the 

2 i nformati on, that i t would have been mi sleadi ng by omi ssi on, 

3 and he preferred to be i n a world i n whi ch he had di sclosed 

4 the i nformation pri or to the electi on rather than bei ng 

5 accused after the fact of havi ng hi d i t. 

  Q What e fect di d you expect the letter would have on 

7 Hi llary Cli nton' s electoral prospects? 

8 A I di dn' t know. I' m no electoral expert, and I 

9 don' t, in fact, follow politi cs all that closely. 

10 Q Would you agree, though, that you thought the 

11 letter should be sent -- I know that -- would you agree that 

12 the letter, at the ti me, even i t would have the -- i t could 

13 potenti ally have a harmful i mpact -- i t would have an i mpact 

14 on the election, I should say. 

15 A I' m sorry. Say that agai n. 

1  Q Strike that. Let me rephrase. I would say that, 

17 based on your concerns, you were concerned the letter would 

18 have an i mpact on the electi on, correct? 

19 A Yeah, I wasn' t certai n. It certai nly --

20 Q I' m sorry, stri ke that. No. You weren' t -- I 

21 mi scharacterized your concerns. Let me move on to another 

22 questi on. 

23 Can you descri be the process through whi ch Di rector 

24 Comey' s October 28, 2016, letter to Congress was drafted and 

25 edited? 
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1 A  Sure.  So  and  my  recollection  i s  a  little  bi t  

2 unclear  because  we  focused  on  two  letters  so  close  i n  time,  

3 and  so  my  recollecti on  of the  drafti ng  process  wi th  respect  

4 to  the  October  28th  letter  and  my  recollecti on  wi th  respect  

5 to  the  drafting  process  for  the  November  6th  letter  i s  not,  

  those  two  memori es  are  not  particularly  disti nct.  I  think  we  

7 engaged  i n  simi lar  -- actually  let  me  take  a  step  back.  

8 For  the  October  28th  letter,  there  was  a  draft  that  was  

9 produced,  a  fi rst  draft  that  was  produced  by  a  group  of  

10  people  that  di d  not  i nclude  me.  I  do  beli eve  i t  i ncluded  

11  Pete  and  the  attorney  who  worked  for  me.  That  draft  was  

12  ci rculated  on  emai l  I  beli eve  duri ng  the  evening,  and  i t  was,  

13  I  thi nk,  predi cated  on  an  understanding  that  there  would  be  

14  i n  person  di scussion  the  next  day.  

15  So  that  draft  must  have  been  ci rculated  on  October  27th,  

1  the  eveni ng  of October  27th.  And  then  there  were  in  person  

17  di scussions  wi th  Di rector  Comey  about  the  content  of the  

18  letter  on  the  28th.  And  I  beli eve  that  letter  was  all  but  

19  fi nal  by  the  conclusi on  of that  meeting  with  former  Di rector  

20  Comey,  although  there  may  have  been  a  few  tweaks  that  were  

21  made  after  that  meeti ng.  

22  Q  So  you  sai d  that  -- so  Mr.  Strzok  di d  parti ci pate  

23  i n  the  drafting  of the  letter,  i s  that  correct?  

24  A  That  i s  correct.  

25  Q  You  are  aware  of what  exactly  his  role  was  i n  that  
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1 drafti ng process? 

2 A I beli eve he provided i nput to that ini tial draft, 

3 and he was a part of the oral discussi on wi th former Di rector 

4 Comey that occurred on the 28th. 

5 Q Di d Li sa Page parti ci pate to your knowledge? 

  A I don' t remember. 

7 Q Di d anyone on the Mi dyear team ulti mately di sagree 

8 wi th Di rector Comey' s deci si on to send the letter? 

9 A I don' t know. As I menti oned, it was di fi cult to 

10 second guess former Director Comey' s assessment that i t was 

11 better to ulti mately to di sclose the i nformation rather than 

12 be accused after the fact of havi ng concealed i t by not 

13 maki ng a statement. 

14 Q Di d any i nformation discovered in revi ewi ng Anthony 

15 Weiner' s laptop change your opi ni on of whether Hi llary 

1  Clinton should be prosecuted? 

17 A No. 

18 Q So, I want to turn to a couple other questi ons 

19 regardi ng what we ki nd of have o fhanded call or descri be as 

20 the Trump Russi a i nvesti gati on. 

21 The Inspector General' s report found that the FBI, 

22 parti cularly Special Agent Peter Strzok, placed a hi gh 

23 priori ty on the Trump Russia i nvesti gati on i n the fall of  

24 2016. However, the report concluded that quote "we do not 

25 have the confi dence that Strzok' s deci si on to pri ori ti ze the 
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1 Russi an i nvesti gati on over followi ng up the Midyear related 

2 i nvesti gati ve lead was free from bi as" end quote. 

3 What i s your reaction to thi s conclusi on? 

4 A What do you mean? 

5 Q Do you -- well, do you agree wi th the conclusion i n 

  the IG report? Or do you have knowledge -- do you have 

7 su fi ci ent knowledge to form an opi nion? 

8 A I' m sorry. Could you j ust repeat the questi on? I 

9 j ust lost your emphasis. 

10 Q Certai nly. The report concluded -- sorry. Let me 

11 read the entire quote agai n to you from the IG report. The 

12 report found that the FBI, particularly Speci al Agent Peter 

13 Strzok placed a high pri ority on the Trump Russi a 

14 i nvesti gati on i n the fall of 2016. 

15 Would you agree with that? 

1  A Yes. 

17 Q However, the report concluded that we di d not have, 

18 meani ng the IG, did not have confi dence that Strzok' s 

19 deci si on to pri ori ti ze the Russia i nvesti gati on over 

20 followi ng up on the Midyear related investi gati ve lead was 

21 free from bi as. 

22 Do you agree wi th that conclusi on? 

23 A That they di dn' t have evi dence? 

24 Q I' m sorry. Do you -- stri ke that. 

25 To your knowledge do you beli eve that Peter Strzok --
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1 Peter Strzok' s deci si on to priori ti ze the Russi a 

2 i nvesti gati on was based on any form of i mproper consi deration 

3 i ncludi ng poli ti cal bias? 

4 A No. 

5 Q To your knowledge, was the FBI' s decisi on to 

  priori tize, the FBI generally to pri ori tize the Russi an 

7 i nvesti gati on free from poli ti cal bi as? 

8 A Yes. 

9 Q Do you have any evi dence that Speci al Agent 

10 Strzok' s decisi on to pri oriti ze the Russia i nvesti gati on was 

11 due to any poli ti cal bi as? 

12 A No. 

13 Q Can you generally explai n to us why the FBI counter 

14 i ntelli gence team pri ori ti zed the Russi a i nvesti gati on in 

15 September and October of 2016? 

1  A It was -- the allegations that had come to us were 

17 very si gni fi cant i n terms of the level of threat to our 

18 national securi ty. It represented a level of e fort by the 

19 Russi ans that surpri sed us, and i t was something that we felt 

20 we had an obli gation to pursue -- to pursue with vigor. 

21 Q Were you personally worki ng on the Trump Russia 

22 i nvesti gati on i n September of 2016? 

23 A Not on the i nvestigation per se, but I did have a 

24 role i n the same way I descri bed earli er that I was i nvolved 

25 wi thi n the legal chai n of command at a supervisory level. 
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1 Q  Were  many  of the  Mi dyear  team  members  worki ng  on  

2 the  Trump  Russi a  i nvesti gati on  in  September  of 2016?  

3 A  I  don' t  beli eve  the  i nvestigati ve  or  analyti cal  

4 personnel  were  the  same,  but  at  a  supervi sory  level  there  was  

5 a  great  deal  of simi lari ty  between  the  personnel  i nvolved.  

  Q  Do  you  beli eve  that  the  Trump  Russi a  i nvesti gati on  

7 team  hoped  to  i nfluence  the  electi on  wi th  the  result  --

8 pardon  me  -- wi th  the  results  of the  i nvesti gati on?  

9 A  No.  

10  Q  Do  you  beli eve  that  they  were  pri ori ti zi ng  the  

11  i nvesti gati on  because  of the  magni tude  of the  threat  --

12  A  Yes.  

13  Q  That  you  j ust  descri bed?  

14  A  Yes.  

15  Q  So  i t' s  fai r  to  say  then  that  the  Russi a  

1  i nvesti gati on  was  one  wi th  or  i s  one  wi th  excepti onal  

17  nati onal  securi ty  i mportance?  

18  A  Absolutely.  

19  Q  How  di d  the  Russia  i nvesti gati on  national  securi ty  

20  i mportance  compare  to  the  importance  of potenti ally  reviewi ng  

21  more  emai ls  in  the  Hi llary  Cli nton  i nvesti gation?  

22  A  I' m  not  sure  there  was  such  a  comparison  made  

23  necessari ly,  but  one  represented  an  ongoing  threat  by  a  

24  hosti le  foreign  actor,  and  the  other  si mply  represented  an  

25  i nvesti gati ve  lead  i n  a  case  where  i t  was  unlikely  that  lead  
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1 was  li kely  to  alter  the  outcome.  

2 And  one  thi ng  I  do  want  to  clarify  i nsofar  as  my  answers  

3 may  have  accepted  the  assumption  that  there  was  some  sort  of  

4 formal  pri oriti zation  of the  Russi a  matter  over  the  Cli nton  

5 emai l  i nvestigation,  there  was  to  my  knowledge  no  such  formal  

  priori tizati on.  There  was  an  understanding  that  the  Russi a  

7 i nvesti gati on  was  i mportant,  and  there  was  a  lot  of ti me  

8 devoted  to  that  parti cular  i nvesti gati on,  but  I' m  not  aware  

9 that  there  was  any  sort  of formal  priori tization  of one  over  

10  the  other.  

11  BY  MS.  KIM:  

12  Q  Are  you  aware  of any  evi dence  that  Peter  Strzok  

13  tried  to  back  burner  or  bury  the  contents  of the  Anthony  

14  Weiner  laptop?  

15  A  No.  

1  Q  Are  you  aware  of any  evi dence  suggesti ng  that  

17  anyone  on  the  Mi dyear  team  sought  to  delay  the  review  of  

18  those  emai ls  or  back  burner  that  i nvesti gati on?  

19  A  No.  

20  BY  MR.  MORGAN:  

21  Q  How  frequently  does  the  FBI  i nvesti gate  possible  

22  mi shandli ng  of classi fi ed  informati on?  

23  A  I  don' t  know.  

24  Q  So  I  am  goi ng  to  ask  you,  to  press  you  a  li ttle  bi t  

25  on  thi s.  Would  you  say  that  there  i s,  that  there  have  been  a  
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1 number of cases? Is it very i nfrequent? Is it -- are these 

2 routi ne? Are there routi ne cases oven i nvolving mishandli ng 

3 of classi fi ed i nformati on in terms of number or --

4 A I wouldn' t characteri ze -- yeah. 

5 Q I know you don' t know the exact number. I know I' m 

  aski ng -- but i t i s not unusual for them to i nvestigate cases 

7 of those --

8 A Correct and it i s not i nfrequent. 

9 Q By contrast how frequently does the FBI i nvestigate 

10 possi ble collusi on between a major party Presidential 

11 candi date and a hosti le forei gn power? 

12 A I' m not aware of any analogous ci rcumstance. 

13 Q How frequently does the FBI i nvesti gate threats 

14 that could undermi ne the i ntegrity of the Ameri can 

15 Presi denti al election? 

1  A So thi s wasn' t uni que. There have been other --

17 the Russi an interference e forts that occurred wi th respect 

18 to the 2016 election were not uni que i n our history. There 

19 have been other, other Russi an and forei gn power e forts to 

20 i ntervene i n our democrati c process throughout hi story. They 

21 have taken di ferent forms. 

22 It j ust si mply, thi s was an unusual set of ci rcumstances 

23 here, and I am not aware of any analogous ci rcumstance where 

24 there has been an i nvesti gati on of potenti al li nkages between 

25 a maj or party candi dates, personnel, and a forei gn power. 
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1 But there have been over time other foreign power e forts to 

2 i nterfere i n our electi ons, and i t i s my presumpti on that the 

3 FBI has i nvesti gated those e forts over time. 

4 Q Would you say though that thi s was uni que? You had 

5 previ ously j ust described a threat of this -- posed by thi s 

  parti cular i nstance. Would you say that i t was unique then 

7 i n i ts magni tude and its signi fi cance? 

8 A I would say it was unique in i ts i ntensi ty 

9 certai nly and i ts level of success as well so the thi ng that 

10 di ferenti ated -- among the thi ngs that di ferenti ated thi s 

11 parti cular e fort by Russi a as compared to hi stori cal e forts 

12 they had engaged i n was of course the advent of soci al medi a 

13 and the abi lity of Russi an actors to use that platform to 

14 proli ferate messages that would be, that would further thei r 

15 objecti ves of sowi ng di ssensi on and di scord. 

1  And then there were other, you know, the hacking and 

17 release of emai ls was somethi ng that we had not previ ously 

18 seen before. And I guess the other thi ng that we saw was 

19 evidence of very hi gh level approvals wi thi n the Russi an 

20 Government of this ongoi ng campaign. There may have been 

21 other uni que features, but the level I would say overall the 

22 level of i ntensi ty of the Russi an e fort to i nterfere with 

23 our electi on was at least to my understandi ng wi thout 

24 precedent. 

25 Q Thank you. I' m goi ng to turn now to j ust a few 
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1 brief questi ons  about  the  FBI,  INSD  internal  fi le  revi ew  i f  

2 you  are  fami li ar  wi th  that.  

3 A  I  am  actually  not.  I  have  never  seen  the  document  

4 before.  

5 Q  Let  me  --

  BY  MS.  KIM:  

7 Q  So  we  understand  that  i n  the  Inspector  General' s  

8 report  Ji m  Baker  i s  quoted  as  sayi ng  that  he  asked  the  revi ew  

9 team  to  examine  the  i nternal  fi les  of the  Mi dyear  exam  

10  i nvesti gati on.  Were  you  i nvolved  at  all  i n  i ni ti ati ng  that  

11  fi le  revi ew?  

12  A  No.  I  was  on  materni ty  leave  at  the  ti me.  

13  Q  The  Mi dyear  exams  di d  undergo  a  fi le  revi ew.  The  

14  fi le  revi ew  team' s  conclusion  i s  quoted  on  page  142  of the  IG  

15  report.  It  concludes  that  the  fi le  revi ew  di d  not  fi nd  any  

1  substanti al  or  signi ficant  areas  of investi gati ve  oversight  

17  based  on  the  stated  goals  of the  i nvesti gati ons.  It  found  

18  that  the  i nvestigati ve  team  conducted  a  thorough  

19  i nvesti gati on  wi thi n  the  constrai nts  i mposed  by  the  Justi ce  

20  Department.  

21  Are  those  conclusions  consistent  wi th  your  experi ence  of  

22  the  Mi dyear  case?  

23  A  Yes.  

24  Q  Are  you  fami li ar  wi th  the  Inspector  General' s  

25  report?  
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1 A  Yes.  

2 Q  The  Inspector  General' s  report  also  concludes  that  

3 there  were  no  i mproper  consi derati ons  i nfluenci ng  the  

4 speci fi c  i nvestigati ve  steps  taken  i n  the  Mi dyear  

5 i nvesti gati on,  i s  that  correct?  

  A  Yes.  

7 Q  Are  the  Inspector  General' s  conclusi ons  consi stent  

8 wi th  your  experi ence  on  the  case?  

9 A  Yes.  

10  BY  MR.  MORGAN:  

11  Q  And  I  would  li ke  to  turn  j ust  generally  to  some  

12  questi ons  about  the  attacks  on  the  Department  of Justi ce' s  

13  and  morale  at  the  FBI  whi le  you  were  sti ll  there.  

14  I' m  sure  you' re  aware  that  there  has  been  a  litany  of  

15  attacks  from  the  hi ghest  levels  of government  accusi ng  the  

1  FBI  and  the  Department  of Justi ce  of conducti ng  

17  i nvesti gati ons  dri ven  by  poli ti cal  bias  i nstead  of j ust  the  

18  facts  and  the  rule  of law.  Are  you  aware  of these  attacks,  

19  Ms.  Anderson?  

20  A  Yes.  

21  Q  Duri ng  your  tenure  at  the  FBI  and  DOJ,  have  you  

22  been  aware  of any  FBI  i nvesti gation  moti vated  by  poli ti cal  

23  bi as?  

24  A  No.  

25  Q  Duri ng  your  ti me  at  the  FBI  and  DOJ,  are  you  aware  
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1 of any  Justi ce  Department  investigations  moti vated  by  

2 poli ti cal  bi as?  

3 A  No.  

4 Q  On  May  22,  2018,  Republi can  Members  of Congress  

5 i ntroduced  House  Resoluti on  907  requesti ng  that  the  Attorney  

  General  appoint  a  second  speci al  counsel  to  i nvestigate  

7 mi sconduct  at  DOJ  and  the  FBI  whi ch  I  beli eve  that  we  

8 di scussed  previ ously.  

9 That  resolution  alleged  quote  "whereas  there  is  an  

10  urgent  need  for  the  employment  of a  second  speci al  counsel  i n  

11  li ght  of evi dence  that  rai ses  cri ti cal  concerns  about  

12  deci si ons,  acti viti es,  and  i nherent  bi as  di splayed  at  the  

13  hi ghest  levels  of the  Department  of Justice  and  the  Federal  

14  Bureau  of Investi gati on  regardi ng  FISA  abuse,  how  and  why  the  

15  Hi llary  Cli nton  emai l  probe  ended,  and  how  and  why  the  Donald  

1  Trump  Russi a  probe  began. "  

17  At  the  FBI,  what  was  your  role  in  the  FISA  appli cati on  

18  approval  process?  

19  A  I  supervi sed  attorneys  who  were  i nvolved  i n  that  

20  appli cati on  -- i n  the  development  of that  appli cation.  

21  Q  So  you  have  some  knowledge  then  of the  process?  

22  A  Of the  general  process,  yes.  

23  Q  Yes.  Are  you  aware  of any  i nherent  bi as  at  the  

24  hi ghest  levels  of DOJ  and  the  FBI  regardi ng  FISA  abuse  as  i s  

25  alleged?  
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1 A No. 

2 Q Is there any evi dence of i nherent bi as displayed at 

3 the hi ghest levels of DOJ and the FBI regardi ng how and why 

4 the Hi llary Cli nton emai l probe ended? 

5 A No. 

  Q To your knowledge, i s there any evi dence of  

7 i nherent bi as di splayed at the hi ghest levels of the DOJ and 

8 the FBI agai nst Donald Trump as part of the Trump Russi a 

9 probe? 

10 A No. 

11 Q Are you aware of any acti ons ever taken to damage 

12 the Trump campaign at the hi ghest levels of the Department of  

13 Justi ce or the FBI? 

14 A No. 

15 Q Are you aware of any acti ons ever taken to 

1  personally target Donald Trump at the hi ghest levels at the 

17 Department of Justi ce or the FBI? 

18 A No. 

19 Q Is there any evi dence that any FBI or Department of  

20 Justi ce, or are you aware of any evi dence that any FBI or 

21 Department of Justi ce o fi ci al took any acti ons bi ased in 

22 favor of Cli nton or biased agai nst Trump. 

23 A No. 

24 Q Are you aware of James Comey ever taki ng such 

25 action? 
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1 A  No.  

2 Q  Andrew  McCabe?  

3 A  No.  

4 Q  Are  you  aware  of Li sa  Page  ever  taki ng  such  acti on?  

5 A  No.  

  Q  Are  you  aware  of Loretta  Lynch?  

7 A  No.  

8 Q  What  about  Sally  Yates?  

9 A  No.  

10  Q  Are  you  aware  of any  acti on  taken  by  Deputy  

11  Attorney  General  Rob  Rosenstei n?  

12  A  No.  

13  Q  Are  you  aware  of any  acti on  taken  by  Special  

14  Counsel  Robert  Muller?  

15  A  No.  

1  Q  Are  you  aware  of any  evi dence  or  i s  there  any  

17  evidence  that  Presi dent  Obama  ordered  any  i nvesti gati ve  

18  acti vi ty  that  was  bi ased  i n  favor  of Hi llary  Cli nton  or  

19  bi ased  agai nst  Donald  Trump?  

20  A  No.  

21  Q  Are  you  aware  of any  evi dence  that  Presi dent  Obama  

22  ordered  a  wi retap  of Donald  Trump  or  the  Trump  campai gn?  

23  A  No.  

24  Q  Are  you  aware  of any  conspiracy  agai nst  Donald  

25  Trump  or  the  Trump  campai gn  i nvolvi ng  anyone  from  the  FBI  or  
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1 Department  of Justi ce  or  Presi dent  Obama?  

2 A  No.  

3 Q  Many  of us  have  been  troubled  by  the  escalati ng  

4 attacks  agai nst  the  Department  of Justi ce  and  the  FBI,  

5 attacks  agai nst  the  i ndependence  of other  i nsti tutions,  the  

  i ntegri ty  of thei r  employees,  and  the  legi timacy  of the  DOJ' s  

7 and  FBI' s  i nvesti gati ons  so  I  want  to  talk  to  you  about  some  

8 statements  i n  that  vein  and  get  your  reacti on.  

9 On  December  3rd,  2017,  the  President  tweeted  quote  after  

10  years  of Comey  with  the  phony  and  di shonest  Cli nton  

11  i nvesti gati on  and  more,  runni ng  -- rui ni ng  -- running  the  

12  FBI,  i ts  reputation  i s  i n  tatters,  worse  i n  history.  But  

13  fear  not  we  wi ll  bri ng  i t  back  to  greatness  end  quote.  

14  Do  you  agree  wi th  the  President' s  statement  that  the  

15  FBI' s  reputati on  i s  i n  tatters  and  i s  the  worst  i n  hi story?  

1  A  No.  

17  Q  Do  you  agree  wi th  the  President' s  characteri zati on  

18  the  Cli nton  investi gati on  was  phony  and  dishonest?  

19  A  No.  

20  Q  In  your  opi nion,  what  ki nd  of i mpact  do  statements  

21  li ke  this  have  on  the  morale  of rank  and  fi le  FBI  agents?  

22  A  They  can' t  --

23  Q  No  I' m  sorry  please.  

24  A  Fi ni sh  your  question  please.  

25  Q  FBI  agents  and  other  FBI  personnel?  
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1 A Certai nly statements li ke that can have a 

2 demoralizi ng e fect on the workforce. 

3 Q Why would they have a demorali zi ng e fect on the 

4 workforce, i n your opini on? 

5 A Because i t undercuts the credibi li ty and vali di ty 

  of the work that they are doi ng. 

7 Q Is that central to the work that you do? The work 

8 the FBI does I should say? 

9 A Certai nly one of the thi ngs that i s central to the 

10 FBI and i ts abi lity to i nvestigate and contri bute to 

11 successful prosecuti ons i s mai ntai ni ng the credi bi li ty and 

12 the trust of the American people i n FBI personnel when they 

13 testi fy i n court, when they take i nvesti gati ve action. And 

14 so that i s i mportant to our successful percei ved missi on. 

15 Q Touchi ng on your response there, what do you thi nk 

1  the i mpact of statements like these is on the public' s 

17 confi dence i n the FBI, and how do you think that i mpacts our 

18 national securi ty? 

19 A That' s a hard questi on. I' m not sure I am 

20 competent to assess the full i mpact, but i t i s somethi ng that 

21 I am concern about as a ci ti zen, that i t has weakened our 

22 i nsti tuti ons, that i t has weakened the bonds of trust that 

23 the Ameri can people have i n their i nsti tuti ons and the 

24 Department of Justi ce and the FBI and that all of that trust 

25 i s i mportant to the pursui t of our, of successful 
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1 prosecuti ons  and  nati onal  security  and  other  types  of cases.  

2 It' s  moreover  concerning  the  i mpact  that  these  types  of  

3 statements  has  had  on  the  abi li ty  of the  FBI  to  recrui t  and  

4 maintai n  human  sources  whi ch  obviously  are  a  key  bui ldi ng  

5 block  of FBI  i nvesti gati ons,  i ncludi ng  nati onal  securi ty  

  i nvesti gati ons.  And  so  I  am  concerned  from  a  long-term  

7 perspecti ve  about  the  i mpact  that  this  pattern  of statements  

8 about  the  FBI  could  have  on  the  abi lity  of the  i nsti tutions  

9 to  successfully  perform  thei r  missi ons.  

10  Q  At  a  White  House  press  bri efi ng  the  day  after  

11  Di rector  Comey  was  fi red,  Sarah  Huckabee  Sanders  sai d  the  

12  termi nati on  happened  because  and  I  quote,  "most  i mportantly  

13  the  rank  and  fi le  of the  FBI  had  lost  confi dence  i n  their  

14  di rector"  end  quote.  

15  Looki ng  back  on  the  lead  up  to  Di rector  Comey' s  

1  di smi ssal,  do  you  agree  wi th  Ms.  Sanders  that  the  rank  and  

17  fi le  of FBI  had  lost  confi dence  i n  Director  Comey?  

18  A  I  personally  di d  not  perceive  that  to  be  the  case.  

19  Q  What  was  your  reacti on  when  you  learned  that  

20  Di rector  Comey  had  been  fi red?  

21  A  I  was  shocked.  

22  Q  And  was  that  reaction  shared  by  FBI  agents  that  you  

23  spoke  to  regardi ng  the  fi ring  of Di rector  Comey?  

24  A  I  di dn' t  speak  to  any  agents.  I  was  on  materni ty  

25  leave.  
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1 Q  Is  i t  -- let  me  rephrase  then.  

2 Would  you  say  that  that  reacti on  was  shared  by  other  

3 members  of the  FBI?  

4 A  It  was  shared  by  the  FBI  personnel  with  whom  I  was  

5 i n  contact  with  at  the  ti me.  

  BY  MS.  KIM:  

7 Q  Why  were  you  shocked?  

8 A  It  was  abrupt,  i t  was  handled  i n  a  manner  that  was  

9 surpri sing  and  abrupt.  It  was  wi thout  precedent.  Obvi ously  

10  former  di rector  Sessi ons  had  been  fi red  but  for  reasons  of  

11  ethi cal  vi olati ons  that  he  had  commi tted.  It  was  just  

12  shocki ng.  It  wasn' t  somethi ng  that  was  expected  at  the  ti me.  

13  And  I  also  personally,  I  had  assumed  that  because  some  ti me  

14  had  elapsed  between  the  announcement  of the  publi c  di sclosure  

15  of the  Russi a  i nvesti gati on  that  any  concerns  that  we  had  

1  about  him  being  fired  had  di ssi pated.  But  that  clearly  was  

17  not  the  case.  So  the  ti mi ng  I  guess  was  somewhat  what  

18  surpri sing  and  shocki ng  to  me  personally.  

19  BY  MR.  MORGAN:  

20  Q  On  that  same  day  that  Di rector  Comey  was  fi red,  

21  Presi dent  Trump  tweeted,  James  Comey  wi ll  be  replaced  by  

22  someone  who  wi ll  do  a  far  better  j ob  bri ngi ng  back  the  spi ri t  

23  and  presti ge  of the  FBI.  

24  Do  you  agree  wi th  the  President' s  asserti on  that  there  

25  was  some  problem  wi th  the  spi ri t  and  presti ge  of the  FBI  
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1 under  Director  Comey?  

2 A  I  di dn' t  believe  so.  

3 Q  Why  i s  that,  or  why  do  you  di sagree  then?  

4 A  I  beli eve  the  FBI  i s  a  great  i nsti tuti on.  It  was  

5 great  under  Di rector  Comey.  The  men  and  women  who  work  at  

  the  FBI  serve  thei r  country  honorably,  and  they  do  thei r  j obs  

7 wi th  a  great  deal  of di sti ncti on.  

8 Q  Followi ng  the  Inspector  General' s  report,  Presi dent  

9 Trump  has  stated  and  I  wi ll  quote  agai n,  "I  thi nk  Comey  was  

10  the  ri ngleader  of thi s  whole  you  know  den  of thi eves,  they  

11  were  plotti ng  agai nst  my  electi on"  end  quote.  

12  Do  you  have  any  reason  to  beli eve  the  FBI  i s  a  den  of  

13  thieves?  

14  A  No.  

15  Q  Do  you  personally  -- di d  you  personally  witness  

1  anyone  at  the  FBI  attempti ng  to  plot  agai nst  Donald  Trump' s  

17  electi on?  

18  A  No.  

19  BY  MS.  KIM:  

20  Q  Ms.  Anderson,  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  

21  i nterest  i n  the  medi a  i n  our  j oint  i nvesti gation  around  the  

22  FISA  process.  I  thi nk  i t  would  be  helpful  to  get  your  

23  purchase  on  how  that  process  actually  works.  

24  Do  you  agree  that  the  government  i s  required  to  meet  a  

25  hi gh  burden  of proof when  seeki ng  a  FISA  warrant  from  the  
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1 FISA court? 

2 A Yes. 

3 Q Is i t fai r to say that the Justi ce Department' s own 

4 i nternal review process for appli cations i s also extremely 

5 ri gorous? 

  A Yes. 

7 Q Do FISA warrants require consi derable revi ew pri or 

8 to approval? 

9 A Yes. 

10 Q And i s the level of scruti ny both i nternally at the 

11 Justi ce Department and before the FISA court even hi gher when 

12 the government i s seeki ng a warrant to survei l a U. S. person? 

13 A Maybe as a practical matter that mi ght be correct, 

14 although formally there i s no di ference i n the treatment of  

15 non-U. S. persons and U. S. persons, they are both treated wi th 

1  a great degree of ri gor. 

17 Q Wi th a very hi gh level of ri gor. 

18 A Correct. 

19 Q I understand that the FBI conducts i ts own 

20 i nvesti gati on about whether there i s enough evi dence to be 

21 outli ned i n an a fi davi t i n an appli cati on for a FISA warrant 

22 and that package goes through the approval process of the 

23 FBI' s chai n of command, i s that correct? 

24 A Yes. 

25 Q Who i n the FBI' s chai n of command would revi ew that 
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1 packet? 

2 A I don' t know si tti ng here the parti culars of  

3 exactly who approves that package before i t goes over to the 

4 FBI. It was not somethi ng that was wi thin my area of  

5 responsibi li ty. 

  Mr. Herri ngton. Before i t goes over to the DOJ. 

7 Ms. Anderson. I am sorry before i t goes over to DOJ. 

8 It was not withi n my area of responsibi lity. I was not one 

9 of the approvers i n the chai n of command. 

10 BY MS. KIM: 

11 Q Are you aware of any ci rcumstance where FBI 

12 i nvesti gators could rush an appli cation process through 

13 wi thout gi vi ng i t su fi ci ent level of scruti ny i n an attempt 

14 to bypass the FBI' s own hi gh i nternal standards? 

15 A No. There are FISA appli cati ons that are 

1  expedi ted, but there are parti cular procedures that apply to 

17 those appli cati ons, and they are si mply desi gned to li terally 

18 as they are described expedi te the process. 

19 Q Is part of the i nternal revi ew process at the FBI 

20 to ensure that the FISA appli cation is supported by credi ble 

21 evidence, and why i s it i mportant that a FISA applicati on i s 

22 supported by credible evi dence? 

23 A It i s i mportant because we are talki ng about 

24 national securi ty-related survei llance i n the context i n 

25 which the government is applyi ng ex parte for the 
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1 survei llance warrant. There are certai n allowances wi thi n 

2 FISA that are, that di fer from the cri minal standpoi nt, and 

3 there' s some possibi lity that or a likelihood that the 

4 warrant wi ll never have the opportunity to be challenged 

5 because many of the nati onal securi ty warrants are never used 

  i n a crimi nal prosecuti on and will never see the light of  

7 day. 

8 Q There has been acti ve speculati on that the FBI 

9 failed to follow i ts appli cable standards i n applying for 

10 Carter Page' s FISA warrant. I would li ke to ask you some 

11 general questi ons. 

12 In a FISA appli cation, does the FBI typi cally i nclude 

13 all of the i nformati on i t has about an i ndi vi dual or a 

14 source? Or does i t cull that i nformati on to include only 

15 facts relevant to the court' 

1  that appli cati on? 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

s determination on the meri ts of  

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

Document ID: 0.7.643.9075-000008 005155-002663














































































 


 





  


          

           

          

         


   


          

         

        

  

          

        

        

          

        

          

       

         

         

        

  

              

                

         

          

  

182  
COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

1 [2: 59  p. m. ]  

2 Ms.  Anderson.  It  culls  the  i nformation  to  that  which  i s  

3 relevant  to  the  meri ts  of the  appli cati on.  But  i t  comes  

4 pretty  close  to  almost  all  the  informati on  that  we  have,  i s  

5 what  i t  seems,  with  respect  to  our  FISA  appli cati ons.  

  BY  MS.  KIM:  

7 Q  Is  i t  possi ble  to  gi ve  the  FISA  court  a  highly  

8 accurate  set  of facts  about  a  source  wi thout  includi ng  every  

9 i ndi vi dual  fact  that  the  FBI  knows  about  a  source?  

10  A  Yes.  

11  Q  There  has  been  a  great  deal  of fi xation  on  speci fi c  

12  mi nuti ae  that  poli ti cal  actors  have  found  relevant  to  make  

13  i mportant  about  Carter  Page' s  FISA  appli cati on.  

14  Do  you  have  a  personal  response  to  the  attack  that  the  

15  FBI  somehow  abused  the  FISA  process  or  commi tted  i llegali ti es  

1  by  not  di sclosi ng  all  of the  very  speci fi c  mi nuti ae  to  the  

17  FISA  court  about  Bruce  Ohr,  about  Chri stopher  Steele?  

18  A  About  Bruce  Ohr?  What  about  Bruce  Ohr?  

19  Q  I  thi nk  the  allegati ons  are  that  Bruce  Ohr' s  

20  bi ography  was  somehow  relevant  to  the  Carter  Page  FISA  

21  appli cati on.  

22  A  I  don' t  beli eve  i t  was  relevant  i n  any  way.  I  also  

23  don' t  thi nk  -- yeah,  I  don' t  think  i t  was  relevant.  I' m  not  

24  aware  of any  sense  i n  whi ch  i t  was  relevant.  

25  Q  Have  you  ever  been  a  part  of any  FISA  appli cation  
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1 process where the FBI sought to hi de, bury, or omi t materi al 

2 facts from the FISA court? 

3 A No. 

4 Mr. Herri ngton. Could I take a 5-mi nute break? 

5 Ms. Ki m. Yes. 

  [Recess. ] 

7 Ms. Ki m. We' re back on the record. It' s 3: 04 p. m. 

8 BY MS. KIM: 

9 Q Were you part of the FISA appli cati on revi ew 

10 process for the FISA appli cati ons regardi ng Carter Page? 

11 A I was i nvolved at a supervisory level wi thi n the 

12 legal chai n of command. 

13 Q Di d you observe any i mproper consi derati ons, 

14 i ncludi ng poli ti cal bias, a fecti ng that process? 

15 A No. 

1  Q Di d you observe any i mpropri eti es i n that process 

17 that would have requi red subsequent di sclosures to the FISA 

18 court about content that the FBI had omi tted? 

19 Ms. Anderson. I need to confer --

20 May we confer? 

21 Ms. Ki m. Yes. 

22 Thank you. 

23 Ms. Anderson. -- wi th FBI counsel about classi fi cati on. 

24 [Discussi on o f the record. ] 

25 Ms. Anderson. I' ve been advi sed by the FBI lawyers that 

M 
(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

Mr 
(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI
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1 I can' t answer that questi on i n an unclassi fi ed setti ng. 

2 BY MS. KIM: 

3 Q Thank you. 

4 In the Carter Page FISA warrant process, are you aware 

5 of any attempts by the DOJ or the FBI to i ntenti onally 

  mi slead the FISA court? 

7 A No. 

8 Q Are you aware of any e forts to omi t evi dence or 

9 manufacture evi dence deli berately? 

10 A No. 

11 Q Are you aware of any instances regardi ng the Carter 

12 Page FISA appli cation of the FBI fai li ng to follow all of i ts 

13 proper procedures i n obtai ni ng a FISA warrant? 

14 A No. 

15 Q Are you aware of any e fort by the FBI to seek a 

1  FISA warrant for Carter Page that was not based on credible 

17 and su fi ci ent evi dence? 

18 A No. 

19 M Counsel, you may be done with thi s line of  

20 questi oni ng. 

21 I would j ust ask the wi tness, whi le you' re di scussing 

22 questi ons that pertai n to FISA appli cati ons or the FISA 

23 process, j ust to gi ve us a moment to thi nk about the questi on 

24 j ust i n case we do need to ask to confer. 

25 Ms. Anderson. Sure. 
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Mr  
(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

Mr  

1 Thank  you.  

2 Ms.  Ki m.  Thank  you.  Actually,  I  beli eve  that  concludes  

3 our  round  of questi oning.  

4 Well,  then  I' m  too  late,  but  thank  you  for  

5 

(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

your  consi derati on.  

  Ms.  Ki m.  Thank  you,  si r.  

7 [Recess. ]  

8 Mr.  Baker.  Back  on  the  record  at  3: 11.  

9 I' ll  start  with  a  random  questi on.  I  have  an  emai l  here  

10  that  I  wi ll  i ntroduce  as  maj ori ty  exhi bi t  3,  I  thi nk.  

11  [Anderson  Exhibi t  No.  3  

12  was  marked  for  i denti fi cati on. ]  

13  BY  MR.  BAKER:  

14  Q  It' s  an  emai l  chai n.  It' s  ulti mately  from  you.  It  

15  looks  like  there' s  some  folks  that  have  done  some  research  at  

1  someone' s  request  on  the  standards  for  appoi nti ng  a  speci al  

17  prosecutor.  And  then  i t  looks  li ke  it' s  sent  to  you.  

18  You  thank  the  person  and  then  say,  "Could  you  please  

19  follow  up  wi th"  -- redacted  -- "to  get  more  detai l  about  what  

20  she  found  on  the  confli ct  of i nterest  component?  Anything  

21  about  whether  there  i s  usually  an  actual  confli ct,  or  have  

22  speci al  prosecutors  been  appoi nted  due  to  an  appearance  of  

23  confli ct  (or  out  of an  abundance  of caution) ?"  

24  What  i s  that  about,  i f you  recall?  

25  A  I  don' t  recall.  I  di dn' t  remember  thi s  emai l  chai n  
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1 unti l I saw it i n the producti on, the porti on of the 

2 production that was given to me by the FBI for review. 

3 Q Okay. But you have no recollection of what i t 

4 relates to? 

5 A No, although I do understand that i n the IG report 

  there' s i nformation that FBI Attorney 1 did testi fy to the IG 

7 that there had been an i ntern withi n NSLB who was asked to 

8 look i nto this i ssue in connection with the Midyear case. 

9 Q Okay. 

10 A But thi s would' ve been from around the time of the 

11 openi ng of the case, and I don' t recall any of the 

12 ci rcumstances or reasons why this research would' ve been 

13 done. 

14 Q Okay. You don' t recall anythi ng about a confli ct 

15 of i nterest that came up i n di scussi ons about the case? I 

1  mean, thi s does seem pretty early i n the process. 

17 A It does. I don' t recall the ci rcumstances that 

18 generated this request for research. 

19 Q Okay. 

20 It was wi dely reported, vari ous confli cts that former 

21 Deputy Di rector McCabe had. Was there any confli ct of any 

22 employees i n your National Securi ty Law Branch that requi red 

23 consultati on wi th the O fi ce of Integri ty Compli ance or 

24 anythi ng li ke that? 

25 A No. 
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1 Q Okay. 

2 You' ve talked a little bi t about -- or discussion has 

3 been had a little bi t about the FISA process. I want to be 

4 clear on what your branch and your speci fi c role i n FISA 

5 would be. It' s my understandi ng -- and I' m somewhat more 

  fami li ar wi th FISAs that ori gi nate from a fi eld o fi ce. 

7 A Uh-huh. 

8 Q Where did this, the ori gi nal FISA i n the Russia 

9 case, where di d that ori gi nate from? Was that somethi ng that 

10 was done at the headquarter level, or was i t done from 

11 Washi ngton field? I' m a little confused. I know there' s a 

12 cross-polli nati on of resources, agents pulled from the fi eld 

13 o fi ce, and I' m j ust curi ous where the FISA physi cally 

14 origi nated from. 

15 A So I don' t know the answer to that question. 

1  Q Okay. What would be your role in any FISA as far 

17 as approval or looki ng at -- any FISA. No speci fi c case, no 

18 speci fi c facts. 

19 A So I typi cally would not be i nvolved i n the minuti a 

20 of the development of a FISA. Rather, I would expect to be 

21 i nformed about or be brought i n to be consulted about FISAs 

22 that i nvolve controversi al legal i ssues or fact patterns that 

23 present di ficult calls about probable cause. 

24 So that' s one aspect in which I would -- I was i nvolved 

25 and how I vi ewed my responsi bi liti es wi th respect to the FISA 
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1 process. 

2 Another area was wi th respect to all FISAs going 

3 through, before they went to the Di rector, there was an 

4 expectati on that there would be an SES-level approver of the 

5 FISA. Sometimes that could be me, but oftentimes it was one 

  of my two secti on chi efs. But if I was the only SES person 

7 i n the o fi ce, that would mean I would be responsi ble for 

8 revi ewi ng the FISA package before i t went to the Director. 

9 And then, third, wi thin my branch, we had responsi bi li ty 

10 for the logi sti cal processing of the FISAs for the enti re 

11 Bureau. And so I had a support uni t who handled the 

12 logi sti cs of the process: getting the signatures by 

13 executi ves, walking them over to DOJ, handli ng the orders 

14 once they came back from the FISA court, uploadi ng them i nto 

15 the system, that sort of work. 

1  Q So a FISA package, i s i t presented to you and also 

17 si multaneously presented to others that are also approving or 

18 looki ng at aspects of i t, or does i t follow a li near path? 

19 A It follows a li near path. There i s a system called 

20 FISAMS wi thi n the Bureau that tracks i n a li near fashi on all 

21 the approvals on a FISA. I' m not part of that approval 

22 chai n, but I or another SESer i n my branch i s the fi nal 

23 approver on hard copy before a FISA goes to the Di rector or 

24 Deputy Di rector for signature. 

25 Q And that i s the next stop after i t would leave 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

Document ID: 0.7.643.9075-000008 005155-002670














































































 


 





           

 

 

      

         

        

        

           

            

   

  

   

        

            

         

          

          

          

      

 


      

  

         

         

        

  

f

189 
COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

1 National Securi ty Law Branch; i t would go to the Director or 

2 Deputy --

3 A Correct. 

4 Q -- Di rector? The Di rector. 

5 A The Di rector unless he was unavai lable, i n which 

  case i t would go to the Deputy Di rector. 

7 Q So thi s FISA management system you reference, 

8 someone that gets i t would not do whatever they do unless the 

9 person below them has done what they do. It follows this 

10 li near path. 

11 A Correct. 

12 Q Okay. 

13 You menti oned earli er -- someone had a questi on about 

14 the FISA court, and I thi nk you sai d somethi ng to the e fect 

15 that i t wouldn' t be unusual for supplemental informati on to 

1  be provided to the court when a FISA warrant had been 

17 presented to the court i f there was somethi ng learned by the 

18 FBI that needed clari fi cation or a supplement. I thought you 

19 said there would be a mechani sm --

20 A Correct. 

21 Q -- to provi de addi ti onal i nformati on. 

22 A Correct. 

23 Q Do you know if any addi ti onal i nformati on, ei ther 

24 supplemental or for clari ficati on, was provi ded to the court 

25 for any of the FISAs in the Russi a case? 
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1 A This questi on raises the same classi fi cati on i ssue 

2 that was rai sed by the questi on a few moments ago by the 

3 mi nori ty sta f. And so, based on my consultation wi th the 

4 FBI lawyers, I' m not able to answer that question in this 

5 unclassifi ed setting. 

  Q Okay. Goi ng back to not to a parti cular case or 

7 parti cular facts, i t would be part of the general practice or 

8 possi bi li ty in deali ng wi th a FISA that you would go back to 

9 the FISA court with new i nformation in the i nterest of bei ng 

10 candi d wi th the court? 

11 A Yes, i f i t met a certai n threshold. That' s 

12 correct. 

13 Q Okay. 

14 What i s a Woods fi le? 

15 A A Woods fi le i s a fi le of documents that' s 

1  maintai ned to support the accuracy of every i ndi vi dual fact 

17 that' s contained i n a FISA applicati on. 

18 Q So thi s i s a fi le. Any fact that i s presented i n 

19 the appli cation, thi s fi le documents the source of that 

20 i ndi vi dual fact? 

21 A That' s correct. 

22 Q And i t would probably be more robust than the 

23 actual appli cati on. My understandi ng would be the 

24 appli cati on is asserting the fact but i t mi ght not have every 

25 detai l about the fact or where the fact came from, where the 
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1 Woods  fi le  would  have  all  of that  as  a  reposi tory.  

2 A  That  could  be  the  case,  yes.  

3 Q  And  a  Woods  fi le  i s  mandatory?  

4 A  Correct.  

5 Q  And  a  Woods  fi le  gets  i ts  name  from  -- why  i s  i t  

  called  a  Woods  fi le?  

7 A  i n  NSD.  I' m  sorry.  Non-SES.  

8 There' s  --

9 Mr.  Herri ngton.  A  former  colleague.  

10  Ms.  Anderson.  A  former  colleague  at  the  Department  of  

11  Justi ce  drafted  the  form,  and  so  the  form  derives  from  the  

12  i ndi vi dual' s  name.  

13  BY  MR.  BAKER:  

14  Q  And  di d  the  form  and  the  practi ce  of a  fi le  result  

15  from  an  i ssue  wi th  FISAs?  

1  A  Yes,  that' s  my  understandi ng.  It  precedes  my  ti me  

17  at  the  FBI,  but  I  understood  there  was  a  pattern  of some  

18  i nci dents  of omi ssi ons  that  were  of concern  to  the  FISA  court  

19  that  resulted  i n  former  Di rector  Mueller  actually  appeari ng  

20  before  the  FISA  court.  And  the  practi ces  were  the  result  of  

21  reforms  that  were  made  j oi ntly  between  the  FBI  and  DOJ  in  

22  order  to  ensure  that  we  were  meeti ng  the  standard  of accuracy  

23  wi th  greater  precisi on.  

24  Q  So  i t  goes  towards  maki ng  more  sure  that  the  

25  presentati ons  to  the  court  are  accurate?  
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1 A Absolutely. It' s designed to disci pli ne agents 

2 when they are drafti ng and revi ewi ng a fi davi ts to ensure 

3 that each of the facts contai ned i n that a fi davi t are, i n 

4 fact, accurate, because they must maintai n that fi le of  

5 documents supporting that accuracy. 

  Q Are you aware of any, for lack of a better term, 

7 compli ance audi ts that the FBI does on Woods fi les to make 

8 sure that agents that are submi tti ng these appli cati ons are, 

9 i n fact, mai ntai ni ng an accurate Woods file? 

10 A Yes. There is a sampli ng of FISA appli cati ons that 

11 are reviewed i n the course of the fi eld o fi ce oversi ght 

12 revi ews that are conducted by Department of Justi ce and FBI 

13 OGC personnel. 

14 Q And would i t be fai r to say the reason those audi ts 

15 occur were simi lar to the reasons that the Woods fi les began, 

1  to ensure accuracy to the court? 

17 A That' s among the reasons those oversight revi ews 

18 are conducted. They are desi gned to assess and ensure 

19 appropriateness i n the admini strati on of FISA and other 

20 national securi ty tools overall. The revi ew of the Woods 

21 fi les and FISA appli cati ons for accuracy i s j ust one pi ece of  

22 what' s looked at. 

23 Q Those teams that go out and do these audi ts, does 

24 anyone from the Nati onal Securi ty Law Branch parti ci pate? 

25 A Yes, I beli eve everybody parti cipates. In fact, i t 
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1 may be mandatory wi thin our branch, or i t was mandatory at 

2 one ti me. Lawyers go to those fi eld o fi ce revi ews i n order 

3 to work wi th agents and analysts i n talking to DOJ and in 

4 revi ewi ng the actions that they' ve taken. 

5 Q And what would be an outcome of a Woods file audi t? 

  What are the possible outcomes? 

7 It' s my understandi ng i n a regular i nspecti on at the 

8 FBI, when a fi eld o fice i s i nspected, at least under an old 

9 way, you could get a rati ng of e fecti ve, e fecti ve but 

10 i ne fi cient, and maybe another vari ati on. 

11 What possi ble outcomes of rati ng or assessment to 

12 determi ne your compli ance wi th a Woods file would there be? 

13 A I don' t beli eve that would be the outcome. Rather, 

14 i f there were any compli ance i ssues that were i denti fi ed, 

15 they would be handled ei ther through, i f i t was appropriate, 

1  a noti ce to the court or i nclusion i n one of our regular 

17 reports that go to the court. 

18 Q Are you fami li ar wi th any Woods fi le audi ts where 

19 there were signi fi cant i ssues of noncompli ance? 

20 A I was not aware of any si gni fi cant accuracy i ssues 

21 duri ng my ti me at the FBI and certai nly no i ntenti onal 

22 omissi ons or mi sstatements. 

23 Q Had you ever heard of any issues pri or to your ti me 

24 at the FBI where there were -- my term -- a bad Woods file 

25 audi t that was reported up through the chai n because i t was 
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1 deemed  to  be  so  out  of compli ance?  

2 A  Just  the  pattern  of i nci dents  that  I  referred  to  

3 earli er  i n  my  testi mony  that  resulted  i n  former  Di rector  

4 Mueller,  as  I  understand,  havi ng  to  testify  before  the  FISA  

5 court  or  talk  to  the  FISA  court  i n  some  fashi on.  

  Q  And,  i f you  heard,  what  was  Mr.  Mueller' s  response  

7 when  he  was  made  aware  of noncompli ance  i ssues  and  he' s  the  

8 one  that  has  to  go  before  the  court  to  talk  about  them?  

9 A  My  understandi ng  i s  that  he  commi tted  to  the  court  

10  to  address  the  problem  and  then  that  the  seri es  of reforms  

11  that  we  i mplemented,  includi ng  the  use  of the  Woods  form,  

12  were  the  di rect  result  of hi s  engagement  before  the  FISA  

13  court.  

14  Q  So  would  i t  be  fai r  to  say  he,  as  the  then-leader  

15  of the  FBI,  took  compli ance  wi th  the  Woods  fi le  and  

1  compli ance  with  accuracy  i n  presentati ons  to  the  FISA  court  

17  seri ously?  

18  A  Yes,  he  di d;  Di rector  Comey  di d.  All  the  people  

19  that  I  wi tnessed  partici pate  i n  the  FISA  process  all  di d  as  

20  well.  

21  Q  Okay.  

22  Changi ng  gears  sli ghtly,  you  menti oned  earli er  some  of  

23  the  people  you  did  or  di dn' t  deal  wi th  at  the  Department  

24  based  on  your  role.  Di d  you  know  Bruce  Ohr?  

25  A  I  di d.  
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1 Q And i n what capaci ty di d you know hi m? 

2 A I knew hi m from my ti me i n the DAG' s o fi ce. I was 

3 aware that he was a longti me career indi vi dual i n the 

4 Crimi nal Di visi on wi th responsi bi li ty for organi zed cri me. 

5 And I may have had a couple of meeti ngs with hi m when I was 

  i n the DAG' s o fi ce, but I di d not have any i nteracti on wi th 

7 hi m when I was at the FBI. 

8 Q Okay. So your knowledge of Mr. Ohr was i n a 

9 previ ous work capaci ty when you were at the Department. 

10 A That' s correct. 

11 Q And you had no deali ngs wi th hi m i n an o fi ci al 

12 capaci ty whi le you were at the Bureau? 

13 A Correct. 

14 Q Di d you ever soci ali ze wi th hi m i n a soci al 

15 capaci ty? 

1  A No. 

17 Q Di d your branch get any i nformation that ulti mately 

18 came from Mr. Ohr that you' re aware of that you were asked to 

19 revi ew or assess or do anythi ng wi th? 

20 A Not contemporaneous with the i nvesti gati on. 

21 Q What would i t be related to? Did you get i t 

22 earli er or after the -- you sai d "contemporaneous. " Di d i t 

23 relate to the i nvesti gati on? 

24 A At some poi nt, I -- let me pause here. I' d like to 

25 consult wi th my FBI colleagues about classi fi cati on. 
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1 Q Sure. 

2 [Discussi on o f the record. ] 

3 Ms. Anderson. Thank you for that opportuni ty to 

4 consult. I' m sorry, could you repeat your questi on j ust so I 

5 can be accurate? 

  BY MR. BAKER: 

7 Q In your capaci ty, di d you recei ve any i nformation 

8 that generated, agai n, wi th Mr. Ohr that you revi ewed or 

9 looked at or analyzed, whatever? 

10 A Yeah, so at some poi nt I recei ved the 302s, the 

11 written summari es of the i nterviews that FBI personnel 

12 conducted wi th Mr. Ohr about hi s i nteracti ons wi th 

13 Chri stopher Steele. But i t was not contemporaneous wi th the 

14 drafti ng of those 302s; i t was much later. 

15 Q How much later? It' s my understandi ng those 302s, 

1  some were i n the vi ci ni ty of end of 2016 --

17 A That' s correct. 

18 Q -- early months of 2017. 

19 A So I recei ved them i n the course of the oversight 

20 process. So I beli eve the fi rst ti me I revi ewed them was 

21 probably after the House Permanent Select Commi ttee on 

22 Intelli gence produced i ts memo on the Carter Page FISAs. I 

23 beli eve there was a reference i n that memo to statements that 

24 Mr. Steele made to Bruce Ohr that were documented in our 

25 302s. And that was the fi rst time I received those 302s and 
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1 revi ewed  them.  

2 Q  What  were  you  asked  to  review  them  about?  What  

3 were  you  looki ng  for?  You  say  it  generated  from  something  

4 that  occurred  i n  HPSCI,  the  House  Intelli gence  Commi ttee?  

5 A  Correct.  I  had  not  previ ously  been  aware  of the  

  statements  that  were  documented  i n  those  302s  about  Mr.  Ohr' s  

7 perceptions  of Chri s  Steele' s  moti vati ons,  and  so  I  read  

8 those  302s  for  the  fi rst  time  i n  connection  with  that,  the  

9 release  of that  memo.  

10  Q  And  that  was  the  extent  of materi als  relati ng  to  

11  Ohr  that  you  revi ewed?  

12  A  Yes,  that' s  correct.  

13  Q  Di d  you  ever  revi ew  i nformati on  about  Chri stopher  

14  Steele  from  any  source?  

15  A  I  don' t  remember  revi ewi ng  any  other  documents  

1  relati ng  to  Chri stopher  Steele.  

17  Q  Were  you  i n  any  discussi ons  or  were  your  attorneys  

18  i n  any  di scussi ons  relati ng  to  informati on  that  Mr.  Steele  

19  provi ded  or  about  Mr.  Steele?  

20  A  Yes.  

21  Q  And  what  were  they?  

22  A  There  were  meeti ngs  with  Mr.  McCabe  about  the  

23  Russi a  investi gation  that  involved  discussi ons  of the  vari ous  

24  reports  that  were  generated  by  Chri s  Steele  that  we  had  

25  recei ved,  both  with  respect  to  the  content  of the  reports  as  
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1 well as what we had learned about Chri stopher -- we, I' m 

2 sorry, the FBI i nvestigati ve team had learned about facts 

3 that mi ght bear on hi s credi bi lity as a source. 

4 Q And what were those facts? You had mentioned the 

5 contents. More speci fi cally, what were these di scussi ons 

  about? But start wi th the credibi li ty i ssues. 

7 I' m sorry. May we consult wi th the 

8 wi tness, please? 

9 [Discussi on o f the record. ] 

10 Thank you for that opportuni ty. 

11 Because these questi ons pertai n to matters that are 

12 being looked at by the speci al counsel and i ts i nvesti gati on, 

13 we wi ll i nstruct the wi tness not to answer. 

14 Mr. Baker. Okay. 

15 Rewind just a second before that questi on was asked. 

1  Was your role i n the FISA process for the Russi a 

17 i nvesti gati on di ferent than what your normal role i s i n a 

18 FISA matter? 

19 Ms. Anderson. No. 

20 Mr. Baker. Okay. 

21 BY MR. BREBBIA: 

22 Q Can I follow up a li ttle bit on those Ohr 

23 questi ons? 

24 Prior to reviewi ng the -- I know you say 

25 contemporaneously, but pri or to revi ewi ng the 302s, were you 

M 

M 
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1 aware  that  Bruce  Ohr  was  comi ng  and  meeting  with  people  i n  

2 the  FBI?  

3 A  I  was  not  aware  that  he  had  met  wi th  FBI  personnel  

4 on  multiple  occasions.  The  only  meeti ng  of whi ch  I  was  aware  

5 was  I  did  have  a  general  understandi ng  that  he  had  met  wi th  

  Mr.  McCabe  on  one  bri ef occasi on.  But  I  was  not  aware  of the  

7 meeti ngs  that  were  documented  i n  the  302s  that  I  beli eve  are  

8 i n  the  Readi ng  Room.  

9 Q  And  I' m  curi ous,  after  reviewi ng  the  302s,  i s  i t  

10  regular  practi ce  for  FBI  to  fi ll  out  302s  after  speaki ng  wi th  

11  a  Department  of Justi ce  attorney?  

12  A  No,  but  my  understanding  of why  the  302s  was  

13  generated  here  was  that  they  were  speaki ng  wi th  a  Justi ce  

14  Department  attorney  about  hi s  i nteracti ons  wi th  an  i ndi vi dual  

15  who  had  been  a  source  for  the  FBI.  

1  Q  So  would  you  agree  they  were  speaki ng  wi th  Bruce  

17  Ohr  i n  hi s  capacity  as  a  fact  witness,  not  as  a  Department  of  

18  Justi ce  attorney?  

19  A  I  beli eve  that' s  the  way  they  would' ve  looked  at  

20  i t,  yes.  In  other  words,  302s  are  used  for  

21  evidence-collecting  purposes  and  not  to  memoriali ze  general  

22  conversati ons  that  occur  between  DOJ  attorneys  and  FBI  

23  personnel.  And  so  i t' s  i n  that  vei n  that  I  presume  the  302s  

24  were  generated.  

25  Q  Di d  you  ever  meet  wi th  Bruce  Ohr  yourself?  
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1 A  Not  i n  my  capaci ty  at  the  FBI.  

2 Q  The  commi ttee  has  learned  that,  after  Chri stopher  

3 Steele  was  termi nated  as  a  confidential  source,  Mr.  Steele  

4 conti nued  to  meet  wi th  DOJ  Attorney  Bruce  Ohr.  Bruce  Ohr  

5 would  then  meet  with  the  FBI  and  relay  those  fi ndi ngs.  

  Gi ven  your  posi tion  with  the  FBI,  do  you  have  any  

7 thoughts  on  continui ng  to  meet  wi th  a  termi nated  confi denti al  

8 human  source?  

9 A  I' m  sorry.  So  you' re  asserti ng  that  the  FBI  

10  conti nued  to  meet  wi th  Christopher  Steele?  

11  Q  Conti nued  to  meet  wi th  Bruce  Ohr  to  receive  

12  i nformati on  from  Chri stopher  Steele  after  Christopher  Steele  

13  had  been  termi nated  as  a  confi denti al  human  source.  Do  you  

14  have  any  vi ews  on  that  practi ce?  

15  A  Well,  I' d  be  hesi tant  to  provi de  vi ews  on  I  thi nk  

1  what  you' re  asserti ng  was  happeni ng,  because  my  understandi ng  

17  based  on  my  reading  of the  302s  -- and,  obvi ously,  I  don' t  

18  have  those  i n  front  of me.  But  my  recollecti on  of the  302s  

19  was  that  they  reported  on  conversati ons  or  i mpressions  that  

20  Bruce  Ohr  had  of Chri stopher  Steele,  not  -- i n  other  words,  

21  they  di dn' t  reflect  ongoi ng  taski ng,  i f you  will,  or  anythi ng  

22  li ke  that  by  Bruce  Ohr  of Chri stopher  Steele.  But  the  

23  i nformati on  related  more  generally  -- the  i nformation  that  

24  was  reported  i n  those  302s  related  more  generally  to  Bruce  

25  Ohr' s  i mpressi on  of Chri s  Steele' s  credi bi li ty  and  hi s  
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1 moti vations. 

2 Q Thank you. 

3 Mr. Baker. Di d you ever have occasi on to meet or 

4 otherwi se work with an i ndivi dual name 

5 Ms. Anderson. No. 

  BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

7 Q You had mentioned earli er that all FISAs have to be 

8 si gned o f, have an approver at an SES level. In OGC? Or i s 

9 that anywhere i nsi de the FBI? 

10 A In NSLB, i n my parti cular branch. 

11 Q In NSLB? 

12 A Yeah. Uh-huh. 

13 Q Okay. Who was that SES approver for the Carter 

14 Page FISA? 

15 A My best recollection is that I was for the 

1  i niti ation. 

17 Q Can you explai n some of the process that you 

18 engaged i n i n revi ewi ng the FISA pri or to you approvi ng i t to 

19 go on to, I presume, the Director? 

20 A Correct. My approval at that poi nt was more 

21 admi ni strati ve i n nature -- i n other words, fi lli ng the 

22 si gnature li ne. But all necessary approvals, i ncludi ng up 

23 through and includi ng the leadershi p of the FBI and the 

24 leadershi p of the Department, by the ti me I put that 

25 si gnature on the cover page had already been obtai ned. 
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1 Q And what do you beli eve you are approvi ng at that 

2 moment? You mentioned i t' s an admi nistrati ve approval. What 

3 does that mean? Versus a substanti ve approval? 

4 A Well, i n thi s parti cular case, because there were 

5 very hi gh-level discussi ons that occurred about the FISA, 

  what I' m saying i s the FISA essenti ally had already been 

7 well-vetted all the way up through at least the Deputy 

8 Di rector level on our si de and through the DAG on the DOJ 

9 si de. And so my approval at that point was really purely 

10 admi ni strati ve i n nature. In other words, the substantive 

11 i ssues -- the FISA had already substanti vely been approved by 

12 people much hi gher than me i n the chai n of command. 

13 But, typi cally, the revi ew by an SESer withi n FBI OGC, 

14 i t happens on a very short ti meframe. In other words, those 

15 SESers often wi ll get a stack of FISAs that are -- i t could 

1  be 10, could be 15, could be 5 -- you know, perhaps, the 

17 morni ng they' re obli gated to go to the Director or the ni ght 

18 before. There' s not a lot of opportuni ty for substanti ve 

19 revi ew. 

20 But i t is sort of a backstop, i f you wi ll, a check to 

21 ensure that we agree that there' s probable cause, that all of  

22 the essenti al elements of the appli cati on are met, that the 

23 Woods form i s completed, that the source checks, the asset 

24 checks have been done, that the a fi davi t -- the veri fi cati on 

25 page has been si gned by the agent wi th authority to si gn i t, 
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1 those types of i ssues. 

2 There were circumstances where I mi ght look more 

3 substanti vely at somethi ng based on what I saw i n a cover 

4 note summary of the FISA, but that was fai rly rare. At that 

5 point i n the process, the FISA had already been very 

  well-vetted both on the FBI and the DOJ side. And so the 

7 functi on of that SES si gnature was really to ensure sort of a 

8 last check i n the process to ensure that all necessary 

9 elements of the FISA package were present and that i t met the 

10 basi c requi rements of probable cause. 

11 Q Does that mean you read the FISA --

12 A No. 

13 Q -- applicati on? 

14 A No. Unless there were an i ssue that was i denti fi ed 

15 by the cover note. So there typi cally would be a cover note 

1  that would summari ze the FISA. That cover note i s generated 

17 by DOJ . And because of the ti me pressures i nvolved and the 

18 sort of very-last-stop-i n-the-process nature of the review, 

19 the SES revi ew, that' s done, I wouldn' t read a FISA unless 

20 there were some sort of i ssue that was i denti fi ed based on 

21 the cover note. 

22 Q You are, though, revi ewi ng for the su fi ci ency of  

23 probable cause --

24 A After many people have reviewed that assessment. 

25 And so, as I menti oned, this was essenti ally a backstop to 
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1 all  of the  other  processes  and  the  rigor  that  had  been  

2 appli ed  by  DOJ  attorneys  and  by  FBI  investi gati ve  and  legal  

3 personnel.  

4 Q  Okay.  So  you  di d  not  read  the  FISA,  but  you  

5 would' ve  been  fami li ar  then  wi th  at  least  part  of the  FISA  

  wi th  regard  to  the  legal  predi cati on  for  probable  cause  i n  

7 the  FISA  i n  order  to  be  able  to  si gn  i t?  

8 A  I  would  be  fami li ar  based  on  the  cover  note,  yes.  

9 Q  On  the  cover  note.  Okay.  So  --

10  A  In  the  case  of the  Carter  Page  FISA,  I  was  

11  generally  fami li ar  wi th  the  facts  of the  applicati on  --

12  Q  Okay.  

13  A  -- before  I  si gned  that  cover  note.  

14  Q  Okay.  So  were  you  ever  concerned  that,  i n  si gni ng  

15  an  applicati on,  any  FISA  appli cati on,  approvi ng  i t,  that  your  

1  admi ni strati ve  approval  could  be  consi dered  a  substanti ve  

17  approval  for  the  applicati on  i tself,  i ncludi ng  the  

18  substanti ve  facts,  the  probable  cause  determi nati on,  the  

19  predi cati on,  the  -- whatever  sources  may  have  been  used?  

20  I' m  having  a  li ttle  trouble  wi th  understandi ng  an  

21  admi ni strati ve  approval  versus  a  substanti ve  approval.  Is  

22  the  Di rector  maki ng  a  substanti ve  approval  followi ng  your  

23  admi ni strati ve  approval?  

24  A  So,  yes,  I  would  characterize  the  approval  of the  

25  Di rector  as  bei ng  substantive  i n  nature.  I' m  usi ng  
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1 "admi ni strative" i n thi s context to indi cate here, as I 

2 descri bed, that there were i ndi vi duals, all the way up to the 

3 Deputy Di rector and the Deputy Attorney General on the DOJ 

4 si de, who had essenti ally gi ven thei r approval to the FISA 

5 before it got to that step i n the process. 

  That part of i t was unusual, and so I di dn' t consi der my 

7 revi ew at that poi nt in the process to be substantive i n 

8 nature. In other words, there were smart lawyers, hi gh-level 

9 people on both sides of the street who had revi ewed and 

10 si gned o f on the appli cation, the detai ls of the 

11 appli cati on. And so I was si mply si gnali ng, yes, thi s 

12 package i s ready to go forward. 

13 Q So, i n si gnali ng that, i n terms of a probable cause 

14 determi nati on, can you j ust explai n, i n terms of goi ng up on 

15 a FISA on Carter Page, what are the elements that would be 

1  necessary i n order to do so? 

17 A I don' t have the FISA statute i n front of me here, 

18 but, essenti ally, Carter Page -- there would need to be 

19 probable cause that he was an agent of a foreign power and 

20 that he was about to use or usi ng the faci li ties that were 

21 i denti fied i n the package. Those are the essenti al elements 

22 requi red by the statute. 

23 And I don' t recall o fhand the parti cular prong of that 

24 agent-of-a-forei gn-power requi rement under which we pled 

25 Carter Page, but I beli eve that i s reflected in the Carter 
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1 Page appli cati ons that were released through the FOIA process 

2 and to whi ch you all have access through the Readi ng Room. 

3 Q And because he i s a U. S. person, i s there any 

4 addi ti onal aspect that i s requi red i f you' re goi ng up on a 

5 FISA on a U. S. person? 

  A Not that I recall, but i t does a fect the frequency 

7 of the renewals that are requi red. 

8 Q Okay. So, because you are si gning o f and 

9 approvi ng the FISA, i s i t i ncumbent upon an approver to 

10 understand the legal parameters, or is i t necessary only to 

11 have a management decisi on that particular processes have 

12 been followed? In other words, you, as an approver, are you 

13 looki ng to see whether parti cular processes have been 

14 followed or whether there is legal su fi ci ency for obtaini ng 

15 the FISA? 

1  A I would say, i n the regular case, I would say my 

17 revi ew includes both. However, wi th respect to the fi rst 

18 j udgment about legal su fi ci ency, i t would be wi th a great 

19 degree of deference to the many lawyers who have revi ewed 

20 that appli cati on before me -- i n other words, to the vari ous 

21 layers of revi ew both on the FBI and on the DOJ si de that 

22 preceded me. 

23 In thi s particular case, I' m drawi ng a disti ncti on 

24 because my boss and my boss' boss had already revi ewed and 

25 approved thi s appli cati on. And, i n fact, the Deputy Attorney 
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1 General, who had the authori ty to si gn the appli cati on, to be 

2 the substantive approver on the FISA application i tself, had 

3 approved the application. And that typi cally would not have 

4 been the case before I di d that. Before, I would usually 

5 si gn the cover note on the FISA application. 

  So thi s one was handled a li ttle bi t di ferently i n that 

7 sense, in that i t recei ved very hi gh-level revi ew and 

8 approvals -- i nformal, oral approvals -- before i t ever came 

9 to me for si gnature. And so, i n thi s parti cular case, I 

10 wouldn' t vi ew i t as my role to second-guess that substanti ve 

11 approval that had already been gi ven by the Deputy Di rector 

12 and by the Deputy Attorney General i n this parti cular 

13 i nstance. 

14 Q Would i t make sense i f you were to hear that, when 

15 deali ng wi th a U. S. person, i n addi tion to showi ng probable 

1  cause that that person i s an agent of a foreign power or a 

17 forei gn power, that that U. S. person also would need to be 

18 engaged or have engaged i n cri mi nal acti vi ty? 

19 A I don' t remember the -- there are fi ve prongs of  

20 FISA under whi ch i ndi vi duals can be pled as agents of a 

21 forei gn power, and, sitti ng here today, I can' t tell you 

22 preci sely what I remember about the statute. 

23 I mean, I beli eve that the way we pled Carter Page di d 

24 i nvolve -- was under the aidi ng-and-abetting prong that does 

25 i nvolve a reference to probable cause that he ai ded and 
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1 abetted  -- and  I  can' t  remember  the  precise  statutory  

2 formulati on,  but  acti vi ty  that  does  involve  cri mi nal  

3 acti vi ty.  

4 Q  Okay.  

5 Changi ng  subjects  here,  were  you  ever  aware  whether  

  Hi llary  Cli nton' s  campai gn  or  Mrs.  Cli nton  herself was  ever  

7 di rectly  targeted  by  a  forei gn  power?  

8 A  I  don' t  thi nk  I  can  answer  that  questi on  i n  thi s  

9 setti ng.  

10  M  May  we  consult  before  the  witness  

11  responds?  

12  Ms.  Anderson.  Well,  I' ll  tell  you,  based  on  my  

13  knowledge  at  the  FBI,  I  don' t  beli eve  I  can  answer  that  

14  questi on  i n  thi s  setting.  

15  BY  MR.  BREITENBACH:  

1  Q  Were  you  ever  aware  whether  any  of Secretary  

17  Clinton' s  emai ls  were  accessed  by  a  foreign  party?  

18  A  I  was  not  aware  of any  evi dence  that  her  emai ls  

19  were  accessed  by  a  forei gn  power.  

20  Q  If you  had  been  made  aware  that  any  of her  emai ls  

21  had  been  accessed  by  a  forei gn  power  or  foreign  party,  would  

22  that  have  i n  any  way  colored  your  own  i nterpretati on  of the  

23  facts  and  the  law  as  you  eventually  acceded  to  wi th  regard  to  

24  the  FBI' s  overall  decisi on?  

25  A  So  I  don' t  know  the  answer  to  that  question.  It  

COMMITTEE  SENSITIVE  

Document  ID:  0.7.643.9075-000008  005155-002690














































































 


 





          

        

            

               

        

          

  

        

            

       

           

   

  

       

           

    

  

     

  

          

      

        

 

    


   


  

(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

f

f

f

f

209 
COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

1 mi ght have a fected the extent to which we conducted a damage 

2 assessment of the i nformation that had been compromi sed, for 

3 example, by a forei gn power. So i t mi ght' ve a fected the 

4 process and the steps that we took. But I' m not sure that i t 

5 would' ve a fected our substanti ve assessment of the evi dence 

  i n the case as i t appli ed to the cri mi nal statutes i n 

7 questi on. 

8 Q Have you seen any recent stori es i ndicating --

9 there was a recent story, I should say, i ndi cati ng that the 

10 Chinese had potenti ally recei ved ongoi ng access to Secretary 

11 Clinton' s emai ls. Di d you have any knowledge as to that 

12 parti cular accusati on or allegation? 

13 A No. 

14 Q It has also been publicly speculated that 

15 Mr. McCabe had memos that he memori ali zed. Are you aware 

1  whether that i s the case? 

17 A Yes. 

18 Q Have you read those memos? 

19 A Yes. 

20 Q What i s the general subj ect -- or i s there a 

21 general subj ect for those parti cular memos? 

22 May we consult wi th the wi tness before she 

23 responds? 

24 Mr. Breitenbach. Yes. 

25 [Discussi on o f the record. ] 

M 
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Mr
(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI

1 Because that question would requi re 

2 addressing matters that are wi thi n the purvi ew of the speci al 

3 counsel i nvesti gati on, we wi ll instruct the witness not to 

4 answer. 

5 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

  Q Well, without getti ng i nto the substance of the 

7 memos, were you aware contemporaneously that Mr. McCabe was 

8 keepi ng particular memos? 

9 A No, I was not. 

10 Q At what poi nt di d you become aware of the memos? 

11 A I beli eve I fi rst learned about them at some poi nt 

12 when I was Acti ng General Counsel, whi ch would have been i n 

13 January of 2018. 

14 Q And are you aware of other i ndi vi duals who also 

15 were aware of the memos? And who were they? 

1  A I understand Li sa Page was aware of the memos. 

17 Obviously, Andy McCabe. I understand the Speci al Counsel' s 

18 O fi ce has access to those memos now. And I beli eve 

19 Mr. Pri estap may also have been aware of them. 

20 Q And are you aware of the number of memos? 

21 We' re goi ng to gi ve the same i nstructi on 

22 to the wi tness for that questi on. 

23 I' m sorry. Di d you ask i f she' s aware? 

24 You may answer --

25 Mr. Breitenbach. Is she aware of the number of memos. 

Mr 
(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) per FBI
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1 Ms. Anderson. I don' t recall. 

2 Mr. Breitenbach. You don' t recall. 

3 Ms. Anderson. No. 

4 Mr. Baker. You became aware of them based on your 

5 capaci ty as the Acti ng General Counsel? 

  Ms. Anderson. I beli eve that' s correct. 

7 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

8 Q Do you know why you were made aware of the memos? 

9 A I recall having a di scussi on wi th Andy McCabe about 

10 them someti me duri ng that month, but I don' t recall the 

11 reason for that discussi on. 

12 Q Di d he seek your gui dance? 

13 A I don' t recall the nature of the di scussion that we 

14 had. 

15 Q Do you recall the si tuati on i n whi ch you and 

1  Mr. McCabe had a di scussi on regardi ng the memos? 

17 A No. It was in his o fi ce. 

18 Q Okay. 

19 One more change of subj ect. You previ ously i ndi cated i n 

20 the pri or round that you were shocked by the fi ri ng of  

21 Di rector Comey. More recently, what were your thoughts wi th 

22 regard to the fi ri ng of Mr. Strzok? 

23 A I thought i t was very sad, everythi ng that' s 

24 happened wi th respect to Pete. He was an excellent agent. 

25 He was one of the smartest people I' ve worked wi th. He was a 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

Document ID: 0.7.643.9075-000008 005155-002693














































































 


 





             

       

           

            

         

             

             

        

          

      

          

             

             

             

            

            

         

         

         


   


        

             

          

      

              

  

f

f

212 
COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

1 great colleague. And I know he had dedi cated hi s li fe to the 

2 FBI and to publi c servi ce more generally. 

3 And so I thi nk i t' s tragi c what' s happened wi th respect 

4 to hi m and the publi city that he has attracted; the fact that 

5 hi s family, obviously, i s goi ng through some di fi culty wi th 

  respect to all of thi s; and now that, obvi ously, there' s a 

7 professional aspect of thi s for hi m as well. So, from a 

8 human perspecti ve, i t' s very sad. 

9 Q Di d hi s acti ons that resulted i n hi s fi ri ng, i n 

10 your opini on, harm the Bureau' s reputati on? 

11 A Yes. The revelation of the text messages obviously 

12 was damagi ng to the reputati on of the FBI. None of us were 

13 aware, I was not aware, those that I worked with were not 

14 aware of the text messages at the ti me they were bei ng sent. 

15 As I menti oned before i n my testimony, we were not aware of  

1  the a fai r. It was deeply di sappoi nti ng to the team that two 

17 colleagues that we had worked so closely wi th on thi s 

18 i nvesti gati on that was so important to the Bureau and so 

19 sensi ti ve, that they had engaged i n these text messages. 

20 BY MR. BAKER: 

21 Q It was wi dely reported that the reason for 

22 Mr. McCabe' s termination, I believe, was lack of candor. Do 

23 you know what Mr. Strzok was actually termi nated for, what 

24 your understandi ng, what your beli ef was? 

25 A I don' t know. It' s postdated my ti me at the FBI. 
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1 Q Okay. 

2 You had mentioned a little whi le ago, as part of the 

3 FISA process, somethi ng you referred to as a source check and 

4 an asset check was done, or would be done. What are those? 

5 A One and the same. So i t' s an asset check. There 

  are a set of queries that are run of databases i n order to 

7 assess whether or not the FISA target i s or has been a source 

8 for the FBI. It' s not di squali fyi ng for the FBI to survei l a 

9 source or former source, but i t' s somethi ng that we need to 

10 know i n putting together the FISA package. And so those 

11 asset checks or source checks are run. 

12 Q And I' m assumi ng there was no i ssue wi th i t, 

13 because i t kept movi ng along? 

14 A You mean for the Carter Page FISA? 

15 Q Yes. 

1  A Correct. 

17 Q Okay. 

18 I' m curious, i n the discussi ons you were havi ng wi th my 

19 colleague Mr. Brei tenbach, who is the last person in this 

20 FISA process that actually reads the whole package rather 

21 than j ust an admi ni strati ve part of it? Does the Di rector 

22 actually read the whole thing before he signs o f on i t? 

23 A No, I would not presume so. The Di rector mi ght on 

24 any parti cular day recei ve a stack of as many as 15, 17, 20 

25 FISAs. That' s sort of the outer range of how many the 
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1 Di rector  could  recei ve.  And  they' re  very  thi ck.  It' s  not  

2 unusual  for  the  Director  to  recei ve  a  stack  thi s  tall.  I' m  

3 i ndi cating  about  a  foot  and  a  half between  my  hands  here,  for  

4 the  benefi t  of the  reporter.  And  so  that,  obvi ously,  i s  not  

5 commensurate  wi th  the  20  minutes  the  Di rector  has  in  hi s  

  schedule  for  revi ew  and  approval  of the  FISAs.  

7 And  so  he  does  rely  heavi ly  on  the  process,  on  the  ri gor  

8 of the  process,  both  on  the  FBI  si de  and  on  the  DOJ  si de,  as  

9 well  as  on  the  cover  note  that  is  generated  by  a  DOJ  lawyer  

10  who  has  read  and  been  i nvolved  in  the  drafti ng  of that  FISA  

11  appli cati on.  And  so,  yes,  the  Di rector  or  Deputy  Di rector,  

12  i f he  signs  the  FISA,  you  know,  reli es  on  others.  

13  I  don' t  know  precisely  who  i s  sort  of the  hi ghest-level  

14  person  who  does,  you  know,  revi ew  and  read  every  FISA  

15  appli cati on.  I  know  many  of them  are  revi ewed  and  read  by  

1  Stuart  Evans,  who  i s  the  Deputy  Assi stant  Attorney  General  

17  who  oversees  the  FISA  process  on  the  DOJ  si de.  And  there  are  

18  many  attorneys  who  report  to  hi m,  but  I' m  not  qui te  sure  

19  wi thi n  that  chai n  of command  who,  to  a  certai nty,  would  have  

20  read  every  single  FISA  appli cation  that  goes  through.  

21  Q  At  the  FBI,  do  you  know  who  that  would  be?  

22  Obviously,  someone  below  you.  Li ke,  i f i t' s  comi ng  from  the  

23  fi eld,  would  the  Chi ef Di visi on  Counsel  be  someone  that  would  

24  read  i t?  The  supervi sor  of the  agent  that' s  submi tti ng  i t?  

25  I' m  j ust  curious,  where  down  i n  the  chai n  does  the  fi nal  
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1 thing  last  get  read?  

2 A  Well,  more  i mportantly  i s  on  the  DOJ  si de,  

3 obviously.  They' re  the  drafters,  and  there  are  counsel  who  

4 submi t  the  appli cati on  to  the  FISA  court  and  ulti mately  have  

5 responsibi li ty  for  the  appli cation.  I  know,  you  know,  our  

  li ne  attorneys  obvi ously  read  the  FISA  appli cati ons.  

7 Occasi onally,  unit  chiefs  wi ll  read  them  as  well.  

8 I  wi ll  read  FISA  applicati ons  i f they' re  flagged  for  me  

9 as  rai sing  novel  or  controversi al  i ssues.  As  I  menti oned,  i f  

10  there' s  somethi ng  that  I  see  i n  my  revi ew  of the  cover  note  

11  on  that  morning,  the  morni ng  i mmedi ately  before  i t  goes  to  

12  the  Di rector,  I' ll  flip  to  the  relevant  portions  of the  

13  appli cati on  or  even  read  the  whole  thi ng  i n  i ts  enti rety.  

14  But,  typi cally,  that  would  not  be  the  case.  

15  Q  And  you  sai d  j ust  a  minute  ago  -- I  thought  you  

1  said  that  the  Di rector  has  20  minutes  set  asi de  to  revi ew  all  

17  the  FISAs?  

18  A  Approxi mately,  yes.  

19  Q  That' s  a  real  number?  

20  A  It' s  not  set  i n  stone,  and  so  we  do  have  a  process  

21  i n  place  by  whi ch  the  Deputy  Di rector  or  Di rector  often  wi ll  

22  get  a  heads-up  about  the  number  -- there' s  an  emai l  that  goes  

23  out  every  eveni ng  that  i ndicates  the  number  of FISAs  that  are  

24  ready  for  the  Di rector' s  signature  by  the  next  morni ng.  

25  And  i t  is  i mportant,  in  most  cases,  that  those  FISAs,  as  
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1 long as the Di rector is comfortable wi th them, do get signed 

2 i n a ti mely fashion, because on the other si de of the street 

3 we' ve got ei ther the Attorney General or the Deputy Attorney 

4 General or the AAG for the Nati onal Securi ty Di vi sion lined 

5 up at a particular ti me to si gn the FISA. And the FISA court 

  already has a read copy of the appli cati on and i t' s been 

7 docketed for that week, and so we' d have to pull i t o f the 

8 docket if i t were not to go forward. And so it i s fai rly 

9 i mportant that those FISAs that are presented to the Di rector 

10 get si gned on that parti cular day. 

11 Q Would i t also be true that i f i t sat at any one 

12 parti cular place too long -- because i t sounds li ke there' s a 

13 lot of stops that thi s package makes -- i f i t si ts too long 

14 at any one location, the i nformati on i n i t gets stale and has 

15 to be --

1  A That' s correct. That' s correct. 

17 Q It' d be j ust li ke on the cri mi nal si de of the 

18 house. If you' re doi ng a Ti tle 3 appli cati on, i f you sit too 

19 long at any one stage, you' ve got to go back and refresh the 

20 probable cause? 

21 A That' s correct. 

22 Q You had also i ndi cated that thi s one was di ferent 

23 i n that i t came -- when i t hi t your desk, some of the 

24 top-level executi ves, specifi cally the Deputy Attorney 

25 General and maybe I thi nk you sai d the Director, had already 
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1 si gned o f on i t or had already revi ewed i t --

2 A That' s correct. 

3 Q -- and that was not the normal course. 

4 A That' s correct. 

5 Q Why was thi s one di ferent? 

  A The sensi ti vity level of thi s parti cular FISA 

7 resulted i n lots of very high-level attenti on both wi thin the 

8 FBI and DOJ. 

9 The General Counsel, for example, who i s the former head 

10 of what was known at the time as OIPR, the o fi ce wi thi n the 

11 Department of Justi ce that has responsi bi li ty for all of the 

12 FISA appli cati ons -- he' s the former head of that o fi ce --

13 he personally revi ewed and made edi ts to the FISA, for 

14 example. 

15 The Deputy Director was i nvolved i n revi ewi ng the FISA 

1  li ne by li ne. The Deputy Attorney General over on the DOJ 

17 si de of the street was si milarly i nvolved, as I understood, 

18 revi ewi ng the FISA appli cati on li ne by line. 

19 Q And when he was sti ll on the rolls at the FBI, 

20 Mr. Baker as the General Counsel was also i n thi s process? 

21 He would --

22 A That' s the i ndi vi dual to whom I was referri ng a 

23 moment ago. 

24 Q Okay. 

25 A Ji m was the former head --
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1 Q The former -- okay. 

2 A OIPR. 

3 Q Okay. 

4 A And so he was extremely fami li ar wi th the FISA 

5 process. He' s one of -- I would say, one of the 

  government' s -- well, no longer wi th the government -- one of  

7 the Nation' s leading experts on FISA. And hi s experi ence 

8 wi th that o fi ce led hi m to be one of the best people you 

9 could possi bly consult about what was contai ned wi thi n the 

10 FISA appli cati on. 

11 And so he read i t. The Deputy Di rector read it, as I 

12 understood. The Deputy Attorney General read i t. 

13 Q So I would assume when James Baker was at hi s desk 

14 and a FISA' s passing through hi m, based on hi s experi ence i n 

15 OIPR, people above hi m that are doi ng these admi ni strative 

1  si gn-o fs or whatever, i f Ji m Baker' s looked at i t, I' m 

17 assumi ng there' s a lot of confi dence by the people above hi m 

18 because he does have such an experti se i n FISAs. Is that 

19 correct? 

20 A I would not say that thi s was a ci rcumstance where 

21 there was any deference gi ven to Ji m Baker. In other words, 

22 when Andy McCabe looked at i t, certainly when Sally Yates 

23 looked at i t, I don' t beli eve they were simply relyi ng on the 

24 j udgment of Ji m Baker havi ng revi ewed the appli cation. My 

25 understandi ng and my impressi on at the time was that they 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

Document ID: 0.7.643.9075-000008 005155-002700














































































 


 





          

           

 

           

        

        

            

        

  

 


           

             

   

          

      

           

   

          

   


       

          

         

      

              

 

  

f

f

219 
COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

1 very much gave i t their own de novo independent revi ew and 

2 that, you know, i t was very carefully revi ewed by those 

3 i ndi vi duals. 

4 Q Would i t be fai r to say havi ng James Baker as the 

5 General Counsel brought wi th i t an experti se in this 

  parti cular area of the law, based on hi s --

7 A It di d, but I' m not even sure those o fi ci als were 

8 aware that Jim Baker had personally revi ewed the FISA 

9 appli cati on. 

10 Q Okay. 

11 And you had indi cated that -- when I asked why thi s was 

12 di ferent, you sai d because of the sensi ti vi ty. Why, i n your 

13 opini on, was thi s sensi ti ve? 

14 A We understood, because of who Carter Page was, that 

15 people would second-guess the appropri ateness of submi tti ng 

1  the FISA appli cation, and so we were taki ng extra care wi th 

17 the appli cation i tself. 

18 Q Okay. That' s all I have. 

19 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

20 Q You i ndicated that you do personally read 

21 controversi al FISAs, and you' ve i ndi cated that there' s all 

22 these sensi tivi ties with thi s parti cular one, but you chose 

23 not to read thi s FISA --

24 A I' m sorry, that' s not correct. I di d read this 

25 FISA. 
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1 Q You di d read thi s FISA? 

2 A Not on the morni ng when I si gned the application, 

3 no, I did not --

4 Q Okay. 

5 A -- but I read i t at an earli er poi nt i n the 

  process. 

7 Q Okay. Thank you. 

8 In terms of renewals, do renewals also requi re a simi lar 

9 si gn-o f by an SESer? 

10 A Correct. 

11 Q And wi th thi s parti cular FISA, were you also the 

12 o fi ci al that was si gni ng o f on the renewals? 

13 A I don' t recall. 

14 Q You previ ously i ndi cated i n a pri or round that 

15 there, to your knowledge, was never a spy that was placed on 

1  the Trump campaign or anywhere in the Trump orbi t. What' s 

17 your defi ni tion of a spy? 

18 Let me make it easi er. Does a spy, in your mind, 

19 i nclude a human confi denti al source? 

20 A No. 

21 Q Does a spy i nclude an undercover FBI employee? 

22 A I don' t know. 

23 Q So by sayi ng that you -- I mean, you answered "no" 

24 to the question was there ever a spy placed --

25 A Ri ght, so for two reasons. 
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1 Q  Sure.  

2 A  Fi rst,  the  word  "spy"  di d  not  seem  commensurate  

3 wi th  what  I  understood  had  been  done  i n  thi s  parti cular  case.  

4 And  the  other  thing  was  the  verb,  the  use  of the  verb  

5 "place"  a  spy  or  "place"  a  source  wi thi n  a  campai gn.  To  my  

  knowledge,  the  FBI  di d  not  place  anybody  wi thin  a  campaign  

7 but,  rather,  reli ed  upon  i ts  network  of sources,  some  of whom  

8 already  had  campaign  contacts,  i ncludi ng  the  source  that  has  

9 been  di scussed  i n  the  medi a  at  some  length  beyond  Chri stopher  

10  Steele.  

11  

12  

13  

14  

15  

1  

17  

18  

19  

20  

21  

22  

23  

24  

25  
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1 [4: 04 p. m. ] 

2 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

3 Q If I could circle back, we had talked before about 

4 the 302s bei ng fi lled out wi th Bruce Ohr. Was Sally Yates 

5 made aware that one of the attorneys at the Department of  

  Justi ce was bei ng i ntervi ewed by the FBI i n thi s matter, i n 

7 the matter he was bei ng i ntervi ewed about? 

8 A I don' t know. I' ve seen reporting to the e fect 

9 that she was not aware, but I don' t know. 

10 Mr. Herri ngton. But do you have any --

11 Ms. Anderson. No, I do not have any personal knowledge. 

12 Mr. Herri ngton. -- on the j ob knowledge --

13 Ms. Anderson. No, I do not. I do not. 

14 BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

15 Q Di d you partici pate i n any di scussi ons about 

1  whether or not she should be made aware? 

17 A No. 

18 Q Were there any discussi ons i n the General Counsel' s 

19 O fi ce about speaki ng to Bruce Ohr to recei ve i nformati on 

20 from a confi denti al source? 

21 A No. But remember, I also testi fi ed that earlier 

22 that I had no awareness of the meeti ngs that were taki ng 

23 place between FBI personnel and Bruce Ohr except for that one 

24 meeti ng that I understood occurred, that I understood was a 

25 very hi gh-level meeti ng between Bruce Ohr and Andy McCabe. 
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1 Q Okay. So, to be clear, other than that one meeti ng 

2 wi th McCabe, you were unaware of any addi ti onal meeti ngs 

3 between Bruce Ohr and anyone at the FBI. 

4 A That' s correct, unti l some of the i nformati on from 

5 those meeti ngs was referenced i n the HPSCI majori ty memo that 

  was released i n late wi nter 2018. 

7 Q Okay. Thanks. 

8 A Yep. 

9 BY MR. BREBBIA: 

10 Q One fi nal questi on. Former General Counsel Andrew 

11 Weisman of the FBI, now on the speci al counsel team, do you 

12 know whether he had any i nvolvement or any awareness of  

13 ei ther the Midyear Exam or the Russi a i nvesti gati on, 

14 i ncludi ng the Carter Page FISA? 

15 A I' m sorry. Say that agai n. I mi ssed the last part 

1  of your questi on. 

17 Q Are you aware whether he had any knowledge of  

18 ei ther the Midyear Exam or the Carter Page FISA and the 

19 Russi a investi gation generally? 

20 A Before the speci al counsel o fi ce was stood up 

21 or --

22 Q Yes. 

23 A No, I don' t know. 

24 Q You don' t know. Okay. Thank you. 

25 Mr. Baker. It' s been a long day. We' ve asked you a lot 
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1 of questi ons,  and  I  i ndi cated  earli er  the  process  lends  

2 i tself to  dupli ci ty.  You  have  been  very  gracious  in  

3 answeri ng  and  reansweri ng  thi ngs.  

4 Is  there  anythi ng  you  would  li ke  to  tell  us?  Well,  no,  

5 let  me  rephrase  that  -- anythi ng  you  would  li ke  to  say  

  about  -- I  mean,  are  you  of the  opi nion  that  in  both  cases,  

7 the  Russi a  case  and  Midyear,  that  everything  was  done  that  

8 would  normally  be  done  i n  those  cases?  Other  than  the  way  

9 things  are  handled  i n  sensiti ve  ci rcumstances,  whi ch  you' ve  

10  alluded  to,  was  everythi ng  done  that  could  be  done  or  should  

11  be  done?  

12  Ms.  Anderson.  Yes.  Both  cases  were  handled,  i n  my  

13  opini on,  i n  a  professional,  by-the-book,  competent,  and  

14  thorough  way.  

15  Mr.  Baker.  Anythi ng  else  you' d  li ke  to  add  for  the  

1  record?  

17  Ms.  Anderson.  No.  

18  Mr  Before  we  -- I  beli eve  i t  appears  you  may  

19  be  about  to  adj ourn.  May  we  consult  wi th  the  wi tness  for  

20  j ust,  I  thi nk,  a  very  qui ck  moment?  

21  Mr.  Baker.  The  minority  i s  goi ng  to  --

22  Mr  Okay.  Well,  we  can  do  i t  duri ng  a  break  

23  then,  I  thi nk.  Thank  you.  

24  [Recess. ]  

25  Ms.  Ki m.  We' ll  go  back  on  the  record.  It  i s  4: 08  p. m.  
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1 BY MS. KIM: 

2 Q Ms. Anderson, i n the last round, the maj ori ty asked 

3 you i f Mr. Bruce Ohr was a fact wi tness for the Russi a 

4 collusi on case. I' d li ke to revi si t that representati on. 

5 A Okay. 

  Q As far as we understand, Mr. Ohr' s role was --

7 sorry. Stri ke that, please. 

8 As far as you understand, was Mr. Ohr ever speci fi cally 

9 tasked by the FBI wi th contacti ng Chri stopher Steele? 

10 A No. 

11 And i f I could clari fy, I don' t beli eve myself to have 

12 accepted a premi se that he was a fact wi tness. I thi nk what 

13 my testimony related to was the purpose for whi ch a 302 i s 

14 documented, and i t' s typi cally to record evi dence or 

15 potenti al evidence. And so I wouldn' t consi der somebody to 

1  have been a fact wi tness simply because a conversati on 

17 they' ve had wi th the FBI has been documented in a 302. 

18 Q So you understood hi s role as provi ding i nformati on 

19 to the FBI but not necessari ly in the capaci ty of a fact 

20 wi tness. 

21 A Correct. I thi nk that mi ght be a li ttle strong or 

22 i naccurate here. 

23 Q Excellent. 

24 Are you aware of Mr. Ohr havi ng any o fi ci al 

25 responsibi li ty i n the Russia collusi on probe? 
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1 A  No.  

2 Q  Are  you  aware  of Mr.  Ohr  maki ng  any  investi gati ve  

3 deci si ons  --

4 A  No.  

5 Q  -- i n  the  Russi a  conclusi on  probe?  

  After  the  FBI  termi nated  Mr.  Steele  as  a  source  i n  

7 November  of 2016,  di d  the  FBI  task  Mr.  Ohr  wi th  the  

8 responsibi li ty  of conti nui ng  to  meet  wi th  Mr.  Steele  to  

9 obtai n  information?  

10  A  Not  to  my  knowledge.  

11  Q  So,  to  your  knowledge,  when  Mr.  Ohr  continued  to  

12  convey  information  to  the  FBI,  that  was  Mr.  Ohr  voluntari ly  

13  provi di ng  i nformation  to  the  FBI  that  he  was  recei vi ng  from  

14  Mr.  Steele.  

15  A  Correct.  And,  you  know,  some  of what' s  i n  the  

1  302s,  at  least  to  the  best  of my  recollecti on  si tting  here  

17  today,  was  that  i nformati on  that  Bruce  Ohr  was  provi di ng  to  

18  the  FBI  reflected  pri or  i nformation  he  had  obtai ned  from  

19  Mr.  Steele.  I  don' t  know  whether  or  not  Mr.  Ohr  conti nued  

20  meeti ng  wi th  Chri stopher  Steele  after  the  source  relati onshi p  

21  was  termi nated.  

22  Q  Excellent.  

23  Ms.  Ki m.  I  thi nk  that  wi ll  conclude  our  questi oni ng  for  

24  the  day.  The  ti me  i s  4: 10.  

25  [Whereupon,  at  4: 10  p. m. ,  the  i nterview  was  concluded. ]  
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Mr. Somers. Let's go on the record. 

Good afternoon. This is a transcribed interview of Lisa Page, 

a former assistant general counsel at the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation. Chairman Goodlatte and Chairman Gowdy requested this 

interview as part of a joint investigation by the House Committee on 

the Judiciary and the House Committee on Oversight and Government 

reform regarding decisions made and not made in 2016 and 2017 by the 

Department of Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investigation regarding 

the 2016 Presidential election. 

Would the witness please state her name and the last position she 

held at the FBI for the record? 

Ms. Page. Lisa Page. I have always been an assistant general 

counsel at the FBI, but the last informal role I held was as special 

counsel to the Deputy Director of the FBI. 

Mr. Somers. Thank you. I want to thank you for appearing here 

today. My name is Zachary Somers, and I am the majority general counsel 

on the House Judiciary Committee. 

I will now ask everyone el se who is here in the room to introduce 

themselves for the record, starting to my right with Art Baker. 

Mr. Baker. Arthur Baker, investigative counsel, House Judiciary 

Committee majority staff . 

Mr. Parmiter. Robert Parmiter, chief counsel for crime and 

terrorism, House Judiciary majority staff. 

Mr. Breitenbach. Ryan Breitenbach, senior counsel, House 

Judiciary majority. 
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Mr. Gowdy. Trey Gowdy, South Carolina. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Sheila Jackson Lee, Houston, Texas, Judiciary 

Committee. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. John Ratcliffe, Texas. 

Mr. Jordan. Jim Jordan, district, Ohio. 

associate general counsel, FBI. 

associate general counsel FBI. 

Ms. Bessee. Cecilia Bessee, acting deputy general counsel FBI. 

couhsel for Lisa Page. 

Ms. Kim. Janet Kim, House Oversight Committee minority staff. 

Mr. Hiller. Aaron Hiller, House Judiciary Committee. 

Ms. Hariharan. Arya Hariharan, House Judiciary Committee. 

Ms. Adamu. Marta Adamu, OGR majority. 

Ms. Wasz-Pipen. Lyla Wasz-Pipen, House Judiciary minority . 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Susanne Sachsman Grooms, HouseOversight 

minority. 

Mr. Apelbaum. Perry Apelbaum, House Judiciary Committee 

majority. 

Mr. Nadler. Jerry Nadler, vice ranking member of Judiciary 

Committee. 

Mr. Raskin. Jamie Raskin, Judiciary Committee. 

FBI congressional affairs. 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. Raja Krishnamoorthi, Illinois,Oversight. 

Chairman Goodlatte. Bob Goodlatte, Virginia, Chairman of House 

Judiciary Committee. 
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Mr. Biggs. Andrew Biggs, Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. Buddharaju. Anudeep Buddharaju, House Oversightmajority. 

Ms. Green. Megan Green, House Oversight majority. 

Mr. Gohmert. Louie Gohmert. 

Mr. Perry. Scott Perry, Pennsylvania, Fifth District. 

Mr. Gaetz. Matt Gaetz, Florida, House Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. Somers. The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure do not apply 

in this setting, but there are some guidelines that we'11 follow that 

I'll go over. Our questioning will proceed in rounds. The majority 

will ask questions first for an hour and then the minority will have 

the opportunity to ask questions for an equal period of time . 

We usually go back and forth in this manner until there are no 

more questions and the interview is over. However, given our late 

start time today and the witness' willingness to reappear to resume 

this interview on Monday, our plan is to do two rounds for the majority 

and two rounds for the minority today, and we' 11 pick up again on Monday. 

Mr. Jeffress. Just to be clear, we're willing to stay all 

afternoon this afternoon if we could finish today and would prefer that. 

Mr. Somers. Okay. We' 11 see where we get at the end of the first 

two rounds. 

Although a subpoena was issued ·for Ms . Page· ·s appearance, 

Ms. Page, through her attorney, has agreed that we'll proceed with 

today ' s session as a voluntary transcribed interview. We anticipate 

that our questions will receive complete responses. To the extent that 

Ms. Page declines to answer our questions or if counsel instructs her 
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not to answer, we will consider whether we need to proceed under our 

subpoena. 

Typically, we take a short break at the end of each hour of 

questioning, but if you would like to take a break apart from that, 

please let us know. As you can see, there is an official reporter 

taking down everything we say to make a written record so we ask that 

you give verbal responses to all our questions. Do you understand 

that? 

Ms. Page. I do. 

Mr. Somers. So that the reporter can take down a clear record, 

we will try to do our best to limit the number of Members and staff 

directing questions at you during any given hour to just those Members 

and staff whose turn it is. It is important that we don't talk over 

one another or interrupt each other if we can help it. 

Both committees encourage witnesses who appear for transcribed 

interviews to freely consult with counsel if they so choose, and you 

are appearing with counsel today. Could counsel please state her name 

for the record? 

Mr. Jeffress. Amy Jeffress. 

Mr. Somers. We want you to ask our questions in the most complete 

and truthful manner possible so we will take our time. If you have 

any questions or if you do not understand one of our questions, please 

let us know. If you honestly don 1 t know the answer to a question or 

do not remember it, it is best not to guess. Please give us your best 

recollection, and i t is okay to tell us if you learned the information 
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from someone else . 

If there are things you don't know or can't remember, just say 

so; and please inform us who, to the best of your knowledge, might be 

able to provide a more complete response to the question. 

Ms. Page, you should also understand that, although this 

interview is not under oath, you are required by law to answer questions 

from Congress truthfully. Do you understand that? 

Ms. Page. I do. 

Mr . Somers. This also applies to questions posed by 

congressional staff in an interview. Do you understand this? 

Ms. Page. I do . 

Mr. Somers. Witnesses who knowingly provi de false testimony 

could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or for making false 

statements. Do you understand this? 

Ms . Page . I do. 

Mr. Somers. Is there any reason that you are unable to provide 

truthful answers to our questions today? 

Ms. Page . There is not. 

Mr. Somers. Finally, I ' d like to note that, as chairman of the 

Judiciary Committee stated at the outset of our first transcribed 

interview in this investigation, the content of what we discuss here 

today is confidential. Chairman Goodlatte and Chairman Gowdy ask that 

you not speak about what we discuss in this interview to anyone not 

present here today to preserve the integrity of our investigation . 

This confidentiality rule applies to everyone present in the room 
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today. 

That• s the end of my preamble. Do you have any questions before 

we begin? 

Mr. Jeffress. I would just like to state on -- with respect to 

your last point, that if we understand that confidentiality has been 

violated by any media reports of what takes place today, we will 

consider ourselves to be released from that confidentiality provision 

and hope you understand that. 

Mr . Somers. Okay . The time is now 1:45, and we'll get started 

with our first round of questions . 

Mr . Gowdy. Good afternoon, Ms . Page. My name is Trey Gowdy. 

I'm from South Carolina. I'm on the Judiciary and Oversight Cammittee. 

I want to ask you about some texts that have been attributed to you, 

but I want to give you an opportunity to follow along as we identify 

them. I'm going to try to do it by date, but one thing that I have 

learned in the course of this investigation is sometimes the dates don't 

syhc up. So, if there's ambiguity about the date, then I'll give you 

the first phrase of that text, that way your attorney can identify it. 

Ms. Page . Do you have a --

Mr . Gowdy . I want to start with one dated November 1, 2015 . 

It's a text that you sent to Special Agent Peter Strzok: And I hope 

Paul Ryan fails and crashes in a blaze of glory . 

Do you recall that text? 

Ms. Page. I do not. 

Mr. Gowdy. Do you dispute that you sent that text? 
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Ms. Page . Not at all. 

Mr . Gowdy . What did you mean by "fails"? 

Ms . Page. I don ' t recall the text, sir. 

Mr. Gowdy. Could you review it and see if that refreshes your 

recollection? 

Ms. Page . If you can give me the text in the context surrounding 

it, that would help, yes , please. 

Mr. Gowdy . Sure. 

Ms. Page. I don't know . I don't know. Sorry. My guess is I 

was watching the news about something. And I don't know what was 

happening in November of 2015, but my suspicion is there was some policy 

issue that I disagreed with, and that was my statement. But I really 

do not know. 

Mr. Gowdy. Would it refresh your recollection to know that .that 

was 2 days after he became Speaker of the ~ouse? 

Ms. Page~. Certainly. 

Mr. Gowdy. And when you wrote "fails," what did you mean: by 

"fails ''? 

Ms . Page. I couldn't tell you . 

Mr. Gowdy . Out of the universe of options of what you could have 

meant by "fails"? 

-Ms . Page. I don't know precisely what I was thinking about,. sir. 

I presume - - I really don ' t know. I can't take a guess at it . If there 

was a particular policy proposal or a particular objective that he had 

as Speaker, if there was something about a statement or a speech or 
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something that he was saying that I was referring to, but I don ' t have 

the context for the rest of it, so I'm sorry . 

Mr. Gowdy. How about "crashes in a blaze of glory"? What'd you 

mean by that? 

Ms . Page. I don ' t have a better answer, sir. I'm sorry. I just 

don ' t recall precisely what I was referring to. 

Mr. Gowdy. All right. How about we move to February 24 of 2016? 

And, again , my date may be different -- wouldn't be different by more 

than a day than yours . 

Ms. Page . February 24, 2016? I'm sorry. 

Mr. Gowdy. February 24, 2016, is a page that you would have sent 

to Special Agent Peter Strzok, and it begins) "One more thing." I'll 

wait until your counsel lets me know if she's got that pulled up . 

Ms. Page. Oh, she's not pulling them up. I'm sorry . 

Mr. Gowdy . You ' re not pulling them up? 

Mr. Jeffress. I'm taking notes. 

Mr'. Gowdy. You don• t have - - do you have a book of the text - - of 

your text? 

Ms . Page. I do not, no . 

Mr . Gowdy. Well, why don't we stop for a minute and let that 

happen so we're not --

Ms. Page . Thank you. That would be helpful . Okay. 

Mr . Gowdy. February 24, 2016, a page that begins, '1One more 

thing. 11 

Ms . Page . Ah, yep. I see it. Yes. 
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Mr. Gowdy . Could you read that for us? 

Ms. Page. Sure: One more thing. She might be our next 

President. The last thing you need us going in there loaded for bear. 

You think she's going to remember or care that it was more DOJ than 

FBI? 

Mr. Gowdy. Who would be the ".she" in the "she might be 

President"? 

Ms. Page. Hillary Clinton. 

Mr. Gowdy. What did you mean by "the last thing you need us going 

in there loaded for bear"? 

Ms. Page. So, as I discussed at length in the IG report, there's 

a great deal of context here that needs to put this in context. And, 

in fact, there are easily a half dozen emails and other text messages 

all sort of surrounding this timeframe . 

Pretty early on or actually right around this time in the 

investigation, almost every interview had been conducted the way FBI 

interviews are regularly conducted, with two agents, maybe a prosecutor 

or two, but it -- generally two agents and one or two prosecutors . 

And as soon as the planning started to begin to interview some 

of the more high -profile witness, not just Mrs. Clinton but also Huma 

Abedin, Cheryl Mills, Jake Sullivan, and her sort of core team, the 

Department wanted to change the sort of structure and the number of 

people who were involved. 

And the FBI did not agree with that. We thought this is the way 

we normally do things. This is the way we -- this is the way -- as 
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you well know, sir, as a pro.secutor. I was a prosecutor for 6years 

as well -- a more effective interview is conducted with a smaller group, 

and you build a better rapport, not -- this lovely body 

notwithstanding. 

And so we felt strongly that there should only•· we should 

maintain the same procedure that we had maintained, which was two 

prosecutors, two agents, and this represents kind of the middle of a 

fight that had been happening preceding this date and following this 

date about how many personnel should be present for these high-profile 

interviews . 

Mr. Gowdy. Who specifically at the Department advocated for a 

different way of interviewing what you refer to as high profile? 

Ms. Page. David Laufman. David Laufman. 

Mr. Gowdy. Anyone else? 

Ms. Page. No, not to my knowledge. 

Mr . Gowdy. And if I understood the context of your answers, at 

least someone at the Bureau, maybe you, but someone at the Bureau 

questioned why you would treat some witnesses differently from the way 

you treated other witnesses? 

Ms. Page. No. Actually, the whole team. To the best of my 

knowledge, everybody at the FBI felt that we should proceed with the 

higher profile interviews, including for Mrs. Clinton, in the same way 

that we always had. 

David Laufman felt strongly that he needed to be present for these 

higher profile interviews. And so that then cascaded: Well, if he's 
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going to be there, should we have Pete or someone else sort of higher 

ranking than the sort of line agents and line prosecutors who were 

conducting the investigation. 

And then, once we started talking about including David, then the 

U.S. Attorney's Office also wanted to participate i n the interviews, 

although they had participated in virtually none by that point. And 

so then the U.S . Attorney's Office was pushing to have the AUSAs, who 

were participating i n the Clinton investigation, also participate. 

And so now, all of a sudden, we were going from our standard two 

and two to this burgeoning number of people . And this text reflects 

my frustration that we shoul.d be doing things the way we always do 

things, and that we should not kowtow to the Department ' s desireto 

add people who are not necessary and who were not necessarily going 

to add value to these interviews. 

Mr. Gowdy. How many interviews were conducted in the way that 

you think would have been different from an operational norm? 

Ms. ,Page. I don't know for sure. I'd .say a half dozen or less, 

but I am just sort of guessing. 

Mr. Gowdy. Of the half dozen or less, did you send text or emails 

worried about the perception of treating that interview differently, 

or was it just the one when you referred to she might be our President? 

Ms. Page. No. This was an argument that pertained to all of them 

ultimately. So this was not unique to her. Again, this is j ust sort 

of a sort of snippet in time, but we had multiple -- and I think it's 

reflected either in other texts or in other emails -- multiple 
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conversations and lots of back and forth and a great deal of frustration 

in which I was largely advocating the team's interest to keep it at 

two and two with the Deputy Director. 

And George Toscas from the Justice Department was advocating for 

why he felt David Laufman should be there, and now the U.S . Attorney's 

Office is a partner, and so we need the two prosecutors who are actually 

doing all the work because they ' re the ones who have the substantive 

knowledge. But if David Laufman comes, how do we now exclude a higher 

ranking, you know, senior AUSA from the eastern district of Virginia 

who ' s involved . 

And so it was sort of a back and forth that continued for possibly 

a week on this topic. And it pertained~- again, it was - - it came 

up first in the context of scheduling Jake Sullivan's interview, is 

my recollection, although I'm not positive. But I think he was the 

first one. And that's what sort of triggered the larger discussion. 

Mr . Gowdy. All right. Two questions, but I ' 11 let you take them 

in order. I wrote down David Laufman's name and then you introduced 

a name George Toscas . 

Ms. Page. Yes . 

Mr. Gowdy. Was it Laufman or Toscas that was advocating for the 

interviews to be done differently? 

Ms. Page~ L •msorry . I should be more clear. It was Laufman. 

My understanding is that it was David Laufman who was the section chief 

of the - - then it was called the counterespionage section at the Justice 

Department. He was the - - he was the one who first said: I feel like 
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I need to be there. 

George Toscas is his boss, and so David Laufman was a low 

enough -- was of a rank -- as you well know, the FBI is quite 

hierarchical. And so Dave Laufman was of a rank that he would not have 

been calling the Deputy Director to advocate for his position 

personally. 

So he went to his boss, George Toscas, whom Andy McCabe has had 

a long relationship with because George has done counterterrorism and 

Andy did counterterrorism. And so David went to his boss, George 

Toscas, to further advocate for the position that the Department 

was -- that David Laufman wanted to take for two -- for, excuseme, 

for a greater number of prosecutors . 

Mr. Gowdy. For t hose of us who might be inclined to side with 

your position that you should treat all interviews the same, what was 

the argument that you should treat certain interviews differently? 

Ms. Page. Well, the one David posited, and this is -- I did not 

hear it personally, so this is secon.dhand to me. But what I understood 

David's argument was, was that he was the section chief over this 

investigation, so he was sort of the -- ostensibly the person running 

it, although he did not really have day-to-day involvement in the 

investigative activity, and that he would one day be in the room with 

Loretta Lynch and she would turn to him and sort of ask his view on 

the sort of credibility of the witnesses and otherwise and that he felt 

it was -- he had a responsibility to be present in order to beable 

to answer answer whatever questions were expected of him by 
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seni or-level people at the Justice Department. 

Mr. Gowdy. And so the text - - I don't know if it's right after 

that. It'salsodatedFebruary 24 - - fromyouto, Iguess,then-Deputy 

Director McCabe and another of your employee - - begins having a larger 

number . You see that one? 

Ms. Page. I don't because I'm guessing it's probably on another 

set. If you wouldn't mind reading -- I know it just changes by like 

one or two lin~s, so if you wouldn't mind just reading it, sir. 

Mr. Gowdy. Having a larger number in the room is not 

operationally necessary and that this is as much about reputational 

protection as anything. 

Ms. Page. Got it. Yes. 

Mr. Gowdy. Can you see how someone might read that text to be 

that the interview itself was kind of perfunctory and the interview 

itself was about reputational protection? 

Ms. Page. I don't see it that way, sir, no. 

Mr. Gowdy. How do you see it? 

Ms. Page. Well, in part because I make the reference to sort of 

operational necessity, that doesn't go at all to the perfunctory 

nature. And this wasn't -- this argument, although here we are just 

talking about Hillary Clinton, this is just a snapshot of this one 

particular text. The broader argument was with respect to all of the 

sort of higher profile witnesses, and so what the - - what we' re arguing 

is let's be reasonable here. I don't -- there's no operational 

necessity f 'or it, and_, furthermore, it's not the right optic. It's 
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now how we do things. It's not an optic because she's going to be 

President. It's an optic because we, the FBI, don ' t really liketo 

come marching in, you know, loaded for bear or guns blazing or any other 

sort of turn of phrase that you want to use where it's not operationally 

necessary. 

So, if you ' re executing a search warrant, you ' re going to come 

with a bunch of dudes. If you• re trying to conduct an interview, it's 

riot really appropriate to come with an army full of - - notwithstanding 

my friends here -- an army full of lawyers and agents. 

Mr. Gowdy. Drawing on your background as prosecutor and as 

counsel for the Bureau, what is operationally necessary about having 

other potential fact witnesses attend an interview? 

Ms. Page. I do not know. I would agree with you that .it is not 

typically appropriate or operationally necessary to have fact 

witnesses attend the interview. 

Mr. Gowdy. Do you know whether any potential fact witnesses 

attended the i nterview - - we ' ll start with Secretary Clinton? 

Ms . Page . It's my understanding that both Cheryl Mills and, I 

think, Heather Samuelson attended her interview. 

Mr. Gowdy. Who made the decision to allow them to be present? 

Ms. Page. Somebody at the Department. I do not know whom. 

Mr.. Gowdy. And when you say the Department, you' re 

distinguishing the Department from the Bureau? 

Ms. Page. Yes . I'm sorry . I will always call the Bureauthe 

FBI or the Bureau, and the Department the Justice Department orthe 
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Department. 

Mr. Gowdy. Were potential fact Witnesses allowed to sit in in 

any of the other universe of interviews where things were done 

differently? 

Ms. Page. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Gowdy. So the best of your knowledge, it was only her 

interview where potential fact witnesses were allowed to sit in? 

Ms. Page. That's correct . 

Mr. Gowdy. Now, as a former prosecutor, I am sure that struck 

you as being highly irregular? 

Ms. Page. We all at the FBI disagreed with it. And I recal1 both 

lawyers for the FBI calling to -- calling over to the prosecutors., and 

I am certain that Pete called over to the prosecutors to say, "This 

is BS," I'm sure is probably how he would have phrased it, likewhy 

are they attending. And the answer that we received back was that they 

did not have the -- they didn't see a legal basis to exclude them f rom 

the interview because Secretary Clinton was representing them as her 

lawyers. 

Mr. Gowdy. Had she been interviewed in a compulsory setting., 

would she have been allowed to have fact witnesses present? 

Ms. Page. I don't think that makes a difference. Well, I'm 

sorry. Do you mean like in a grand jury? 

Mr. Gowdy . Yeah, like a grand jury. 

Ms. Page. In a grand jury, she wouldn't have anybody present. 

Mr. Gowdy. Right. Including your lawyer. 
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Ms. Page. She would not be permitted to have any lawyer present; 

that's correct. 

Mr. Gowdy. Right. 

Ms. Page. Right. 

Mr. Gowdy. Do you know who at. the Department would have made the 

decision to allow potential fact witnesses to be present? 

Ms. Page. I do not, sir. 

Mr. Gowdy. Who would be the universe of folks that would have 

the authority to do so? 

Ms. Page. I presume -- so the reason I hesitate is because I 

don't know -- I know who the two line prosecutors were who we worked 

with regularly. I'm sorry. Oh. I worked with the two - - I know who 

the two line prosecutors were who were sort of responsible for the 

day-to-day investigative activity. I do not know whether they made 

those decisions on their own or whether they consulted their superiors., 

which would have been David Laufman and George Toscas again. I just 

don't know. 

Mr. Gowdy. I want to go to March 3, 2016. Well, actually, let 

me ask you, Secretary Clinton was interviewed on July 

Ms. Page. I think 2nd, I believe so. 

Mr. Gowdy . - - 2. Do you recall when Attorney General Lynch 

recused herself? 

Ms. Page. Either right before or right after. I don't remember 

exactly. 

Mr. Gowdy. Would she have been still making the decisions on the 
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case? Would she have still not been recused by the time these 

conversations take -- took place about who could and could not be 

present? 

Ms. Page. Oh.1 oh, oh. So -- well, two things. I guess , first, 

I am not sure she ever formally rec used herself. She sort of; I think, 

did a half step, which I think she's been criticized for, which was 

that she didn't fully sort of step away from the investigation following 

the tarmac incident. She said that she would defer to the sort of 

judgment of the career prosecutors . So I don't - - I wouldn ' t - - we can 

call that a recusal if that's how you want to frame itj but I don't 

know that that legally would be considered one. 

I really do not know. This case was unusual in that most of the 

high-profile matters that I have been a part of during my services as 

Mr . McCabe's counsel required fairly regular meetings with high-level 

Justice Department officials and so it was not uncommon to be briefing 

the Attorney General, and certainly more likely the Deputy Attorney 

General or the PADAG about the status of certain investigations . 

And in this investigation, I do not believe that the FBI ever­

provided a substantive briefing other than very, very early in the 

investigation before I was working for the Deputy Director and before 

Andy McCabe was the Deputy Director . 

So I actually can't answer any questions substantively with 

respect to what kind of briefings and what Loretta Lynch or Sally Yates 

or other- high -level Justice Department officials knew and when because 

we were not really privy at all to what sort of briefings and who was 
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delivering them and what the substance was of them. 

Mr . Gowdy . I'm going based on memory here because I don't have 

the text in front of me, and if you don't recall it, then we'll get 

somebody to pull it up for us. But I have in the vague recesses of 

my memory a text you either sent or received that referred to Loretta 

Lynch as something other than a profile in courage. 

Ms. Page. Yep, I remember that one. 

Mr. Gowdy. Would that have been in connection with her decision 

to recuse herself? 

Ms . Page. Right. So that was in - - that was in response to the 

tarmac episode. And as I said, also from memory, so this may be off 

a little bit, but my recollection is that she represented publicly that 

she would defer to the judgments or the recommendations of the career 

prosecutors. And I think my text said something to the effect of: 

It's a real profile in courage since She knows no charges would be 

brought . 

At this point, this is late -- or early July, and so that does 

represent a presumption on my part . r do not have knowledge, actual 

personal knowledge that she knew no -- knew charges -- that she knew 

no charges would be brought. But every single person on the team, 

whether FBI or OOJ, knew far earlier than July that we were not going 

to be able to make out sufficient evidence to charge a crime. And so 

that was my supposition, but I don · t actually know that she knew that. 

Mr. Gowdy. I think one thing that folks sometimes struggle with 

is when that conclusion is reached and how many interviews are left 
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to be conducted before that interview is reached, and in particular, 

how many substantive interviews are left, like, for instance, including 

the subject. 

Ms . Page. Uh-huh . 

Mr. Gowdy. So how could you know before you talk to the subject 

that the subject would not say something inculpatory during the 

interview? 

Ms. Page. Chairman, I certainly take your point. I imagine 

you've probably had this experience too. At a certain point., when you 

have. examined exhaustively every sort of avenue that you can with 

respect to available evidence, right, there's only - - if you have found 

nothing beyond testimony, right, beyond somebody saying, yes, I did 

this wrong or no, I didn't do this, it's challenging to be able to then 

confront a witness and try to - - despite whether you think that there 

was -- let me take a step back. 

So the primary look in this investigation was mishandling of 

classified information, right . And so what we were looking for in 

particular was some indicia of knowledge that she knew these particular 

communications shouldn ' t be traversing the server she set up, that they 

were, in fact, classified, that there was a sort of purposeful -- or, 

you know, ·an intent to mishandle classified information. 

And so, when -- by the point -- and I can't give you a precise 

date but, you know, March, April, Mayish, right, in the sort of early 

spring, when the bulk of - - the bulk of the investigative activity with 

respect to forensics, with respect to interviews of people who set up 
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the servers, like all of the people who you might think are not so 

closely connected to Secretary Clinton, that if there was something 

nefarious there, you might actually be able to find it, by tl\at point, 

we simply did not see anything. 

And so she's a very sophisticated woman. Cheryl Mills, Jake 

Sullivan, these are very smart, very savvy, you know, Washington 

players. They will all have highly competent counsel. So I don't 

think there was a strong expectation that the witness interviews were 

going to provide contrary evidence that we had uncovered -- evidence 

contrary to what we had uncovered to date. 

Certainly, it's possible. It doesn't mean that it is not 

possible. But without being able to take a document and say, "Ma"am, 

how do you explain this, you know, this suggests X, how can you possibly 

say that this was the problem," there wasn't a strong expectation that 

the interviews were going to change the sense of the team, which was 

that there would not be a prosecutable case .. 

Mr. Gowdy. What element, in your judgment, was missing from 

making the case potentially prosecutable? 

Ms. Page. Well, I am not super comfortable without looking at 

a statute right now. I'm sorry. I don't know if somebody has it, only 

because I don't want to misspeak. But I can say broadly: I think we 

all agreed -- rock on. Nice work. Thank you. One second, please. 

Is it f? I can't remember. 

Mr. Parrniter. Yes, F. 

Ms. Page. So I should also say, I don't sort of formally work 
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in counterintelligence. I was -- when I was a prosecutor I did 

organized crime work so I did not do national security work. And so 

I am, like the further - - I am a lawyer, but I am not an expert in this 

area at all. But --

Mr. Gowdy. Well, I may -- can ask you a question that will make 

it easier. 

Ms. Page. Sure. Thank you. 

Mr. Gowdy . Director Corney said what was missing was intent. 

Ms. Page. Right. 

Mr. Gowdy. IG Horowitz said what was missing, in his judgment, 

was knowledge . And it strikes me both of those would be of interest 

when you're interviewing the subject. The subject might actually be 

uniquely well positioned to address those two missing elements. So 

does it refresh your recollection at all that it might have been intent 

or knowledge? 

Ms. Page. I think both are absolutely the case, but, again, it 

goes back to the poiht I made earlier, which is she will also know that 

intent and knowledge are the sort of two critical elements inorder 

to prove this case.. And to the extent that she at least knew all of 

the emails that were, you know, produced from her server - - and, you 

know, I have no idea what sort of defense work her -- she and her team 

at Williams & Connolly were doing, but these are fairly sophisticated 

attorneys~ and so it's absolutely the case that a witness might say 

something that would speak to intent or knowledge. 

But the general thinking was that this witness was going to be 
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sufficiently well prepared, that an error to the -- I mean, again, I 

can't say whether she had the intent or not. I have no evidence. 

cannot point to any particular -- so I don't want to be unfair to the 

Secretary either. 

I cannot point to anything with respect to what the team uncovered 

that spoke to her h~ving an intent to mishandle classified information . 

I think it was not smart, but I don ' t think that it was -- it's my 

personal opinion, I don't - - I can understand why the judgment of the 

team was that this was not a prosecutable case. 

And I guess, if I can just -- we didn't really do any background, 

but if I can do one tiny second on that. 

I stand in an awkward position with respect to this investigation 

because I ' m not formally on the team, the Midyear team, with the 

investigative people who are looking at the evidence every day and 

meeting every day on their -- you know, to team up and see whatthe 

next steps are. So I ' m -- I don't have the sort of substantive 

knowledge that Pete or the other agents or the other attorneys or Jon 

Moffa (ph) would have because I'm not involved in the day-to-day 

decisionmaking; I'm not involved in the day-to-day uncovering of 

evidence . I am not reading every 302. I'm actually not reading hardly 

any 302s. I'm working for the Deputy Director. And so what the 

information that I have that I'm sharing now is largely information 

that's - - that I'm gleaning from meetings with the Deputy Director or 

the Director, you know, sort of the weekly or whatever tempo we were 

at at any period of time, updates that the Director and the Deputy 
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Director were receiving. 

Mr . Gowdy. All right. I want to switch over to March of 2016. 

It's a text from you to Special Agent Peter Strzok . 

Ms. Page. I'm sorry . What's the date, sir? March 

Mr. Gowdy. March 3rd, 2016. 

Ms. Page. Okay. 

Mr. Gowdy. "God. Trump is a loathsome human. " 

Ms. Page. I see that . 

Mr. Gowdy. What did you mean by that? 

Ms. Page . I don't recall . 

Mr. Gowdy. What does the word "loathsome" mean? 

Ms. Page . Well., obviously, I know what that means. But I guess 

my point., sir -- and let me look because I did have -- ah. So this 

helps. So what is occurring, my belief, is, is that we are watching 

a Republican debate, and so this is us watching and sort oftexting 

each other during the course of the debate. And I have absolutely no 

idea what particular thing was uttered that I was responding to, 

but -- and this is also the one, I will say, that, you know, in which, 

you know, genitalia sizeis discussed . So I don ' t know whether that 

is a reflection of that or some other sort of shocking and outlandish 

thing that I thought did not fit the candidate for Presidency. But 

that is what that's a reflection of. 

Mr . Gowdy. One day later on March the 4th, there is a text from 

you to Special Agent Strzok: Poor Kasich. He's the only sensible man 

up there. 
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What did you mean by "up there"? 

Ms . Page. I think -- my guess is, on the podium with the 

other -- I am not sure the dates are right. I have no --

Mr. Gowdy. Could it have been a debate ,when he was the only one 

that, in your judgment, was sensible on a debate stage? 

Ms. Page. Yes. T~at's my -- I don't know why the date is 

different, but you totally cannot rely on the dates the way these things 

get pulled. But, yeah, my guess is that it is -- they are all on the 

debate stage . This is a reflection of my saying, like, he's a sensible 

man, and this is a shame. 

Mr . Gowdy. Let's flip to May of 2017, May the 9th of 2017. This 

is actually a text from Special Agent Strzok to you . And it begins: 

And we need. 

Mr. Jeffress. Did you say 2017? 

Mr. Gowdy. Yes, ma'am. 

Ms . Page . Oh, sorry. May 8, you said, sir? 

Mr. Gowdy. I have it down as the 9th, but it may well be the 8th. 

It begins, "And we need." 

Ms. Page . May 9. 

What am I missing here, Amy? 

Okay. I don't have it. If you can read it to me . 

No, it ' s not. This is the gap period, right, the December to 

May 17th or 18th or something like that. 

It's not in this book, sir, but go ahead. 

Mr. Gowdy. I'm happy to read it to you. 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

005155-000555 Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000001 



27 
COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

Ms. Page. Okay. 

Mr. Gowdy. "And we need to open the case we've been waiting on 

now while Andy is acting." 

Ms . Page. Yes. 

Mr. Gowdy . Who is Andy? 

Ms. Page . Andy is Mr. McCabe. 

Mr. Gowdy. And this is., what, a day after Director Comey has been 

fired? 

Ms. Page. That's correct . 

Mr . Gowdy . What is the case that you could not open when Jim Corney 

was the Director but you might be able to since Andy is acting? 

Ms. Page. You're misreading that text, sir. 

Mr. Jeffress. Do you need to consult with FBI counsel? 

Ms. Page. Yeah. Let me -- may I consult with counsel 

momentarily? 

Mr . Jeffress. There may be instructions on whether or not she 

can discuss this case. 

Mr. Gowdy . Okay . 

[Discussion off the record .] 

Ms. Page . Thank you, sir. 

I've been instructed by FBI counsel that what I can say is the 

decision to open the case was not about who was occupying the Director's 

chair. 

Mr. Gowdy . Pardon me? Sure. 

Mr. Breitenbach. Can you inform us what the rationale is for a 
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former employee cohsulting an FBI lawyer on whether there is guidance 

on answering a question from Congress? 

Ms. Bessee. Sure. The guidance is based on the fact that the 

information she is testifying about is related to FBI information, FBI 

investigations. And the information that she's also testifying about 

she has been privy to as an FBI employee. So it is not her personal 

information. She would not have gleaned that information but for the 

fact she was an FBI employee at the time and it involves FBI equities. 

Mr. Breitenbach. Do you have any legal basis for making that 

decision? 

Ms. Bessee . When FBI --

Mr. Breitenbach. Meaning, is there a regulation or a statute 

that you can point to on whether --

Ms. Bessee. I'm not sure I can point to a regulation or statute. 

But whether you are current or former FBI employee, as part of the 

process of becoming that employee, you sign - - you - - when you get your 

clearance you sign nondisclosures for the accesses that you get. And 

based on that, whether you're current or former FBI employee, you 

cannot -- and the Touhy rights as well . 

Mr. Breitenbach. And the what? 

Ms. Bessee. Touhy rights. The Touhy ex rel . Ragen case also 

refers to that. And I'd have to look at it to be able to quote to you. 

We can get that at some point, but that's what I can tell you right 

now. 

Mr. Gowdy. If we start citing case law, you' re going to lose most 
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of the Members of Congress. 

Mr. Meadows. So) excuse me 1 Mr. Chairman, how long does this 

last? I guess, how long do you actually provide counsel to previous 

employees, I mean, in perpetuity? 

Ms. Bessee. Yes. As long as it relates to FBI information and 

FBI cases. 

Mr. Gowdy. All right. We'll try it again . 

This is from Special Agent Strzok to you: And we need to open 

the case we've been waiting on while Andy is acting. 

You, I think, if I understood your answer correctly, you've been 

authorized by the Bureau to tell us that that case was not contingent 

upon who the Director of the FBI was? 

Ms. Page. That is correct . 

Mr. Gowdy. Which you would have to have a lot of creativity to 

be able to read that text and reach that conclusion? 

Ms . Page. I completely understand that. And if I was ableto 

explain in more depth why the Director firing precipitated this text, 

I would. 

Mr. Gowdy. Did it relate -- this is May of 2017. Did it relate 

in any way with the Russia investigation, the potential collusion 

between the Russian Government and/or others in the Trump campaign? 

Ms. Page . Yes. I don't see what, I mean -- yes. 

Mr. Gowdy. Well, then I'm sure you can appreciate the curiosity 

of not just Members of Congress but anyone wanting to know why something 

could not be done when Jim Corney was the Director, but yet the pathway 
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might be easier with Andy McCabe? 

Ms. Page . Right. So it's not that it could not be done . So the 

next -- let me look at it more closely. Where was it, Amy? 

Mr. Gowdy. I think it says: Waiting on. 

Ms. Page. Oh, here it is. So it's not -- and this is a very 

important distinction . It's not that it could not have been done. The 

ttwaiting on" -- again, you have to understand that this is a -- was 

a -- this case had been a topic of discussion for some time . The 

"waiting on" was an indecision and a cautiousness on the part of the 

Bureau with respect to what to do, whether there was sufficient 

predication to open. 

Mr. Gowdy. Why would Andy be less cautious than Corney? 

Ms. Page. Sir, all I can tell you is that the occupant of the 

seat was irrelevant. I'm sorry . 

Mr . Gowdy. Well, I got your answer, but just help me square it 

with the text: And we need to open the case we've been waiting on 

now while Andy is acting. 

Was that a fear that someone other than McCabe would eventually 

be put into that slot? 

Ms. Page. I'm sorry, sir. May I consult with counsel again? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Page. SirJ I'm sorry. I've been instructed by FBI counsel 

that I cannot answer that question at this time. 

Mr. Gowdy. Well, that leads at least some of us to conclude that 

it may have been an obstruction of justice case. And the fact that 
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Gomey was actually fired would have, in some people' s judgment, added 

to the salience of an obstruction of justice case. Can you say whether 

or not that's what it was? 

Ms. Page . That ' s a reasonable inference, sir, but I cannot, sort 

of, confirm that that's what we are referring to. 

Mr . Gowdy . Was there an active obstruction case going on at the 

time Corney was fired? 

Ms. Page. I think that goes to the particular investigative 

interest that we had in the Russian collusion case starting at the end 

of July through this time period, and I can't answer that question at 

this time, sir. 

Mr. Gowdy . I think Corney was actually f i red on that day. 

Ms. Page. He was fired on May 9th . But whether this 

text -- again, just given the UTC and the way these aretranslated, 

this is either the 9th or the 10th, would be my guess. But it was -- he 

was fired at night on the 9th, so --

Mr. Gowdy. So the fir i ng of Jim Corney was the precipitating event 

as opposed to the occupant of the Director's office? 

Ms. Page . Yes, that's correct. 

Mr . Gowdy. Well, other than obstruction, what could it have 

been? 

Ms. Page. I can ' t answer that, sir . I ' m sorry . 

Mr. Gowdy. Is there anything other t han obstruction that it 

could have been? 

Ms . Page. I can't answer. 
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Mr. Gowdy. Was it a bank fraud case? 

Ms. Page . I really, actually, honestly, can't answer . 

Mr. Gowdy. Well, on down., I think I see a text, "We need to lock 

in," and it's been redacted, ''in a formal, chargeable way soon.'' You 

see that? 

Ms. Page. I do, sir. 

Mr. Gowdy . Who's the "we"? 

Ms . Page. "We" is the FBI. 

Mr. Gowdy. Now, does the Bureau consult with the Department or 

U.S. Attorney's Offices before it locks in charges? 

Ms. Page. Yes, but that's not what this text says. 

Mr. Gowdy. Well., no. 

Ms. Page. Oh. 

Mr. Gowdy. We're going to get to that in a second. 

Ms. Page . Okay. 

Mr. Gowdy. "We need to lock in," redacted, "in a formal, 

chargeable, way." Do you consult with the Depa·rtment or 

U. s. Attorney's Offices before you charge someone., other than those 

who commit a crime in your presence? 

Ms. Page. We cannot charge someone. We require assistance by 

an AUSA or the Department in order to bring charges. 

Mr. Gowdy. All right. And this is before Special Counsel 

Mueller was appointed? 

Ms. Page. Correct . 

Mr. _Gowdy. What U.S. Attorney's Office or division of the 
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Department were you working with on this case? 

Ms. Page. The counterintelligence section. I believe the 

Eastern District of Virginia was also involved, but I'm really not 

certain. I'm pretty sure at this point they were, but I can 't be 

100 percent positive. 

Mr. Gowdy . What's "a formal, chargeable way" as opposed to an 

informal~ chargeable way? 

Ms. Page. So I don't -- I don't -- that's not the turn of phrase 

that I read. What this is suggesting - - I don't actually know who we're 

talking about, to be honest with you, so I'm speculating a little bit 

because I don't remember what this text was about. But my suspicion 

is, we have either been interviewing some witness or have been getting 

kind of closer to some target, either we've already had interviews or 

we haven't. I just don't remember who we're talking about. 

And so we are -- to me, we need to lock in so-and-so means like: 

Okay, we need to get them probably under oath like in a grand jury or, 

you know, with the 1001 admonition in advance of the interviews so that 

we have a chance to charge a false statement to the extent a false 

statement is made during the course of the interview. 

And so what "a fo rmal, chargeable waytt means is - - and, again, 

I don't know who we' re talking about, but rather than just have an FBI 

interview, which is maybe not with a -- not with the mindsettoward 

wanting to be able to charge based on the interview, that whatthis 

is suggesting is, like, we need to start thinking about locking in 

whomever in a way that might be able to support charges. 
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Mr .. Gowdy. ~ow, that portion of the text, is it from you or from 

Special Agent Strzok? 

Ms. Page. I have no idea. I never know who this is. 

Mr. Gowdy. I think it may be from you, but I stand to be 

corrected. 

Ms. Page. I don't have any basis to challenge you., but honestly, 

they change each set of text and everything, so I'm really not certain. 

Let's see. 

Mr. Gowdy. It begins, "We need to lock in." 

Ms. Page . . Yeah . Yeah. Yeah, it looks like it's me, yes. 

Mr. Gowdy. All right. What would the purpose of that redaction 

be? 

Ms. Page. Well, I didn't make it, so I don't know. My guess is 

that that represents an individual who is either a subject of the Russia 

investigation or otherwise a witness or something, and so, thef'efore, 

it's being redacted, but I don't know. 

Mr. Gowdy. If you're talking about locking in someone's 

testimony, I guess what I'm trying to understand is, I could see if 

you said in a formal way, a formal setting, interview, grand jury. It's ' 

the word "chargeableh that I'm struggling with. 

Ms. Page. So my suspicion, again -- and I don't know because I 

don't remember who we're talking about, but my suspicion is thatwe 

have somebody who we think is lying. Again, I'm just guessing. And 

so, to the extent we want to be able to charge them for lying, we need 

to lock them in in a formal way, in a way in which we will be able to 
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support those charges. But I am just speculating because I do not 

remember who we're talking about. 

Mr. Gowdy. Is that response connected to his text, "And we need 

to open the case we've been waiting on"? 

Ms. Page. No. No, it is not . That I am confident in . 

Mr. Gowdy. How are you confident in that? 

Ms. Page . Because - - I'm sorry . I don• t know how to answer the 

question without going more into the content of the prior text, sir . 

Mr . Gowdy. Al l right. I'm sure I' 11 have colleagues that will 

come back to that. I want to go to August 15, 2016 . It• s a text from 

Special Agent Peter Strzok to you. It begins, "I want to believe." 

Ms . Page. August, I am sorry, 10? 

Mr . Gowdy. I have it down as August 15. 

Ms . Page. I'm sorry . I'm just not hearing you. Sorry . 

Mr. Gowdy . "I want to believe" is how it begins . 

Ms. Page. Yep. 

Mr. Gowdy. I want to believe the path you threw out in Andy's 

office, dash, that there is no way he gets elected, dash> but I'm afraid 

we can:'t take that risk. It's like an insurance policy in the unlikely 

event you die before you're 40. 

And that was Agent Strzok to you . Is that right? 

Ms. Page . That's correct. 

Mr. Gowdy . All right: I want to believe the path you threw out 

in Andy's office. 

Did you understand the "you" to be youJ Lisa Page? 
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Ms. Page. I'm sure that it is. 

Mr. Gowdy. And Andy would be whom? 

Ms. Page. Andy McCabe. 

Mr. Gowdy. ls there any chance he could be any other Andy? 

Ms. Page. No, I don't think so. 

Mr. Gowdy. How long did this conversation last? 

Ms. Page. I have no idea. 

Mr. Gowdy. Do you recall anyone else being present? 

Ms. Page. I imagine that there were. Typically a 

meeting -- Andy and I would have certainly had meetings individually) 

but because FBI is as hierarchical as it is, the way -- it would have 

been unusual for Pete, who at this point was probably still a section 

chief, to have been in a meeting without at least his superior, his 

boss, or even his boss' boss. That 's just how we operate. Wetend to 

bring the whole chain of command. 

Mr. Gowdy. What do you make of the dash? 

I want to believe the path you threw out in Andy's office, dash, 

that there is no way he gets elected . 

What does that clause "that there is no way he gets elected" 

modify? 

Ms. Page. So I'll be honest: I don't remember -- and this 

was -- I don't remember precisely this event or this meeting. And, 

in fact, I went back~ and some time ago looked at a calendar and there 

was nothing on the calendar that there was sort of a formal meeting. 

But I know sort of the sentiment that this text is meant to reflect, 
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if I can explain that. 

Mr . Gowdy . Sure. I just want you to keep in mind we are 15 days 

into a then-nascent counterintelligence investigation. 

Ms. Page . Yes. Yes, I understand that. 

Mr. Gowdy. If that helps put it in context . 

Ms. Page . It definitely does. So, upon the opening of the 

crossfire hurricane investigation, we had a number of discussions up 

through and including the Director regularly in which we were trying 

to find an answer to the question, right, which is, is there someone 

associated with the campaign who is working with the Russians in order 

to obtain damaging information about Hillary Clinton. And given that 

it i s August, we were very aware of the speed and the sensitivity that 

we needed to operate under. 

And so we had sort of quite regular conversations about trying 

to balance getting the answer as quickly as possible, right, because 

if the answer is this is a guy just being puffery at a meeting with 

other people, great, then we don't need to worry about this, and we 

can all move on with our lives; if this is, in fact, the Russians have 

coopted an individual with, you know, maybe wittingly or unwittingly, 

that ' s incredibly grave, and we need to know that as quickly as 

possible . 

And so what this text reflects is our sort of continuing check-in 

almost with respect to how quickly to operate, what types of tools to 

use, trying to be as quiet as possible about it because we knew so little 

about what -- whether this was true or not true or what was going to 
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come, because this is, as you said, so nascent in the investigation) 

and then ultimately trying to balance that against my view, in this 

case, which was we don't need to go at a total breakneck speed because 

so long as he doesn't become President, there isn't the sarnethreat 

to national security, right . 

So, by which, I mean if he is not elected, then, to the extent 

that the Russi.ans were colluding with members of his team, we• re still 

going to investigate that even without him being President, because 

any time the Russians do anything with a U.S. person, we care, and it's 

very serious to us . But if he becomes President, that totally changes 

the game because now he is the President of the United States. He's 

going to immediately start receiving classified briefings. He's going 

to be exposed to the most sensitive secrets imaginable. And if there 

is somebody on his team who wittingly or unwittingly is working with 

the Russians, that is super serious. 

And so what this reflects is my saying, he's not going to be 

elected. So let's not burn - - I think this, in particular, was whether 

we use certain investigative methods which might be -- sorry. I ' m 

trying to balance the instruction that I've given with respect to 

investigative step and -- but wanting to be forthcoming. 

Mr. Gowdy. I think we know what you're getting at. 

Ms. Page. Okay. Okay. So -- so, anyway, so this reflects: 

Let's be reasonable, let's not, you know, throw the kitchen sink at 

this because he's probably not going to be elected, and so then we don ' t 

have quite as horrific a national secu~ity threat than if we do if he 
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gets elected. 

Mr. Gowdy. All r i ght. I want you to hold that thought for a 

second. 

Ms. Page. Okay. 

Mr. Gowdy . The counterintelligence investigation was initiated 

on July 31. 

Ms. Page . That's correct . 

Mr. Gowdy. How many witness interviews were done between July 31 

and August the 15th? 

Ms. Page. I don't know that answer . I do know - - I mean, I'm 

allowed to say this now, right? 

Ms . Bessee . Yes . 

Ms. Page. Okay . Sorry .. I know that there - I'm aware 

of. certainly between --

Mr. Gowdy. I'm aware of Are you aware of -

Ms. Page. I'm aware of sir .J 

Mr. Gowdy . When is the 

Ms. Page. I'm not allowed 

Mr. Gowdy. What was the date? 

Ms. Page . I'm not permitted to say, sir. 

Mr. Gowdy. Was it 

Ms. Page . No, it was not. but before -- I don't 

remember now, but , yes. 

Oh, I don't know the date, sir. I'm sorry. 

Mr . Gowdy . Chairman Goodlatte wanted to know why you can ' t 
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provide us with the date of that interview? 

Ms. Page. I don't recall the precise date . I just -- my 

recollection is that ther 

I just don ' t know the date. 

Mr . Gowdy. Was the interview done 

Ms . Page. Yes . 

Mr. Gowdy. Are you aware of 

Ms. Page. Well, almost 

_, so --

Mr. Gowdy . With respect to the origination of this case, are you 

aware of ? 

Ms. Page. No. No . 

Mr. Gowdy. So we' re referring to It's just 

a question o ? 

Ms. Page . My --

Mr. Gowdy . Let me ask you this: Was it -- is the 

? 

Ms. Page. 

I do not know if it 

-· I just don't know. There are --

Mr. Gowdy. Is it a 

? 

Ms. Bessee. I think we need to - - may we confer with our client, 

Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Gowdy . Sure. 
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[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Page . Sir, I've been advised by FBI counsel that because that 

starts to get into 

that question, sir. 

Mr. Gowdy. Did the interview take place in the United States or 

somewhere else? 

Ms . Page. I can't answer that, sir. 

Mr . Gowdy. Why is where the interview took place prot ected? 

Ms. Page. My guess is because 

Mr. Gowdy. Well, right now, we're within the United States and 

outside of the United States. Those are two pretty big categories. 

Ms . Bessee . Mr. Chairman, I would instruct the -- I'm going to 

instruct her not to answer because it goes into sort of what's under 

the purview of the special counsel in terms of whether it's gathering, 

looking at the evidence they looked at, whether it's gathering 

evidence, whether it"s talking to sources. That all goes into what 

investigative methods that the special counsel is looking at, so I will 

instruct her not to respond. 

Mr. Gowdy . Well, I've tried to be really careful not to go into 

the substance of these interviews . I'm trying to establish a 

chronology. We have a conversation about an insurance policy on 

August 15, and Ms . Page has walked us through the analysis that there 

was a weighing and balancing of whether or not President Trump was 

likely to win . And I would like to engage in a weighing and balancing 
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of whether or not he was likely going to be inculpated in their 

investigation. So I don't know how I can do that without having some 

conversation about what information existed. 

Ms. Bessee . And --

Mr. Gowdy. I mean, I didn't author this text . It's not mine. 

And if you're discussing -- and her answer clearly discussed 

whether - - his prospects for a successful campaign and whether or not 

he would be elected President. I think it's fair to discuss the 

prospects of a successful investigation. 

Ms. Bessee. And while I understand what you ' re looking to get 

atJ Mr . Chairman, it also still goes into what the special counsel -- in 

terms of what the special counsel is looking at in their investigation. 

They look at the evidence gathered, how evidence is gathered. All of 

that still impacts the special counsel --

Mr. Gowdy. How does the location of an interview impact Special 

Counsel Mueller's ability to investigate a matter? 

Ms. Bessee . That -- I am responding in a way based on the 

guidance we received from the special counsel. There -- equities are 

involved here. So that would be something that you would have to 

discus s further. But based on the guidance we've been given by the 

special counsel, that would impact their investigation itself . 

Mr. Gowdy. All right. I'm sure I'll have colleagues whowill 

want to follow up on that. I think I'm about out of --

Mr. Parmiter. Can we just note for the record that the objection 

to these questions is contrary to what we understand to be Houseof 
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Representatives policy. So we would, you know, take issue with you 

not answering those questions, just to note for the record at this 

point. I'm sure we're going to run into this again. 

Mr. Gowdy. I want the record --

Mr. Jeffress. What policy are you noting? 

Mr. Parmiter. I'm speaking of discussions that have been held 

at the highest levels of this body over the last couple of days. 

know we don't recognize, you know, testimonial privileges. You know, 

we' re not asking questions that are substantive in nature that pertain 

to the ongoing investigation. As Chairman Gowdy just pointed out, 

we' re asking about locations of interviews. We' re asking about dates. 

We ' re asking about things like that. We're not asking substantive 

questions. 

Mr. Gowdy. Just so the record i s clear - - although it usually 

is, and you don't usually have to say ''for the record," so I won't -- if 

witness Page ' s answer includes an analysis of the likelihood of a 

successful campaign, it is not unreasonable to also ask whether or not 

it was a factoring in of the likelihood of a successful investigation. 

Ms. Page. Sir, my -- I 'm sorry. 

Mr. Gowdy. Pardon me? 

Ms. Page. I was just going to clarify, if maybe it would help, 

my answer does not -- would not speak to an analysis with respect 

to - - the question, was it in the United States., or was it 

doesn't speak to an analysis with the respect to the success or not 

of the Presidential campaign . I don't know if that helps at all, but - -
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Mr. Gowdy. No. What I was getting at is when we were going over 

the text of this insurance policy, I thought there was a debate as to 

whether or not he was likely to get elected. 

Ms. Page. Well, the only reason that debate is relevant is 

because we, the team, again, like sort of through Director Corney, were 

trying to decide how aggressive or not aggressive, or do we burn sources 

or not burn sources or do we use X tools or Y tools, and all of that 

was based on the likelihood - - not' based on the likelihood of success 

but was being weighed against the likelihood of success. 

As I sort of explained, if he is not going to be President, then 

we don't need to burn longstanding sources and risk sort of the loss 

of future investigative outlets, not in this case, but in other 

Russia-related matters, in other 

M~. Gowdy. I am with you. I followed that answer. But I am 

equally sure you can follow the analysis that if there is a paucity 

pf evidence, that that also would influence your willingness to burn 

sources and use investigative techniques that are likely to be detected 

by people who are not our friends. 

Ms. Page. I totally agree. But by this point, at, you know, the 

15th, there -- it is at the -- literally the very beginning. So there 

is, in fact, a paucity of evidence because we are just starting down 

the path to figure out whether the predication is true or not true, 

and who might ultimately be somebody who, if true, would have been in 

a position to receive the information. 

And so my only, sort of based on counsel ' s advice, hesitation to 
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answer the "where was it" question is that the answer would call 

for -- the answer would -- has the potential to reveal a substantive 

investigative equity. 

Mr. Gowdy. Which I don't want to do. And I appreciate the fact 

that if you're talking about one witness, some could consider that to 

be a paucity of evidence on the 15th, which necessarily means there 

would be a paucity of evidence also on August the 9th. 

And I'm looking at a text that you sent to Special Agent Strzok: 

Trump's not ever going to become President, right? Right? 

And then the agent who originated this counterintelligence 

investigation who is a point of contact, who drafted the initiating 

document responding: No, no, he's not. We'll stop it. 

Ms. Page . Right. Well, so, that's a different sort of context, 

which I'm happy to explain. The one thing I'll note, I just think it 

might maybe alleviate some concern, the reason that Pete opened it is 

that it was a Sunday. So the reason he's both the originator and like 

the approver is because it was a Sunday, and so there' .s nobody around. 

Mr. Gowdy. July 31st was a Sunday; you are correct. 

Ms. Page. And so he went in because we were like, holy cow, this 

is a big deal, and we're all very stressed about this . And so I think 

we learned about the case on a Friday or _Thursday or Friday, I can't 

remember now. I can do the math> but -- I' m a lawyer. 

Mr. Gowdy. 28th. 

Ms. Page. Thanks. 

Mr. Gowdy. You learned about it on the 28th. 
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Ms. Page. Right. Thank you. 

And so, for what it's worth, there was just nobody else around, 

so -- but - - did you want me to speak to the other text? 

Mr. Gowdy. Yeah. I mean~ I think you understand what our 

concern is. 

Ms. Page. I do. 

Mr. Gowdy. I do understand weighing and balancing what 

investigative t ools to use. That requires, in your judgment, an 

analysis of whether or not the candidate's likely to succeed. In my 

judgment, it also requires -- there was some conversation about whether 

or not he was going to prevail. 

Ms. Page. I definitely agree with you, Chairman, but I don't want 

to leave the impression that that was sort of the factor. This i s, 

again, just one single snapshot, one meeting of which we arehaving 

almost daily meetings, given the sort of seriousness of thethreat. 

And so it's not accurate to say that the determining factor on what 

we. did was whether or not Donald Trump is going to become President. 

You asked me what's the context for this text. That's the context for 

that particular text, but that's not the determining factor . 

Mr. Gowdy. I did not mean to suggest -­

Ms. Page. Okay. 

Mr. Gowdy. -- that that was the singular factor that you were 

using. But by the same token, nor would you singularly rely on a CHS 

in a prosecution or investigation. 

Ms. Page. No. 

COMMITTEE SbNSI TIV~ 

005155-000575 Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000001 



47 
COMM l 'I"rEE SENSI TlVE 

Mr. Gowdy. 

So there's a paucity of evidence and there's 

a paucity in some people's minds of a successful campaign. · And I'm 

looking at texts about insurance policies and stopping a Presidency. 

Ms. Page. Right. So let me start with the first thing you said 

first. Which is the -- it's true you would -- it's very unlikely that 

you would 
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[2:44 p.lTI.] 

Ms . Page. It's more than sufficient to open an FBI 

investigation, because, of course, all you need, particularly to open 

a preliminary investigation -- although, I think this was opened as 

a full -- is an allegation, essentially . 

So any kind of - - and I don •t remember the exact standard, maybe 

one of my FBI friends can remind me - - but for a full you need an 

articulable -- oh, my God, I've been gone 2 months and I forget . 

Anyway, sorry, I digress, my apologies. 

Regardless, at a week ' s time it is entirely common, particularly 

in a counterintelligence investigation, that you would only have - - you 

would have a small amount of evidence, certainly -- but opening an 

investigation based on 

Mr. Gowdy. We're out of time. 

[Recess.] 

Ms. Jackson Lee. We're back on the record. 

Ms. Kim . We're back on the record. The time is 2:55. 

Ms. Page, thank you for being here . My name is Janet Kim. I'm 

a counsel for Ranking Member Elijah Cummings for the House Oversight 

Committee. 

Our members have some questions for you, and then we' 11 progress 

to questioning by the staff . 

Ms. Page. Sure thing. 

COMMITTEE SENSiTIVF: 

005155-000577 Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000001 



49 
COMMITTEE SENSTTlVE 

Ms. Jackson Lee . Thank you. And my only haste is because I have 

to catch a plane that does not wait. 

Ms . Page . No problem. 

Ms . Jackson Lee. And let me thank the staff very much, and 

Mr. Raskin, who wi l l proceed afterwards. 

Ms . Page, you watched, by any chance, the hearings yesterday that 

were televised --

Ms. Page. I did. 

Ms . Jackson Lee. - - with Mr. Strzok? 

Did you have anything that you disagreed with him on? 

Ms. Page. Oh, gosh. I mean, that was a long hearing. So, no, 

not off the top of my head, no. 

Ms . Jackson Lee. What is your thought about the representation 

of political bias that impacted the prioritization between the Clinton 

and the Russian investigation? 

Ms. Page. So bias had nothing to do at all with respect to 

prioritization. tf by what you mean is in October, so the Weiner laptop 

versus -- I mean, as I tried to describe with the majority interview, 

ma'am, there is simply no greater threat than what the Russians pose 

to the United States . 

They are -- they have as an objective, as you well know, the sort 

of dismantling of the Western alliance and dilution of democratic 

ideals. 

And so the notion that a Russian was offering assistance to a 

Presidential campaign was incredibly grave to all of us . And with all 
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due respect to the Clinton investigation, the possible mishandling of 

classified evidence 3 years prior, for which we had yet to see any 

evidence, and for which we didn ' t necessarily expect that, even with 

the sort of revelation of the Weiner laptop, there were certain things 

that ultimately made us interested . 

But if you were weighing resources with respect to which poses 

a graver threat to national security, which is more, frankly, 

important, there is no doubt - - at least in mine or anybody else's mind 

that I know - - that the Russia investigation posed an incredible threat 

to national security, and whether we got into the Weiner laptop simply 

did not. 

Ms . Jackson Lee . I ' m sort of going LO weave back and forth in 

a number of different questions . 

Did you know Mr . Baker? 

Ms. Page. Jim Baker? 

Ms. Jackson Lee . Yes. 

Ms. Page. Yes, I do . 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Was he the source of the salacious dossier? 

Ms. Page . The source? No, ma'am. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. You can affirmatively say that he was not? 

Ms. Page . Yes, I can . 

Ms . Jackson Lee. You know that there's been representationby 

Republicans that he was? 

Ms. Page. No, I did not. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. And so you ' re saying that he was not? 
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Ms. Page. He was not, no. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . You advised Mr . Corney during the presentation 

of his first statement about Mrs. Clinton? 

Ms. Page. I was one of the members in the room, yeah, who 

discussed it with him, yes, ma ' am. 

Ms . Jackson Lee. Are you aware about the change in language 

to - - from gross to --

Ms. Page. Gross negligence to extremely careless? 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Yes . 

Ms. Page. I amj ma'am. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . And what was the purpose of that? 

Ms . Page . So that came relatively soon after he provided his 

original draft to the team to review. So this is, I suspect, sometime 

in May. 

I t was ult i mately the conclusion of some very experienced 

counterintelligence lawyers, also in consultation with the Justice 

Department, that -- well, let me take a step back . 

It was our understanding that we did not -- we neither had 

sufficient evidence to charge gross negligence, nor had it ever been 

done, because the Department viewed it as constitutionally vague. And 

so when we saw the term gross negligence in the Director,s - -

Ms. Jackson Lee. Statement. 

Ms. Page . -- early draft, we were concerned that that would be 

confusing to leave it in there, because it was our understandtng that 

we did not have sufficient evidence nor the sort of constitutional basis 
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to charge gross negligence. 

And so what we actually did, we didn't actually change gross 

negligence to extremely careless, we removed the gross negligence 

language. Extremely careless had already appeared in that draft, and 

we moved that draft up earlier in the - - I1 m sorry, moved that paragraph 

up earlier in the draft. 

And so it looks like it was essentially a substitution, but, 

really, it was just an omission of the word gross negligence because 

we thought it would be confusing, because it has an actual legal term. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. You had both two functioning attorney generals, 

Loretta Lynch and Deputy Attorney General Sally Yates. As counsel, 

why would you allow Mr. Corney, a police officer, to make that 

presentation? Did you not -- what did you counsel him? 

Ms. Page. Honestly, we all felt that we were more credible than 

the Justice Department to close this investigation _out. And so it was 

in genuinely good faith. And I honestly did not anticipate the 

criticism, although I understand the criticism as I sit here today. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Well, do you regret not counseling otherwise? 

Ms. Page. I'm not sure, ma'am. We all in very good faith thought 

that the integrity of the FBI and the independence by which we operate 

would give greater confidence to the American people that this 

investigation was done fairly, because it was, and it was an amazing 

team, and they worked incredibly hard. 

And the closer we got to sort of the intense political process, 

the less credible we felt-we, the whole team, really-felt that the 
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Justice Department, being led by Democrats, would be toessentially 

absolve the Democratic candidate . 

And so the intent was really quite earnest and genuine . And so, 

while I appreciate the criticism, I really don't -- I don't know what 

I would do again . I mean --

Ms. Jackson Lee. Let me just give you this final question and 

then I'm going to go into another series of questions. 

You're talking about two seasoned prosecutors, Ms. Lynch, Ms. 

Yates, could have even written their statement. 

Ms. Page . It's not at all about their capability. They are both 

absolutely enormously capable. It's really about perception . 

And so I think that the Director's view - - and again, I'm speaking 

for him, so it is an awkward position to be in because he's a pretty 

good speaker -- but the perception I think was that, look, she is - - she 

was so -- she is so loathed, she is a very polarizing figure, Secretary 

Clinton,, and so we all knew it was 100 percent consistent and universal 

that s he was -- there was not a prosecutable case. 

And we, the FBI, thought that that message was more credible 

coming from the FBI, who is independent and is not a political sort 

of body, in t he same way that the Justice Department is being headed 

by political appointees who have closer relationships with the White 

House. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Well, I think you have determined that that 

didn ' t work. 

Ms. Page. It has not been fun, ma'am. 
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Ms. Jackson Lee. The perception of the FBI is lawenforcement 

inside the Justice Department, and the Director is not a Cabinet 

appointee. And so they are not considered equal to a Cabinet 

appointee. 

Ms. Page . Agreed. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. And in essence it is like a mayor and a chief 

of police in a higher level. 

So what was intended for good did not turn out well. And so I 

was just wondering whether there was consultation to sort of vet what 

would have been the best approach . 

Ms. Page. Yes, there was . 

Ms, Jackson Lee. Would it not -- and I'll make this is the last 

one -- could you not perceive the Attorney General and the FBI Director 

standing together. Attorney General making the first announcement and 

the FBI Director then making a followup? 

Ms. Page. We certainly could, and it was among the various things 

that we discussed. 

With all due earnestness, I don ' t honestly have the sense that 

the Attorney General was ultimately disappointed, because it really 

did let the Justice Department off the hook. 

Everybody talks about this as if this was the FBI investigation, 

and the truth of the matter is there was not a single step, other than 

the July 5th statement, there was not a single investigative step that 

we did not do in consultation with or at the direction of the Justice 

Department. 
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And so the reality is t his has turned into the FBI investigation 

of Secretary Clinton, but it was, in fact, a joint investigation, as 

most are. 

And so I certainly agree that the intent backfired, but it is my 

firm belief that i t was done in good faith. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . Let me quickly go to these questions. 

Are FBI agents allowed to have personal pol itical affiliations? 

Ms. Page. Yes, they are. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. When the FBI staffs a politically sensitive 

investigation - - for example, a public corruption case -- does the FBI 

consider the personal political persuasion of its agents in making 

those staffing decisions? 

Ms. Page. Absolutely not . That would be highly inappropriate . 

Ms. Jackson Lee. When the FBI puts together a team of 

investigators is the consideration ever, "I need a couple of 

Republicans or a couple of Democrats"? 

Ms. Page . No, ma'am. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . Does the FBI ask about the political 

affiliations of its own agents as they are employed or as they are 

promoted to another position? 

Ms . Page . That's illegal and impermissible, ma ' am. 

M.s. Jackson Lee. In fact, it is explicitly forbidden for the FBI 

to ask about political affiliations when staffing investi gations~ 

correct? 

Ms. Page. Correct. 
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Ms. Jackson Lee. How do FBI agents know not to let political bias 

interfere with their political work? 

Ms. Page . Because it is our identity. It literally pervades 

everything we do. It is not -- and I appreciate that this maybe just 

is -- feels weird, because you are political people and sort of this 

is your identity, but both at the Justice Department, where I started 

my career, and at the FBI, where I ended my public service fornow, 

duty and institutional value is paramount. That is what we all think 

about. And that is our -- what you feel personally or politically is 

irrelevant . 

And if I might say one more thing. Many of us in law enforcement 

really dislike the subject of our investigations, right . We are not 

keen on pedophiles and fraudsters and spies and human traffickers. vJe, 

in fact, detest many of them. 

And if you were to pull the text messages of agents investigating., 

you know, people who are engaged in child exploitation or human 

trafficking, I'm quite certain you would find quite harsh language . 

And that is fine. 

What would be impermissible is to take that harsh language and 

to act in some way that was illegal or against the rules . And we don't 

do it. And if somebody did do it, they'd .be crushed . 

Ms. Jackson Lee . So the inspector general's report, Which 

indicates although they were uncomfortable with the various 

engagements and texts, but their summary dealt with their lack of being 

able to discern biasJ you are wholeheartedly saying that you were both 

COMMITTEE SENSTTIV~ 

005155-000585 Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000001 



57 
COMMlTTEE SENSITIVE 

investigating the Clinton investigation, and if the Russian 

investigation had proceeded in full force, it was going on, t hat you 

could have likewise - - two different people were impacted by it - - you 

could have likewise been unbiased. 

Ms. Page. Absolutely ma'am. And I would note -­

Ms. Jackson Lee. Continuously unbiased? 

Ms. Page. Unquestionably . I would note, too, in the inspector 

general report, that it specifically highlighted in multiple places 

that Pete and I, in particular, were consistently the most - - advocating 

most aggressively to take the most aggressive steps with respect to 

certain investigative steps with respect to Secretary Clinton. 

Ms . Jackson Lee . In your time at the FBI and Justice De-partment, 

have you seen evidence of anybody applying political bias in the 

investigation of any subject matter? 

Ms. Page. I have. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. And in what instance? 

Ms . Page. I'm aware of senior executives telling people on the 

Clinton team who are anti-Clinton that they had to get her, that they 

were counting on us to get her. 

Ms. Jeffress. Can you clarify whether it was the senior 

investigator - -

Ms. Page . I 'm sorry. 

Ms. Jeffress. The senior executives who were anti -Clinton or the 

people they were talking to. 

Ms. Page. No, no. 
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So I am aware of senior FBI officials talking to subordinate FBI 

officials on the Hillary Clinton investigative team who unquestionably 

had anti-Hillary sentiment, but who also said: You have to get her 

or -- again, I don't have an exact quote - - but like we're counting 

on you, you know. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. How would you respond to that? How would an 

investigator respond to that? That's their superior. 

Ms. Page. My guess is they just probably parried and said: Just 

follow the facts, ma'am/s ir. It's a challenging place to be put in, 

I would say. 

Ms. Kim. I'm sorry, I just want to clarify. 

The people with the bias, were they the senior executives or were 

they the people on the investigative team? 

Ms. Page. Sorry. They were the senior executives. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Okay. Do you have their names? 

Ms. Page. I do. 

Ms . Jackson Lee. And what are they? 

Ms . Page. My understanding, and I was never a personal witness 

to this, but this is what I've been told, was that at various times 

Sandy Kable (ph), who was an early executive on the case, as well as 

Randy Coleman, who at one point was the AD of the Counterintelligence 

Division, had both made comments to that effect. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Thank you. 

Let me move quickly to the Russian investigation. And thank you 

very much for your patience. 
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And thank you, staff. 

I just have some quick places that I wanted to finish at. 

Let me indicate that in a Wall Street Journa.l article -- and., of 

course, it has been many places, but that's what I'm holding right 

now - - these are texts that might have been sent to you or were sent 

to you. And, of course, it• s the F the cheating MF Russians - - he text 

in late July -- b-a-s-t-a-r-d-s, I hate them. That is from Peter 

Strzok. 

Do you remember receiving that? 

Ms. Page. Vaguely, yes. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. What would you -- how would you explain that? 

Ms. Page . The Russians are quite possibly our most threatening, 

most hostile, most fierce, and successful foreign adversary. This is 

a government that assassinates journalists and human rights activists 

and political dissidents and a government which has been humiliated 

by the success of America around the world, and whose singular objective 

is to weaken the Western alliance and to do so by cheating and £tealing 

and lying and corruption, and to do so so as to regain prominence on 

the world stage. And so I really hate the Russians. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . So a further one that said: F' ing, conniving, 

cheating savages at statecraft, athletics, you name it. I'm glad I'm 

on Team USA. That captures 

Ms. Page. That 's it . 

Ms. Jackson Lee . And would that motivate any bias in the 

investigation of a particular issue dea1ing with the Russians? 
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Ms. Page . No. As I sort of said earlier., we dislike a lot of 

the folks that we look at . And so while saying that I'm biased against 

Russia would sort of be funny., the question is ultimately., do you follow 

the rules? Does your feeling, does your sort of personal sentiment., 

ultimately impact the activities and the actions that you take . That, 

to me, is what a bias is. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. I'm going to go quickly through these 

questions. Thank you. 

We now l<now the Russian investigation began before the election, 

in July of 2016, but no news of that investigation regarding President 

Trump's campaign l eaked out to the press . Were you aware of this 

investigation before the election? 

Ms . Page . Yes, of course . 

Ms . Jackson Lee. Did you leak that there was such an 

investigation? 

Ms. Page. I did not. 

Ms • .Jackson Lee. Approximately how many FBI officials were aware 

of this investigation before the election? 

Ms. Page. Oh., gosh, employees , sort of writ large, that's a very 

hard thing to say., because 1 don't know really the s ize of the team. 

But 30 , 40. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . And with those 30 or 40, did any leak come out 

before the election regarding the Russian investigation? 

Ms. Page. Not my knowledge. 

Ms . Jackson Lee. Would you att ribute that to the rules of 
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protocol, but also the oath and the behavior of FBI agents? 

Ms. Page. Both of those things, ma'am, but also a sense of 

fairness, because we did not know what we had. And it would have been 

highly inappropriate to - - while we all had had and still have 

incredibly damning information which could have been released, even 

without having the full picture, right, bits and pieces without the 

full context could certainly have been damning, but that ' s not fair. 

And thatjs not how the FBI operates. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . Are you aware of any FBI officials leaking 

information about this investigation before the election? 

Ms. Page. Not to my knowledge. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . Did you make any disclosures about this 

investigation to the press or the public before election day? 

Ms. Page. No, ma'am. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . Why not? 

Ms. Page. For the reasons I just said. It ' s both impermissible 

and would be patently unfair. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Thank you. 

How do you think a disclosure to the press or to the public would 

have impacted Donald Trump's electoral prospects? 

Ms. Page. That's not mine to speculate on~ ma'am. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Well, on the basis of the information,would 

it have been damaging? Would have it have been major? 

Ms. Page. I would - - yes, I would suspect so. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . If someone at the FBI was trying to stop Donald 
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Trump from being elected President, yourself or Mr. Strzok or others, 

do you think they could have publicly disclosed that his campaign was 

under investigation for potentially colluding with Russian Government 

actors? 

Ms . Page. That's what you would think. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. You're saying yes? 

Ms. Page. Yes, ma'am. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . But to your knowledge, no one at the FBI did 

disclose this fact publicly, correct? 

Ms. Page. No, ma'am. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Would you consider this strong evidencethat 

there was not a deep state conspiracy at the FBI to stop Donald Trump 

from being selected -- elected? 

Ms. Page. Yes, ma 'am. That and the fact that this is an 

extraordinary conservative organization. So the notion that there's 

a deep state conspiracy about anything is laughable. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Okay . Let me give you two more. Any - - and 

strong evidence that you personally were not trying to stop Donald Trump 

from being elected President? You were not personally - -

Ms. Page. I'm sorry. I didn't understand the question. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. You were not personally trying to stop Donald 

Trump from being President? 

Ms. Page. Oh, no. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Okay. So I would just match that with the 

actions of Director Camey in the fall of announcing that new operations 
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or new investigations for Mrs. Clinton. Do you see how they're 

juxtaposed together? would you -- could you make the same argument 

there with that statement of Mr. Camey? 

Ms. Page . I certainly understand that perception, you know . I 

happen to know Di rector Camey quite well. I have been in innumerable 

meetings with him over the course of my career . He· s not a political 

person . There is absolutely not any doubt in my mind at all that his 

decision, whether you agree with it or not, was not done for political 

purposes, but was done because he felt that that was what he was 

obligated to do in light of his earlier statement closing the 

investigation so publicly. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. Okay . And finally, did you remember the 

Director Camey decision to disclose in March 2017 the existence of an 

investigation into the Trump campaign? Do you remember that? 

Ms. Page. Yes. 

Ms. Jackson Lee . And do you know what led him to do so? 

Ms. Page. I don't remember exactly. My recollection is that 

there were already - - there were lots of articles at this point about 

the Russian investigation, if I'm not mistaken . So it was 

increasingly - - there was sort of increasing attention in the news that 

there was a -- some sort of Russian collusion investigation going on . 

And I can't really remember - - if there was a precipitating 

factor, I don• t remember what it was . But I do know that we obviously 

went to the Justice Department. Dana Boente, current FBI general 

counsel, was, of course, the acting DAG at the time, and the decision 
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to do so was done in consultation with and with the permission of the 

Justice Department. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. I know that there will be further questions 

pursuing this. Thank you so very much for your questions. 

Ms. Page. You 're welcome1 ma'am. 

Ms. Jackson Lee. I yield . Thank you. 

Mr. Raskin. Ms. Page, when did you join the FBI? 

Ms. Page. In 20121 September or October. I can't really 

remember right now. 

Mr. Raskin. Before that, you were working where? 

Ms. Page. I was a prosecutor at the Justice Department. 

Mr. Raskin. Got you. 

When did you became special counsel to the Andrew McCabe, the 

Deputy Director? 

Ms. Page. Well, I was his special counsel first when he was the 

executive assistant director over the National Security Branch. So 

that would have been in approximately September of 2014. 

He then was promoted to be the assistant director in charge of 

the Washington field office in - - about a year later, September 2015. 

And so when he became ADIC, I went back to working more line-type cases. 

And then when he was promoted, he was promoted to 

associate -- associate Deputy Director? - - in, I think, August of '15. 

I have my dates wrong, I think. I 'm sorry, I think I might be off by 

a - - yes, I'm sorry. 

He becomes EAD in about July of 2013. I joined his team in 
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September of 2013. He becomes ADIC in September 2014 . He becomes ADD 

September 2015 . And then in February of 2016 he becomes the Deputy 

Director and he asks me to join his team as his special counsel. 

Mr . Raskin . When were you staffed to the Midyear Exam 

investigation? 

Ms . Page. So immediately. The investigation had alreadybeen 

ongoing. It had been opened the prior July. Mr . McCabe did not have 

any supervisory au-thority over it until he became the Deputy Director . 

And so in February of 2016, when he became the Deputy Director, 

that's when I started getting substantively involved in the 

investigation. 

Mr. Raskin. And what was your role? 

Ms. Page. So I am his sort of counsel . And so in all things, 

both on the Clinton investigation, but in otner matters as well, I 

served as both a sounding board with respect to, you know, assisting 

in his decisionmaking . 

I think one of my more valuable contributions, or at least I hope, 

was sort of ensuring that he had the most complete and accurate 

information before he made decisions. 

one unfortunate downside to the -- at least in my view the 

hierarchical nature of our organization is that it is -- the 

information flow, as it goes up the chain, is only as good as each of 

the links in that chain. And so it is sometimes the case, and also 

given the fact that our EADs and our ADs have such enor mous jobs and 

they have such an extraordinary amount of responsibility , that they 
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can't possibly know everything they need to know. 

And so I made it my job to know as much as I possibly could about 

the things that were going -- that were coming to the deputy so that 

I could provide effective counsel . 

Mr . Raskin. Were there other Office of General Counsel attorneys 

who reported directly to Director -- Deputy Director McCabe? 

Ms. Page . No, sir. Just the general counsel, Jim Baker. 

Mr. Raskin. Got you . 

Ms . Page. But no other line attorneys. 

Mr. Raskin. Got you . 

Okay. So I wanted to turn to the question of the fact that there 

were no leaks about the Trump- Russia investigation before the election. 

Were there special steps undertaken to make sure that nothing went 

out or was it just the general background? 

Ms. Page. No, I would say it's both. I mean, we all understood 

the extraordinary sensitivity of this case . And so we are always 

careful. obviously. 

Mr. Raskin. Yeah. 

Ms . Page. But we just were more careful. I don't - - I can't say 

that - - and perhaps there were, in fact, actual steps that were taken, 

although, as I sit here today, I can't think of any. 

Mr . Raskin. Yeah. 

Ms. Page. We just made sure that people who did not have a need 

to know did not know what we were investigating. 

Mr . Raskin . So I'm just interested in how you reconciled, either 
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you personally or the office, reconciled taking precautions tomake 

sure nothing leaked out about the Russia investigation with the posture 

that Director Comey had about the Clinton investigation. 

Specifically, the original statements where he went into great 

detail discussing the case and what he viewed as her moral, if not legal, 

culpability. 

Ms. Page. So I can't really speak to the latter question with 

respect to sort of the depth of detail that he went into, but what I 

can say, I think they are very different situations. 

Secretary Clinton, the fact that Secretary Clinton's 

investigation was well-known and very public. That wasn · t our doing, 

but it was from - - for quite some time it was known that she was under 

investigation. 

So the notion that you would not have said anything when the 

investigation was closed is foolhardy, because of course the fact that 

we were closing it without prosecution is something that I certainly 

think she would have wanted to have done and was necessary. 

As I said to Ms . Jackson lee -- and I say this simply because I 

have personal knowledge of the discussions and the thinking behind 

making the statement - - it was genuinely done in an effort to ensure 

the American people that we had been independent and fair. 

And I do think that he, and we, probably overestimated the 

credibility that we could carry by simply cloaking sort of the FBI 

mantle around: We did this, and we're the independent people, and we 

don't really care who's in power, and this is why. 
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And so I think the depth of his statement was very much meant to 

reassure, you know, here is what we did, here is why we did it, you 

know, here is what we found, so that the American people were confident 

that this was not a politically motivated investigation one way or the 

other, and --

Mr . Raskin. So then were you surprised by the level of political 

reaction that --

Ms. Page. I personally was, but I'm not a political person, so 

maybe I shouldn't have been. 

Mr. Raskin. Well, do you think that then the decision in October 

to go ahead and make another statement several, I guess, days before 

the election was an attempt to compensate for the original decision 

to go forward with that --
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Ms. Page. No, I don't. I think that a couple -- I mean, and these 

are just my personal views, I think there were a couple thingswere 

operating. 

I do think that the fact that we were going to execute a search 

warrant, I do -- this is, again, my view, and I can 1 t speak for 

Director Corney or others, I do think the f act that we were going to 

execute a search warrant and that it was going to be executed in 

New York, necessarily played a factor in the decisionmaking. 

We were going to to have less ability to keep it quiet. We were 

very good during the Clinton investigation, and we were very good during 

Russia, because it was our team. And we had picked the people 

purposely. Everybody understood the gravity of the situation. This 

is now executing a warrant in a different district and necessarily 

relying on a different field office to effectuate that warrant. 

And so I do s incerely think there was a concern that the fact of 

the execution of the warrant would leak and that without the context 

of, again, Director Corney's explanation, it would be as unfair, if not 

more unfair, I can't make that calculation, but it would be as unfair 

to let that stand without further explanation because then the 

speculation could run wild about what it was, and why, and all of that. 

And so I do think that that played a role in his decision to speak, 

to do it. Although I would say -- I 'm sorry -- if I can say one more 

thing, I was not present for that meeting so I was not personally in 

the room during the course of the discussion in which the Director 

decided to send a letter to Congress. 
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So this is based on sort of my understanding both of subsequent 

meetings and from talking to others on the team . 

Ms. Hariharan. Just to quickly clarify, are you 

referencing - - when you say another field office and team, the New York 

field office? 

Ms . Page. Yes. Yes. That's where the Weiner laptop had 

originally -- the original warrant had been executed. 

Mr. Raskin. Okay. I just have a few questions and then I'm going 

to excuse myself. 

What kind of decisionmaking authority did you have with the MYE 

investigation? 

Ms. Page. No decisionmaking authority . None, sir. 

Mr. Raskin. Okay. So you were not in charge of scheduling the 

witness interviews? 

Ms. Page. No, no. 

Mr. Raskin. No? Or negotiating immunity agreements. 

Ms. Page. I was not in charge of anything. 

Mr. Raskin. Okay . Let· s see, was this investigation designated 

as sensitive investigative matter? 

Ms. Page. I'm sure that it was. 

Mr. Raskin . Well, what is that? 

Ms . Page . It just adds additional sort of notice requirements 

to the Justice Department, a SIM, as we call it, involves both sort 

of, you know -- I can't remember the particular categories . I can't 

believe the amount I ' ve forgotten about the FBI already. I can 't speak 
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to the specific categories, but in general, like, you know, political 

corruption-type case or SIMS . 

Mr. Raskin. Did you play a role in designating it as such? 

Ms. Page. Oh, no, no, that's just by policy. It's a perfunctory 

thing, to be honest with you. rt doesn't really have a lot of meaning. 

Mr. Raskin. Okay. And what's a headquarter special? 

Ms . Page. That ' s not actually a thing. It's sort of a loose 

term. The difference is that with respect to the Midyear 

investigation, it was actually Mark Giuliano, the prior Deputy 

Director, decided that he wanted the case run out of headquarters as 

opposed to at a field office, which is where investigations are 

typically run. 

And so it is my understanding that Giuliano and the 

then-counterintelligence director, which would have been Randy 

Coleman, decided to run it out of headquarters. In part to keep it 

close, I think, and to, you know, it does sort of keep fewerpeople 

in the hierarchy out of the investigation . Because when you have it 

in the field office you have whoever is running it, the case agent, 

all the way up through their chain, then you cross over to headquarters 

and then you have all the way up the headquarters chain. 

Mr . Raskin. You mean it keeps more out of the - -

Ms. Page . It keeps more people out of, sort of --

Mr. Raskin. Got you . 

Ms. Page. -- the reporting chain. 

Mr. Raskin. But, presumablyJ it would not change any 
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investigative decisions --

Ms. Page . It does not. It has no impact on that. 

Mr. Raskin . Okay. All right. And was it the FBI' s or the DOJ 's 

decision to designate it an unknown subject? Do you know anything 

about that? 

Ms . Page. I don't. That would have happened before I was 

involved in it at all, because it was opened in 2015. So that would 

have been -- it wouldn ' t have been Pete either. I don't remember who 

was leading it at the time, but I don't know who made that decision. 

Mr. Raskin. Got you. What was your involvement briefing senior 

DOJ leadership? 

Ms. Page. On Clinton? 

Mr . Raskin. Yeah. 

Ms. Page. To my understanding, it never happened or it only 

happened once. 

Mr. Raskin. Once with? 

Ms. Page. Before I was involved in the investigation . But I 

think Director Corney has talked about, I think in hearings, earlier 

on meeting with AG Lynch -- early in the investigation, maybe August 

of '15 or September of '15 to talk about it, and that's where the sort 

of famous, you know, call it a Hmatter" comes out of . 

But to my understanding, that's the only briefing that ever occurs 

with respect to the Clinton investigation. 

Mr. Raskin. Did any political appointee at DOJ issue orders on 

how to conduct the investigation? 
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Ms. Page. I don't know. I suspect so, but, again, this was very 

unusual, in the sense that we had almost no contact with the people 

who we normally have contact with at the Department. 

Mr. Raskin. Yeah. Okay. Let me just ask you one final 

question, which has been troubling me from the beginning about the 

search for evidence of intent, And forgive me becau'se I'm a law 

professor by training. And when people are using this phrase here, 

they're looking for evidence of intent of what? 

Ms. Page. To mishandled classified information. 

Mr. Raskin. Okay. 

Ms. Page. So I think Director Corney, and I don't have his 

statement in front of me, but I think does sort of the best job of, 

in his July 5th statement, of distilling the types of mishandling cases 

that typically get charged. And sort of in general, you're talking 

about either extraordinary number of clearly marked classified 

documents or somebody who otherwise has a nefarious interest in having 

those documents. Like these are the types of intents that we tend to 

look at. 

Mr. Raskin~ Yeah. 

Ms. Page. When somebody, you know inadvertently --

Mr. Raskin. You' re looking for some kind of nefarious or corrupt 

intent to hide something? 

Ms. Page. Correct, correct. 

Mr. Raskin. Okay. So you're not looking for an intent to 

violate the law, but you're looking for· an intent to do an act which 
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is in violation of the law' s central command. 

Ms. Page . That is correct. 

Mr . Raskin . Got you. Okay . Thank you. And I'll turn i t back 

to the staff now. 

Ms. Kim. Thank you so much. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q Ms. Page, I want to return to something that you just told 

Mr. Raskin. You said that you suspected that political appointees at 

DOJ may have issued orders on how to conduct the Midyear investigation? 

A I guess that· snot fair. I don't know. I sincerely do not 

know what kind of briefing schedule - - so this is what I, this is what 

I do know. I do know that at least John Carlin, for example, who is 

·a political appointee was kept abreast of the sort of investigative 

act i vity that was going on . And the only reason I know this is because 

when there was conflicts between us and OOJ, John might call over 

to - - John Carlin might call over to Andy McCabe, and sort of make his 

team's pitch, and then Andy would, you know, sort of the back and forth 

would go on. 

So it is clear that John had, was getting some sort of briefing, 

but he was not, it was, it never occurred by t he FBI, which is, in my 

view, atypical. 

Q So are you aware of who Mr. McCabe's direct counterpart on 

this investigation at OOJ was? 

A So it would have been John . John Carlin is t he person who 
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would have most ·- - he is not necessarily like - - we care about hierarchy 

at the FBI, so - -

Q I understand? 

A -- so he is not necessarily, like, on the same level, but to 

the extent there were -- when issues came up, it was either John 

Carlin or George Toscas who would have, who would have reached out to 

Mr. McCabe. 

Q The reason I'm on this point is that numerous witnesses have 

confirmed to us that George Toscas, a career prosecutor, was in charge 

of the day-to-day operation of DOJ on this investigation. And that 

Carlin and other political folks above him had briefings certainly, 

so they had knowledge but didn't have input in the investigation. 

Does that comport with your knowledge? 

A I don't know. 

Q So do you have put another way --

A I don't have --

Q Do you have any personal knowledge of John Carlin, Loretta 

Lynch_, Sally Yates, or other political appointees at the DOJ issuing 

orders on how to conduct the Midyear investigation? 

A I have no personal knowledge of that. 

Q Thank you. 

Ms. Hariharan. Hi. I'm Arya Hariharan. I work for Ranking 

Member Nadler of the Judiciary Committee. I just wanted to quickly 

before I hand it back to Janet, quickly followup on two names you 

mentioned when Congressman Jackson Lee was speaking. 
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Peter Strzok testified yesterday that the -- or when did he 

testify - - not yesterday. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MS. HARIHARAN: 

Q Peter Strzok when he met with us for 11 hours on June 27th, 

he said that the Midyear investigation had been operaed out of the FBI 

headquarters by then-Assistant Director Coleman, and I believe at the 

time chief of counter espionage section Sandy Kable. Is that your 

understanding? 

A That's my understanding, yes. 

Q And so when you mentioned that they had expressed some 

anti -Hillary Clinton bias, can you give us a sense of when you heard 

that information or who told you? 

A Pete told me. But when, I really -- they were no longer in, 

I guess, I do not -- yes, I know th~s for sur e. 

They were no longer in a position of authority over the Clinton 

investigation, right, so it was not, to my knowledge -- and I could 

be wrong about this - - but it was not while they occupied the roles 

of section chief or AD, which makes sense to me, because they no longer 

have any sort of supervision or authority over the course of the 

investigation . 

And so the comment as was told to me was, as I sort of described 

already. 

Q So just to be clear, when - -

A But I don't remember -- I'm sorry-~ but I don't remember 
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when they each respectively took different j obs. 

Q So just to be clear, when Mr . Coleman and Mr. Kable made those 

statements, they were no longer - - they no longer had a supervisory 

role over the Clinton email investigation? 

A To the best of my recollection, yes. 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q Ms. Page, I would like t o t urn back to the specific text 

messages. 

I'm so sorry, actually, let's keep on this Coleman cable point 

for a second. 

You said that you have heard it from Pete Strzok, is that right? 

A That's correct. 

Q Do you remember if Pete Strzok heard it directly from either 

Mr. Coleman or Mr. Kable? 

A That's my understanding. 

Q That he directly heard anti -Hillary Clinton sentiments from 

Mr. Kahle and Mr . Colemari? 

A I believe so, yes. 

Q And what was the timeframe in which he heard these comments? 

A I don ' t know. I don't recall at all. I just know it 

was -- my belief is that it would have occurred after both 

were -- neither was -- neither was in a position of authority over the 

investigation any longer. 

Q But at this point Mr. Strzok was still involved in the 

Midyear i nvestigation, is that correct? 
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A Correct . He was, whenever he started, I think August-ish, 

August, middle of August of 2015, he stayed on the investigation until 

its completion. 

Q And during his time on the investigation, he was given 

instructions or encouragement from Mr. Kable and Mr. Coleman that the 

FBI should, quote, "get her," "her" being Hillary Clinton? 

A I don't know if I would characterize that as instruction. 

I would characterize it as their sentiment. I don't know. 

Q And are you aware of Mr . Kable or Mr . Coleman making similar 

remarks to other investigators of the Midyear team? 

A It is possible they could have, to Jon Moffa, but I don't 

know. 

Q So it is possible that Mr. Moffa was also given this 

encouragement by Mr . Kable and Mr. Coleman? 

A I don't know. I know that during the course of the 

investigation, lots of different people on the team would get messages 

of distaste or dislike of Secretary Clinton. That's just - - who, when, 

by whom? I have no idea. But she is not a particularly well-liked 

figure among some corners. That's sort of a self evident statement, 

I suppose.And so, but I don't have any, I don't have any personal 

or more detailed ihformation than that. 

Q And you earlier made an observation that the FBI is generally 

a politically conservative organization . 

Is it your observation that this political conservativism 

manifested itself in distaste or dislike of Secretary Clinton at the 

COMMITTEE.' SBNSITIVE 

005155-000607 Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000001 



79 
COMMlTTEf SENS~~IVE 

FBI? 

A I can't really speculate about that. 

Q Okay. What is the basis for your understanding that the FBI, 

especially headquarters, is a politically conservative place? 

A It is just, it is law enforcement. It just, that's just 

generally, l mean, I'm speaking in gross generalities, so I'm sort of 

uncomfortable treading in this ground right now. But in general, I 

think if you had to choose between left leaning or right leaning, the 

FBI as an organization is right leaning. 

Again, I would stress unquestionably that I do not think that that 

impacts our work, right. What we are is apolitical, independent of 

the personally-held political views of any of its members. But if you 

were going to try to categorize it as an institution, it is a law 

enforcement organization. It is, generally speaking, more 

conservative. 

Q And what about your understanding that members of of the 

Midyear team were receiving this external input from people not on the 

Midyear exam team that they should be getting her or they should --

A So I don't want you to make too much of this. This is sort 

of smack talk, right. I mean responded to the question that Ms. Jackson 

Lee asked because that was the truthful answer, if I ever heard of 

anybody in particular exerting sort of bias trying to direct the 

investigation. And that is the answer. 

But with respect to sort of the talk that various members of the 

team might have sort of gotten or heard or whatever, it is just not, 
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again, atypical from .investigating a particularly heinous, you know, 

child predator, and saying, like, you better crush that guy. 

So, I don't want to make too much of it, because I don rtwant it 

taken out of context . 

Q Certainly. And I just want to make it clear for the record 

then your statement about the smack talk specifically about the Midyear 

case 'is based on your general recollection of convers·atiohs with your 

col leagues on the Midyear team? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And in fact, did that smack talk influence the actions 

taken by the investigators on the Midyear team ? 

A No. 

Q So in your opinion there, was no political bias manifest in 

the investigative decisions made by the Midyear team? 

A This was one of the proudest investigations I• ve been a part 

of. Everybody worked incredibly hard, incredibly independently, 

knowing every step would be sort of -- every investigative step would 

be scrutinized. And I can unequivocally say that no bias entered into 

any action that was taken. And I think that that's validated by the 

inspector general's report as well. 

BY MS. SHEN: 

Q Hi. My name is Valerie Shen, and I work for Ranking Member 

Cummings, Oversight Committee. 

Just one quick followup. So, I believe just earlier you said 

that, you confirmed Mr . Strzok' s testimony was that As.sistant Director 

COMMIT'rEE SENSITIVE 

005155-000609Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000001 



81. 
COMMITT~E SENSITlVE 

Coleman and Section Chief Sandy Kable were part of opening the Clinton 

email investigation part of Washington headquarter staffJ correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q And we just talked about how in no way would you believe that 

that would influence fair investigative decisions, as part of the 

official action despite the anti-Clinton sentiments that were 

communicated to you, is that correct ~swell? 

A Yes, I think that's right, but can you ask that question 

again. 

Q Sure . I'll rephrase. So despite being involved in the 

opening of the Secretary Clinton's email investigation and having -­

A You ' re speaking of Mr . Coleman and Mr. Kable now? 

Q Mr. Coleman and Mr . Kable. 

A Okay. 

Q And the -- what was communicated to you as their anti~Clinton 

sentiments that they expressed, you don't believe those sentiments 

would have impacted their official actions as part of her 

investigation? 

A I don't think soJ but I wasn't around in the -- I don't think so 

but I was not, I was not there at the beginning of the opening. So I 

don't have any personal knowledge of that either. 

Q As a general matter, if FBI agents had expressed 

anti-sentiments against the target of their investigation or I guess 

the subject of their investigation, would you view that investigation 

as tainted? 
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A No, that's the point I keep trying to make, which is, like, 

we don't like a lot of the people we investigate. In fact, we mostly 

don 't like the people we. investigate. 

We don't like drug dealers. We don't like pedophiles. We don ' t 

like fraudsters. We don't like spies. We don't like terrorists . 

mean, we don't like them. Right? We are law enforcement, and so we 

mostly think they are gross and loathesome. 

So the fact that in this case this is the, you know, either 

political people as opposed to pedophiles is mostly immaterial . We 

don't like people who commit crimes. 

Q So, for example, some are making the allegation that 

Mr. Strzok, as he was part of the initiation of the Russia interference 

investigation, which was now been folded into the special counsel's 

investigation, is your sentiment the same for that, that Mr. Strzok ' s 

participation in the initiation of the special counsel's initial 

investigation and despite some of the anti-Trump views that he 

expressed on a personal basis should not taint the special counsel's 

investigation? 

A I have no doubt in my mind. We are all entirely capable of 

holding personal po1itical views and putting our duty to be fair and 

to follow the rules above all else. That is what defines the FBI. 

Q Thank you. 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q Thank you. As I previewed earlier, I would like to return to 

the text messages that --
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A I love the text messages. 

Q - - you discussed with the majority earlier. As a general 

·matter, when-you communicate by text, do you generally spend a great 

deal of time perfecting your word choice? 

A No. The only thing I really care about is spelling, because 

misspellings drive me nuts. 

Q So are they quick ad hoc communications or are they designed to 

be precise communications 

A No. 

Q -- into which intent should be read? 

A They are quick ahd ad hoc. 

Q. Thank you . And to be clear, the inspector general did 

interview you about your text messages after that? 

A Yes, 1 was interviewed by the inspector general eight times 

over, like, 36 hours about my text messages and an innumerable number 

of other topics . 

Q So his conclusion that, quote, "our review did not find 

documentary or testimon~al evidence that these political views 

directly affected the specific investigative decisions" unquote, was 

based on eight different interviews with you? 

A That unquestionably, not just with me, but with virtually 

every single person who had any involvement whatsoever in the entire 

investigation, and an intense review of the investigative steps we in 

fact did take such that they could determine that there was no step 

which was as a result of bias. 
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Q Excellent. Thank you. 

Earlier Mr . Gowdy discussed· with you a text message 'in which you 

stated, quote, "he 1 s not ever going to become President, right? 

Right . " And Mr. Strzok responded~ quote, "no, he's not, we'll stop 

it , ' I 

Do you remember that text? 

A I do. 

Q What was the context for your initial text to Mr. Strzok? 

A So it is a week prior. I was incredibly upset by the 

candidate Trump's attack on the Khan family. I thought it 

very -- honestly it was very much that, it felt like that could have 

been my family. 

This is is a 

person who's, you know, very much to me the American dream, right. 

Somebody came here, raised their family here, his son volunteered to 

serve our country and was killed. And the notion that they were now 

being criticized, not just criticized but, you know, belittled and 

demeaned, I was incredibly bothered by, honestly . 

I myself almost joined the military and instead decided to enter 

public service. And so I was really, really bothered by it. And the 

sort of lack of sort of both dignity and decency for a family who had 

lost a child; regardless as I have two young kids and I cannot imagine 

anything worse, but lost a child to, you know~ in service to our country. 

And so I was, I was upset . I was quite upset. And so honestly, 

I don't have a particular recollection of the text, but I think he was 
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just trying to comfort me. 

Obviously, it is well known that we were in a relationship, and 

I think -- I don't remember what particularly prompted the, "he's not 

really going to become President . " My guess, I think it was late at 

night, and so I think my, since there's practically nothing out there 

that ' s not known about me, I read like the news on my phone at night. 

And so my guess is that I had read something that sort of bothered me, 

and so I sort of shot out this flippant; like, this is not really going 

to happen, right? 

And that this was just an attempt to just sort of comfort, 

although, it is sort of empty words but. 

Q I'll note that you said empty words . 

Mr. Strzok' s text back to you has been interpreted by some as "we, 

the FBI, will stop Donald Trump from becoming President." 

Can you give me your read on whether or not that's a plausible 

interpretation? 

A I mean, that's just not us, number one, and number two, we 

didn't in fact. Right? We took no steps . We took no effort. 

As we've already discussed, I think with the majority, we have 

and still have information which would have been damaging, particularly 

if the purpose was to insinuate. You don't have to have an actual - - as 

is well the case, you don't have to have an actual fact, you have to 

have an insinuation. You have to have something suggestive. 

So you don't have to pt-ove anything if what you' re trying to do 

is undermine . And we took absolutely no step to do so. 
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Q Thank you. I would also like to turn to the August 15, 2016, 

text message that Mr. Strzok sent you. I think it is famously known 

as the insurance policy text? 

A Oh, okay. 

Q Can you explain how you under-stood Mr. Strzok's analogy to 

an insurance policy? 

A So it is sort of similar to the question I was answering for 

Chairman Gowdy. He's making an analogy here so my suggestion is, let I s 

not, you know, throw the baby out with the bath water, let's sort of 

be a little bit more cautious with respect to our investigative steps 

because if he's not President, this plays a less of a threat toour 

national security. 

And he is saying, no, we have to , you know, do what we have to 

do in order to get to the bottom of this because it is like an insurance 

policy. There is no actual insurance policy. He is making an analogy. 

It is like an insurance policy in the unlikely event you die before 

you're 40. 

I have insurance. I don't expect to die any time soon. I hope 

that I don ' t, but I have life insurance. Unlikely. I'm 38, but you 

get it in the unlikely event that you die young. 

Q So to your- knowledge did Mr. Strzok have an insurance policy to 

prevent Donald Trump from becoming President? 

A No. 

Q In fact, the FBI di d have a potent way to affect its electoral 

chances by leaking the information out of context that the FBI had 
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gathered as part of the investigation, isn't that right? 

A That's-~ yes. 

Q It: would have been improper but that was at that time the 

FBI's disposal? 

A Yes . 

Q And to your knowledge; neither you nor Peter Strzok nor 

anyone else in the investigation leaked any of that information? 

A Quite the contrary. 

Q Thank you. 

BY MS. HARIHARAN : 

Q All right. So we only have a couple more minutes. I'm going to 

try and breeze through this. Some of these will seem kind of basic just 

because it is for the purpose of getting it clearly on the record. 

A Sure. 

Q So what is the FBI's policy with respect towards agents 

commenting publicly about an ongoing criminal investigation? 

A So we're not permitted to. 

Q And what are some of the possible negative consequences if 

that policy is violated? 

A I mean, it's one, comes from fundamental fairness, but 

certainly during the investigative stage, you might foreclose 

investigative possibilities if the subject or witnesses or others are 

aware of the existence of the investigation. 

Q So, I think it is fair to say that you' re familiar with the 

IG' s report on the FBI' s handling of the Clinton investigation and the 
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fact that it was highly critical of the Department from departing from 

that - - excuse me, of Director Corney from departing from that protocol 

and commenting publicly about an ongoing criminal investigation? 

A I am familiar with it. 

Q So if you were to answer similar questions in a manner 

involving an ongoing criminal investigation, you are potentially then, 

one, violating the Department of Justice's policy, and would put 

yourself at risk ~or an IG investigation if you were still employed 

by the Bureau? 

A That ' s true. Although, I would just sort of distinguish 

that when Director Camey spoke it was a closed investigation, so I don't 

think the analogy is quite perfect, but I understand your point. 

Q To quickly go back to some of the questions that we heard 

earlier and that have been sort of floating around in both in our 

hearings and in other interviews, I want to go back to confidential 

human sources. 

And when testifying before Congress the FBI Director Wray, he 

explained how important protecting confidential human sources are, 

quote, "the day we can't protect human sources is the day the American 

people start becoming less safe." End quote. Do you agree with 

Director Wray? 

A That is it a, yes that is a -- yes. 

Q So it's fair to say that when Director Wray was talking about 

revealing these sources, it would make America less safe. And I 

understand you were not in the counterintelligence division for that 
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long or 

A I've never been inthe counterintelligence. I'm a lawyer. 

Q Your general understanding, from working at the FBI, how 

dangerous would it be to reveal the identity of a confidential human 

source? 

A I mean it is just, it is - - I cannot tell you how devastating 

it is to all of usJ honestly . 

Q And so --

A Sources are one of the back bones of our work and it is 

exactly - - we tell people come to ws with your secrets and we will keep 

them secret and safe . And frankly worth noting we have done a 

pretty poor job of doing that and it makes me quite concerned about our 

ability to effectively protect America moving forward. 

Q So this would also include perhaps a disclosure of their 

location or --

A To the extent their location would make the source 

identifiable, yes. 

Q Or when perhaps they've met with the FBI? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay . And how does this affect the ability of the FBI to 

recruit or retain human sources? 

A I mean, as I said, it is incredibly damning. It is a huge 

step to decide to come to the FBI and rat on someone else or share secret 
. 

or sensitive or in the case of counterintelligence another country's 

secretsj right. I mean, that i s an enormous ask that you make of 
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another person. And you do it in part, of ten not of, you know, 

sometimes it is a financial motivation, sometimes it is patriotic, 

there are variety of reasons that people choose to become sources but 

it ' s a heavy burden that we ask our sources to take and when we cannot 

protect their i dentities, I could certainly understand people 

hesitating before they came back to us . 

Q All right. Thanks . I t hink we ' re going to go off the record 

now. It is 3:56. 

[Recess . ] 
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[3 : 56 p. m.] 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Go back on the record at 3:56 . Ms. Page I'm John 

Ratcliffe from Texas . We had a chance to meet before the start of your 

deposition here. I ' m going to go back, try and get back to where 

Chairman Gowdy left off. We were talking about July 31st and the 

opening of the Russia collusion investigation . But before that, I want 

to cover a couple of things that I'm not sure anyone has asked. 

First of all, I know there was some question about you getting 

access to FBI documents that delayed your appearance before our 

committee. Have you had access to all the documents you needed at the 

FBI? 

Ms. Page. I cannot tnake the representation of all, and I don • t 

mean any disrespect to my former FBI colleagues. But I have had access 

to documents. It cannot possibly be all of them, but I know they are 

trying their best. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay. I'm just trying to confirm on the record 

you don't feel like you• re impaired in terms of your ability to answer 

questions? 

Ms. Page. No, I don't think so. I have certainly not had the 

opportunity to review all of the ones that they have provided to me, 

but to the extent I can ' t answer, I will tell you. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. Okay, great. Other than your lawyers, did you 

speak with anyone to prepare for this interview? 

Ms. Page. No, sir. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. All right. Did you watch Peter Strzok's 
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testimony yesterd~y? 

Ms. Page. Most of it, sir . 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Have you reviewed a transcript of Peter Strzok' s 

prior testimony? 

Ms. Page. No. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. When was the last time you talked to Peter Strzok? 

Ms . Page. We ran into each other when I was leaving the FBI on 

Tuesday night . He was coming into the FBI . And we were both with our 

counsels and were in the sort of vestibule of the FBI where people enter 

and leave. So it was sort of: Hey, how you doing? How do you think? 

Great, you know . 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Just a passing meeting? 

Ms. Page. Correct. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. When was the last time you had a substantive 

conversation with him about anything? 

Ms. Page. Oh , it's been a very long time. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Can you give me a timeframe? At least a year, 

more than a year? 

Ms. Page. A substantive conversation about like the matters 

before us? 

Mr . Ratcliffe . Yes. 

Ms. Page. Yeah . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. To the best of your recollection. 

Ms. Page. Yeah . I don't know. Ayearish, but I'm - - that's 

Mr. Ratcliffe~ Okay, fai r enough. I want to go back to one of 
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the things you said, and I wrote it down. We were talking about the 

fHllary Clinton email investigation, and you said : Everyone at the 

FBI and the DOJ involved knew far earlier than July that we were not 

going to be able to make the case against her . 

Do you remember saying that? 

Ms • Page. I do. 

Mr. Ratcliffe._ Okay. And you talked about the reason being that 

ther e was -- and I don ' t know if I got this exactly, but you said there 

was -- we couldn't find any indicia of knowledge that she knew that 

these shouldn't be traversing her server, evidence of intent, of an 

intent. 

Ms. Page. That's mostly right, sir. It's really -- the problem 

really is, in a mishandling case, you have to sort of show that malign 

intent. And with respect to what she was doing, you know, her 

claim - - and was not one that we could ultimately rebut -- is: I didn ' t 

know it was classified; we were trying to execute our job. 

You know, when we bring mishandling cases, it's people who are 

often hoarding classified documents, bringing them home when they're 

mar-kedJ and they know that they shouldn't . Often it's somebody who 

we suspect of spying that we simply can't make out a case of. 

And the -- you know, the ability to prove - - like that would 

obviously be her defense. And the ability to prove beyond a reasonable 

doubt that she, in fact, you know, intended to handle classified 

information in a way that was not permissible was just not possible. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay . And that's - - I think_, when you t alk about 
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intent, that ' s certainly true under part of 18 793(f), but it sounds 

like you all just blew over gross negligence . 

Ms. Page. We did not blow over gross negligence. we, in 

fact -- and, in fact, the Director -- because on its face, it did seem 

like, well, maybe there's a potential here for this to be the charge . 

And we had multiple conversations, multiple conversations with the 

Justice Department about charging gross negligence. 

And the Justice Department's assessment was that it was both 

constitutionally vague, so that they did not actually feel that they 

could permissibly bring that charge., and also that it had either never 

been done or had only been done once like 99 years ago. And so they 

did not feel that they could sustain a charge. 

And, in fact, one thing I will note is that the Director asked 

the Department to pull for him a record of every mishandling case that 

had been brought in the last like 30 years. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. I saw that . I saw a series of emails about that. 

But my question, the question I had was: He requested all ofthose 

in the June 2016 timeframe . He wrote his memo, what we've referred 

to ·as the exoneration memo, on May 2nd of 2016 . So he made the request 

to look at the cases to see the cases weeks after he'd already written 

a draft ruling out gross negligence. 

Ms. Page. That's right. Well, no, no, rro. Sowe should clarify 

a coupJe things. So the cases were about mishandling, not about gross 

negligence. So the 30 years back \-.tere really about like: Show me the 

types of mishandling cases that we do bring. 
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So it's true I think the Director had a sense already like, well, 

we can't make out garden variety 793(f). And so let me challenge my 

own views on this, could you please produce -- like let me see what 

kinds of cases we brought and sort of the facts that surrounded those 

cases . And so that's what that pull was. 

Separately, you know, we had multiple conversations with the 

Justice Department about bringing a gross negligence charge . And 

t hat ' s, as I said, the advice that we got from the Department was that 

they did not think ~ - that .it was constitutionally vague and not 

sustainable . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. So let me if 1 can, I know I ' mtesting your 

memory, but when you say advice you got from the Department, you're 

making it sound like it was the Department that told you : You• re not 

going to charge gross negligence because we're the prosecutors and 

we're telling you we're not going to 

Ms . Page. That is correct. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. bring a case based on that. Who at the 

Department was telling you that? 

Ms . Page . Richard Laufman is my understanding . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay . 

Mr . Parmiter. Sorry, did you mean David Laufman? 

Ms. Page . I'm sorry. Richard Scott . No, no, that's my fault. 

Mr. Parmiter. Thank you. 

Ms. Page. Sorry, sorry . Probably David Laufman too, but -­

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. Have you still got those text messages in 
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front of you? If you turn to June 30th . 

Ms. Page. I'm sorry. Which year, sir? 

Mr. Ratcliffe. I'm sorry. June 30, 2016. I'm trying to get 

back to July where weleft off. But there was one text messagefrom 

Peter Strzok to you: Just left Bill -- I assume that's referring to 

Bill Priestap -- He changed President to another senior government 

official. 

Ms. Page. Yep. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Do you see that? 

Ms. Page. I do. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. So, obviously, I know you didn't write that text. 

It was sent to you, but we've all noticed there were different drafts 

of that exoneration memo. It originally said the President. Then it 

said senior government official. And then it disappeared altogether . 

Tell me what your recollection was about why that was important 

to take that out of the -- what ultimately became Jim Camey's July 5th 

public statement? 

Ms. Page. I don't really recall. I don't remember a lot of 

at tention spent on t his. I think it was Bill's -- would you remind 

me what this was in reference to? Was this about --

Mr. Ratcliffe. This was in 

Ms . Page. No, r know that. But I just can ' t remember what 

the -- why Bill was concerned that highlighting the President or senior 

government official was sensitive, and I just -- I don't know if anybody 

has the -- if anybody has the July 5th statement . 
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Mr. Ratcliffe . I don't know. that's what -­

Ms . Page. No, no. If 

Mr . Ratcliffe. That's what I'm trying to find out . 

Ms. Page. If we can come back to it, if someone wants to pull 

the July 5th statement. I just want to see where it was in the 

statement, and that will help I think refresh my recollection. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. Fair enough . We can do that. 

All right. So getting back towards the start of the Russia 

investigation on July 31st, before that, on July 26th, you sent a text 

to Peter Strzok, July 26, 2016. You said: Yeah, it is pretty cool, 

blank . 

It looks like: Blank just has to win now. I'm not going to lie. 

I got a flash of nervousness yesterday about Trump. 

I assume that that's -- you're referring to Clinton has to win 

now. 

Ms. Page. I'm sure that's right, but I just haven't found it yet. 

I'm sorry. July 26, you said? July. I'm in June, I ' m sorry. 

Mr . Ratcliffe . July 26, 2016 . 

Ms . Page . Do you have a page number that might get me to it 

faster? Like the DOJ production number, I don't know if you have it . 

~r. Ratcliffe. I don ' t. I have a summary of it . 

Ms. Page. That ts okay. Amy, can you help me find this? The 

"now she just has to win . " I'm literally not seeing it. Yeah, it is 

pret ty cool. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. July 26. 
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Ms. Page. Oh, I found it. I'm sorry. Oh, mine says 27th. I'm 

sorry. That's why. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay . Well, it may be the 27th. 

Ms. Page. No, no, no. I don't -- that's fine. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. What is the context of that, if you can recall? 

Ms. Page. So I just take from the context here, we are watching 

Secretary Clinton receive the nomination. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. 

Ms. Page. He is -- I know he was sharing it with 

And so it was I think sort of a particularly momentous 

moment that a woman was being nominated. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay . And I'm just -- I mean, I don't think it's 

any big secret. I'm trying to -- and I think you've made it clear . 

I mean, you wanted Hillary Clinton to win and nervousness about Donald 

Trump . You're not a fan of Donald Trump. 

Ms. Page. That's true, except that I 'm not really a fan of 

Hillary Clinton's either. Given -- truthfully. I mean, given a 

Trump-Clinton race, yes, I was supporting Clinton, but I was not a 

particularly big fan of hers. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay. So the response from Peter Strzok to your 

text is: We ' ve got to get the memo and brief and case filing done. 

Ms. Page. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . What does that relate to? What memo, what brief, 

what case filing? 

Ms. Page. So I think that the memo is a reference to we -- we 
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in the Department decided to write a closing LHM is what we call it, 

a letterhead memorandum. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Right, a summary of 302s. 

Ms . Page. A summary of essentially the investigation . .So, 

typically, when you close an investigation, you would do some sort of 

summary document . 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay. 

Ms . Page. But because this one was actually quite complicated 

from a forensic standpoint, you know, we had done an extraordinary 

amount of forensic investigation. And so we wanted to sort of put in 

one place: Here is what we did in - - you know, in an exhaustive way. 

And so it was a - - and we also wanted to be - - we wanted it to be like 

as error-free as humanly possible, because we understood that the case 

would get scrutinized. And so the -- I'm not sure what the brief is, 

to be honest with you. Oh. I'm not really positive. But t he memo 

and - - I don't see the text, but was it memo, brief, and what? 

Mr. Ratcliffe . I ' m sorry. The case filing. 

Ms . Page. Oh. I think that's just like closing it up. Like 

closing up the file . Like getting all those sort of i's dotted and 

t's crossed . But the memo I think is a reference to the LHM. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. Okay. The date of this was July 26, July 27. 

It ' s also as we ' ve talked about, this is right in the timeframe 

where you 

Ms. Page. We don't know about it yet. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. The opening of the Russia investigation. You 
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don 't know about it yet, because the date that you know about itis 

July 28. 

Ms. Page . I think the 28th, correct, 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Right. Okay. So that being the case, look at 

the text right before that on July 24. There's a series of texts, 

actually, between you and Peter Strzok where you talk about FISA Judge 

Contreras and the fact that he would have to recuse himself on espionage 

FISA cases, given his, quote, "his friend oversees them," end quote. 

What was the context of how that came up? 

Ms, Page. I mean, that was just -- I didn't -- I knew that he 

had - - had been friends with Judge Contreras for some time. I didn't 

know that he was a FISC judge. I just knew that he was a judge on the 

D.C. District Court. And I had been on Wikipedia to sort of look for 

FISC judges for some reason, I don't remember why. And I saw him . And 

so -- although I don't have the text in front of me, but that I'm sort 

of exclaiming like, oh, I didn't know Rudy was a judge, right, or was 

on the FISC. And he said yeah. And I just thought like i t would be 

neat to meet him because he - - I wanted to know his friends, he wanted 

to know mine. I mean, it was really more of a personal interest. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay . 

Ms. Page. And, again, I don't have it in front of me, but my 

recollection is I asked like: Well, does he know what you do? 

And he said: Well, he knows like I'm an agent, but I'm not sure 

that he has sort of detailed knowledge about the sort of types of work 

I do . 

COMMITTE~ SENSITIVE 

005155-000629 



101 
COMMITTEE SENSI TI VE 

And he expressed his concern that it would be inappropriate to 

know what he did because of the potential risk that ~ matter that Pete 

was supervising or for a matter for which he was seeking a FISA --

I mean, I should be mo-re precise. In the position that Pete held.1 

he actually doesn't really have any role at all in the FISA process, 

so - - but he would be supervising investigations for which a FISA might 

be sought. 

Mr . Ratcliffe . Okay. 

Ms. Page. And so his point was simply, you know, would this cause 

him to have to recuse if there was a matter on which I was on . And, 

again, you see me saying, I don't actually think so, but it was really 

just 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. So is it your testimony that this exchange 

was not related to or prompted by a discussion about any potential FISA 

relating to the Russia investigation? 

Ms. Page. Oh, no, no. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. So ·that gets me back to where Chairman 

Gowdy left off onJuly 31st. And I want you to look at the text that 

Peter- Str2ok sent to you that says, quote : And damn, this feels 

momentous because this matters, The other one did too, but that was 

to ensure we didn't F something up. This matters because this MATTERS, 

in all caps, period . So super glad to be on this voyage with you, end 

quote. Do you see that? 

Ms . Page. I do. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. What do you recall about when you received that 
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and 

Ms. Page. So this is -- we are now opening the Russia collusion 

investigation. And I agree wholly with the sentiment, to be honest 

with you. The Clinton investigation was whether she mishandled 

classified information. That's important. It matters, but it does 

not matter like a person associated with a Presidential campaign 

receiving and potentially accepting, which we didn't know, obviously, 

but the risk that somebody had received and accepted an offer of 

assistance from Rus sia, which I view as our sort of most treacherous 

adversary. So this one was a more significant, more concerning 

investigation and unquestionably one which was more threatening to our 

national security. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. And I thought I heard you earlierJ I 

thought I heard you say, in talking about this being on a Sunday, that 

it had just happened, and you were stressed. 

Ms. Page. I think all of us were -- yes, I can -- I can 

confidently say that the very small group of us who knew about the 

predication were all very concerned. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay . So, as I read this, though, and I realize 

this is Peter Strzok, but when he says this matters because this 

matter.s , so super glad to be on this voyage with you, it doesn't sound 

like he's stressed . It sounds like he's happy. If you' re super glad, 

he sounds like he's happy. 

Ms. Page. That's a personal comment, sir. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. What 's that? 
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Ms. Page. That~s a personal comment. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. I don't know what you mean . Explain that to me. 

Ms. Page. That's a reflection that, okay, the Midyear 

investigation is over, right. So he's going back to kind of his day 

job. I ' m going back to my day job. And now we have a new 

investigation, which will necessarily involve regular contact . 

Mr .. Ratcliffe. Okay. So a week later, on August 6th, you texted 

Agent Strzok about t he candidate Trump ' s criticism of the Khans, and 

you stated: Jesus, you should read this, and Trump should go F himself . 

Ms. Page. Yes. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. And his response to that was something and 

F Trump . 

Ms. Page . Yes. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. That same day, you sent a text to Peter 

Strzok that says: So this is not to take away from the unfairness of 

it all., but we are both deeply fortunate people and maybe you' re meant 

to stay where you are because you' re meant to protect the couhtry from 

that menace. 

Do you find that? 

Ms. Page . I ' m sorry. Is it on the 8th too? Yes, I see it. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. On the 6th . 

Ms . Page. Yes, I see it. Yes, I do. Yes, I do. I'm sorry. 

Yes, I see it . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. So, when you said, "Maybe you're meant to stay 

where you are because you ' re meant to protect the country from that 
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menace, ~ who is that menace? 

Ms . Page. The menace is Donald Trump. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. And so, if you're telling Peter Strzok 

that he ' s meant to protect the country from Donald Trump, who is a 

menace --

Ms. Page. Although --

Mr. Ratcliffe. I don't know how to read that other than you -­

Ms. Page. No, no, no. Well, I think that it is, but I think it's 

in the context of -- well, I'm not certain, to be honest with you. I 

think it's Donald Trump. But the reason I'm hesitating is because this 

is so close in time to the opening of the Russia investigationthat 

the concern that we all had that there was a member of his campaign 

colluding with Russia was so great that I'm not - - I'm not 100 percent 

positive that I can split those --

Mr. Ratcliffe. Well, I'll tell you why it's really important, 

because you're right; it is so close to the opening of the Russia 

investigation. And so, if a week after the Russia investigation is 

open, you and Agent Strzok are talking about protecting the country 

from a menace, if you're meaning it's Donald Trump, I don ' t know how 

to read that other than you have prejudged him . 

Ms. Page. So you are misunderstanding, . sir . I have - - at the 

time that we opened the investigation, I don't have any reason to 

believe that it is Donald Trump himself who was colluding with the 

Rus sians. 
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There was absolutely no preconceived belief or feeling at all that 

it was Donald Trump himself. We took quite deliberate steps, and we 

were very judicious in deciding who we would open on and what criteria 

we would use in order to open those investigations in order to determine 

who might have been in a position to receive this offer, if it was even 

true. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. Well, I appreciate that . But I'm not 

trying to put words in your mouth. These are your words, and so I'm 

asking you what they mean because this is really important. And the 

way I read this is an FBI lawyer a week after this case is opened is 

saying you, speaking to the FBI agent who is the lead investigator in 

this nascent investigation, you are meant to protect the country from 

that menace. And the only way an FBI agent can protect the country 

from a menace who is a Presidential candidate is to ensure that he 

doesn't become the President. 

Ms. Page . I can understand the reading of that, sir . But what 

I am trying to tell you is that there is -- it is - - I understand that 

"menace" is a very loaded word_, but this is a sort of singular flash 

in time. 

I think the other thing that's important to understand is the 

meant to stay where you are is because he was considering putting in 

for another job. And so this is really in the context of a conversation 
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we had for days or weeks about whether to seek a promotion to another 

job versus to sort of stay where he is. And the -- can I -- may I -­

Mr. Ratcliffe. Yeah, sure you can. 

Ms. Page. And the truth of the matter is, and I am quite confident 

that people who have worked counterintelligence would say this, Peter 

Strzok is the best counterintelligence agent in the FBI, certainly in 

a position of management. 

And so the notion that he would take a different position and leave 

open a management position which would necessarily be filled by 

somebody less qualified is also reflected in that. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. Are you fihished? 

Ms. Page. I am. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. I didn't want to cut you off. I appreciate the 

context for the part about whether he's meant to stay where you are . 

I'm more concerned about you' re meant to protect the country from that 

menace that you believe is Donald Trump I especially when it's followed 

up with the next text that you send to him on August 8th, Trump's not 

ever going to become President, right, right, to which he has responded., 

no, no, he's not, we'll stop it. 

So you• re meant to protect the country from the menace of Donald 

Trump. He's not going to become the President, right ? No, we' 11 stop 

it . 

And these texts are being exchanged with the lead investigative 

agent a week after he has opened th,e investigation into the Russia 

collusion matter. 
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Ms. Page. I completely understand that. I will say sort of two 

things in response . The first is I know this person very well. And 

so, while I completely understand how, after the .fact and with the 

little snippets that a text message represent, I understand wholly why 

you and others would interpret it that way. I sincerely do. But I 

know this person, and I know myself, and I know the sort of integrity 

and the investigative quality that we both bring to work . And that 

is ultimately what that represents . 

And then certainly with respect to the "he's not going to become 

President, right," I don't know whether you were here when I was 

discussing it with the minority staff. But I was very deeply affected 

by the - ~ by the harshness and the cruelty that I felt that Donald Trump 

exhibited towardthe Khans. I felt like it was there but for the grace 

of God go we. I am an immigrant -­

the same as the Khans are. I very seriously considered 

joining the military before I decided to enter public service . And 

I was unbelievably appalled that anyone, let alone a Presidential 

candidate, would insult the family of a slain servicemember. It's 

inappropriate, and it's disgusting. And it remained with me for quite 

some tirne. 

And soJ yes, I sent theJ you know -- and, again, I don't know 

whether -- as I said earlier, before I fall asleep, I sort of read; 

i.t 's when I catch up on the news. And so my strong suspicion is that 

I was on my phone; I read something about it. I was upset and bothered, 

and so I made the "he's not really going to become President, right" 
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and "no, we'll stop it'1 was simply an attempt to comfort me. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay. Well, I can appreciate the emotion and 

opinion that you have regarding that event. I'm sure a lot of people 

in the country may have felt that way, but those people were not in 

a position to influence the outcome of an investigation. There was 

only one lead investigator in the country on this investigation, and 

the way this reads, you asked him whether or not -- well, you asked: 

Donald Trump's not ever going to become President, right? 

And he responds: No, no, he.'s not, we'll stop it . 

That sounds like a promise from someone who's in a position to 

keep a promise . 

Ms. Page. And it's not. And I completely understand the 

interpretation, but I would also, frankly, point you to the fact that 

not a single action was taken that would evidence that weattempted 

to stop it. There was no leak of the investigation. As 'I've said 

multiple times, we had then and continue to have information which 

certainly would have been damaging, and particularly so during the 

run-up of a Presidential election . That's just not who we are. 

And I understand that perhaps for people whose job is politics, 

it strains credulity that you would not be dominated or motivated by 

politics, but we are dominated and motivated by fidelity to our 

institution. And that is the FBI, and we do things the right way at 

the FBI. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Well, and I appreciate the explanation, and I 

hope you can appreciate the job that we all have, which is to ask you 
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about the things t hat you said and the things that he said1 and that 

you are two people at the center of a very important investigation that, 

unlike the rest of the country, were not in a position to influence 

the outcome. 

Ms. Page . I do understand that, sir. But honestly, having a 

view, even a strongly held view, even a virulent view as to who would 

be best President does not mean that it makes me -- does not mean or 

make me biased in my work. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Let me move on to a text message on September 2nd 

of 2016. It• s a series of texts that you exchanged with Agent Strzok. 

And at one point you text him: Yes, because POTUS wants to know 

everything we are doing. 

Ms. Page . Oh; yeah. I don ' t see where it is, but I know what 

it is, yeah. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. And do you know the context of what it i s ? 

Ms. Page. It is. This is in the context of - -

Mr. Ratcliffe. Well, first of all, so is POTUS, I'm assuming 

that's --

Ms. Page. President Obama . 

Mr . Ratcliffe . -- President Obama, okay. 

Ms. Page . Yes. So this is in the context of the - - take a step 

back . In August ~ - oh, this is going to call for a classified answer . 

I'm sorry. ean we --

Mr . Ratcliffe . Do you need to confer? 

Ms. Page . I don ' t think this is a classified space. 
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M~- Ratcliffe. Okay. 

Ms. Page. Sorry. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. It's not. 

Ms. Page. I think I can answer it. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . I'm just trying to clarify 

Ms . Page. It's not about the Midyear investigation, if that's 

the question. It has to do with Russia. It does not have to do with 

the Clinton investigation at all. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay . It does have to do with Russia, the Russia 

investigation? 

Ms. Page . No, not the Russia investigation. It has to do with 

the broader look at Russian active measures. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. All right. 

All right. Let me move ahead to May 18th of 2017, which is, to 

put it in context, is either the day of or the day after Bob Mueller 

has been appointed special counsel. 

Ms. Page. The day after, sir. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. The day after. And Peter Strzok texted you and 

said, quote: For me and this case, I personally have a sense of 

unfinished business. I unleashed it with the MYE. Now I need to fix 

it and finish it. 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

005155-000639Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000001 



111 
COMMI TTEE SENSITIVE 

Ms. Page. I don ' t have it in this set . Can I • ~ sorry, I don't 

know why, but -- maybe I do. May 18th you said, right? Can I have 

one second, please? 

Sorry about that. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Did you find it? 

Ms. Page . I did, yes. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. What is your recollection of the context 

of you receiving that text message? 

Ms . Page. So it was -- I had been asked to join the Mueller team 

by that poi nt, and he was probably the - - one of the likely candidates 

to j oin, to the extent he would bring sort of all the institutional 

knowledge of the investigation to date. 

By the same token, my view was, if you are going to rise in the 

organization, you need to stay where you are and do your time. So the 

FBI is very hierarchical and very sort of box cheeky with respect to 

promotion. And that we had had, again, many conversations discussing 

whether he should join the team or whether he should sort of stay in 

place and then seek the next promotion. 

And so the sort of -- there's a great deal of texts which sort 

of precede it, because I was also quite -- I was hesitant to join. In 

fact, I initially said that I did not want to join the team. 

And so this is sort of one of the many reasons I think reflected 

in these texts about whether or not to join the team. And I do think 

that he felt -- we all felt a great deal of concern that when the 

director sent the October statements -- not the statement, the October 
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letters in the Hillary Clinton case, that we had affected the election. 

And it's not because of who won or who didn't win, but because 

that is like the worst possible place for the FBI to be in . And I know 

all of my friends on the teamJ all the people that I talked to really 

continued to carry a lot of -- trauma is too strong a word. I can't 

really think of a better one right now . But just a lot of weight about 

whether we actually impacted an American election. 

And so that is really what I think this is a reflection of. He 

very much participated -- you know, he participated in thedecision 

to send the letter to Congress about the reopening of the Midyear 

investigation. And so I think that this is sort of a reflection of 

like j ust that. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. Well, given the timing of it, though, the 

start of appointment of a special - -

Ms. Page. Right. But that's because of the opportunity to 

essentially -- had Director Corney never been fired and a special 

counsel not been necessitated, he would have stayed as DAD in the 

Counterintelligence Division. He would have done it for another 

whatever, 6, 8, 10 months. He would have been eligible to be, you know, 

promoted to an SAC somewhere, and then he would have gone on his merry 

way. 

The problem is, -with the appointment of special counsel, now there 

is a new sort of job opportunity which is not career-enhancing, because 

it doesn ' t matter if it ' s high-profile or if it ' s like interesting, 

the FBI cares about box checks. So you do all you want on some special 
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project, if you have not done sufficient time in this box, the 

likelihood of you getting promoted is quite slim. 

And so the only reason that, you know, he's confronted by this 

choice and the timing of the choice is because the director has been 

fired and DAG Rosenstein has appointed Bob Mueller as special counsel. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. But, again, and I realize these aren't 

your words. I 'm asking you, though, if you have any knowledge . 

It's -- given the timing and that Bob Mueller has been appointed special 

counsel and given the context that you've given that you thought that 

you may have affected the outcome, when Peter Strzok says, now I need 

to fix it and finish it, a person reading it might come to the conclusion 

the fix it means fix the outcome, change the outcome, stop Donald Trump, 

finish it. 

Ms. Page . I understand that. I don't have a better -- I don't 

have a better explanation than the one I've given. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay . So that same day in the consideration of 

this, he texts you and says: "You and I both know the odds are nothing. 

If I thought it was likely, I'd be there, no question. I hesitate, 

in part, because of my gut sense and concern there's no big there there." 

Whatjs he talking about? 

Ms. Page. So I think this represents that even as far as May of 

2017, we still couldn't answer the question -- sorry. Can I consult 

with counsel? I'm sorry, I need to consult with FBI counsel for a 

moment. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. 
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[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr . Ratcliffe . You said you still couldn't answer the question. 

Ms. Page . So, yeah, I'm going to have to like rephrase my answer 

a little bit. It's a reflection of -- and I ' m sorry, I'm not trying 

to be cagey. I'm just trying to stay within the confines that I've 

been given . 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Well, let me ask you this: Do you know whether 

or not Peter Strzok was talking about the fact that, as the lead 

investigator of the Trump-Russia investigation, he didn't know - - or 

that he knew that the odds were nothing and that he had a concern that 

there was no big there there regarding any collusion between Trump 

and 

Ms. Page . No, I don't think so. I think it's a reflection of 

us still not knowing. I guess that's as good as I can answer. That 

it still existed, because we were - - it was still an active 

investigation . It still existed in the scope of possibility that there 

would be literally nothing, probably not nothing nothing, as we 

probably knew more than that by that point. 

But in the scheme of the possible outcomes, the most serious one 

obviously being crimes serious enough to warrant impeachment; but on 

the other scale that, you know, maybe an unwitting person was, in fact, 

involved in the release of information, but it didn't ultimately touch 

any senior, you know, people in the administration or on the campaign. 

And so the text just sort of reflects that spectrum. And I think 

the sort of unfinished business to me really just reflects who Pete 
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is, which is he's a leader. He cares about Russia in particular, it 

has in many ways dominated his career, and wanted to finish out the 

investigation, whatever the outcome . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Well, based on that answer, though, it does sound 

like, as the lead investigator, you took it to mean he was saying the 

odds are nothing and, as the best counterintelligence agent, hehad 

a gut sense and concern that there's no big there there. 

Ms. Page . I'm sorry, what's the question? 

Mr. Ratcliffe . With respect to any collusion between the Trump 

campaign and Russia. 

Ms. Page. Right. And so he is the best investigator. So if 

someone is going to find it, it's going to be him. 

Mr. Ratcli~fe . But at that point --

Ms . Page . That's not out of animus; that I s out of I hate Russia . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. But at least at that point, he had a concern that 

there wasn't anything there. 

Ms . Page . I mean, we -- it was -- I'm sorry, I'm not supposed 

to talk about the sufficiency of evidence, . so that's why I am weighing 

my words carefully. 

Let me do it this way: Investigations are fluid, right? And so 

at various times leads are promising and leads fade away . And so I 

can't -- I can't answer more his sentiment with respect t-o this 

particular text, but certainly at this point the case had been ongoing. 

we didn't have an answer. That's obvious. And I think we all sort 

of went back and forth about like what -- what the answer was really 
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going to be. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. But in describing those terms, the lead 

agent said he had a gut sense and concern, a concern that there's no 

there there, a concern that I'm not going to find anything. 

Ms. Page. Right. But that's --

Mr. Ratcliffe. Did he want to find something? 

Ms. Page. No, no, no. That speaks to -- again , this is all in 

the context of do I stay or do I go, right? And so if this is going 

to fizzle out and be a nothing, then I shouldn't sort of sacrifice my 

sort of long-term career prospects. If it's going to end in 

impeachment, that's kind of a big deal. I mean, put aside who it is, 

put aside how we feel about it. You know, that's monumental. People 

who are on Watergate are still known as sotnebody who was on Watergate. 

And so that ' s not sort of taken with respect to the, you know, 

feelings about Donald Trump . It's about being on an unbelievably kick 

ass team and being a part of, you know, something impressive. Sorry. 

I probably shouldn't have --

Mr. Ratcliffe. Four days later, another series of text messages 

are exchanged, and at one point Peter Strzok responded to a text from 

you and said : God, I suddenly want on this, you know why. 

Ms. Page. Oh, lord. If you're asking me why, I have no idea. 

I· msorry. We talked about this for days on end. So I really couldn 't 

tell you what he was thinking in that particular moment. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. 

Ms. Page. Is there more context there? I don't --
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Mr. Ratcliffe. NoJ I don't. I'm just asking you. It sounds 

like he's saying, you know why I suddenly want on the Mueller 

investigation. 

Ms. Page . I'm sure 18 months ago I did, but I have no idea right 

now. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. One last question . What was 

the - - obviously, you left the Mueller investigation team at some point 

in time . Give me the circumstances about why . 

Ms . Page. Sure. I - - so I participated in the first br iefing 

for Bob Mueller upon sort of giving him an overview of like here's what 

we got. And at the end of the briefing, he went to Mr. McCabe, who 

at the time was the acting director, and said, who was that woman? And 

he said, that's Lisa, she works for me . And he said, I want heron 

the team. And Andy said, okay. 

And so he came to me and said, Bob wants you to join the team. 

And I said, I don't want to. And he said, well , you don't say no to 

Bob Mueller. And I said, you know, one, Andy was acting director and 

so I wanted to sort of stay by his side; and, two, I have young children 

at home and the prior sort of 18 months working for Andy were the most 

fulfilling of my professional career, they were unbelievably 

demanding . And I --

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. So - - and these text messages - - so the 

point I'm really trying to get at , the text messages had not become 

public. 

Ms. Page. No, no, no. I'm - - 30 seconds, I'm going to get there. 
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Mr. Ratcliffe. You bet. 

Ms. Page. So I was very hesitant to join the Mueller team, 

because I had already worked two incredibly demanding years with Andy 

and I wanted a life back and I wanted to parent and be home and be around. 

And so I went to Bob Mueller to talk to him about it. And so, asa 

compromise, I offered a 45-day detail. 

Ahd so I joined his team for 45 days to sort of help them stand 

it up, with the understanding that he wanted me, he wanted me full time. 

He - - he, you know, thought I had som,ething to add. But at the end 

of the 45 days, I just -- you know, I just -- despite, you know, it 

being an impressive crew that he assembled, wanted a life back. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Thank you. 

Mr. Jordan. Thank you, John. 

Ms. Page, 1 just want to understand some basics. Did you report 

directly to Mr. McCabe or did you report to Jim Baker and then had some 

kind of special arrangement? How did it work? 

Ms. Page. I reported directly to Mr. McCabe. I stayed in close 

touch with Jim Baker. I mean, we worked together very, very closely, 

but I would say I considered --

Mr. Jordan. Was it aspecial arrangement? I mean, you'repart 

of the general counsel_, par-t of the FBI General Counsel Office, but 

it was a special arrangement where you worked directly for Mr. McCabe? 

Ms. Page. Essentially, yes. I - - in the minority testimony, I 

had worked for Mr. McCabe when he was the Executive Assistant Director 

for the National Security Branch. So when he took that job on, it was 
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shortly after the Snowden disclosures. Things were crazy busy, in 

terms of intelligence community reforms. And so he asked me at that 

time - - this is in September of 2013. He asked me to sort of join 

his - - his staff as counsel to kind of help support him through that, 

because it really fell in his bucket. 

And so it was already an arrangement that we had had before. And 

so when Andy - - when Mr. McCabe became Deputy Director in February of 

2016, he asked me to sort of join in the same kind of arrangement that 

we had had previously . 

Mr. Jordan. ·And did that mean that your actual physical office 

was somewhere different from where the normal FBI General Counsel 

Office was? 

Ms. Page . That is correct. It moved a jillion times, just 

because of the way space moves, but ultimately yes . 

Mr . Jordan . Did you provide any information to reporters, 

journalists, or media personalities about anything re l ated to the 

Trump-Russia investigation 

Ms. Page. No. 

Mr. Jordan . in 2016, 2017, or 2018? 

Ms. Page . No. 

Mr . Jordan. Did you ever interact with the press? 

Ms. Page. In my official capacity at the,FBI? A couple of times, 

yes. 

Mr. Jordan. And can you tell me who you interacted with and when 

those occurred? 
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Ms. Page . So there ' s the one that's the subject of the IG 

i nvestigation or the IG report about Mr. McCabe that I'm not - - I don't 

think I should get into here. It's a criminal referral now. 

And then I was asked --

Mr. Jordan . So you can't - - are you saying you don't want to tell 

me when or who or neither? 

Ms. Page . No, no. So it ' s the -- it's the - - it'sthe Devlin 

Barrett Washington Post in the late October timeframe. 

Mr . Jordan . I know which within you're - -

Ms . Page . Yeah, yeah. So, I mean, I was obviously involved in 

that . And then in early 2017, I was asked to -- so the Clinton case 

was sort of over and there were a number of outlets who were seeking 

to write like the comprehensive story of the Clinton case. 

And so Mike Kortan, who is the head of public affairs, was engaging 

with a number of them to kind of figure out who would sort of tell the 

big story. And then there were a number of other outlets that were 

doing it anyway. And so I worked with Mike on, I don't know, two or 

three maybe Clinton stories. 

Mr. Jordah. Did the press ever - - I'm sorry. Did the press ever 

approach you and give you any information? 

Ms . Page. Not that I recall . I don't think so. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. I've just got a list of names I want to run 

past you and ask if you've communicated wit,h any of these individuals. 

Did you ever communicate with Christopher Steele? 

Ms. Page. No . 
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Mr. Jordan . Richard Dearlove? 

Ms . Page . I'm sorry, I didn't hear you, sir. 

Mr. Jordan . Richard Dearlove. 

Ms . Page. No. 

Ms. Jeffress. Can we just consult for one moment? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Jeffress . Go ahead. 

Mr. Jordan. Joe Mifsud? 

Ms. Page. I'm sorry? 

Mr. Jordan. Joe Mifsud. Joseph Mifsud. 

Ms . Page. Joseph Mifsud, no. 

Mr . Jordan. Alexander Downer, have you ever talked with him? 

Ms . Page. No . 

Mr . Jordan. Have you ever talked with Glenn Simpson? 

Ms. Page . No . 

Mr . Jordan. Have you ever visited or talked with Nellie Ohr? 

Ms. Page. Yes. 

Mr. Jordan. Can you tell me about those conversations and when 

they took place? 

Ms. Page. Yes. Bruce Ohr was my first boss at the Justice 

Department. 

Mr. Jordan. I was asking you about Nellie, but you can talk ·about 

Bruce as well. 

Ms . Page. I have to get to Bruce -- I have to get to Nellie 

through Bruce. 
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Mr. Jordan. Got it, okay. 

Ms. Page. Because the only time I 've ever spoken to her was in 

the context of a summer barbecue that Bruce held for the office in, 

I don't know, 2011 maybe, summer of 2011. 

Mr. Jordan. So were you pretty close with Bruce Ohr? 

Ms. Page. No. He was ~y boss. It was for the whole office. 

Mr. Jordan. Bruce Ohr had it for your office? 

Ms . Page. So I was a prosecutor at the Justice Department from 

2006 to 2012. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. 

Ms. Page. And that entire -- for almost that entire time, at 

least until maybe early 2000 -- or middle of 2012, Bruce Ohr was my 

supervisor. 

Mr. Jordan. Got it. 

Ms. Page. He was the chief of the Organized Crime and 

Racketeering Section, and I was a line prosecutot'. And so in the - -

Mr. Jordan. You worked for Bruce Ohr for how long, again, I'm 

sorry, Ms. Page? 

Ms. Page. He was in that position for I think 5 of the 6 years 

that I was there, I think~ 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. 

Ms. Page. Maybe 5 and a half, Idon't know. So in that -- in 

that context, he had - - you know, he would have l ike a summer barbecue 

for his --

Mr . Jordan . Got it. 
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Ms. Page. - ~ staff and employees, and so I met Nellie at that. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. Did you ever talk with 

Ms. Page. Who? 

Mr. Jordan. 

Ms. Page. No . 

Mr. Jordan. Did you ever communicate with Cindy Blumenthal? 

Ms. Page. No . 

Mr. Jordan. Okay . How about Victoria Newland in the State 

Department? 

Ms. Page. No . 

Mr. Jordan. All right. I want to ask you a little bit about 

travel. Did you travel much with your current - - with your time at 

the FBI working for Mr . McCabe, did you travel abroad much? 

Ms. Page . No. 

Mr. Jordan. Did you travel abroad any? 

Ms. Page. Abroad, once. 

Mr-. Jordan. Ahd where to? 

Ms. Page . 

Mr . Jordan. And what were the dates of that travel? 

Ms. Page. 

Mr. Jordan . And that was for official business? 

Ms . Page. Yes. 

Mr. Jordan. Can you tell me what you did in -while you were 

there in early ? 
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Ms. Page. I can't do that, sir . I'm sorry. 

Mr. Jordan. Pardon? 

Ms. Page. I can't -- on advice of FBI counsel, I can't go into 

that detail. 

Mr. Jordan . You went to - in early Did 

anyone travel with you, anyone else from the FBI? 

Ms. Page . Yes. 

Mr. Jordan. Who? Did Bill Priestap? 

Ms. Page. Bill Priestap did not. 

Mr. Jordan4 If you can tell me who . Want me to guess? 

Ms. Page. So I'm trying to count the right number of people . 

It's either four or five others, but all are GS-15s or below so - - except 

for Pete. rm sorry, Pete was there, but - -

Mr . Jordan . Peter Strzok and then four or five others? 

Ms. Page . No, no, no. Me, Pete, and three others, I believe. 

Mr. Jordan. And can you give me their names? 

Ms. Page. I cannot, sir. 

Mr . Jordan. And why can't you? 

Ms. Page. Because I've been instructed that GS-15s and below, 

we're not providing those names. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. And that was the only time you traveled to- ? 
Ms. Page . That is correct. 

Mr . Jordan. All right. I want to just give you something that 

I brought up with Mr. - - with Mr. Strzok yesterday, if I could. This 
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is an email that you and he exchanged back and forth. If we can pass 

that down. I• ve got several copies there. I don't know if you've been 

labeling exhibits, if the staff has or whatever, so I don't know what 

number or letter this would be. 

If you could just take a l ook at that, Ms. Page. Are you familiar 

with this email exchange from January 10th, 2017? 

Ms. Page. I mean, I have no recollection of it, but I see it 

before me. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. So I just want to react what Agent St rzok sent 

to you. He says : Comparing now. The set is only identical to what 

McCain had. It has differences from what was given to us by Corn and 

Simpson. And the subject line is: BuzzFeed is about to publish the 

dossier. 

Do you know who Mr. Corn or -- do you know who Corn and Simpson 

are? 

Ms. Page. I ' m sorry. I'm super confused from where we all 

landed on this yesterday, because it went round and round. Can FBI 

counsel tell me what the parameters are on this? 

[Discussion off the record .] 

Ms. Page. I'm sorry. I do know the names Corn and Simpson, yes . 

Mr. Jordan. You know their first names? 

Ms. Page. Glenn Simpson~ David Corn. 

M~. Jordan. And that's who this is referring to, this email? 

Ms. Page. Yes, I assume so. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. Can you just tell me, because I didn't quite 
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get this square yesterday. It looks to me like in this particular email 

that there are a couple versions of the dossier, at least parts of the 

dossier. There's the set that BuzzFeed is about to publish which, 

according to Mr. Strzok' s email, is identical to what was given to the 

FBI by Mr. McCain, Mr. McCain's staff -- Senator McCain's staff, I 

should say. And then there's this other one that you ' re getting from 

David Corn and Glenn Simpson, which is the dossier, but different. Is 

that how you read it? 

Ms. Page. I think so , but honestly, I didn't have a ton to do 

with it, so I don't - - that seems right to me, but I really don't know, 

because I wasn ' t really substantively involved with this. 

Mr . Jordan . Have you read the dossier? Did you read the dossier 

while you were working on this case at the FBI? 

Ms. Page. So let me -- I guess I just want to clarify, I know 

that the press has called the sort of set of reporting that -- that 

was released on Buzzfeed and other outlets the dossier. What we have 

are a set of reports from a source, obviously now well- known. 

Mr. Jordan . Yes. 

Ms. Page . So I did read some, but not all of the reports that 

we received from Christopher Steele . 

Mr. Jordan. When was the - - when did you first read the. reports 

from Christopher Steele? 

Ms. Page. I think we got them on the team in mid -- in mid to 

late September. So - -

Mr. Jordan. That's the first time you'd read them? 
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Ms. Page. Yes . 

Mr. Jordan . Mid to late September. Okay, thank you. I know 

we 1 re out of time, but I did want to circle back with one. Do you 

communicate - - did you communicate with anyone at the State Department 

on any type of regular basis or on any basis in the course of this 

investigation? 

Ms. Page. In the course of Russia or Midyear? 

Mr. Jordan . Both, but mostly Russia is I guess what I'm focusing 

on . 

Ms. Page. No, no on Russia. On Midyear, I had a couple of 

conversations, I don't know, I'd say three or fewer, where we were 

trying to get classification decisions out of the State Department in 

order to sort of finalize certain things. They were very slow in kind 

of going through the classifications needed so that for us to make an 

assessment about whether there was classified information or not. 

And so I was on probably one or two or three at the absolute most 

conference calls with people at State, but that's the extentof it. 

Mr. Jordan. And you don't recall the names of individuals you 

spoke with in? 

Ms. Page. Not right now, no. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. I think we' re out of time, but thank you, Ms. 

Page. 

[Recess.] 
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[5:20 p. m.J 

Ms. Kim. We're going back on the record. The time is 5:20. 

Ms. Page, I'd like to return to the text messages. For each one 

that I'll return to, I will try to introduce it as an exhibit. 

So I think this is actually the first formal exhibit we're 

introducing in three rounds of questioning . .So I '11 mark as exhibit 1 

a text message from July 21st, 2016. 

(Page Exhibit No . 1 

Was marked for identification . ] 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q It's about: I have no idea how destabilizing his Presidency 

would be. 

So I'll direct you to the textJ eight texts from the top . It's 

where you text Mr. Strzok an article link with the title, "Donald Trump 

Sets Conditions for Defending NATO Allies Against Attack." And you 

attached your personal comments, quote: "This is really shocking." 

Can you explain this text? 

A Yes. So I don't remember the article, but just based on the 

context of the -- on the message here, you know, it's essentially 

talking - - I mean, the sort of whole notion of the NATO alliance is 

an attack on one, it's an attack on all. And so the prospect of in 

any way diminishing or diluting that alliance is extraordinarily 

concerning . And so, obviously, I'm just quite shocked by the prospect 

of what I presume is explained in this article . 

Q You spoke earlier about your general experience dealing with 
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Russia, the country, as a threat. Can you explain in that context why 

the NATO alliance is important? 

A I mean, the NATO alliance is one of the sort of primary forces 

which holds Russia in its sort of hegemonic -seeking, you know, pursuit 

of dominance in check. 

Q So in your view, would it be a major diplomatic shift for a 

candidate to state that he would impose new conditions for defending 

NATO allies against attack? 

A Yes, very much so. 

Q So around 10 minutes after you sent that article, you texted 

Mr. Strzok another article link. It looks like it is entitled, "How 

Donald Trump Picked His Running Mate." And you also appended a 

personal comment here, quote: "This campaign is like watching a train 

wreck happen over and over and over again." 

So let me just give you the context for that article. It was 

published on July 20th, 2016, in The New York Times. I think the most 

widely publicized excerpt from that article reads: Donald Trump 

wanted to make a senior adviser to John Kasich an offer nonetheless . 

Did John Kasich have any interest in being the most powerful Vice 

President in history? When Kasich's adviser asked how this would be 

the case, Donald Jr . explained that his father's Vice President would 

be in charge of domestic and foreign policy. Then what, the adviser 

asked, would Trump be in charge of? Quote, "Making America great 

again,Q unquote, was the casual reply. 

Does it concern you that Donald Trump Jr. was offering Vice 
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Presidential candidates the portfolio of domestic and foreign policy 

so the President could focus on making America great again? 

A It represents a certainly different model for how the 

executive branch is typically run. 

Q I think that's an accurate statement . 

So then I think, let's t urn back to your text exchange with 

Mr. Strzok.He responded to these articles, quote, "Trump is a 

disaster. I have no idea how destabilizing his Presidency would be." 

Can you explain to me how you understand Mr. Strzok's text? 

A I mean, I think it is in large part a re.ference back to the 

sort of conditions for defending NATO allies. As I said, I mean, NATO 

represents one of the sort of primary checks against Russian expansion 

of power . And so changing conditions for NATO is destabilizing to the 

world order, and I think that's entirely what his text message reflects . 

Q So, again, what did you understand would be destabi lized 

through Mr. Trump's potential Presidency? 

A The world. 

Q The world. Thank you. 

[Page Exhibit No . 2 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q The next text that I'd like to discuss with you is what I 'll 

introduce as exhibit 2. It's a March 3rd, 2016, text exchange. You 

talked about this briefly . I t' s from the evening of March 3rd, 2016, 

when FOX News hosted a Presidential primary debate with the four 
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remaining candidates. 

I'd like to read you a CNN article published about that debate. 

A Okay. 

Q It's entitled, "Republican Debate Turns Early." It was 

published the very next day, on March 4th, 2016. And it reads: Donald 

Trump opened the GOP debate here by boasting about the size of his 

genitals. He responded to recent comments from Marco Rubio in which 

the Florida Senator joked about the size of Trump• s hands and said, 

you know what they say about men with small hands. 

On the debate stage, Trump stretched his hands out for the 

audience to see, then insisted that the suggestion that, quote, 

"something else must be small," unquote, was false. Quote, "I 

guarantee you there's no problem," unquote, Trump said to howls from 

the audience at the FOX debate. 

Do you remember this moment from the debate? 

A I do. 

Q And do you remember what your reaction was to this subject 

being discussed at a Presidential primary debate? 

A I mean, it's just not the dignity befitting a candidate 

running for President. And to be clear, I am not a particularly 

prudish -- obviously, I use plenty of harsh language, but it• s just 

beneath the dignity of the office. 

Q So four texts down on the exhibit I gave to you as exhibit 2, 

you said, "God, Trump is a loathsome human." 

Do you think this comment from Mr. Trump might have been part of 
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what you're responding to in saying he was loathsome? 

A It certainly may have been. I don 1 t know. I mean, we are 

essentially like live texting, for lack of a better description, and 

so I don't know whether it was that reference or some other thing that 

I found offensive. But it's entirely possible that it's that . 

I think this might have also been the one where he like engaged 

in like personal name calling, and I'm just not a -- I'm not a fan of 

bullying . I think it -- I -- and so the notion that you would also 

have somebody who essentially bullies opponents, you know, 

disagreement is one thing. 

So it could have been that, too, but I;m just speculating at this 

point. 

Q Thank you. 

I think there's a quote that we can discuss, engage with more 

directly that seems to be more directly on this topic. 

So four texts from the bottom of the page, you said: Also, did 

you hear him make a comment about the size of his - - I'm assuming that 

is dick -- earlier? This man cannot be President? 

Were you stating that you personally intended to take official 

actions to stop Donald Trump from becoming President? 

A No. 

Q Were you stating that the FBl should take official actions 

to sabotage Donald Trump's Presidential campaign? 

A No. 

Q What did you mean? 
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A Well, and also to be clear, there is no .investigation at this 

point. 

Q That ' s correct. 

A This is -- so there's -- there is nothing. Nothing exists. 

This is just a reflection of my personal, private opinion thatthis 

person does not have the fitness to hold this office. 

Q And in clarification, you did not mean at this -- at this 

point, the Hillary Clinton investigation was open. Is that correct? 

A That's correct, yes. 

Q But you were not evincing any kind of determination to help 

Hillary Clinton at the cost of Donald Trump, were you? 

A No. And at this point, Donald Trump is also not the 

candidate. And as I sort of stated earlier - - no. I'll just leave 

it there. No. 

Q Thank you. 

There has been much made of a comment from Mr . Strzok, I think 

four texts above that one . It ' s the one where Mr. Strzok wrote: God, 

Hillary should win 100 million to zero . 

A Ri ght. So that has to actually be taken in context of the 

prior text . 

Q Yes . 

A And so, 1 mean, this is not particularly kind, but we.' re just 

making fun of him, right, because he's calling the EPA, the 

Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of Environmental 

Protection. 
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And so, yes, this is probably snobby and snarky of us, but it's 

simply like, great, the dude's running for President and hedoesn't 

know what the name of one of his Cabinet agencies is. 

And so the "she should win 100 million to one" is not like his 

personal view. It's just this guy doesn't know government. He 

doesn • t know the name of an organization that he's going to be in charge 

of. This should be an easy defeat. 

So it's not necessarily about like him personally . It's 

just -- I mean, I guess it is - - but it's a reflection of him not knowing 

the name of the EPA. 

Q Got it. Thank you. 

[Page Exhibit No. 3 

Was marked for identification.) 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q I ' d like to turn to a February 13th~ 2016, text exchange. 

We'll introduce it as exhibit 3. 

So the third text on this page is where you wrote Mr. Strzok, 

quote : "I ' m no prude, but I'm really appalled by this. So you don't 

have to go looking, in case you hadn't heard, Trump called him the P 

word." I believe by "him" you' re referring to Senator Cruz . "The man 

has no dignity or class . He simply cannot be President . " 

And in that text you said Mr. Strzok will 'link to a New York Times 

article from February 16th, 2016, entitled, "With a Slur for Ted Cruz, 

Donald Trump Further Alienates Voters." 

Do you remember this text? 
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A I do. 

Q were you or are. you a personal political supporter of Ted 

Cruz? 

A No. 

Q So when you wrote that you were appalled by Donald Trump 

calling Ted Cruz a vulgar name, were you expressing a personal pol itical 

view or were you just expressing your- anger at a Presidential candidate 

using a slur at a public rally? 

A I mean, it's both a slur and it's a again, a slur sort of 

that's beneath the dignity of the office. I mean, my hope for all 

Presidential candidates, irrespective of party, is that it is somebody 

who you can have your children look up to and for whom you can simply 

say; even where you disagree, that this is a person who's doing their 

best and trying their best and is a good person . And I think that there 

is no place for slurs and just bullying, which is what this reflects. 

Q Republicans have taken the quote "he simply cannot be 

President" out of context and use it to suggest that you intended to 

stop Mr. Trump from becoming President. Can you explain what you meant 

by "he simply cannot be President;,? 

A It's just my view that -- like how could we 

possibly -- again, we, as a country, not we; the FBI, that - - I would 

have had I wanted somebody whose demeanor and decorum I could be 

proud of. 

Q And you were expressing that view that someone using 

polarizing and demeaning rhetoric against his opponents shouldn't 
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assume our Nation's highest office? 

A That's correct. 

Q And you were not expressing the desire or intent to take 

official action against Donald Trump? 

A Well, there's not even -- yes, that's correct in all cases. 

But for what it's worth, there ' s not even an investigation open with 

respect to collusion in his campaign at this point. 

Q Thank you . 

I' 11 turn now to an August 6th, 2016, text message. This is the 

text message where you talk about "that menace. " 

So I think you mention this in passing, but I just want to explore 

a little bit more. In this exchange, front to back, you are discussing 

whether Mr. Strzok will be getting a promotion. Is that correct? 

A Not getting a promotion, but sort of staying in place long 

enough in order to be eligible for a promotion. 

Q Got it . 

And if you look on the second page, I believe, the top message 

says: And maybe you' re meant to stay where you are because you' re meant 

t o protect the country from that menace. 

You were - -

A Do you have that article that follows? I didn ' t actually 

notice ever that I'm refer ring to something. 

Q Yes. The article is about - - it's an op-ed about how Trump's 

enablers will finally have to take a stand. 

A No, I see that from the title . But do you have any idea what 
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the content is? 

Q I believe it is talking about the fecklessness of the 

Republican Party in standing up to the candidate . 

A Okay. 

Q Would it be helpful to see that article to discuss this? 

A No, it ' s okay. I just wasn't sure if it would sort of trigger any 

further memori es about what I was really thinking. But it ' s not a big 

deal. 

Q o~ay. Well~ if it helps, on Monday we can show you the 

article. 

A Okay. 

Q I think that's fine. 

But, you know, I think you were coming on multiple interpretations 

of the word "menace,·• and I just wanted to give you an opportunity to 

state conclusively for us, did you mean the menace was Donald Trump? 

Was the menace the fact that Russian attempts at collusion could then 

result in access to the Oval Office? Can you explain to us a little 

bit what you mean? 

A I really·can't do a better job than I tried earlier, honestly . 

I don't I'll look at the article, maybe it will remind me of 

something, over the weekend. 

But it's - - look, it's clear I was not particularly fond of him 

for all the reasons that I've already described. 

But there i s no question in my mind that the risk and the 

possibility that somebody -- like, look, in the - - not the very worst 
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case scenario, but in the middle worst case scenario you have someone 

affiliated with his campaign - - let ' s assume that the candidate himself 

is unaware, which is a perfectly reasonable assumption - - but you have 

somebody affiliated with his campaign who is working perhaps purposely 

with the Russian Government. 

And that is an incredibly terrifying prospect, particularly if 

it was somebody close, particularly if it was somebody who might 

be -- who might take official position, you know. 

So I don't - - I don ' t really have a better - - a better explanation 

at this point. I ' m sorry. 

Q No. That's very clarifying. Thank you. 

The text two texts below that one says - - it 's from 

Mr. Strzok - - it says: Thanks. It's absolutely true that we ' re both 

very fortunate. And, of course, I' 11 try to approach it that way. 

just know it will be tough at times . I can protect our country at many 

levels. 

I think this is still in the context of Mr. Strzok discussing 

whether he will pursue promotion or not. Can you explain what you meant 

Mr. Strzok to mean by protecting our country at many levels? 

A So I'm not -- I mean, I 'm not totally sure. I just -· I think 

ttiat we are both kind of reflecting in general on how fortunate we are. 

We botM have jobs that we absolutely loved with our whole heart, that 

lit e rally both of us were the kind of people who never -- you know, 

occasionally have a bad day -- but like I have never not liked going 

to work. Like the FBI is an awesome place, and he feels the same way. 
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And so I think that this is just a reflection of like., there are 

no bad choices here. You know., there is no wrong move . You are good 

at what you do. You will do well wherever you are. 

I don• t - - I don't know that I see it as particularly tied to the 

Russia investigation. I just think it ' s like: You're going to do 

good. You' re good at what you do. Like, he worries. He overthinks. 

And so! think that this is just a like, you know, an attempt to sort 

of -- there are no wrong choices here. 

Q Yes. So that's whether he remains in his current position 

or he does something else to try to get a promotion? 

A Correct. 

Q At either level he would be doing something he loves? 

A The country is winning because he is protecting it from 

foreign threats. 

Q And in the next text you say: I know it will t oo, but it 's 

just a job, it's not a reflection of your worth or quality or smarts. 

Does that add any context to what you were talking about? 

A Yes. So, right, we ' re both smart., hardworking people, but 

we both have a lot of self-doubt. And so this i s a reflection of - - and 

not to intrude too much in his own personal business -- but this is 

a reflection of like: Do I put in for it? What if I don't get it? 

And like, you know, just like sort of the insecurity that comes, I think, 

with taking a chance at something that maybe is a little bit of a reach. 

And so this is me just trying to sort of remind him that like a 

job is a job, you are good at what you do, it doesn ' t matter whether 
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you get this or not. You are stil1 - - you know, it· s not a reflection 

of your worth or your quality or your smarts . 

Q That makes sense . Thank you. 

[Page Exhibit No . 5 

Was marked for identification . ] 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q I ' d like to introduce a text message that I will label as 

exhibit 5. It is from May 3rd, 2016 -- May 4th, excuse me. 

So on the evening of May 3rd,· 2016, you and Mr. Strzok apparently 

texted about the events of the day, which was that Ted Cruz had dropped 

out of the Republican primary, which made Donald Trump the presumptive 

Republican candidate. 

Sixth text from the bottom you wrote, quote, "And holy shit. Cruz 

just dropped out of the race. It's going to be a Clinton-Trump race. 

unbelievable." 

About a minute later Mr. Strzok responded, ir, the text second from 

last, "Now the pressure really starts to finish MYE." 

Can you tell us what you understand this statement to mean? 

A Yes . So the Director was -- you know, certainly by May, the 

Director was very clear that like he wanted this case finished as far 

out as possible from the sort of political process as possible. And 

so we knew equiv-0cally, you know, he wanted it done before the 

conventions, you know, to the greatest extent possible. If it wasn ' t 

possible, it wasn't possible . 

But he wanted us out of the political process. He wanted it done . 

COMMTTTEE S~NSITIVE 

005155-000669 Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000001 



141 
COML'-1IT~EE SENSITIVE 

He wanted it resolved so that people could make their decision knowing 

what we had found with respect to her. Of course, we never in 

a million, zillion, jillion years could have anticipated that -- you 

know, what would come. But we -- he wanted us out of the sort of active 

political process that was happening. 

And so now it's a two-party race, right? Before -- while there's 

still candidates and there's still primaries that are sort ofgoing 

on, you know, it's obviously still the political process, but like now 

we have a contest. 

And so it very much for the whole team kind of upped the pressure 

to like, we've got to get this -- like now we have a two-party race 

now. Like the pressure really increases to finish this investigation. 

Q So the pressure comes from the fact that the general election 

campaign essentially started -­

A Correct. 

Q -- when Ted Cruz dropped out. 

A Correct. 

Q And can you also remind me of where the investigation was 

at this stage in May 2016? You stated earlier that in this 

timeframe --

A I mean, we had not seen sufficient evidence to be able to 

charge Secretary Clinton with anything at this point, and so the 

challenge was we still had investigative work to do. The work that 

was left was not necessarily of a kind that we thought was goingto 

change the determination . 
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But like nobody - - just to be clear, like nobody had a closed mind. 

This is not like the Pete and Lisa show about Hillary Clinton. This 

is every single -- there are four case agents, there are a slew of 

analysts, there are five prosecutors. I mean, so this is not - - this 

is the collective assessment of every person on the team. 

And so we just were -- again, it was just a reflection that like 

we want out of this. So far there's not anything that's going to 

suggest that we are going to be able to charge her with anything, and 

so we've got to do this right but we've got to do this fast. So now 

like we need to close all the loose ends that are sort of hanging. 

Q So you're not talking about pressure to stop taking valid 

investigative steps or pressure to come to a certain conclusion. Is 

that correct? 

A No. 

Q And you're not talking about pressure to curtail the 

investigation in any substantive way? 

A No. 

Q Did you ever feel that the FBI had to compromise on its 

investigative strategy because of the timing? 

A No. 

Q And in your view, did the FBI take all necessary and prudent 

steps it needed to in this investigation? 

A Yes, definitely . 
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[Page Exhibit No. 6 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q I'd like to direct you to the next text message, from 

July 1st, 2016. I'll mark it as exhibit 6. 

So I believe you discussed this with the majority earlier. I'll 

direct you to the seventh text on the page, where Mr. Strzok wrote to 

you: "Holy cow, NYT breaking Apuzzo" -- I assume by "Lyne" he means 

"Lynch" - - "will accept whatever rec D and career prosecutors make. 

No political appointee input." 

Now, this text was several days after the June 27th meeting 

between Attorney General Loretta Lynch and former President Bill 

Clinton on the tarmac of the Phoenix Airport. To the best of your 

understanding, was this text about Loretta Lynch ' s announcement on 

July 1st that she would accept the recommendation of the FBI and the 

career prosecutors in this case? 

A Definitely, yeah. Our phones are ~errible, and they auto 

correct constantly, usually with fake words. So" Lyne" is pretty good. 

Q Mr. Strzok and you in this exchange both expressed 

displeasure about the timing of this announcement . So he wrote, two 

texts down from the one that I just referred to, he said: "Timing looks 

like hell. Will appear choreographed . " 

Can you explain what that concern was? 

A Yeah. So we, the FBI, know that the Director is making a 

statement in4 days . Obviously, the Justice Department doesn't know 
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this. And so this is a reflection of us like, ugh, her - - number- one, 

her saying this makes it look like -- you know, the whole purpose of 

us doing this on our own was to be independent and to show like we're 

not - - you know, we know the Justice Department agrees with us because 

we are lockstep every step of the way. 

So it's not as though - - 1 guess that is a point I didn •t reall y 

clarify earlier -- it' s not as though we are usurping the role of the 

Justice Department i n making a prosecutorial decision, because we. know 

the Justice Department is going to agree not to prosecute, because we 

have worked in tandem with the Justice Department at every single step 

at every part of the investigation. 

So it's not r eally fair - ·- yes, it's obviously atypical for him 

to have made the statement on his own, but I r eally disagree, especially 

at the time the sort of commentary that it was like a usurpation of 

a prosecutorial function, because he wasn't usurping anything. 

Number one, he was saying, we -- you know, it's our recommendation 

that there's no prosecution . And, in fact, he was giving the Justice 

Depar tment cover by saying no reasonable prosecutor would bring this 

case. 

He i s literally saying they're not being sleazy, political 

scumbags by not bringing this, me, Jim Corney, with all my, you know, 

in all my glory, I'm telling you no reasonable prosecutor would bring 

this case. I mean , it was really designed to insulate the Justice 

Department, not sort of usurp some righteous authority. 

So back to your question, what he's saying is like, ugh, this makes 
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it sound like we are in some way working with or working in tandem with 

respect to the July 5th statement, because, again, we know the 

statement's coming, the Justice Department doesn't. And so that's 

what that's a reflection of. 
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BY MS. KIM: 

Q Earlier you were discussing with the majority the back and 

forth between DOJ and FBI about what statute to charge under. You just 

told me that no reasonable - - as Jim Corney said, no reasonable 

prosecutor would charge under this case. Do you remember if the 

Justice Department explicitly ordered or directed the FBI not to charge 

under the gross negligence statute? 

A It doesn't really work that way. You ' re sort of framing it 

in too formal a way. We had multiple conversations about whether the 

facts and the evidence gathered to date was sufficient to make out a 

charge of gross negligence and, more importantly, to prove beyond a 

reasonable doubt that she was grossly negligent in her handling of 

classified material. 

And the justice Department's explanation was that both, A - - and, 

again, there might be more depth to thi~, but this is just all I know, 

but that it was -- that the statute was constitutionally vague and had 

only been charged once, either not at all or once in like 100 years. 

And I had a B, and I don't remember what it is now . But, more 

importantlyJ I think, you also have to be sort of reasonable and 

thoughtful about what we're talking about here . 

You better have a super airtight case if you are about to charge 

a presidential candidate with anything, you know. It doesn't really 

matter what we' re talking about . And so the prospect of bringing a 

charge even if potentially you had the elements, which I'm not certain 

that we did, but even if you had the elements on a statute that has 
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either never been tested or is -- the assessment of the Justice 

Department is that it is potentially an unconstitutional statute, which 

is why it hasn't been charged , that's just -- I mean, nobody would do 

that. 

Q So I thinkthat's helpful. I just want to understand then, 

so it wasn • t the. Justice Department giving any kind of formal or 

informal order to the FBI not to charge under gross negligence? 

A But you're misunderstanding. We don't charge anything. 

The FBI does not bring charges . 

Q Understood. 

A So the FBI investigates a case and then refers it to the 

Justice Department for charges . So if something was going to be 

charged, it is the Justice Department who decides to charge that. 

During the course of an investigation, the Justice Department 

might be advising the FBI that I think that we' 11 be able to make out 

a, you know, wire fraud case, so these are the types of evidence to 

look for. Or we might be able to make out a terrorism case and so we 

need to have the person say this or whatever. 

But so, you know, that sort of back and -forth consultation 

happens~ but the FBI does not bring charges. The Justice Department 

brings charges, and it was the Justice Department's assessmentthat 

they did not have - - whether they had - - I don't know whether they had 

evidence or not of gross negligence but that gross negligence was not 

available as a statute to bring because it's - - of its constitutional 

vagueness and its untestedness in court. 
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Q I understand that. Let me try this another way maybe. 

A Okay . Sorry. 

Q So let's say it had been a 50/50 shot whether the gross 

negligence statute should or should not be applied~ let's say it was 

a closer question than the one that was at hand here. 

A Okay. Based on the evidence? 

Q Based -- maybe we're talking about a different statute that 

sometimes it's brought and sometimes it ' s not. In Jim Corney 's opinion, 

in the opinion of Jim Baker, in your opinion, in the Office of OGC 's 

opinion, it had been a sound statute to bring the case under. 

A Okay. 

Q But the Department of Justice had simply disagreed with the 

FBI. Does the FBI have the ability to recommend charges? 

A The FBI has the ability to recommend charges. 

Q Yes. 

A The FBI has no ability to bring charges 0r to require or force 

charges to be brought, right. So just- to like use a hypothetical so 

we 're not talking about something confusing. We are investigatinga 

wire fraud case -- wire fraud is not a good example. We're 

investigating a bank robbery . The FBI thinks that Susie is the bank 

robber. We're not great. It's -- the evidence is kind of close 

because Mary was there too, and they look pretty similar and whatever. 

There's other evidence that suggest it's Mary or Susie. We feel like 

it 's Susie, we want Susie charged, we go to the Department, we lay out 

all the evidence. If the Department doesn't think they can prove t hat 
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Susie committed the bank robbery beyond a reasonable doubt, that case 

ain 1t getting brought, doesn't matter what the FBI does. 

Q That makes sense. And I apologize for sending us into the 

fantasy land of hypotheticals. 

A No. No. That's okay. 

Q But let me just bring it back here. I thi nk the allegation 

at hand is that the Department of Justice may have instructed the FBI 

that it had no intention of charging under a valid statute . Was that 

the case 

A Oh . 

Q -- in t he case of the gross negligence statute? 

A No. 

Q No. 

A No. Sorry. 

Q In facti it was an antiquated statute not in use that the 

Department of Justice believed was constitutionally 

vague -- unconstitutionally vague . Is that correct? 

A That's correct . Sorry. 

Q Okay . No. No . That's all I wanted to say . I feel like 

earlier there was a colloquy where maybe questioners were leftwith 

the impression that t he Justice Department had abandoned a valid 

bridge. 

A Oh, no, no. I don't - - it is my view -- and, again, I'm 

speaking for the Justice Department, which is a dangerous thing to be 

doing. It is my belief that the Justice Department did not believe 
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that gross negligence was an available statute because they regarded 

it as unconstitutionally vague. 

Q Understood . Thank you. 

So returning then to this text message, when Mr. Str2ok wrote to 

you that timing looks like hell, did he mean that the Department of 

Justice and the FBI were precoordinating about Director Corney's 

statement? 

A They were not. 

Q And you wrote about seven messages from the bottom of the 

page: Yeah, it ' s a real profile in courage since she knows no charges 

will be brought . Were you expressing the fact that Loretta Lynch had 

some kind of knowledge of the draft that Jim Camey was coming up with? 

A No. No . No. This is not a reflection of the draft at all . 

This is, as I described, I think, with the majority earlier, this is 

a reflection of my presumption that at this late stage of the 

investigat ion where everybody on both sides knows that there are few, 

if any, investigative steps to take that surely the attorney general 

knows that there is going to be a recommendation for noprosecution 

in this matter. 

And so I don't again, I don't have actual knowledge of that. 

It i~ a text message . It's not designed to be a full colloquy of 

my entirety of my knowledge . But it is just a reflection of that 

fact that we' re at the end of the investigation. She knows nobody is 

going to be charged . So instead of just sort of - - well. I don't 

know -- that's enough, I think . 
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Q Sure. So did you mean -- to be totally clear, did you mean 

that AG Lynch had directed, ordered, or otherwise interfered with the 

FBI to order that no charges be brought against Hillary Clinton? 

A No. 

Q I'll introduce the next text. 

[Page Exhibit No. 7 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q It's Exhibit 7. August 5, 2016, text about a meeting. Let me 

direct you to about halfway down the page, a little below halfway 

down the page. Mr. Strzok wrote to you 1 quote: And hi. Went well. 

Best we could have expected other than, redacted, comma, quote, t he 

White House is running this. 

Next text you stated•· 

A Yep. 

Q - - or, sorry, next text he stated, my answer, well maybe for 

you they are. And in response to these texts you wrote, yeah, whatever, 

re the White House comment. We've got emails that say otherwise. Do 

you remember what this meeting was about? 

A I do. But a further explanation will call for classified 

information, so we should table that, please. 

Q So any further discussion of this text will call for· 

classified information? 

A It is about -- again, like the last time, it is about the 

broader intelligence community's investigation of Russian active 
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measures . 

Q And not about the specific Russian collusion investigation? 

A Definitely not. I mean, that's a reflection of like the 

White House is running this. My answer, well, maybe for you they are, 

right. We are thinking about our counterintelligence 

investigation --

Q I see. 

A -- which the White House isn ' t touching, right. I'm not 

sure the White House knows about it because that's not how the FBI 

works . They are talking about the broader Russian active measures sort 

of intelligence assessment and sort of work that was going on among 

the sort of large intelligence agencies, and so that's the sort of 

difference there. 

Q Thank you. I think that's the level of detail we needed. 

A Okay. Okay.Great. 

Q And just to clarify, so then also the September 2, 2016, 

text I won't introduce this·, but it ' s the one where I think 

Mr. Strzok was helping prepare Director Corney for his meeting with 

POTUS where POTUS wants to know everything we are doing. Again, that 

was about the broader IC effort - -

A Yes. 

Q -- not about the specific Russia collusion investigation? 

A That ' s correct. Although I think it's me who said that, but, 

yes. 

Q Thank you. 
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A And the "We" is like a collective we. Like, we FBI , other 

agencies, et cetera. I'm not sure .it• s - - it's the entire intelligence 

community, right. 

Q Yes. 

A The President wants to know what's up from all of us, not 

like what the FBI is doing. 

Q Yeah . Got it. Thank you . 

Le.t's return or let me introduce a text you've already seen 

before. I'll mark that one as Exhibit 8. 

[Page Exhibit No. 8 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q It's the one about I unleashed it with MYE. Now I need to 

fix it and finish it. 

If you could turn to the third page actually . So it' s 

double-sided, so if you -- yes. On the third page, four texts down, 

Mr. Strzok wrote : Who gives an F? One more AD like, redacted, or 

whoever .. An investigation leading to impeachment, question mark? 

A Right. 

Q Can you explain how you understood that text? 

A Yeah. So this is all - - I mean, I hope that you have read 

the whole rest of the excruciating detail, only because you can see 

both of us are going back and forth about whether or not to j oin the 

Mueller team, which, as an aside, I will simply say, if we were desperate 

to take down Donald Trump, we would both be there and active and wouldn I t 
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have hesitated at all. 

And yet, all of these texts reflect a genuine s ort of indecision 

about what was best for us individually, what was best for us in the 

context of our respective families, what was best for us 

professionally, I mean, like that is what these pages of texts all 

reflect f or each of us and for different reasons, ultimately. 

But, again, this i s the sort of same thing. This is in the context 

of like -- again, and above you'll see - - if you don ' t mind, I would 

like to sort of go back a little bit - -

Q Certainly . 

A - - to the top of the page. This i s me to him: You shouldn't 

take this on. I'm referring to joining the special counsel team, 

right . You shouldn't take this on. I promise you, I would tell you 

if you should . And then he 's t rying to convince me about why I should 

stay. And then he says: Why not, re me? He says the quote -- the 

text you just read. And I say, let's just talk about i t later, but 

that doesn't work obviously. 

But the point is, again, he's trying to sort of now give the 

counter point again, which is okay, so I become another -- you know, 

I stay in place to get my next promotion. And so now I become another 

AD, you know, the sort of assi stant director, the head of a division, 

you know . Okay. That ' s fine. But as I described earlier, an 

investigation it doesn't say which may lead to impeachment. 

Obviously, we had no idea. There's ho preconceived notion here. 

There's no determination because we've talked ad nauseam about the fact 
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that we still don't know what's going on at this point. 

So, yes, it's a shorthand. The words which may or could or 

possibly should be there, but it's just a stupid text . And so an 

investigation leading to impeachment is simply saying like , t hat ' s a 

momentous thing. That doesn't happen a .lot in American history. 

We're both nerds. We're both, you know, patriots. Being a part of 

something like that is cool . And in the same way that I said people 

who are on Watergate are still known as Watergate prosecutors whether 

they were, you know, the clerk who made the copies, like you're on 

Watergate . And so that is all that that is a reflection of. 

Q Understood. 

And then it's, in fact, shortlyafterthattextthat -- and I ' m 

sorry to give you these like odd numbers. But six texts from the 

bottom, Mr . Strzok again is taking the other side now . So he's like: 

The odds could be nothing - - the odds are nothing. If I thought it 

was likely, there would be no -- I would be there no question. I 

hesitate ih part because of my sense and concern there's no big "there" 

there. 

I guess, taking those two together, do you take them to mean that 

he is inspecting the entire spectrum of different outcomes the case 

could have? 

A Yes. This is -- this whole series of texts represents 

ambivalence for both of us, for a variety of reasons, including personal 

ones, which are obviously evident in here and so there ' s no reason to 

hide it. But, right, like we can• t work closely on another case again. 
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I obviously want you -- I've already joined the team, but I obviously 

want you to do what's right for you. 

I don't necessarily intend to stay_, but_, of course, I'm also torn, 

as I've already sort of described, because it is_, you know, an enormous 

honor to be asked and to be a part of something sort of that's quite 

historic. On the other hand, I really want to go home and be a mom 

and sort of not be gone all the darn time . 

And so the whole - - you have to keep it in the context of the entire 

series, which you actually have before you, which is like, yeah, I 

suppose that's right, but, God, we ' re a good team. Is that playing 

into your decision to your advice to me? And I'm saying, no, not at 

all. T just think we' re both ready for a change truly. 

You know, and then he goes to, well, then it's about the different 

real i stic -- you know, this is just reflex ambivalence. This is not 

about wanting to get Donald Trump or -- I mean, it is purely our own 

sort of personal choices and what is best for us, and as friends, trying 

·to support each other i n weighing what is - - what would be best for 

each of us, both personally, professionally, and all the other things 

I already said. 

Q Thank you for going through the text messages with me. I 

know that must not have been very pleasant. 

A This is nothing. 

Q No. You know, many of these texts have been used as 

political fodder or evidence accusing the FBI of being biassed and 

corrupt, accusing you and Mr. Strzok personally of being bias and 

COMMI1"!'~8 S ENS=TIVP. 

005155-000685 Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000001 



157 
COMMITTEE 8ENS1rIVE 

corrupt . Can you just -- I'd like to give you the opportunity to 

directly respond to anything you think is missing for the record. 

A Excuse me. 

Q Let's go off the record. 

[Recess.] 

BY MS. KIM : 

Q And, again, let me just explain myself. I understand this 

is very emotional. I understand this has been an extraordinarily 

public trial before the IG report even came out, and I am so sorry for 

everything you've gone through. 

I would just like to give you the opportunity to put on the record 

anything that you would like to put on the record because I don •t think 

you've been given that chance. I don't think that's an opportunity 

that people in your position get. 

A No, it's not . This has been obviously the worst year of my 

life. I have unquestionably made mistakes, but those mistakes reflect 

my personal life and having bad judgment. But we have both been 

committed to the defense of this country for our entire careers, both 

of us. 

So we have been caught up in politics, and I understand that that 

happens, and certainly, if I had this to do over again, I wouldn't write 

this shit down in my personal - - in a work-related text message. But 

we have not been treated fairly. 

What matters is our actions. Our personal views, regardless of 

what they are, are irrelevant. What matters is what we do. And over 
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and over and over and over again, there is absolutely nothing that 

anyone can point to to suggest that we ever took any step that was 

inappropriate . And, in fact, with all fairness, you all have my every 

sentiment before you. It's not like we held back in here. 

So if there was something to find, you have every single email 

we have ever exchanged. You have all of these text message$. There 

is nothing to find here. We did a good job on both cases, and we did 

it the way the American people would expect us to do it. 

If you have more questions, you can go . It' s fine. It 's fine. 

Don't worry about the time let's just do it. 

Q Off the record. 

[Recess.] 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q I also want to give you a chance to respond to another 

allegation that was made extremely publicly yesterday. Republicans 

have been making the general point that an affair can be a blackmail 

risk, a national security risk, and have speculated about whether you 

and Mr. Strzok posed a national security risk because of the fact of 

your relationship could be used to coerce or blackmail you. Would you 

like to respond to that allegation? 

A I mean, it is untrue because we have always put our country 

first. And so we are well trained. We can recognize an approach. Any 

attempt at compromise would not have been successful. 

Q And, in fact, there was no such attempt at compromise? 

A No. 
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Q Thank you . 

BY MS. HARIHARAN: 

Q Okay . So let's just go back a little bit to your time with 

the special counsel's investigation just, again, to clarify forthe 

record. You had mentioned you were there for about roughly 45 days. 

As much as you can in this context, you know, generally describe your 

responsibilities on the team would be helpful. 

A Yeah. So they were super fluid because the team didn't 

really exist. It was quite limited at that time. And so my -- I 

think -- I can't say that I had a formal role that was being discussed 

at length sort of if I was going to stay. I was having a number of 

conversations about what role I would take because I didn't necessarily 

want to be a prosecutor again, although that was available to me if 

I wanted to. And I went back and forth on that tooJ frankly. 

But so largely, you know, r brought institutional knowledge with 

me, and I brought who and how the FBI works with me. Obviously, both 

Bob Mueller and Aaron Zebley also had sort of extensive. FBI 

experience, but things change and people change, and sort of the 

gettingthings done at the Bureau piece of things~ having worked 

for the Deputy Director and that's, you know, sort of what I helped 

him do as well . 

I sort of largely played that facilitative role and, again, kind 

of helped bridge the - ► excuse me, bridge the gap and transition between 

what we as a team knew and the evidence that we had gathered to date 

on the collusion investigation and sort of i mparting that knowledge 

to the new special counsel team. 
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Q And in part, is it fair to say that, you know, sinte it had 

just started, no one really knows what they had, so what they needed 

in terms of personnel was still up for grabs? 

A No. I wouldn't say it had just started, right, because it 

had been ongoing at this point for 8 or so months. But, yes, it was 

being consolidated in a way that was actually going to make it more 

efficient in some ways. And at this point, from the beginning of the 

year through the appointment of special counsel, the case had been 

somewhat bifurcated in an attempt to sort of relieve so much 

responsibility, in part, on Pete, because he was a DAO running these 

massive other national security programs and sort of, you know, 

responsible for this investigation, although not so much responsible 

for the day-to-day. 

And so there was an effort to sort of split up the responsibility 

of the Russia collusion investigation from January until the 

appointment of Bob Mueller . And so while that might have lessened the 

workload, it also made for greater inefficiencies becaus.e now you have 

two people lcind of working different targets but needing to sort of 

coordinate. 

And so the point being is I'm not sure I helped necessarily with 

personnel so much as sort of these are the buckets as we see them . These 

are the sort of -- these are the subjects. These are the types of 

crimes. These are the sort of things that we ' re looking at and sort 

of help them stand that up. 

Q So) I mean, so it 's fair to say though that you 
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weren't -- didn 't have like decisionmaking a~thority 

A No. No. 

Q - - because it was still very - - even though it was still very 

fluid? 

A I didn't have decisionmaking authority full stop. 

Q Okay. So part of the reason for asking that is, you know, 

there have been accusations levied against both you and Mr. Strzok that 

your - - the perception of bias in your text messages has affected the 

outcome or - - and infected the Mueller investigation, and we just want 

to give you an opportunity to respond to that. 

A Well, soit didn't. But I think it -- actually an important 

thing to note is that - - and I think it came up yesterday. Although, 

I don't really remember now - - initially Pete was not brought over as 

the senior executive to run the investigation. Another individual 

was, and that was not successful. It was not a good match with 

Mr. Mueller. He did not really have the sufficient 

counterintelligence background to be effective. 

And so in part because I think Pete's superiors wanted him to stay 

in place, wanted him to sort of do his time in that so that he would 

be eligible for the next job and he could sort of move up the career 

ladder, and in part reflecting Pete's own desire, as I sort of talked 

about the ambivalence back and forth, he stayed at the FBI for, I don't 

know, about maybe the first month of the special counsel actually . And 

when the person that they brought over was just determined to not be 

the right fit, everybody resorted back to the logical conclusion, which 
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was to bring Pete back over to the special counsel. 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q Do you know the dates or the approximate dates when you joined 

and left the special counsel's investigation? 

A So, yeah. He - - Mr. Mueller asked me to join on the 18th, so 

18th or 19th-ish. And it was 45 -- I mean, maybe not to the day, but 

to the Friday or the Monday-ish, 45 days from there were my dates, so 

end of June or something like that. 

Q And this may sound like an elementary point, but to your 

knowledge, has the special counsel's investigation had an outcome? 

Has it come to its conclusion? 

A Well, they've had a lot of indictments , but I don't know what 

the outcome is. I don't know what a conclusion looks like, so I'm not 

really -- I can't really speculate as to that answer. 

Q So what would you say to allegations that you or Mr. Strzok 

tainted the outcome of the special counsel's investigation? 

A It hasn't happened yet. 

Q I think that concludes our round of questioning for today. 

Thank you so much. 

A You're welcome. 

Mr. Somers. I think I just want to thank the witness for her 

appearance today. And I also want to - - we' re going to hold this open 

and resume this transcribed interview on Monday. We believe that the 

start time will be 2:00, I think. But we want to keep the transcript 

open and just resume so I don't have to read the preamble all over again. 
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Mr. Jeffress. Can it be understood she has -- she must stop at 

6:00 p.m., so could we start earlier given that or 

Mr. Somers. Let me take that back and see if we can start earlier . 

Ms. Page . Maybe a little bit later, but not 11~00. I can't go 

until 10:00, and I can't go until like 8:00. I'll go but I just -- if 

we can start earlier, that would be better, if possible . 

Mr. Somers . I' 11 take ·that back and see what we can do. Do you 

have a restriction on how early we can start? 

Ms. Page . No. 

Mr-. Somers . I know we can't get the transcript of this until 

Mr. Jeffress. We just want it to exist . We don't need to review 

it. We can start whenever you all want to start. 

Mr. Somers. I'll take that back and see what we can do. 

And I'll just note to the Department, just because the chairman 

asked me to, that he continues to be frustrated by the assertion of 

the -- or not allowing the witness to answer questions about the 

beginnings of the Trump Russia investigation, that he believes it goes 

against the long established position of the House of Representatives 

that in congressional proceedings committees are not required to 

recognize unconstitutional privileges. I just want to note that for 

the record. I'm sure there will be continuing discussions between the. 

chairman and the Department about these objections. 

And with that, we'll stand in recess until Monday at a 

to-be-determined time. 

[Whereupon, at 6:19 p.m. 1 the interview was concluded to be 
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reconvened on Monday July 16, 2018.] 
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Certificate of Deponent/Interviewee 

I have read the foregoing, _ __pages I which contain the correct 

transcript of the answers made by me to the questions therein recorded. 

Witness Name 

Date 
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Mr. Baker . Okay. The time is 1 minute past 11:00 a.m. on 

July 16th, continuing from Friday's session of the transcribed 

interview of former FBI attorney Lisa Page. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. BAKER: 

Q Good morning, Ms. PageJ and thank you for agreeing to come 

back for a second session of questioning . Alot of grol.lnd was covered 

on Friday, so I want to clean up a couple of areas that I had questions 

on. So I might j ump around a little bit. I'm going to try not to be 

repetitive from what you've already answered. 

But I wanted to clarify, at a very basic level, sometimes in the 

media ' s reporting you ' ve been referred to as an FBI agent . In the 

truest sense of the word, as an agent relates to a principal, you are 

an agent of the government. But in FBI parlance, is it correct to say 

that you're not an 1811 series investigator special agent? 

A I am not. 

Q You are, in fact, an attorney and were assigned to the General 

counsel's Office . 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. 

You started to get into a little bit on Friday and you articulated 

the best you could that -- l think you opened the door as to the 

different types of investigations or hOW an investigation is opened. 

It's my understanding there's three basic types of investigations: 

There's an assessment. Then it moves to predicated investigations, 
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where you then have preliminary investigation and you have a full 

investigation. Is that correct? 

A That ' s correct. 

Q And my understanding of the different types of 

investigations is, on one end of the spectrum, it's how that case is 

opened, how maybe credible the information is or how vague the 

information is. And then on the other end of the spectrum, it· s what 

type of investigative techniques can be employed in that type of 

investigation . And --

A I wouldn't agree with respect to the substance of the 

information . It's not whether it's vague or credible or not. It's 

really an assessment -- and, again, I don't have the standards in front 

of me, but each level of, sort of, investigative permission affords 

different levels of tools available. 

And so, to the extent you have more information or to the extent 

the information comes from a particularly credible source, it means 

that you can open a full investigation and - - but really 

the distinctions between - - certainly between a preliminary 

investigation and a full are a little bit of dancing on the head of 

a pin. I mean, these are very, sort of, nuanced, subtle. Any credible 

allegation is sufficient for the FBI to open an investigation and take 

action for -- to sort of generalize broadly. 

Q But the assessment would be kind of the lower, a very 

initial -- the information maybe not even relating to a Violation of 

criminal law or national security; it could be proactively -~ to 
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prevent or to develop i nformation about something the FBI is tasked 

to investigate? 

A That's correct . I don't really want to - - I would hesitate 

to go down this path too carefully because there are multiple different 

types of assessments and different divisions have actually different 

authorities with respect to assessment, and I am by no means an expert 

on that. So without having the DIOG in front of· me, I would not really 

be comfortable --

Q Sure. 

A - - answering specific questions about -­

Q Sure. 

A -- what we can do at what level. 

Q But at a very basic level, the assessment is kind of the lower 

tier. You' re limited in the types of investigative techniques you can 

use in the assessment when you compare that to one of the predicated 

types, either the PI or the full. 

A That ~s correct. 

Q Okay . When you're talking about a PI or a full, I talked 

briefly about, you know, the one standard to open on the one end, and 

then the other end, when you have a PI or a full that's properly opened, 

those are the types of investigations where you can use the more 

sophisticated investigative techniques. Is that correct? 

A They ' re not always sophisticated, but you can use more tools . 

Q Certainly more than you could in the assessment. 

A That's correct. 
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Q And then one of the most sophisticated techniques would be 

a court-ordered Title III or a FISC-ordered FISA? 

A That's correct. 

Q And those techniques, even though they' re authorized by the 

FBI's manual of - - that deals with compliance - - I believe it's 

referred to as the DIOG, domestic investigative operations guidelines, 

even though you're working with a validly opened, predicated 

investigation, when you get to those really extreme, sensitive 

techniques, the ones that are really intrusive, it's not just the FBI 

that decides or somebody in the FBI that decides, hey, we ' re going to 

use this technique. Is t hat correct? 

A That's correct . With respect to both of the two you 

describe, both the Title 3 wiretap and a FISC order, not only do you 

have vast approvals within the FBI itself, both of those tools require 

high-level approval at the Justice Department . And, of course, with 

respect to a FISA order, the Attorney General, the Deputy Attorney 

General, him or herself, has to approve that. 

Q Okay. And then so, not only are there multiple approval 

levels for those type of techniques within the FBI, the Department of 

Justice also has approval requirements for that at the highest levels, 

but also there's court approval required for those. rs t~at not 

correct? 

A Of course. 

Q So it's fair to say that not one person in the FBI decides, 

hey, we're going to do this sophisticated technique, electronic 
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surveillance of some sort, in a vacuum. There are levels outside Fthe 

FBI and even outside the executive branch. 

A That ' s correct . Certainly. the more intrusive the 

technique becomes, the greater supervision over that techniquethat 

the FBI has and the more approval levels, both within and outside the 

Department, will fall. 

Q There are in many places in the FBI, I believe, opportunities 

for people that believe that compliance is not being adhered 

to - - there's many opportunities for people to report compliance 

concerns. And I believe this DIOG that we referenced has specific 

requirements for a supervisor that opens a case, if he's concerned the 

compliance isn't being met, there's opportunities to report if you 

believe that something is not being adhered to, either in the opening, 

the reporting, or the use of techniques in an investigation. Is that 

correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q If you can -- I don't think this would be classified; if it ' s 

not, don't answer -- what is an IDB violation? 

A It's not that it's classified; it ' s that I don't want to 

misspeak. 

Essentially, if there is a compliance violation associated with 

the activity that the FBI conducts while wearing its intelligence 

community hat, so it would presumably be classified, but it would be 

in the conduct of not a criminal investigation but a classified 

investigation, to the extent there's an error, for example, an 
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overproduction, you know, we - - this is just for example's sake: We 

issue a national security letter. We receive back information which 

is beyond that which we· re permitted to obtain pursuant to a national 

security letter. If that were to be uploaded into our, sort of, primary 

database, that would be an overproduction, and that would need to be 

required to the IOB . 

So it doesn ' t necessarily speak to the severity or the nature of 

the compliance incident, but compliance incidents involving the 

activity we conduct on the intelligence side, on the classified side 

of the work we do is reported to the IOB and often to other entities 

depending on whether it pertained to a FISA order or something else. 

Q Thank you. That's very helpful. 

So, outside the confines of any particular investigation, there 

is a mechanism and there are people responsible to receive and look 

into compliance issues . 

A Oh, yes. 

Q Okay. During your employment with the FBI, specifically 

your role with Midterm or the Russia investigation, are you aware of 

any compliance issues that were raised or even to the level of an IOB 

violation? 

A Not during the period of time in which I was on either 

investigation, no . 

Q Had you heard about --

A I have since heard - - can I consult with counsel? I I msorry. 

Q Absolutely. 
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[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Page. Thank you. Upon consultation with FBI counsel, I'm 

either - - I 'm not sure whether the answer would call for a classified 

answer or whether I would be permitted to answer the question fully. 

But I can say, during the period of time that I was involved in both 

the Clinton email investigation and the Russia investigation, I am not 

aware of any compliance incident or event requiring reporting to the 

IOB. 

BY MR. BAKER: 

Q Okay. So, during your tenure or at another time, 

there -- without the specifics of the violation, the mechanismsfor 

reporting compliance issues, including IOB violations, was not 

stymied, stifled --

A Oh, no, no. · They exist. Yes. 

Q Okay. And they would be complied with, as far as you know. 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. The FBI --

A I guess I would note, too, that the Department of Justice 

plays a s ignificant oversight role with respect to what gets reported 

to the IOB or to the FISC. And so, again, i t's not an issue that exists 

solely within the FBI's purview to determine but is often identifi ed 

by the Department of Justice and then the FBI would follow up with an 

IOB or other notification as appropriate. 

Q And would it be correct to say, in addition to that mechanism, 

the FBI has their own internal audits of those techniques. The 
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National Security Law Branch and others, the Inspection Division, 

conducts random inspections of the files that were used to utilize those 

sophisticated techniques. 

A That is correct, yes. 

Q Okay . 

The FBI, by its very motto; "Fidelity, Bravery, Integrity," 

subscribes t o very high ideals. They also have a core value - - a list 

of core values that certainly is not intended to be exhaustive, but 

what they indicate in t he fewest words possible to sort of be the essence 

and the heart of the FBI : rigorous obedience to the Constitution of 

the United States; respect for the dignity of all those we protect; 

compassion, fairness, uncompromising personal integrity and 

institutional integrity; accountability by acceptingresponsibility 

for our actions and decisions and their consequences; leadershipby 

example, both personal and professional. 

Do you believe that everyone, to the best of your knowledge, 

associated with Midyear Exam and the Russian investigation upheld the 

FBI's core values? 

A I think so, yes. 

Q And do you believe based on your experience as an 

attorney -- and your role of an attorney, if I' mnot mistaken, would 

be to advise the i~vestigators and other members of the team on legal 

issues, what they could, what they couldn't do, and potentially 

compliance issues as well . 

A So that is the role of an attorney. I wouldn • t agree that 
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that was necessarily my role, because I was not on the - - as I described, 

I think., on Friday, I was not on the team in the same way that the other, 

sort of, members of the investigative team were. I was really -- I 

was supporting the Deputy Director, so I was, in a way, a liaison between 

the team and, sort of, executive management at the FBI. 

So I wouldn ' t say that my role certainly in any day-to-day 

capacity was to provide legal advice to the team. 

Q So, in your role as a liaison from the Deputy's office to 

the M~dyear team, what was your role as a liaison? Did you attend 

meetings? You relayed information back? 

A I did. Both of those things. As I think I described on 

Friday, part of the value that I tried to add' to the Deputy Director· s 

office was to ensure that he had the most complete information possible 

at all times. And so I definitely stayed abreast of the investigative 

activity. To the extent there were disagreements or frustrations with 

the Department or areas where there might - - where a disagreement or 

ot her issue might ultimately rise to the Deputy Director's level, I 

tried to stay abreast of those as well, keep him sufficiently informed. 

Q And while you were assigned attorney adviser, special 

assistant, what was your title in the Deputy's office as an OGC rep? 

A Counsel or special counsel to the Deputy Director. 

Q Were you -- I mean, you' re answering to the Deputy. You' re 

still a part of OGC technically, though, right? 

A Yes. I am a part of OGC. I'm still a lawyer. I'm still, 

you know, to the extent relevant, covered by the attorney -client 
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privilege. But my role is to support: the Deput.Y Director. But, to 

that end, I was in regular, if not daily, contact with the general 

counsel to sort of ensure that our efforts and information was in sync. 

Q But you're not giving legal advice to the Deputy per se. 

A We· re sort of splitting hairs. I may have been, depending 

on the issue. My role was not necessarily to tell him, this is 

permissible, this is impermissible. That is really what OGC was there 

to do. He might ask me, you know, what do you think, and certainly 

that might result in the conveyance of legal advice. But he has an 

entire division devoted to that type of activity. I was there more 

to help him make decisions and, sort of, apply judgment to what it was 

we were looking at. 

I also, because of the unique position, had a macro view of the 

entire organization. And so I sort of tried to help connect dots that 

may have seemed otherwise disparate but might ultimately have a 

relevance with respect to whatever particular issue was i n front of 

us, not just in the Clinton investigation . 

Q And if something came your way in this assignment that 

related to legal advice, you certainly had the resources of the General 

Counsel's Office to reach out to or to incorporate in a decision on 

whatever the legal issue might be. 

A That's correct. And, in fact, that is what I did. So, to the 

extent - - just as an example, if the Deputy Director was reviewing a 

FISA and he had a question about the sufficiency of the probable cause, 

he might ask me my opinion, and I might give it, but, at the end of 
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the day, it would not stop there . We would return it to the General 

Counsel's Office. He would consult with Mr. Baker or the deputy 

general counsel or whomever had the substantive information hecessary 

and would get the~ sort of, final legal determination from the Office 

of General Counsel. 

Q So the way the General Counsel's Office is set up, it's not 

a lot of general practitioners . It sounds like there's a lot of very 

specific special ists. You have national security law people that 

would know answers to FISA-type questions. You have criminal lawyers 

that would maybe know answers to just general investigative techniques. 

So you would kind of coordinate where a particular question that 

the Deputy might have might be properly referred to in the General 

Counsel's Office. 

A That's exactly right, yes, and to other divisions as well. 

To the extent it was not a legal question that came up but simply, you 

know, the Deputy wants more information about this operational plan, 

I might also reach back into a substantive division to pass that 

information along. 

Q Okay. 

You mentioned in your role as a liaison you would go to a lot of 

meetings , frequent meetings, and report back to the Deputy. Was there 

disagreement, dissension at these meetings on any particular path to 

take, either investigatively or prosecuting? 

We talked a little bit Friday about the decision to or to not 

charge in specific statutes . There was this issue of Mr. Camey 
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drafting this press release and then releasing -- doing the press 

release and then letters to Congress . 

Was there dissension in meetings about any of these controversial 

topics, or was everybody, yes, we agree with this? How did that work? 

A That's a very broad question. If you are talking 

specifically about the Clinton email investigation -­

Q Okay . 

A Is that 

Q For now. 

A Okay. So certainly there are, you know, 8 or 10 of us who 

made up sort of t he core group of people who met with Director Camey . 

There was -- I wouldn't say dissension, but there was the benefit of 

that group and the comfort that we all with each other, and, in fact, 

the kind of culture and environment that Director Comey tried to foster 

absolutely allowed for disagreement, and we were all quite comfortable, 

I think, expressing our views. 

And to the extent somebody said we should take X step and somebody 

disagreed, it was entirely common for that group of individuals to 

openly disagree with one another, to do so in front of the Director, 

in the hopes that the best answer would sort of rise to the top. 

Q And is that how it ultimately was decided? Is that how a 

decision was decided? There was discussion, there was consensus, the 

best decision rose to the top? Was there ever a vote and just simple 

majority 

A This is the FBI . It's not a majority rule. The Director 
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would make an ultimate decision. So, no, I am not aware of anything 

ever being based on majority yote. It ' s the Director's -- he leads 

the organization. He I s the one who'd ultimately be accountable for 

those decisions. 
' 

But the people that I worked with and that group of people who 

would regularly meet with the Director all unquestionably feltfree 

to voice their views. 

Q Do you recall Director Corney ever taking a position that was 

contrary to the consensus of the group? 

A I wouldn't say "consensus." I don't think that that's a fair 

statement. I was not present for the meeting in October when he decided 

to send -- to notify Congress of his decision to reopen theClinton 

email investigation, but I am aware that there was disagreement among 

the team. There was not a consensus that everybody agreed it should 

be done. People had different views about whether we should and 

whether we shouldn • t and the timing of it if we did in the first place . 

And ultimately it was Director Corney's decision to make. 

Q Okay . Thank you . 

BY MR. SOMERS: 

Q Could we back up for a second? Art asked a pretty compound 

question . Was there dissent, disagreement, however you would 

characterize it, with investigative techniques on the Midyear Exam? 

A Investigative techniques? That's a really broadquestion. 

Q Whether a search warrant should be used? 

A Oh. So this was before I was involved in the investigation, 

COMMTTT88 SENS ITIVE 

005155-000708 Document ID: 0.7 .643.5566-000002 



15 
COMMITTEE S8NSIT1VG 

but it· s my understanding -·- it's not a disagreement within the FBI, 

but there were lots and lots and lots of disagreements between the FBI 

and the Department. 

Generally, I can't think of anything in particular that would have 

been FBI -specific with respect to, like, this agent wants to take step 

X and this agent -- somebody else wants to take step Y. 

But, certainly, my understanding is, at the outset of the 

investigation - - again, I was not personally involved, but there was 

a great deal of discussion between the FBI and the Department with 

respect to whether to proceed, obtain the server which housed the bulk 

of Secretary Clinton's emails, pursuant to consent or pursuant to a 

subpoena or other compulsory process. 

Q And was that dissent between the FBI and the Department? 

A That's correct. Yes. 

Q And what was the FBI's preference? 

A To obtain it pursuant to compulsory process. 

Q The server? 

A I'm sorry? 

Q The server? 

A The server~ yes. Sorry. 

Q And how about - - were there any other disagreements between 

the Department and the 

A Oh, my gosh. I mean 

Q -- FBI on investigative techniques? 

A Yes, al l the time. In a vacuum, it's hard to just come up 
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with them off the top of my head. 

Q Was the FBI being told that it couldn't use certain 

investigative techniques by the Department? 

A "It couldn ' t use." Not - - I'm trying to think of specifie 

examples. I'm sorry. Not that -- to the extent there would be a 

disagreement, I don't think it would ever be quite that strident. I 

think it would be the view of the Department that it was strategically 

advantageous. 

Oh. Well, so here is an example. We had -- but this is not about 

the type of process to obtain, b~t there were, I think, months of 

disagreement with respect to obtaining the Mills and Samuelson laptops. 

So Heather Mills and - - Cheryl Mills and Heather Samuelson were 

both lawyers who engaged in the sorting. Once it had been identified 

that Secretary Clinton had these emails - - I'm guessing it's pursuant 

to the FOIA request, but I don't really know -- she -- well, our 

understanding is that she asked her two lawyers to take the bulk of 

the 60,000 emails and to sort out those which were work -related from 

those which were personal and to produce the work-related ones to the 

State Department. 

They did so. That 30,000 is sort of the bulk of the emails that 

we relied on in order to conduct the investigation, although we found 

other emails a jillion other places. 

We, the FBI, felt very strongly that we had to acquire and attempt 

to review the content of the Mills and Samuelson laptops because, to 

the extent the other 30,000 existed anywhere, that is the best place 
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that they may have existed. And notwithstanding the fact thatthey 

had been deleted, you know, we wanted at least to take a shot at using, 

you know, forensic recovery tools in order to try to ensure that, in 

fact, the sorting that occurred between - - or by Mills and Samuelson 

was done correctly and --

Q Sorry. 

A No, that's okay. 

Q It was -- is that -- for lack of a better term, is it usual 

to rely on the target of an investigation to provide evidence against 

the target? 

A Well, that happens. That's not uncommon. I mean, in 

white-collar cases in particular, issuing subpoenas to the target, even 

though~- particul_arly if it's, like, a corporate target, that's 

certainly a way to do it. 

You're misunderstanding a little bit, though, because that sort 

and all of that activity took place before there was a criminal 

investigation. So that activity is what -·- the testimony that we 

received, the, sort of, evidence we received, is that the State 

Department reaches out to Secretary Clinton When they distover, "We 

don't have your emails on a State Department system. Do yo_u have your 

emails?" And the answer is, "Yes." And the State Department, rather 

thau the State Department itself conducting that analysis of whether 

or not there was -- or whether these emails were work-related or not, 

deferred to Secretary Clinton to do that. 

So this long precedes any FBI investigation or any FBI 
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involvement. 

BY MR . BREITENBACH: 

Q But didn't you say that months went by before you made the 

determination as to whether to access those laptops -­

A No . I'm sorry. 

Q -- though consent or through -­

A Yes. 

Q -- compulsory process? 

A But that's - - so we have to - - we' re. talking about two 

different events here. 

Back in 2013 -- I don't remember whe.n - - this is before there was 

any FBI investigation. When there is first an inquiry by the State 

Department into why do we have no Secretary Clinton emails that go to 

Secretary Clinton herself, that precipitates Mills and Samuelson 

conducting this sorting activity and producing to the State Department, 

here are the emails which are work-related . Produce them to FOIA, 

produce them to Congress, wherever they went . I have no idea. We had 

nothing to do with this - - we, the FBI. 

Skip ahead to February/March of 2016, right? The criminal 

investigation has now been open for 6 or 7 months. We discover 

that -- we discover these facts, right? These facts were not known 

to us . We don't know how she first did the sorting for the State 

Department. We discover these facts. 

We go to the Department and say: We need to get these laptops. 

We need to try to get in them and review them and see if., in fact, there 
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are other emails which either are work-related or, potentially - - what 

we were really looking for - - other emails which would speak to, you 

know, give some indicia of her intent with respect to why she set up 

this server and whether it was intended to mishandle classified and 

al l of that. 

That back ~and-forth starting February/March-ish of 2016 and 

going through, I'd say, June of 2016 is the disagreement I was referring 

to. So that's a disagreement between us, the FBI, and the DOJ with 

respect to why we needed to get these laptops and how to get these 

laptops. 

And what the FBI believed - - and there's copious texts about this 

because it was a, sort of, ongoing argument - - was that we had to at 

least attempt to get them. Even if we were unsuccessful, even if a 

court determined that they were attorney-client work product or opinion 

work product, which is what the Department was concerned about, we 

couldn't credibly close the investigation without having tried to get 

into these laptops and to have reviewed - - see if any additional emails 

could be recovered and to question Mills and Samuelson about how they 

engaged in that sort in order to see whether it seemed righteous and, 

you know, proper or whether there was anything, kind of, nefarious or 

questionable about it. 

The Department's view for months was that we would not be able 

to get into tnem, a court would not, sort of; grant us access, so we 

shouldn't bother trying . And that was a source of - - I wouldn't say 

constant conflict but regular conflict every time it came up. Because. 
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quite early on we started pushing the Department to reach out to Mills' 

lawyer and - - Mills and Samuelson· s lawyer to sort of start the process 

of trying to get into these laptops, and the Department was very 

reluctant to do so for the reasons that I've described. 

Q So you had the opportunity, then, conceivably, to execute 

a search warrant -- if you're using the timetable you had 

mentioned - - back in February of '2016 . You could have executed a 

search warrant and obtained those --

A Well, not without the Department, right? The Department has to 

we cannot on our own, the FBI cannot execute a .search warrant 

without approval from the Justice Department. 

Q So was the Department pushing back on obtaining compulsory 

process to obtain those laptops? Because months, you say, go by. I 

mean, in your timetable from February to June, what is that - -

A Ish. Let me just be --

Q -- 4 to 5 months? Four or 5 months passes before you are 

able to gain acces-s to those laptops. 

A To the best of my recollection, yes. It's either February or 

March. I just want to put a little bit of hedge in it, because I'm not 

100-percent certain. 

But I know that the conversations about whether to obtain the 

laptops and how to obtain the laptops is one that is ongoing. It is 

one that ultimately rises to the head of the OEO, the Office of 

Enforcement Operations, which is the unit at the Justice Department 

who would have to approve a warrant on a lawyer -- because, of course, 
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these were all lawyer laptops. It rose to that individual , it rose 

to George Toscas, over t he course of this 3 months or so . 

But, yes, there was an ongoing disagreement about whether there 

was utility to obtain the laptops and, if so, how to obtain them. 

Q So> in your exper ience, what may happen wnen a subject of 

an investigation is aware that the FBI is attempting to obtain evidence 

yet the FBI does not obtain it and months pass? What are the 

possibilities? 

A Obviously, there's the risk of destruction of evidence. I 

will note, however, that it ' s my recollection that those laptops had 

been sequestered by Mills and Samuelson's lawyer. So it's not - - I 

don ' t believe that they were in the possession of Mills and Samuelson 

once we, sort of, started raising this question with the Department . 

It ' s my recollection that the Department informed Mills and Samuelson ' s 

lawyer that we had an interest in these and that she took possession 

of them. 

Q So destruction of ·evidence. Can you imagine any other 

possibilities if you fail to obtain the evidence and the subject is 

aware of it? 

Ms. Jeffress. I'm not sure what the question is. 

Ms . Page. YeahJ I'm not sure. I ;m sorry. 

BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

Q Any other possibilities in the -- in terms of a subject being 

aware that evidence is attempting to be obtained by the FBI yetthe 

FBI does not obtain that compulsory. 
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A I think destruction of evidence is the big one. 

Q And you were never aware that destruction of evidence 

occurred? 

A Not to my knowledge, no . 

Q Thank you. 

BY MR. SOMERS: 

Q Okay. Then the second part of Art's question was 

disagreement about prosecutive techniques between the FBl and DOJ. 

Were there any disagreements about techniques for prosecution? 

A No, because hobody thought that the evidence could sustain 

a prosec,ution. So - -

Q What about, sort of - - I guess, what about impaneling a grand 

jury? Was there disagreement about whether a grand jury should be 

impaneled? 

A A grand jury was impaneled . 

Q But was there disagreement prior to the impaneling about 

timing? 

A Oh . I'm not aware. 

Q What about discussion about the statutes that should be 

charged or could be charged? 

A No, I don't think so. I mean, it was always fairly 

self-evident that we were looking at mishandling statutes. And, 

again, the evidence was just never there to sufficiently support, 

really, a prosecution. I mean, I think they even looked at Federal 

Records Act violations they, meaning the Department -- and there 
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was never sufficient evidence to support any criminal prosecution under 

any statute. 

Mr. Breitenbach. Was a grand jury impaneled for the purposes of 

the email investigation? 

Ms. Page. Yes. That•s my understanding. 

Mr. Breitenbach. Okay. 

Ms. Page. I'm sorry. Can I consult with counsel for a second? 

Mr . Breite.nbach. Yes. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Page. Sorry . 

Mr . Breitenbach. Are you aware. of whether evidence was ever 

presented to the grand jury in terms of adjudicating a decision? 

Ms. Page. Well, wait. "In terms of adjudicating adecision . " 

Are you --

Ms . Bessee. Can I address? 

So I will instruct her not to answer any questions that go into 

the process of the grand jury. 

He can rephrase the question, but if it goes into the process of 

the grand jury, you will not be able to answer. 

Ms. Page . Well, why don't I answer -- I can't speak to whether 

any - - what activity was conducted before the grand jury. I can answer 

that no case was presented to the grand jury because that would have 

been an abuse of the grand jury. 

The Department is required to at least believe that you have 

probable cause in order -- probable cause that a crime has been 
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committed . I'm sorry, that's not true. The Department's rules 

require that to present a case before the grand jury you have to have 

a reasonable belief that the case can be proven beyond a reasonable 

doubt. And we did not have that belief with respect to the Clinton 

email investigation . 

And so we would not have put the case before the grand jury, 

essenti ally presented all of the evidence that we had collected to date, 

because, it's my I assessment -- although, again, this is just me, 

personally, talking based on my prior experience as a prosecutor, not 

with respect to what was conducted in this investigation . But it's 

my assessment that that would've been an inappropriate use of grand 

jury, because the prosecutors putting in that evidence would not have 

believed that there was a crime to be charged. 

Does that make sense? That was a little bit tortured. 

BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

Q Yes. But, as the FBI, did you make a recommendation or not 

as to whether to present it to a grand jury? 

A I don ' t know. 

Q So it would've been the Department --

A So let me clarify one thing. The grand jury was used to 

obtain evidence. Right? So there are certain things, for example, 

like a subpoena of records, which would require the impaneling ofa 

grand jury and using tools before the grand ·jury in order to obtain 

evidence. That occurred. 

I am not, both substantively and also on advice of FBI counsel, 
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in a position to discuss what type of evidence was obtained by the grand 

j ury . 

What I can say is t hat I do not believe there was ever any 

disagreement with respect to whether we needed to ask the grand j ury 

to return an indictment. It would have been inappropriate to have 

presented all of the evidence collected, whether by grand jury subpoena 

or any other tool -- consent, search warrants, testimony, you know, 

of other witness, interviews of witnesses. It would not have been 

appropriate to ask the grand jurors to return an indictment or to review 

the weight of the evidence where we did not believe that that case was 

prosecutable. 

Q But was that the FBI 's decision to make? 

A No, it was the Department's decision to make. It was the 

decision made by the Department. 

Q At the end of the day, you' re saying it was the decision of 

the Department 

A Yes. 

Q -- prosecutors not to present this to the grand jury for an 

indictment. 

A That is correct, yes. 

Q Thank you. 

BY MR. PARMITER: 

Q Can I ask a couple of additional questions regarding, sort 

of, the internal discussions and what was discussed? 

Was there ever, in your experience, any discussion at any of the 
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meetings involving Midyear about whether the act of setting up the 

server itself was problematic or whether that showed any level of 

intent? 

A I don ' t know. 

Q But you were never - - you never experienced anything like 

that. 

A I don't recall being present for a conversation like that . 

But, also, to the extent it may have occurred -- this investigation 

was opened in July of 2015 . I don't become involved in it until 

February of 2016 . So, to the extent there were questions about that, 

they may have been resolved before I was involved. 

Q Okay . 

How often, in your experience, does the FBI Director or the Deputy 

Director. in the course of their ordinary duties access or review or, 

you know, have dealings with classified information? 

A Every single day. 

Q Every day. Okay . So what - - by being on a private server, 

would you agree classified information is not in its proper place? 

A By being on any unclassified system, whether private or 

government, classified information should not have traversed it . 

That's correct. 

Q So, gi ven your answers to both of those questions, do you 

think that, you know, assuming the Deputy Director or the Director had 

set up a private server of their own, just hypothetically, to, you know, 

transact government business, all of their business, would you say it 
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would be inevitable that classified information would pass over that 

server? 

A No, sir. So, at the FBI and at the State Department, we have 

three separate systems for each le,vel of classification. So whether 

that system existed at the State Department or whether it existed on 

somebody's private server, inevitably if there was -- if it was 

somebody's private server, lots of unclassified government business 

would traverse that system in the same way it does for, you know, the 

FBI's unclassified system or the State Department's unclassified 

system, but there's nothing inevitable about whether or if classified 

information would traverse that unclassified system. 

That certainly may happen occasionally on the FBI system, on an 

unclassified FBI-run system. It's called a spill. It's an 

inadvertent, sort of, passage of classified information on a system 

in which it doesn't belong. But the same is true if you're dealing 

with Top Secret information and it traverses the Secret side; that's 

also a spill. 

So it's sort of indistinguishable whether the system itself is 

classified or unclassified, only in that it's not authorized to handle 

classified information. 

Q So would you - - so, okay. So is your answer is that if, you 

know, a Cabinet Secretary or the. FBI Director was using a private server 

to conduct all of their business that it's not inevitable that 

classified information would pass through that server? 

A If they were using it to conduct every single thing they did. 
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But it's not -- my understanding is that the Secret side was used for 

Secret business and the TS side was used for TS business. So if every 

single thing they did --

Q That's at the FBI, though, correct? 

A Even at the State Department, it's my understanding. I 

mean, it was a much more cumbersome system, in part because the 

principals are constantly all over the world so the access to these 

other classified systems is less readily available and so it's, sort 

of, more cumbersome, it 's, sort of, harder. 

But if the question is, if every single thing that the FBI 

Director -- if all of the FBI Director ' s business was conducted on an 

unclassified system, whether FBI-run or privately run, then, yes, it 

is true, there would be classified information there. 

But those facts as you presented them are not my understanding 

of what occurred, obviously, either at the FBI or at the State 

Department. 

Mr. Meadows. Can I ask one clarifying question, Lisa? 

It appears, based on documents that we have, that there was a 

conscious decision in the MYE to go down one avenue in terms of 

prose.cution or potential prosecution, and that is with the retention 

of classified information on a private server, not the disclosure of 

rlassified information. 

And, based on the documents we have, it looks like everybody 

focused on the retention but no one ever pursued the disclosure. Why 

was that made? 
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Ms. Page. I 

Mr. Meadows. And would you agree with that characterization? 

Ms. Page. I'm not positive. That's the thing that I hesitated 

about. So I'm not sure that I - - those were really activities that 

would have been handled at a lower level than I was involved in. These 

would have been the discussions - -

Mr. Meadows . Right. In most of the documents, the caselaw that 

they were looking at only dealt with retention, which, actually, 

disclosure is a bigger deal from a national security threat. And yet 

it didn't appear that anybody looked at that, based on the documents 

we've reviewed. 

Ms. Page. So my guess -- and this is -- I'm speculating here just 

based on my knowledge of what the statutes require - - is that disclosure 

requires intent. And so, particularly when we charge disclosur-e 

cases, it's often in the context, for example, of a media leak. Right? 

It's somebody who had possession of the information and disclosed it 

to somebody who was not authorized to have it. That's what those 

disclosure cases look like. 

And what was occurring on Secretary Clinton's server is all' people 

who were r.ighteously entitled to the information and who had a need 

to know it and who were using that information in the execution of their 

duties, but it was occurring on a system that wasn't appropriate for 

it. So I think that's why the focus was on retention. 

Mr. Meadows. And one more, and then I ' ll yield back. 

we have information from the inspector general of the 
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intelligence community thatJ I guess, initiated this entire 

investigation -- they were the ones that came before you -- that there 

were anomalies that would suggest that there was copies of every email 

going to a third party. 

And I know you heard that in the hearing the other day J but we've 

had substantial conversations with them. Is this news toyou today? 

Ms . Page . It is . When I heard it in the hearing, it was - - maybe 

I had heard it one other time just with respect to, like, news things, 

but it was completely baffling to me. 

Mr. Meadows. Yeah . So --

Ms. Page. I don't understand at all what that's a reference to. 

I do know that we gave the server - - again, I'm not a technical person, 

so this is going to be a little bit tortured here --

Mr. Meadows. Right . 

Ms. Page . but that we took exhaustive efforts to look at 

whether there were any other intrusions, whether there was 

any exfiltration --

Mr. Meadows. And you're saying they found none. 

Ms. Page. Correct -- whether there was any exfiltration of data 

and 

Mr . Meadows . Well, we know that some -- but it was basically in 

the IG's report on how that came to pass. 

So, r guess, why would the investigative team not have had 

multiple interviews with who brought it to the FBI's 

attention originally? 
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Ms. Page. I 

Mr. Meadows . Because, according to the IG, you never interviewed 

him and never interviewed them other than the initial conversation that 

brought it . Why would that have --

Ms . Page. So I can't speak to that, because I don ' t know whether 

he -- I'm relying on your representation that he was not interviewed, 

but I also don't know whether he ever came to the FBI during the pendency 

of the investigation and provided that allegation . If he had --

Mr. Meadows. Well, that was the whole reason it was opened up, 

is my understanding, was him coming. They get it, they come to the 

FBI. And so you're saying that ' s not the case? 

Ms. Page. I don 1 t -- I am really tryi ng --

Mr. Meadows. Or that 's not your understanding? 

Ms. Page. That' s not my understanding . 

Mr. Meadows. So how did this whole MYE start if it wasn't from 

t he 

Ms. Page. No, no . 

Mr. Meadows . - - inspector 

Ms . Page. So my understanding - - and this i s - - I am way out on 

a limb here, because this is not stuff I was involved in . But my 

understanding is that the IC IG did refer the existence of the server 

to the FBI, but that was because of the existence of classified 

information on that server, not because of any anomalous activity, not 

because of potential intrusion activity . Because it's not my 

understanding that the IC IG conducted any sort of forensic analysis 
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like that. 

My understanding is that, once it was made evident during the 

course of, I think, the FOIA production or maybe the production to 

Congress that there was some classified information which existed on 

a private email server, it got referred to the IC IG for those purposes, 

not related to intrusive activity . 

Mr. Meadows . So what you're telling me, it would surprise you 

to know today that, if there were anomalies, that the inspector 

general's forensic team found those before it was referred to the FBI? 

Ms. Page. That's correct. I'm not sure --

Mr. Meadows. Would that - - if that is indeed the fact, would that 

be a major concern to you? 

Ms. Page . It would be a concern that we didn ' t know that or that 

that wasn't part of what they told us when they made the referral, but 

less so, sir, honestly because our forensic investigators are so 

phenomenal that, notwithstanding whatever the IC IG may or may not have 

conveyed, I know we looked extensively at this question. 

Because that was a serious question. And to the extent that a 

f oreign government or even a criminal outlet had had access to Secretary 

Clinton· s private email server, that would have been something we cared 

very much about . And it I s my understanding that there was no evidence 

that would have supported that kind of conclusion. 

Mr. Meadows. I yield back . 

BY MR. BAKER: 

Q Regardless of how phenomenal forensic investigators might 
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be, is it still possible that an extremely sophisticated foreign 

intelligence service could penetrate a server, could extract 

documents, could do a number of things without leaving a single forens i c 

footprint? 

A It's pretty -- I mean, everything is possible, but it's 

unlikely . I think Friday's indictments are revelatory of that . You 

don ' t get be.tter than the GRU, and yet we have identified by name the 

people involved in theDNC hacking. so I think it's quite unlikely. 

Q Okay. 

Are you - - fol l owing up on what t he Congressman was saying , are 

you familiar with a private entity, privately financed, using private 

forensic resources, for lack of a better word, went looking for some 

of the emails from Secretary Clinton's server, her networ k, and, i n 

fact, found at least one document on a foreign server? 

A I don't know what you ' re referring to, no. 

Q Okay. 

Mr . Breitenbach . We were produced information inctiectting that 

Mr . Strzok had indicated in an email that at least one Secret email 

was accessed by a foreign party. Are you aware of that? 

Ms. Page . That may be true . I'm ·just not personally aware of 

that . 

BY MR. PARMITER; 

Q I believe on Fri day, i n discussing the statute that you wer e 

discussing, I believe, with Congressman Ratcliffe -- it was 793(f) of 

Title 18 -- you had said that that statute was deemed by DOJ to be 
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unconstitutionally vague. Is that correct? 

A No. The ~gross negligence" that -- the "gross negligence" 

standard in 793(f), it was their assessment that it was 

unconstitutionally vague, yes. 

Q Were you involved in discussions about, you know, its 

vagueness? 

A I don't believe I was, no . 

Q Do you have any idea of why they believed it was 

unconstitutionally vague? 

A I mean, I presume they looked at caselaw in which it had been 

applied . I really don't know. I mean, I'm -- I am confident that it 

was based on their own, sort of, research in consultation with others, 

but I don't have personal knowledge about what the Department did in 

order to come to that conclusion. 

Q Okay. 

Speaking of - - so did you do or did the OGC do their own evaluation 

of the statute, or did you just r ely on DOJ ' s assessment? 

A I don't know. I did not . 

Q Okay . 

A I can tell you that. 

Q Speaking of caselaw, are you aware whether or not that 

statute has been used in military prosecutions or the frequency with 

which it was used in civilian prosecutions? I know you had said once 

in 99 years, but 

A I trink that there -- this i s straining my memory now, but 
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I think that there may have been one UCMJ, Uniform Court of Military 

Justice 

Q Code of --

A - - Code of Military Justice - - thank you -- one UCMJ case in 

which it was charged, but, again, if my memory serves -- so I may get 

this wrong, but if my memory serves, the defendant in that case had 

actually engaged in far more nefarious and suspicious activity, and 

so it was a plea down to that, right? So if you ' re pleading to 

something, then you don't really need to worry about - - I mean, if it's 

unconstitutional, it's still unconstitutional. 

But it was not the case -- again, my recollection is that it was 

somebody who had a hoard of classified information and then, when 

confronted, tried to destroy the classified information -- sortof, 

again, the indicia of knowledge and criminal intent that you will 

sometimes see. 

So, if I ' m not mistaken, there was one UCMJ case, but I think 

that ' s it. 

Q So, speaking of a hoard of classified information, do you 

mean information that had been - - that was hard copies of physical 

documents? 

A Hard copies and I think even, like -- if I'm remembering 

right, and I could be mixing this up with another case, but, like, a 

thumb drive of classified information that they were notauthorized 

to have. So both hard copy and digital classified documents. 

Q Do you believe - -
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[Phone ringing.] 

Ms. Page. Go ahead, please. 

BY MR. PARMITER: 

Q Just, you know, your own perspective on this, do you believe 

that what would be more vulnerable, classified material on a 

computer server where it's not supposed to be or hard copies of 

classified material at someone's house? 

A Well, if you're talking about more vulnerable to a cyber 

attack, then obviously you need a computer in order for that to occur. 

Q Ok~y. 

Do you -- sort of, going further down the line of, you know, 

whether 793(f) in particular and the ngross negligence" standard in 

particular are unconstitutionally vague, I mean, do you think that DOJ 

views that as sort of a dead statute that won't be charged anymore? 

A I do. 

Q Are you aware whether or not --

A I- mean, just the "gross negligence" part of it. I don't have it 

in front of me to - - but - - and, as I said last week, I'm by no means an 

expert . 

Thank you. Go ahead. 

Q So are you aware of whether or not the Bureau ever sought 

or obtained any sort of compulsory process, whether it's a search 

warrant or something else, on the basis of 793(f) in particular? 

A I think so, but that would not have to have been the "gross 

negligence'' prong. I think they could have relied on the second prong 
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of 

Q On (f)2 right there -­

A Right. 

Q -- as opposed to (f)l? 

A Yeah. And, again, I don't know what basis -- I shouldn ' t 

have answered that question. I am speaking out of turn. I do not know 

what statutes were alleged to the extent the Department sought 

compulsory process. I have no idea, so I shouldn't answer that. 

Q Okay. 

BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

Q If we were to tell you, though, that the search warrant was 

predicated on 793, is that something that would be normal, to base a 

search warrant and predicate a search warrant on a statute thatthe 

Bureau is being told is unconstitutional? 

A You're misunderstanding. So 793(f) has two parts to it. 

The second part - - so the first is, okay, whoever be-ihg entrusted with 

having lawful possession or control of any document relating to the 

national defense, one, through gross negligence permits it to be 

removed or, two, having knowledge of the same, that it has been 

illegally removed, shall be fined -- blah, blah, blah, blah, blah. 

So there would be nothing inappropriate for them to rely on the 

second prong of 793(f), which is regularly charged and is a perfectly 

common statute with respect to mishandling cases . There would be 

nothing inappropriate with respect to relying on the second prong of 

793(f) , in my view . 
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Q What are some of the factors that might rise to the level 

of "gross negligence," in your opinion? 

A I don't know. I have done absolutely no research or review 

of this. I'm not in a position to answer that. 

Q Did Mr . McCabe ever ask you that as his lawyer? 

A He did not . 

Q Do you know whether Mr. Baker ever conducted any independent 

analysis on the factors that might have met a "gross negligence" charge? 

A I don't know . 

But, at the end of the day, this is the Department's 

determination. I mean, it is up to the Department to determine whether 

or not we have sufficient evidence to charge a case. So, even 

hypothetically, to the extent the FBI thought, you know, we have 

infinite evidence to support charge A, if the Departmentdisagrees, 

the Department is going to have the final determination because they 

are the prosecutors. So - -

Q But if the FBI is not aware of the particular factors that 

might be available in meeting that standard, then how would it know 

whether to recommend to the Department to obtain any type of prosecution 

based on that standard? 

A I mean, the FBI has to -- necessarily has to rely on the 

Department's assessment of what's legally supportable under the law . 

So there ' s nothing inappropriate about that sort of reliance. 

I'm not saying that no research was conducted . I'm saying that 

I persona1ly didn't do any. And to the extent it was conducted, I'm 
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just not aware of it as I sit here today . 

Mr. Meadows. So let me ask you a clarifying question. Because 

I think this was an unusual case where Loretta Lynch, the AG, said that 

she was going to be independent of it and that she was going to leave 

it up to the FBI. 

So, if you did no research and from a "grossly negligent" 

standpoint, how would you make the decision to prosecute or not if she 

was being independent of that? 

Ms. Page. So, sir, I think that what she said was that she was 

going to leave it up to the career prosecutors , not up to the FBI. So, 

when she did her, kind of, half-recusal, she said that she was going 

to defer to the recommendations of the career prosecutors in the case. 

Mr. Meadows. So what you' re saying is that she halfway recused 

herself but not really because there was other DOJ officials that were 

weighing in on that? 

Ms. Page. I'm sorry, I should have been more clear. I can't 

speak to the recusal and whether it was appropriate or inappropriate 

or necessary --

Mr . Meadows. No, but your characterization -­

Ms. Page. Oh, okay. 

Mr . Meadows. And I agree it's a half~ recusal. Because, at this 

point -- so are you saying that it was prosecutors at DOJ that made 

the decision on the "grossly negligent'' versus "extremely careless" 

narrative? 

Ms. Page. No . 
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Mr. Meadows. Or was that the FBI? 

Ms. Page. No, no, no. So, I'm sorry, I understand your question 

now. 

With respect to whether a charge could be sustained under the 

"gross negligence" statute, that's a determination made by the 

Department. 

With l"espect to Mr. Camey's July 5th statement, when he -- in his 

first draft of the statement back in May, he used the word ugross 

negligence." I don't know whether he used it intending to rely on its 

legal definition or not. 

With respect to the statement, we~ the FBI, felt like it would 

be confusing and misleading to use the word "gross negligence" when 

the information that we had received from the Department was that there 

was no charge sustainable under the "gross negligence" statute. And 

so we, the FBI, omitted the ugross negligenceh words in his press 

conference statement and moved up the paragraph that already contained 

the ''extremely careless" language into a different spot in his speech. 

Mr. Meadows. So, Lisa, why would you change that within 2 days 

of - - you know, you admitted the other day, on I think it was May the 

4th, where you said now there was real pressure to get the politics 

out of it. And then we know within days that it was changed in what 

we call the exoneration letter. So why would that have changed at that 

particular point? Do you see how it looks bad? 

Ms. Page. I do . But -- so it's the - - that 1 s just when we 

had -- we, the whole team, had received the draft. Right? So the 
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Director -- and I don't remember the exact date --

Mr. Meadows . But you received the draft before the text message 

that says, oh, my gosh, now he's the nominee . And so you had actually 

received it . We've got documents - -

Ms. Page . Is that right? I just don't remember the dates 

exactly, sir. 

Mr. Meadows. And so receiving - - it was not after that . You got 

that, and then all of a sudden within 48 hours it's changed. And as 

a reasonable person, you look, well, there's this statement and then 

all of a ·sudden it was changed . And you' re saying that that had nothing 

to do with it? 

Ms. Page. Yeah, I don't -- I'm not sure I'm totally following 

you, sir. I ' m sorry . 

Mr . Meadows . Okay . Well, I ' ll be clear -­

Ms . Page. I 1 m sorry. 

Mr. Meadows. because I want you to follow . 

Ms. Page. Yeah, yeah, yeah . 

Mr. Meadows. And you know that I've appreciated your willingness 

to help. 

When you said that we had to get politics out of it and you 

changed --

Ms . Page. The pressure. I think what I said was that -­

Mr. Meadows. -- the pressure ramped up. 

Ms. Page . now that it was a two-person race - - I ' m going to 

try to find the text itself. But now that it was a two-person race, 
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the pressure to finish it had sort of increased . 

Mr. Meadows. Right. So the memo was May 2nd. 

Ms. Page . Okay. 

Mr. Meadows. Your text message that we've got to clear this up 

was May 4. 

Ms. Page. Okay. 

Mr. Meadows. And then we know it was changed by May 6. And 

that's a real problematic timeframe that would indicate that all of 

a sudden we've got to get this cloud from over, you know -- -

Ms. Page . Oh, I see. 

Mr. Meadows. -- Hillary Clinton and we better change - "" and it's 

just -- it looks suspicious. 

Ms. Page. I see what you'resaying, sir. I don't know if this 

is reassuring at all, but the decision to change the statement, to omit 

the "gross negligence" language from the statement, was actually not 

either me or Pete ' s recommendation. It was another lawyer. I don' t 

know if this is any consolation, but --

Mr. Meadows. Yeah. We've got the e111ail chains. So who was the 

other lawyer? 

Ms . Page. I'm - -

Mr. Meadows. That's a closed case. You should be able to tell 

us. 

Ms. Page. I have been told by the FBI that people, other than 

myself, who are GS-15s, we're not, sort of, providing that. 

Mr. Meadows. So you' re saying this is someone lower than a GS-15 
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that made that kind of decision? 

Ms. Page. Well, it's not a decision; it's just legal advice, 

right? So there were a group of us --

Mr. Meadows . You're saying someone lower than a GS-15 make a 

legal decision 

Ms. Page. No. It was a GS-15. It's not lower than. It was a 

GS-15. So we had received --

Mr . Meadows. So was it ? 

Ms. Page. We had received the draft of the statement. A group 

of us had gotten together in order to consolidate our comments so that 

we were not providing back to the chief of staff to the Director four 

separate drafts that they had to now reconcile. 

Mr . Meadows . Right . 

Ms. Page . So the four of us got together. We were sort of 

reviewing it, sort of, step by step . And the recommendation was : I 

don't think that we should use this phrase , "gross negligence,·• because 

it has an actual legal term. 

And it was our collective understanding that the Department did 

not think that - - and we agreed - - that there was not sufficient evidence 

to support both "gross negligence" and that, more importantly, it was 

not a sustainable statute because it was unconstitutionally vague and 

never charged. 

And so weJ really, sort of, as a collective but on recommendation 

of counsel, removed that language and moved up the "extremely careless" 

paragraph. 
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Mr. Ratcliffe. Ms. Page, l et me ask you a question . How well 

do you know Jim Comey? 

Ms. Page . How well do I know Jim Corney? 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Yeah . 

Ms. Page. I mean, he's not my personal friend, but I've been in 

a lot of meetings with him . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Did any of the other folks that you're 

referencing in connection with making the change have more 

prosecutorial experience than Jim Corney? 

Ms. Page. No. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . As someone that knows Jim Corney, i s he a person 

that chooses his words carefully? 

Ms . Page. He is, yeah. But I - -

Mr. Ratcliff'e . Would he throw around a term like ''gross 

negligence" not really meaning gross negligence? 

Ms. Page . In this case, I actually think so, sir, but only 

because it• s a .term that obviously he was familiar with in the statute, 

but as DAG I am certain he would not have ever seen such a case. And 

the truth of the matter is 793(f) is not necessarily a particularly 

controversial statute; it's one that's used with some regularity. And 

so I'm not sure, as I sit here today, how familiar with the detail and 

the specifics of 793(f) he would have been . 

So my guess is he's trying to use a term that makes sense, that 

has sort of a commonsense feel to it, which "gross negligence" does 

and obviously appears in the statute. But it was sort of our assessment 
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that to use that phrase, because it does have a legal meaning, but then 

to not charge gross negligence, as we knew it was not supportable, would 

just be confusing . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. But you knew it was not supportable because the 

Department of Justice told you that it wouldn't be supportabl e . 

Ms. Page. That's correct, sir . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. So you accepted that as the basis for which you 

wanted to make that change? 

Ms. Page. That's correct . 

Mr. Meadows. I think we're out of time, but one last question 

real quickly. 

So you made that determination without having interviewed the 

last 17 witnesses and Ms. Clinton? 

Ms. Page. Yes, sir, because the legal determination wouldn 't 

have been affected by the factual - - the facts, sort of, that may hav~ 

come out of those investigations, right? 

So let's assume things are going swimmingly and, in fact, all 17 

of those witnesses admit, "We did it, it was on purpose, we totally 

wanted to mishandle classified information," gross negligencewould 

still have been off the table because of the Department's assessment 

that it was vague . We would have other crimes to now charge, but gross 

negligence would not have been among them. 

Mr. Meadows. Thank you. 

[Recess.] 
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[12:10 p.m.] 

Ms. Kim . We'll go back on the record. The time is 12:10. 

Thank you for being here, MS. Page. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q Where you left off that discussion with Mr. Meadow>, I just 

want to read you back testimony that you gave last week and see if that 

is responsive to the question. 

So you said it was the FBI team's understanding that, quote, "we 

neither had sufficient evidence to charge gross negligence nor had it 

ever been done because the Department viewed it as constitutionally 

vague •. " 

Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q And so you said that: When we saw the term gross negligence 

in the Director ' s statements, we were concerned that it would be 

confusing to leave it in there because it was our understanding that 

we did not have sufficient evidence nor the sort of constitutional basis 

to charge gross negligence. 

Is that correct? 

A correct. 

Q And so you said what you actually did was you didn't change 

the language. You - - and this is me directly quoting you . "We didn' t 

actually change gross negligence to extremely careless. We removed 

the gross negligence language. 11 
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Extremely careless had already appeared in that draft, so it was 

Director Camey's language, was it not? 

A That's correct. 

Q And we moved that draft up earlier - - we moved that paragraph 

earlier in the draft. 

So it was not a substitution.. It was simply an omission of the 

phrase gross negligence because the legal team believed it would be 

confusing. 

Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Thank you. 

Ms . Page, there have been some other representations made about 

your testimony last week already in the press. 

I think one representation that has been made to the press is that 

there was an inconsistency in the way that you read a text versus the 

way that Mr. Strzok explained the text. 

I would like to read your testimony about that text to you. The 

text I'm talking about is the "menace" text? 

A Okay . 

Q So you stated when you were confranted with the text: "Well, 

I'm not certain, to be honest with you. I think it's Donald Trump, 

but the reason I'm hesitati ng is because this is so close in time to 

the opening of the Russia investigation that the concern that we all 

had was there was a member of his campaign colluding with Russia was 

so great that I'm not - - I'm not 100 percent positive that I can split 
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those.·• 

Do you recognize that as your testimony from last week? 

A Yes. 

Q Mr . Strzok, when asked about that same text, stated: "Sir, 

my understanding of the word 'menace' and the use of 'menace' was the 

broad context of the Government of Russia's attempts to interfere with 

our election . To the extent those allegations involved credible 

information that members of the Trump campaign might be actively 

colluding, I see that as a broad effort by the Government of Russia . 

So I don't think you can tease it apart, sir, but it is inaccurate to 

say that it just meant Mr . Trump.n 

Given those two statements, would you agree with the 

characterization that those two were incompatible statements? 

A So I think that we're trying, to say t he same thing. He 

probably said it more artfully. But, again, because this text is 

coming so close in time and it involved my both feeling about my personal 

dist aste for Donald Trump as a person, but also my now concern because 

of the predication we had received which would open the invest igation, 

I think that what we are saying essentially is consistent. 

And ultimately, it ' s his -- you know, this is sort of -- whatever 

I intended may not have been ultimately what he perceived. So it• s 

hard to say that there is an absolute truth with respect to that -- that 

statement . 

I guess the other thing I would say -- well, I guess that's 

sufficient. 
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Q And, Ms. Page, I think in beginning that colloquy on Friday, 

you said you weren ' t certain. So that suggests to me that maybe you 

don't remember precisely what you intended. 

Is that correct? 

A I do not. And I think I also said that -- I'm clearly 

referring to an article or an op-ed that, I guess was about other GOP 

l eaders who weren't standing up to the President and my frustration 

about that. 

So I don't know to the extent that that was also informing what 

I was thinking about, but I have, as I sit here today, can't tell you 

concretely because it was just a sort of flash in time . 

Q Understood. Thank you. 

And then one more thing . You were asked on Friday again about 

the Christopher Steele dossier and how it came to the FBI . 

I believe you claimed that you were not really i nvolved with how 

the dossier came to the FBI so you weren't clear on its providence. 

Is that correct? 

A No, that is not correct. I am very clear about its 

providence. 

Q Oh, you're very clear about its providence? 

A How we received the reports from Chr istopher Steele, yes~ 

I am very clear about how we received those. 

Q Certainly. So are you also clear then as to whether Bruce 

Ohr gave those dossiers to the FBI? 

A This is in the category of things that I can't answer. 
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What I can say is when we first received the set of reports that 

are commonly referred to as the dossier, that initial -- ourhaving 

obtained those documents initially, did not come from Bruce Ohr. They 

came from Christopher Steele through his handler to the FBI. 

Q Understood. Thank you . 

BY MS. HARIHARAN: 

Q I just want to -- good morning. 

A Good morning. Please go ahead. I'm sorry . 

QI just want to go back quickly to the discussion about the 

differences between the DOJ and the FBI on compulsory process and just 

general legal or investigative differences that may have existed during 

the Midyear investigation . 

So generally speaking, when there were disagreements between the 

FBI and DOJ on how to seek evidence, what was the DOJ 's position, as 

far as you can characterize?. Like in the sense would the FBI generally 

want to pursue a more aggressive stance and DOJ was more conservative_, 

and is that common in investigations overall? 

AYes . That is true with respect to this investigatioh. I think 

that even the IG found that the FBI consistently wanted to take more 

aggressive steps in the Clinton investigation. 

It's hard to characterize, you know, two enormous institutions 

of many tens of thousands of people monolithically. But certainly in 

the counterintelligence realm, the Department tends to be quite 

cautious and quite conservative. 

Q And in the case of the Midyear investigation, do you think 
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the career prosecutors that disagreed on pursuing a moreaggressive 

stance, this was based on legitimate legal differences of opinion or 

was it something on a -- was there a political bias involved or --

A I'm not aware of any political bias. 

Q In the inspector general's report, on page 79, I'm just going 

to quickly read the quote. Quote: "Despite the public perception 

that the Midyear investigation did not use a grand jury and instead 

relied exclusively on consent, we found that agents and prosecutors 

did use grand jury subpoenas and other compulsory process to gain access 

to documentary and digital evidence. According to the documents we 

reviewed, at least 56 grand jury subpoenas were issued, 5 court orders 

were obtained pursuant to 18 USC 2703(d) orders, and 3 search warrants 

were granted," end quote. 

Were you part of any of the decisions to issue one of the 56 grand 

jury subpoenas? 

A I was not, no. 

Q Or the 2703(d) orders? 

A No. 

Q Were you part of any of the decisions to issue the search 

warrants? 

A I don't think so. 

Q Generally speaking, can you speak to why the FBI advocated 

for the use of compulsory process in this case? 

A I can't really 

Q Or before. 
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A Yeah, I can't answer that question in the abstract. So, I 

mean, if there • s a specific example you want me to speak to, I can try, 

but 

Q So, again, it's just - - we' re trying to understand what the 

difference between DOJ's approach to the case versus the FBI's 

approach. And so, again, in your experience, was the differences based 

on legitimate legal arguments or a strategic argument? 

A I'm sure that's true, yes . 

BY MS. KIM : 

Q So let ' s take from the abstract to the specifie. So I think you 

were talking about the culling laptops and the server, the decision 

whether to pursue those through compulsory process or to obtain those 

through consent agreements. 

In your interactions with Department of Justice personnel, were 

their arguments that those should be pursued through consent processes 

governed by what you saw as differences of opinion from you that were 

legitimate and grounded in legal justification? 

A Yeah, I would say so. We -- what I personally found 

frustrating is the Department would sort of make a determination 

that -- part of the argument was that we would not be able to obtain 

the laptops pursuant to compulsory process, which I -- as to myown 

personal experience - - disagreed with. I thought that we would be able 

to. Maybe there might be strategic reasons not to, there might be other 

reasons not to . 

But I disagreed sort of foundationally that jt would not be 
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available to us because we would not be able to make out the standard, 

or to be able to pierce attorney-client privilege, or more likely, in 

my view, there was a disagreement about whether it was -- the sorting 

activity conducted by Mills and Samuelson was opinion work product, 

Which is quite protected under the law, versus some other privilege. 

And so the frustration was in their sort of unwillingness to 

explain their reasoning. They sort of, for many -- for some 

time -- simply stated, as a matter of course: We can't, and we won't 

be able to. 

And it was my view that that was not the case . And I did my own 

research with respect to that topic because I was frustrated . And so 

we had sort of an ongoing back and forth about that. 

But, yes, it was grounded in, you know, legal disagreement 

ultimately. 

Q And was it the subject of r~gorous and vigorous debate? 

A Yes. 

-Q Extensive debate where you were free to express your point 

of view? 

A Yes. 

Q And extensive debate where the DOJ did eventual ly express 

its point of view about its strategic justifications? 

A Yes. 

Q And do you have any reason or evidence to believe that those 

strategic decisions were based on improper considerations, including 

political bias? 
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A No, I do not. I have no reason to believe that . 

Ms. Hariharan. Did -any of the senior political leaders of the 

DOJ intervene at all in the decision to seek or not seek compulsory 

process? 

Ms. Page. With respect to that decision, yes. 

So this was very much a -- we were at very much a standstill for 

a considerable amount of time. And it's my understanding-· I know 

for sure that Mr. McCabe had multiple conversat ions with George Toscas 

on the topic because we all, including up through the Director, just 

agreed that we could not credibly end this investigation without having 

attempted to obtain those laptops and search them. 

And we were sort of not making progress trying to explain or 

convince the Department prosecutors, the line prosecutors involved in 

the investigation, of t his feeling. And even though we kept invoking 

the Director, and we would sort of say, like, we are not going to close 

this thing until we have tried to get this, they didn't see it as useful. 

They didn't think it was going to change the outcome of the 

investigation, which we agreed with. We didn't have a reason to think 

it would change the outcome of the investigation. 

It wasn't about thinking that for sure there would be different 

evidence in those laptops. It was about our credibility to be able 

to say that we ran down every sort of necessary investigative lead. 

And so because we had sort of reached a stalemate a number of times 

on this discussion., I know that it was elevated to certainly the Deputy 

Director and George Toscas. 
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If I'm not mistaken, I think that even the Director may have hao 

a conversation with Sally Yates, the DAG, about it, but I'm not 

positive. If it oc curred it's in the IG report, but I don't recall 

exactly. 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q So that call seems to be DOJ expressing at the highest -- or 

excuse me - - the FBI expressing at its highest levels the decision to 

pursue a certain investigative step and convincing the Department to 

come along with the FBI' s reasoning. Is that accurate? 

A Not its legal reasoning, but its st rategic reasoning, yes . 

Q That's -- yes. Thank you. 

Are you aware of any instances where it went the other way, where 

the FBI wanted to take strident action but a senior political offi cial 

at the DOJ had to talk the FBI down in the Clinton email case? 

Let me try to -- let me try -- you look puzzled, so I mean 

A Yeah, I 

Q Let the record reflect you look puzzled. 

A Okay. 

Q Let my try to explain a little bit more clearly what I mean. 

I think the concern here is that there was a Democratically led 

political DOJ in charge of an investigation where a prominent Democrat 

was the subject and target . 

Are you aware of any instances where senior political leaders at 

the Department of Justice intervened to counsel or order the FBito 

not seek a compulsory process? 
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A NoJ not to my knowledge. 

Q So you are not aware of Loretta Lynch or Sally Yates 

intervening to stop the FBI? 

A No, not to my knowledge. 

BY MS. HARIHARAN: 

Q Okay . So I just want to move on to just sort of general 

questions about the FBI'sinvestigative techniques . And I know some 

of these -- this was somewhat addressed earlier, but just to clarify 

a couple things. 

On May 18th, 2018, President Trump tweeted, quote: "Apparently 

the DOJ put a spy in the Trump campaign. This has never been done 

before. And by any means necessary, they' re out to frame Donald Trump 

for crimes he didn't commit," end quote. 

Are you aware of any information that would substantiate the 

President's claims that the DOJ put a spy in the Trump campaign? 

A No. 

Q Does the PBI place spies in U.S. political campaigns? 

A Not the current FBI. 

Q Are you aware of any information that would substantiate the 

President's claim that DOJ is out to frame him? 

A No. 

Q In your experience - - and this goes. b,ack a little bit to our 

discussion on Friday about contacts with human informants -~ does the 

FBI use spies in any of its investigative techniques? 

A We call them sources. They're not spies exactly, but --
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Q Can you, as much as again, understanding you were not a 

counterintelligence official can you explain for the record the 

difference between a human informant as the FBI specifically uses that 

term and sort of the layman term that is often used in the media of 

a spy? 

A The spy is somebody acting on behalf of a foreign government 

in order to collect intelligence against that government. 

So, you know, a spy is commonly, you know, discussed with respect 

to like an individual who i s acting on behalf of a foreign 

government - - say, like Russia or China or, who knows, Iran -- and is 

in the United States trying to collect information in order to advance 

its country's goals. 

A confidential human source is somebody who has access to 

information which may be relevant to an FBI investigation or may, him 

or herself, have engaged in criminal activity and has agreed to 

cooperate with the government and collect additional information with 

respect to the criminal activity he or her was - - he or she was engaged 

in. 

Q Have you been involved in any investigations where the FBI 

did not follow the established procedures on the use of confidential 

human informants? 

A Me personally? Not to my knowledge. 

Q Have you ever been irvolved in a DOJ or FBI investigation 

conducted for political purposes? 

A. Never . 
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Q Have you ever been involved in a DOJ or FBI investigation 

that attempted to frame U. S. citizens for crimes they did not commit? 

A No, ma'am. 

Q Have you been part of any investigation where the PBI or DOJ 

used politically biased, unverified sources to obtain a FISA warrant? 

A No . 

Q Are you aware of any instances where the FBI and DOJ 

manufactured evidence in order to obtain a FISA warrant? 

A Never . 

Q Are you aware of the FISA court ever approving an FBI or DOJ 

warrant that was not based on credible or sufficient evidence, in your 

experience? 

A No, not to my knowledge . 

Q Are you aware of any attempts by the FBI or DOJ to 

intentionally mislead FISA court judges in an application for a FISA 

warrant by either omitting evidence or manufacturing evidence? 

A No, ma'am . 

Q Are you aware of any instances at the FBI and DOJ of an 

investigation failing to follow proper procedures to obtain a FISA 

warrant? 

A No . 

Q I'm going to quote the Presi dent when I say this. On 

May 20th, 2018 he tweete-0: "I hereby demand and will do so officially 

tomorrow that the Department of Justice look into whether or not the 

FBI/OOJ infiltrated or surveilled the Trump campaign for political 
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purposes and if any such demands or requests were made by people within 

the Obama Administration!", exclamation point, end quote. 

Does the FBI conduct investigations to frame U.S. citizens for 

crimes they did not commit? 

A No, ma'am. 

Q Then at a political rally on May 29th, 2018, the President 

again stated, quote: "So how do you like the fact they had people 

infiltrating our campaign?" end quote. 

Did the FBI or DOJ ever investigate the Trump campaign for, quote, 

"political purposes"? 

A No. 

Q Did the FBI or OOJ ever, quote, "infiltrate or surveil,'; end 

quote, the Trump campaign? 

A No. 

Q To your knowledge, did President Obama or anyone in his White 

House ever, quote, "demand or request," end quote, that the DOJ or FBI, 

again, quote, "infiltrate or surveil., " end quote, the Trump campaign 

for, quote, ttpolitical purposes"? 

A No, ma'am. 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. I just have a couple of quick questions for 

you. 

First of all, I know that we covered this a little bit, I think, 

on Friday, but can you talk a little bit about your role on the Clinton 

investigation? How did you view it? And what was kind of the 

limitations on your authority? 
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Ms. Page. So, as I have tried to describe, I'm not on the team 

with respect to -- so the team is comprised of the following : case 

agents, like line agents who are doing sort of the day-to-day 

investigative activity, lin~ analysts engaged in the same activity, 

a supervisor, forensic people, I think a forensic accountant, cyber 

people, support staff, and then, up the chain, sort of more senior FBI 

agents supervising the investigation. 

I am none of those people• - lawyers, of course - - I am none of 

those people. My job was to support the Deputy Director in all the 

activity that the Deputy Director supervised. 

So we ' re talking today just about the Clinton investigation and 

the Russia investigation, but, of course, I assisted the deputy with 

all of the responsibilities, save for limited ones like HR and budget 

and sort of personnel-type matters, all of the activities for which 

he was responsible. So that would be. any number of investigations at 

any given time . 

And with each of those I played both sort of a sounding board-type 

of role, to sort of discuss my opinion or his view as to what particular 

step we should take or whether we should, you know, brief the White 

House or Congress or x-activity or Y-activity. 

So at a very high-level kind of macro-decisionmaking on all manner 

of activity, but also to stay kind of with my ear to the ground on the 

topics that would sort of come before him. 

So, for example, if there was a meeti,:ig that was going to be held 

about a particular cyber operation or some type of activity, I might 
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reach out to the program managers who were responsible for that activity 

in order to get a sense of what this is, why is it coming to the deputy, 

is there a conflict, is there a disagreement 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. Got it. 

Ms. Page. - - you know, was he going to be deciding something, 

so that we had a little bit of preparedness for the topic that was coming 

to him. 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. Got it. 

So just so I understand it, basically you don ' t have any 

supervisory role - -

Mr . Page. No, sir. 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. - - with regards to this investigation? 

You're not a member of the team on this investigation, correct? 

Ms. Page . That's correct. 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi . You don't have a supervisory role, 

certainly. 

Ms. Page. T do not have a supervisory role or a decisionmaking 

role. 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. And what percentage of your overall time was 

spent on this investigation? 

Ms. Page. Oh, my goodness. 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. If you just had toballpark it . Probably 

a minimal amount, wouldn't you say? 

Ms. Page. No, it wasn't minimal, but it wasn't the majority 

either. Gosh, I really -- I have -- I cannot speculate - -
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Mr. Krishnamoorthi. So less than 50 percent of your time. 

Ms. Page . Yes, that's fair, 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. Okay. So let's say, let ' s say that you had 

these political views expressed in your text messages -- and you can 

see why people would be concerned about that. And let· s say you wanted 

to railroad this investigation a certain way . 

Ms. Page. The Clinton investigation. 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. The Clinton investigation in a certain say, 

and you wanted your political views to actually translate into biased 

actions. It seems to me that you had no opportunity or ability to do 

that because you had no supervisory role on this investigation team, 

you weren ' t a member of this team. Even if you wanted to, you'd have 

to go through your Deputy Director McCabe to do anythi ng in terms of 

taking action . Is that right? 

Ms . Page. That's fair, sir. I guess 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. So -- go ahead . 

Ms. Page. I guess the other thing I would flag is that I think -- I 

mean, obviously you, the public, many have tens of thousands of my 

texts. I think there are, I don't know, maybe two or three total in 

which there's anything favorable said about Hi llary Clinton at all. 

And the note - - the fact that before July 28th when we received 

the predicating information for the Russia in\lestigation, the fact that 

I didn't care for Donald Trump is not particularly relevant to me with 

respect to the investigation we were conducting on Hillary Clinton . 

The two of them had nothing to -- you know, my opinions on him 
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had nothing to do with whether or not she in fact handled -- mishandled 

classified information. 

You know, I don I t - - I don I t - - What• s been frustrating and what 

has sort of strained credulity to me is that the sort of pejorative 

texts about Donald Trump that I make before July 28th are just my 

feeling about him personally and don ' t really have any bearingwith 

respect to how I feel about Secretary Clinton. 

So it just -- anyway, it just strikes me as how I feel about Donald 

Trump doesn't really have any bearing with respect to whether or not 

Secretary Clinton mishandled information. And the reality is> as I ' ve 

sort of said, I wasn ' t particularly fond or favorable toward Secretary 

Clinton . 

And during the course of the investigation, you know, as we've 

discussed a number of times> both Pete and I were regularly the people 

advocating for the most aggressive cou~se of action with respect to 

the Clinton investigation. 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. And what would be, in your view, kind of the 

best example that would show that you took that type of approach? 

Ms. Page. It was true certainly with respect to the laptops that 

we've discussed . I mean, we were - - we were - - sort of adamantly fought 

the need to get those laptops, which Secretary Clinton • s people were 

adamantly fighting us sort of not to obtain, and the Department did 

not want us to obtain those. 

Let me -- I'll have to think about other examples, but there's, 

I think, two or three that -- at least I discussed with the IG in the 
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past, that where we sort of disagreed with the Department. And it was 

Pete and I sort of advocating the more aggressive position against 

.Secretary Clinton. 

Mr. Krishnamoorthi. Got it. Okay. If you guys want to take it . 

Thank you. 

Ms. Page. You're welcome. 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q Ms. P~ge,, Republicans have repeatedly raised questions about 

why the FBI did not provide the Trump campaign with a defensive briefing 

about Russians attempt to infiltrate the campaign. 

We understand from public reportings that senior officials from 

the FBI gave a high-level counterintelligence briefing to theTrump 

campaign after he became the presumptive Republican nominee in 

July 2016. 

In that briefing we also know that FBI officials reportedly warned 

the Trump campaign about potential threats from foreign spies and 

instructed the Trump campaign to inform the FBI about any suspicious 

overtures . 

Did you have any involvement in giving these briefings to the 

Trump campaign? 

A I was not present for the briefings to the Trump campaign, 

no. 

Q Did you receive readouts from the briefings? 

A I did. 

Q Is it true that senior FBI officials warned the Trump 
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campaign as early as July 2016 that Russians would try to infiltrate 

the Trump campaign? 

A I don't recall that specifically, but I don't have any reason 

to disagree with you. 

Q Would the briefing have touched on how the campaign should 

react to offers from foreign nations to interfere in our elections? 

A I don't think a br"iefing would have been that specific. I 

think we would have - - as is the case in a typical defensive brief - - I 

think that we would have flagged if you encounter activity which you 

believe is suspicious, particularly from threat countries, that they 

should notify the FBI. 

Q To your knowledge, did the Trump campaign report any contacts 

with foreign officials during this briefing? 

A I'm not sure. 

Q So are you aware of the Trump campaign reporting contacts 

between George Papadopoulos and Russian officials? 

A Oh, no, I don't believe that occurred . 

Q Do you recall the Trump campaign reporting the June 2016 

Trump Tower meeting with senior campaign officials includingDonald 

Trump Jr., Jared Kushner, and Paul Manafort? 

Mr. Bessee. So I will -- sorry -- I will instruct the witness 

not to answer anything that goes into the special counsel's equities 

and the ongoing criminal investigation. So that would impact that 

particular --

Ms. Kim . Thank you. 
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Ms. Page. Thank you. Sorry. 

Ms. Kim. Two weeks after this briefing, on August 3rd, 2016, 

Donald Trump Jr. reportedly met at Trump Tower with an emissarywho 

told Donald Trump Jr. that the princes who led Saudi Arabia aodthe 

United Emirates were eager to help his father win election as 

President. 

To your knowledge, did Donald Trump Jr. report this offer from 

the Saudis and the Emiratis to the FBI? 

Mr. Bessee. Again, anything that goes into the ongoing criminal 

investigation or anything that impacts that, the witness will not 

respond to -- will not be able to respond to those questions. 

Ms. Kim. Thank you. 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q Ms . Page, can you explain generally the national security 

implications for a political campaign concealing or failing to report 

foreign contacts of offers to interfere in our election? 

A Well, this is -- I'm not sure it's a commonplace occurrence. 

But speaking generally, an effort to affect an American election is 

obviously a quite seri ous one, regardless of -- voting and the 

democratic process is obviously sort of a foundational backbone to what 

makes America America. 

So any effo.rt by a foreign power to intercede or intervene in any 

way is of grave concern. It would be even more so if it was in fact 

true that a political campaign was working with a foreign power in order 

to affect an American election . 
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Q And again to your knowledge, a defensive briefing of this 

nature would have involved general instruction to report outreach from 

target foreign countries to the FBI? 

A I'm sorry, I don't - - I have to take issue with the nature 

of your question. 

You're suggesting that a defensive briefing with respect to an 

involvement or an intrusion into the American election may have taken 

place and I don ' t think I have answered that question. 

What I have answered is that I am aware that a defensive briefing 

with r,espect to foreign powers and what foreign powers may -- how 

foreign powers may try to contact you - - collective - - your campaign 

collectively, now that you are the presumptive candidate, and how you 

should handle that. 

But I don't think I have answered a question with respect to a 

defensive briefing about interference in an American election. 

Q That is fair. Thank you for clarifying. 

Ahd i'n a general defensive briefing about ,general foreign· 

threats, is there a general guidance given that foreign threats should 

be reported to the FBI? 

A Yes. 

Q Thank you. 

I think that leads us to - - leads us well to the question of why 

the FBI, particularly the counterintelligence officials at the FBI who 

were working both on the Midyear investigation and on the Russia 

collusion investigation, were prioritizing the Russia collusion 
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investigation in the September/October timeframe. 

The inspector general's report was not favorable to Mr. Strzok 

in this regard. It characterized his prioritization of the Russia 

collusion investigation as perhaps indicative of some kind of political 

bias . 

I think you were there . You saw Mr. Strzok' s workload. And you 

were intimately familiar with both investigations. 

Do you have a general response to that finding by the inspector 

general? 

A I do. I am honestly baffled that they would find such a 

thing. And I do believe that they did the best they could to conduct 

that investigation fairly. And I cannot understand, particularly in 

light of what I know I said to them, I cannot understand how they could 

reach that conclusion. 

What we were dealing with at the outset was this is now, you 

know, October. This is a month before the election. And I can't speak 

to whether we were any closer to determining whether there was in fact 

collusion, because I'm precluded from doing so right now, but we are 

still looking very seriously at whether our most threatening, most 

hostile foreign power was engaged in - - was working with an American 

political candidate or members of that candidate's team to affect the 

outcome of an American election. 

It is an unheard-of investigation, in the first place, in the 

counterintelligence realm . Russians engage in all manner of nefarious 

activity, but this was a new height in terms of brazenness - - if 

COMMI TT8E SENSITI VE 

005155-000762 Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000002 



69 
COMMITTEE SENSTTIVE 

true in terms of brazenness. 

And with respect to how threatening that would be -- again, if 

it were true -- the notion that there might be more emails that have 

not previously been seen that existed on Hillary Clinton's email server 

just simply don't even enter into the realm of the same room of 

seriousness . 

The Clinton investigation involved activities that had taken 

place 3 years prior. It's an entirely historical investigation. Even 

if -- even if there had been dispositive evidence which revealed -- I 

don• t know what - - even there, which would be a very serious allegation, 

in my assessment, and I think in the assessment of the 

Counterintelligence Division, they still don't even come close to the 

threat posed if Russia had co-opted a member of a political campaign. 

So that alone is really baffling to me, that they equated the sort 

of two investigations. 

Furthermore - ·- and this is based on my own personal 

knowledge - - almost as soon as we discovered that there may be these 

additional emails, that was assigned to people who were not involved 

in the Russia investigation. 

So it would not have been Pete ' s responsibility in the first place 

to have engaged and conducted that investigation. He's the lead of 

it. He's not the one who's going to go to New York. He's not the one 

who's going to, like, do the forensics on it, like. 

And so it made, i n my mind, perfect sense what he did, because 

he called on people who had been on the Clinton investigation, who were 
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not on the Russia investigation, to follow up and find out what the 

facts were, whether it was worth our while. 

Because I will say, it's not as though every time there was any 

allegation that there might be a new email that lives, you know, in 

Peoria, not every one of those was -- necessitated investigative 

activity. 

The only reason that this one ultimately got our attention, and 

this only occurred, to my recollection, later in October, is because 

of the volume of the emails which potentially existed on Mr. Weiner's 

laptop. 

At the time that we first got the information, I'm not aware of 

that having been told to us. I don ' t recall in late September, early 

October, when I first found out by the Weiner laptop, I don't recall 

being told that it was, you know, tens of thousands of Hillary Clinton 

and Huma emails. 

We knew that there were many tens of thousands, if not hundreds 

of thousands of emails on Mr. Weiner's laptop, but it's not -- my 

recollection is that it's not until later into October do we actually 

learn that, no, no, these actually might be relevant and from a relevant 

timeframe. 

Ms . Hariharan. Can you describe the extent of the overlap 

between folks who were on the MYE team and folks who were on the 

Trump- Russia team? Because, you know, it's reported as if they are 

the same. 

Ms. Page. They are not the same. What is the same are the sort 
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of senior people. And that makes sense because there are fewer people 

who are in a senior position who could supervise the investigation. 

So you have to understand, like, for example, in the 

Counterintelligence Division, there are three DADs, there arethree 

deputy assistant directors, one of whom is analyst, so not an agent, 

not somebody who you would expect to run an investigation, and then 

there are two other ones. One was Pete and one -- I'm not sure when 

i t was filled, but was open for a short period of time. 

So with respect to the personnel writ large, almost everyone below 

Pete and Jon Moffa in the Counterintelligence Division in terms of the 

agents who were working on the Russia investigation, almost all of 

them -- I think all of them, in fact -- are different from the 

line-level agents and analysts who worked on the Clinton 

investigation. 

And this was in part, too, because everybody was exhausted . We 

had worked incredibly hard and as fast as we possibly could on the 

Clinton investigation. And the truth of the matter was, those of us 

who were on Clinton and who stayed over for Russi~ all just really 

couldn't believe ourselves that we had to sort of gear up again, you 

know, 3 weeks after being finally done with Clinton and finally being 

able to get back to all of our day jobs, that we were sort of gearing 

back up again. 

So it's only -- really it's the people that met with Jim Corney. 

Those are the only people that were really the same with respectto 

both teams. So it's the same general counsel, the same deputy general 
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counsel, me, Mr. McCabe, Dave Bowdich. 

The EAD for National Security Branch changed, but that was just 

because of regular personnel turnover. Bill Priestap was the same. 

Pete was the same. Jon Moffa was the same. 

But other than that, all of the rest of the personnel were, to 

the best of my knowledge -- there could have been one or two -- but 

all of the rest of the personnel on the Clinton team and the Russia 

team were different. 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q Was there anything about the timeframe in which the Weiner 

laptop was processed that seemed unusual to you? So that's to say, 

would it have been unusual for imaging and processing that kind of data 

to take more than a few weeks? 

A No, it happens all the time . And especially with a laptop 

that was as voluminous as Mr. Weiner's was, the forensic work and the 

processing and the imaging regularly crashes and stops and has to be 

done again. 

I don't know precisely how long it took, but the notion that it 

took a week or 2 as being unusual -- particularly, because it was not 

a priority the case for the New York field office -- I should -- let 

me take that back. 

There was nothing about it that necessitated an exigency to the 

New York field office. This was a potential child exploitation case 

but, again, I don't think that there was an allegation that there was 

ongoing exploitation. 
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And so I don't know how the New York field office chose to 

prioritize it with respect to all of the other work that they were doing, 

but there's nothing about it, to me, that stands out as necessitating, 

you know, an emergency, you know, imaging. 

Q Did you personally observe any evidence suggesting that 

Mr. Strzok was prioritizing the Russia investigation at the cost of 

the Hillary Clinton email investigation reopening? 

A Well, I mean the answer is we were prioritizing the Russia 

investigation because it was more important and more serious. But I 

wouldn't say that it was a zero-sum issue because he didn't neglect 

the Clinton investigation. He assigned it to the people who would 

appropriately have to handle it . 

Q Yes . Are you aware of any evidence that Mr . Strzok or anyone on 

the Midyear investigation team was trying to bury the existence of the 

Weiner laptop or the data found therefrom? 

A No, not at all . 

Ms. Hariharan. Are you aware of any evidence that Mr. Strzok 

prioritized because of his political biases or was it because of just 

how serious the Russia investigation and how grave a threat itwas? 

Ms. Page . It's the latter. It's because the Russia 

investigation was a serious threat to the national security. Whether 

there are 'additional classified emails on a laptop that didn't belong 

to Secretary Clinton just, in my view, did not rank in the same way . 

BY MS. KIM : 

Q And I just want to be clear of the nomenclature. When we 
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talk about the Russia collusion investigation in this timeframe, 

candidate Donald Trump is not the subject of that investigation. Is 

that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q I believe that's what Director Corney has publicly stated. 

A 

So it was a very narrowly scoped, very discrete investigation, 

because we understood the gravity of what it was we were looking at, 

and we were not going to take a more extreme step than we felt we could 

justify. 

Ms. Kim. I think we're okay going off the record at this point 

for a lunch break until 1:30. 

Thank you. 

[Recess.] 
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[1:30 p.m.] 

Mr. Parmiter. Let's go back on the record. The time is 1: 30 p. m. 

BY MR. PARMITER: 

Q And, Ms. Page, I j ust had a couple of followup questions from 

things that were discussed in the first hour. 

You had mentioned that charges -- it had been determined that 

charges were not sustainable under 793(f)(l) in particular. I'm just 

curious whether there are elements of that statute that were not 

satisfied in the case or was it just the gross negligence issue --

A I think 

Q -- that led to that conclusion? 

A Sorry. 

I think that i t was both . But honestly, I'm not positive as I 

s it here today. Because if the statute is unconstitutional, it doesn ' t 

matter if you have all the evidence in the world, you can' t bring that 

case. 

So I think that I have said - - and I think that the ·minority staff 

read back to me -- a comment that it was both insufficient evidence 

and unconstitutionally vague . And I guess I'm not certain about the 

first point, about insufficient evidence, because it doesn't really 

ulti mately matter what the evidence shows if the stat ute is -- is not 

constitutional. 

Q Okay. But, I mean, would you agree that, you know, the 

Secretary of State is someone who's lawfully entrusted With classified 

informati on and that a private server i s not the place - - if classi fied 
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information is stored on anything other than a classified server or 

syst em, it would be out of its proper place? 

A That is correct, sir . 

Q Okay. To your knowledge and in your experience, did DOJ ever 

inform you of any other statutes that are unconstitutionallyvague? 

A In the history of my being at the FBI and DOJ? 

Q Do you recall any 

A I'm not positive, to be honest with you. I mean, the truth 

of the matter is the counterespionage section at the Department, as 

I t hink I've said, is just conservative by nature and cautious by 

nature, very rnuch to the frustration of the FBI. 

And I ' ve certainly been present with a number of meetings in which 

they didn 't want to prosecute or they didn't want to bring charges on 

totally unrelated investigations, but didn't-~ couldn 't necessarily 

articulate what was insufficient about the evidence or -- so, I mean, 

this is - - I guess what I'm trying to say is this is a little - - it's 

a somewhat institutional fact as well. But whether other statutes were 

vague, I just don't remember. 

Q Okay. 

BY IVIR. SOMERS: 

Q Do you remember any discussion of whether the Logan Act could 

be charged? 

A With respect to Secretary Clinton? 

Q With respect to anybody. 

A On the Clinton investigation, I don't remember a discussion 
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of the Logan Act. 

Q On the Russia investigation? 

A I am privy to conversations about the Logan Act in the Russia 

investigation . 

Q Was it allowed to be charged? 

A I don ' t think it's been charged. 

Q My question is whether - - you were told that the gross 

negligence part of --

A Oh, I see what you're saying. 

Q -- 793 could not be charged. I'm asking whether you were 

told 

A Yes . 

Q - - that the Logan Act could or could not be charged . 

A So I -- okay, so let me see how I can answer this. 

There were discussions about the Logan Act with the Department 

and similar concerns, not about the constitutionality of the statute, 

but about the age and the lack of use of the Logan Act. I did 

participate in conversations with the Department about it being an 

untested statute and a very, very old one, and so there being 

substantial litigation risk, not unlike, although this comparison was 

never made, but not unlike the gross negligence statute. 

This would -- this would be a - - a risk, a strategic and litigation 

risk, to charge a statute that had not sort of been well -tested . 

Q But the gross negligence part of 793, that was a clearly it 

couldn't be charged versus a -- I think you just described it as a 
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litigation risk with respect to the Logan Act? 

A With respect to gross negligence, that i s correct, sir . I'm 

sorry, that it could not be charged or should not be charged, because 

it was -- I think it's both. It was not constitutional but also 

untested, which goes to the question about its constitutionality, I 

think. So I think they're somewhat intermingled, those two, with 

respect to gross negligence. 

Mr. Parmiter. Mr . Meadows. 

Mr. Meadows . Thank you. 

Lisa, I'm going to go over a few text messages. None of them are 

personal. And so I just want to really try to get some clarification 

from you . 

I probably have read more text messages that have been published 

and nonpublished, and even on some of the redacted words that originally 

were redacted that you may be able to help me get a good understanding 

of what's there. 

So early on, in August -- well, first off, is there a difference, 

from an FBI ' s perspective, of a confidential human source and a 

confidential informant? Because I read the FBI manual, and it seems 

like one gets treated one way and another gets - - but from your 

perspective, they're one and the same? 

Ms. Page. I - - the t erm that we use for it is a confidential human 

source. A more, I guess, layman term would be an informant. But to my 

knowledge there is no distinction with respect to the rules which 

govern a sou~cets activity . These are one and the same . 
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Mr. Meadows . Because one of the things I was reading indicated 

that I guess when we have confidential human sources that we pay there's 

a whole litany of things that the FBI and DOJ have to go through on 

those confidential human sources that we actually pay. 

Are you aware of that? 

Ms. Page. I think there are - - I· m not sure there - - I'm not sure 

about that, sir. There are certainly rules with respect to paying a 

source, but the -- with respect to opening a source and how you handle 

a source and the admonitions that you provide a source, those are the 

same regardless of whether a source is paid or not . 

Mr. Meadows . Okay. In a text message back and forth between you 

and Peter Strzok shortly after he returned , there was an 

article that came out and it was "Inside the Failing Mission to Save 

Donald Trump From Himself.~ 

And in the redacted portion, it says: But see, this article so 

rings true that then I think that the confidential human sourcewas 

[redacted] is wrong is [redacted]. 

Were you aware of any time where you felt like you questioned the 

confidential human source, as this text would indicate? 

Ms. Page. Can you, do you mind, could you - -

Mr. Meadows. Yes. It WOl.lld have been on the August 13th of 2016, 

at 13 :22:29, or 27, I guess~ You're going back and forth talking about 

302s with the Sta~e Department and --

Ms. Page. So are we talking about Clinton then it sounds like? 

August --
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Mr. Meadows. Well, I don't - - the Clinton investigation would 

have been over with at that point. 

Ms. Page. That's true . I'm sorry, sir, the date again? 

Mr. Meadows. It would have been August 13th of 2016. It was 

about 2 weeks after Russia opened. 

Ms. Page • .Okay. 

Mr. Meadows. Russia opens . Peter Strzok travels-· 

Peter Strzok . And you' re going back and 

forth, apparently mad because the State Department says, you know - ­

Ms. Page. So we' re talking about two different things. So the 

State -- let me just take a secon~ and look at this. 

So there's no debate. So this is me. I'm sorry, so a couple 

texts up, this is Pete: Hey, read the email I just sent . I did not 

include OPA or OCI in the distro . I'm responding, I don't know what 

the email is, but : There• s no debate. I'm going to forward to Kort an. 

God, it makes me want to tell State to go Fit. 

So we're talkihg about Clinton now. And what I suspect we're 

talking about is needing - - you know, there's still things that we need. 

I don't know whether it's -- whether we're producing in FOIA or what 

we're talking about. But there, I think --

Mr. Meadows. Then you switch, I guess, to the confidential human 

source. 

Ms. Page . Yes, I thinkthat's right. So then: Yep, you think 

we would have - - you think we should have commented if only to rebut 

State's expectation of interagency coordination crap. 
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I think that there was like a press conference or something that 

we were pissed about that State was essentially saying, like., maligning 

the FBI. This is normal interagency, you know, kind of - -

Mr. Meadows. Right, right. 

Ms . Page. So the same thing with the next one. 

Mr. Meadows. So it is right after that where you talk about not 

believing the confidential human source, or believing that - -

Ms . Page. Is that what that -- so I don't know what that 

Mr. Meadows . Yeah . In the redacted, it says, I think -- and 

I' 11 give you the. redaction -- that ., the other redacted 

word . 

So I guess the question becomes is, at any point did you question 

whether , as this text message 

would indicate? 

Ms . Page. So I think we're cohstantly questioning ourselves, 

actually . I don't know --

Mr. Meadows. This would have been very early on. So you've had 

, and almost immediately 

you're questioning whether 

Ms . Page. So I think that· s exactly what you want us to be doing, 

right? So I don ' t know what this article says and I don't know what 

is prompting the thinking, but we constantly want to be testingour 

own assumptions and testing 

Now, , with respect to 

. So it's not a matter of 
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J right. That was sort of not in question with respect 

to 

Mr. Meadows . Just that they had made the wrong assumption. 

Ms. Page. Or that 

, right? Are 

, or is the 

Mr . Meadows . So typically 

Ms. Page. That's the question that we' re trying to answer . And 

so 

Mr . Meadows. Right. So there was some question back and forth 

at this particular point between you and Peter Strzok on whether. 

And in doing that, how do you 

? 

Ms. Page. That's the investigation, sir. That's precisely what 

the investigation was designed to do. And so the entire 

objective -- and I really do hope to convince you guys that we did thi ngs 

the way that the American people would want us to do them. 

We get this predication that suggests 

and we take these very discrete 

steps to figure out is this true and, if so, who could be in a position 

to have received this information. 

And so -- but we're constantly challenging our own, assumptions. 

And so we' re taking investigative steps in order to try to figure out, 

okay, 
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? A Russian can't just like (sound of knocking] 

knock on the door of any old stranger and say, hi --

Mr. Meadows. Let's hope not. 

Ms. Page. I would hope, right? That's unlikely to be 

productive. So you look to see are there 

And so, again, not knowing what I was thinking at the time or what 

the article says , it wouldn't strike me as inappropriate at all, in 

fact, quite the contrary. We are constantly, is this all just puffery 

or is this real? 

Mr . Meadows. So was this the only time that you feel like you 

? was this a single time? 

Ms. Page. I can ' t remember any other particular time, but I 

didn't remember this one so --

Mr . Meadows. But you're saying that it normally happens on a 

pretty regular basis, so you go back and forth. So this would not be 

out of the norm to say, well, 

Ms. Page. That is the point of the investigation, to try to get 

to the bottom of it, sir. 

Mr. Meadows. So let me go a little bit further then. In looking 

at this review, very early on, without getting into the specifics of 

the actual investigation, there were a number of briefings that were 
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occurring . How many Crossfire Hurricane briefings were you involved 

with? 

Ms. Page. Briefings for whom, sir? I'm sorry. 

Mr. Meadows. Well, how many briefings were you involved with 

that were outside the -- that had outside players beyond the FBI or 

DOJ? 

Ms . Page. None. 

Mr . Meadows. All right. So there were never any briefings that 

you attended where there was other intelligence officials part of the 

briefing outside the FBI and DOJ ? 

Ms . Page. Not about the Crossfire investigation, sir. So 

there's two things operating at this time . I certainly participated 

in preparation sessions for the Director when the Director would either 

be going to the White House or maybe have a call --

Mr . Meadows. Right. We've got that. I think we've talked 

about that before, because I think early on, August 5th, there's maybe 

the first original what we called at that time the Russia i nvestigation 

briefing that happened. Peter Strzok comes back , makes 

it just in time for you to have that. There ' s a briefing that occurs 

on August 8th. 

And then there's a briefing with Denis McDonough at the White 

House where Jonathan Moffa and others attended . Wer~ you aware of 

that? 

Ms. Page. I'm sure you' t'e right. I was aware of the briefings 

that were occurring at the White House. But those were not about the 
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Crossfire. To the best of my knowledge, those were not - -

Mr. Meadows. So they had nothing to do with any potential 

collusion between Russia and the Trump campaign? That was never 

mentioned? 

Ms. Page. Not to my knowledge. It was always about the Russian 

active measures effort. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. And so if that's, indeed, the case, at 

some point it changed. At some point, there were other people outside 

the FBI and DOJ that were involved with that. And so I'm going to direct 

your attention a little bit later. 

Because on August the 25th, there's a text message going back and 

forth where I think it talks about the fact, you know, what areyou 

doing after - - and it's redacted - - the ■ brief. And it's August 25th 

at 19:30:56. 

Ms. Page. I see that. But mine's redacted. What does it say? 

Mr. Meadows. Yeah, yours is redacted. But it says: What are 

you doing after the ■ brief? And so that ■ brief you' re saying was 

an internal brief within the DOJ and FBI? 

Ms. Page. Oh, yes, within, to the best of my knowledge. 

Mr. Meadows. Because it's the same day that Director Brennan is 

briefing Harry Reid, is why I ask. And so what you're saying is you 

were unaware that Director Brennan was briefing Harry Reid that same 

day? 

Ms. Page. I had no knowledge of that, no . 

Mr. Meadows. Okay. All right. So if you' re looking at a brief, 
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typically who would you brief? 

Ms. Page. So we had regular updates for the Director and the 

Deputy Director. I ' d say certainly every 2 weeks, but possibly even 

more frequently. We had sort of standing sort of update meeting for 

either the deputy --

Mr. Meadows. Similar to you did during the MYE - ­

Ms . Page . Correct. 

Mr. Meadows. - - and you• re doing that now . And so you do those. 

And those briefings were intended for the Director or the Deputy 

Director to do what? 

Ms. Page. To stay abreast of what we had found to the extent 

we - - it allowed for a regular tempo, so that if we had a question about 

an investigative step or really just to sort of stay abreast of what 

we were doing and what we were learning. 

Mr. Meadows. So because of the critical nature, you know, as you 

characterized it earlier, you believe that this was more important than 

the MYE in terms of its potential. 

When you were doing those briefings with the Director and the 

Deputy Director - - and the minority were talking about the def ensive 

briefings - - to my knowledge, and it's been -- we've looked to try to 

find anything other than what I would say the normal defensive briefing 

that you do for candidates, where you say, by the way be careful, change 

your passwords, you know, this is what you look for. 

Did any of that brief that you ever did f or the Deputy Director 

or Director end up in a detailed defensive briefing for at that point 
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candidate Trump? 

Ms. Page. I don ' t believe so . 

Mr. Meadows. Andifit were critical, especially in light of some 

of the individuals and because Donald Trump was not a subject of your 

investigation, and you were taking it seriously, who would have made 

the decision not to do a defensive briefing., to say, "Hey, by the way, 

you may have someone that's really getting contacted by a foreign entity 

and you may want to be aware of it"? Who would have made the decision 

to either tell the candidate or not tell the candidate? 

Ms. Page. That's a good question.. I don't recall it ever coming 

up. 

Mr. Meadows. So you're telling me it never came up 

to - - something this important, it never came up to tell the potential 

candidate that they might have a problem with somebody talking to the 

Russians? 

Ms. Page . So that's right, sir, but that• s because we didn't know 

what we had. So typically, when we have a defensive brief, we have 

pretty unassailable evidence . 

Mr. Meadows. Right, and I don't want you to. 

Ms. Page. No, no, no, I won't, but --

Mr . Meadows. Because it ' s been characterized sometimes that I 

do, and I don't want you to go into that. I guess 

Ms. Page. No, but --

Mr . Meadows. So you' re saying you didn ' t have a conclusion. You 
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didn't have a specific 

Ms. Page . Right. So typically what would happen is if we had 

much more unassailable evidence - - or much more frequently is you would 

have an individual who was already known to the United States Government 

as suspicious in some way and associated with a hostile foreign 

government. 

So we already know that, you know, Joe is of a concern to us. Once 

we see Joe starting to reach out to a Member of Congress or starting 

to reach out to a candidate, you know, to the extent we know what Joe 

is saying or what Joe might be doing, that's when we would probably 

flag for that individual: You need to be aware that so-and-so may not 

be what they seem. 

In this case, we don ' t know what we have. So it ; s not to say that 

we never would have gotten to a place where we might have done that, 

depending on how - - what the evidence demonstrated, but certainly at 

this stage, but even later in the investigation, my personal view is 

I don't think that it would have been appropriate to do. 

Mr. Meadows. So under your personal opinion, there was never 

enough evidence to do a defensive briefing with specific targets? And 

I don't want to put words in your mouth and I see you smiling, so I 

don 1t -- but that's what I'm getting to. 

I mean, at some point; you have to have enough "there" there, I 

guess, to quote someone else, to be able to suggest that there would 

be a defensive bri~fing, and you' re saying that that defensive briefing 

never took place because of a lack of specificity. 
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Ms . Page. No, notexactly, sir. You would want to know for sure 

what you had in front of you. 

Mr. Meadows. So you wouldn't want to falsely accuse somebody? 

Ms. Page. You wouldn't want to -- well, you would want to 

know -- you would want to be able to say: We believe that so-and -so 

is, you know, an agent of a foreign power or we believe that so-and-so 

may be working with, you know, a hostile foreign source. 

Mr. Meadows. And so that did not happen prior to November 8th 

of 2016 at least, because you would have done a defensivebriefing, 

based on --

Ms. Page. Not -- there's no -- no, sir. There's no 

hard-and-fast rule. I don't -- I don ' t - - T don't want to leave the 

impression that once you meet X criteria a defensive briefing occurs. 

This is fluid and happens at the sort of discretion and judgment of 

senior counterintelligence officials and, frankly, the deputy or the 

Director himself with respect to certain high-level individuals. 

It's -·- I 'm - - I'm - - I'm a little constrained. I feel a little 

constrained in terms of what I can say. Let's try to speak 

hypothetically. 

One of two things might lead you not to conduct -- multiple things 

might lead you not to conduct a defensive briefing. One of them might 

be insufficient evidence. 

Mr. Meadows. Which is what you said at least at this date, you 

had insufficient --

Ms. Page . Certainly in August, I would agree with that. A 
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couple weeks in, we don't know what we have. I think that that's fair. 

On the opposite spectrum, it might be inappropriate for 

investigative reasons to provide a defensive brief. 

Mr. Meadows. But that would only be if Donald Trump was the 

subject of your investigation. 

Ms. Page. No, sir. 

Mr . Meadows . I mean, at what point -- so I guess take it from 

my standpoint. As a Member of Congress, if I'm inadvertently having 

contact with somebody, of which I have contact with Russian diplomats 

on a weekly basis many times, and I assume every one of them want to 

do us harm. I mean, so --

Ms. page. You should, sir. 

Mr . Meadows. -- for the record 

Ms. Page. I agree with you totally.• 

Mr. Meadows. - - I want to make sure that I assume every one of 

them wants to do harm to us . 

Ms. Page. Yes. 

Mr. Meadows . So in doing that, at what point would you reach out 

and say, you know, Mark, by the way, you may want to be - - this -·- I 

mean 

Ms. Pc1ge. So the reason I am trying to tread lightly here is I 

don't think that Donald Trump would need to be the subject of the 

investigation in order for us to make a decision that a defensive 

briefing is not appropriate. 

But there are certainly gradations shy of subject which, if 
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true - - and I'm not suggesting that they are true -- but if 

hypothetically, and I truly mean this in the hypothetical, if we thought 

that Donald Tr ump is not the subject, we're not suggest~ng that he's 

the person in touch with Russia, but maybe the evidence suggests that 

he knows that his people are in touch with Russia. 

Mr. Meadows. But to be clear for the record, there was no 

evidence that s'Uggested that. 

Ms . Page . I am not speaking with respect to the evidence at all. 

Mr . Meadows . I just want to make sure we' re clear for the recoPd. 

Ms. Page. I am making no statement with respect to the evidence 

we had. I am speaking hypothetically . 

Mr. Meadows. So let me go back, because one thing gets really 

concerning. So you give a brief on August the 25th. Director Brennan 

is giving a brief_ It's not a Gang of Eight brief. I t is a one-on-one, 

from what we can tell, a one-on-one briefing with Harry Reid at that 

point. 

And it becomes apparent, based on your text messages and based 

on Director Camey's emails, that you all are aware that that 

conversation took place. 

Were you aware that Director Brennan had a briefing with Harry 

Reid and that you expected a letter f r om Harry Reid? 

Ms. Page. I take your word that I was. 

Mr. Meadows. Well, no, I don't want you to take my word. 

Ms. Page . I just don't - - I remember Harry Rei d sending a letter, 

like I remember that happening sometime during the course of this 
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investigation. But I do not have any recollection if I knew - - we had 

regular Crossfire briefs of the entire team for the Director. Ido 

not recall the Director telling us that Brennan was planning to brief 

Harry Reid that day and --

Mr. Meadows. No, no, I ' m not saying that he knew that he was 

planning to brief him, but that once he briefed him, because it appears 

that certain elements of what is now referred to as the dossier were 

communicated to Harry Reid, based on that letter, because - -

Ms. Page. I have no knowledge of that. We didn't have the 

reports yet. 

Mr . Meadows. So - - and I know. According to other testimony, 

-apparently you didn't actually physically get the documents until 

mid-September. Is that correct? 

Ms. Page. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Meadows. So on August --

Ms. Page. Not just physically . Even electronically, like - ­

Mr. Meadows. So on August 30th - - but you were aware of it prior 

to that? 

Ms. Page. No, sir. No, sir. 

Mr. Meadows. So what yoli 1 re saying is, is that you had no 

knowledge of these potential unverified memos. pri or to the middle part 

of September in your investigation? 

Ms. Page. That is correct, sir. 

Mr . Meadows. Okay. So on August 30th, you and Peter are going 

back and forth, and you go, "Here we go." If you ' ll look at 9:44 :50 
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on August the 30th, you go, "Here we go." And it's referencing "Harry 

Reid Cites Evidence of Russian Tampering in the U.S. Vote and Seeks 

FBI." 

Now, what happens is, and what I guess gives me a little bit of 

concern is, if you drop down, that if you drop down to the same day, 

August 30th, 9:45, it says: "The D" -- which I assume means 

Director - - "said at the a . m. brief that Reid had called him· and told 

him that he would be sending the letter." 

Ms. Page . Okay . 

Mr. Meadows. So you get a brief that says, well, we got the 

letter, but it's almost like it's a coordinated effort between Harry 

Reid and the FBI Director1 because obviously, he's briefing you. 

Ms . Page. I - - I don't see -- so, again, this is just my personal 

experience. We just don't really deal with the Hill that much. 

Mr. Meadows . No, I know you don't, but 

Ms. Page. No, no, no, but even the 

Mr. Meadows . So what you' re saying is you don't recall ever being 

briefed that a letter was coming from Harry Reid? 

Ms. Page. Not until -- this is the morning brief that this is 

a reference to, so I must have attended the morning br-ief. And so this 

is me just saying, yeah, the Director said we're going to be getting 

a letter. But no, I'm not aware --

Mr. Meadows. Well, indeed, you did get a letter that got 

published very quickly in The New York Times, and that was kind of the 

start of much of that. 
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You know, here's the other concern, because I guess Peter Strzok 

sends an email to Bill Priestap that same day, with you carbon copied, 

and it says: "Unfortunately, this will politicize things but was 

unavoidable, I suppose.tt 

So, I mean, obviously it's going back and forth. 

Ms . Page. So my view on that is exactly what the FBI always is, 

which is, no offense, politicians are involved, right? Like -­

Mr. Meadows. None taken. 

Ms. Page. We want to do this in secret. We want to do this the 

way we do it. I don't know what Harry Reid was told or why or what 

the purpose of Brennan -- you know, this is way out of my pay grade. 

But like that's not how we want to proceed. We do things effectively 

when they're in secret. And so I think that that, you know, it's 

unavoidable, I guess, is, you know, well, these things happen, but not 

on our watch . 

Mr. Meadows. Okay. So let ' s - - taking you at your word, then 

I guess what concern I have is why wou~d Director Brennan b~ aware of 

things that the FBI was not aware of at this particular point when it 

actually would potentially involve, according to Peter Strzok's word 

on January 10th of 2017, an unverified salacious set of memos? 

Ms. Page. So I don't understand why you're saying 

this - - whatever is in the - - whatever occurs between Brennan and Reid, 

I don't understand what the relationship, to the dossier is. That's 

what I ' m not following. 

Mr. Meadows. So the dossier apparently was mentioned. In fact, 
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we have documents that would suggest that in that briefing the dossier 

was mentioned to Harry Reid and then obviously we're going to have to 

have conversations. Does that surprise you --

Ms . Page . Totally surprises me. 

Mr . Meadows. -- that Director Brennan would be aware of -­

Ms . Page. Yes, sir. Because with all due honesty, if Director 

Brennan -- so we got that information 

Mr . Meadows. We do know there are multiple sources. 

Ms. Page. I do know that. I do know that the information 

ultimately found its way lots of different places_, certainly in October 

of 2016 . But if the CIA as early as August, in fact, had those same 

reports, I am not aware of - - I'm not aware of that and 

Mr. Meadows . . so you say"our source." Is your source, is that 

because he was working for you? 

Ms. Page. No, sir. 

Mr. Meadows . Well, I mean, how could he be -- is he exclusively 

your source? 

Ms . Page. I don't know. If the CIA has -- had Mr. Steele open 

as a source, I would not know that. 

Mr. Meadows. So if we ' re talking about sources and we' re looking 

at sources, were you aware at the point that there was ongoing 
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communication with other players, i.e. , Fusion GPS and others, as it 

relates to this confidential human source? 

Ms . Page . I didn't follow your question, sir. Are you asking 

was I - -

Mr. Meadows. Were you aware that Christopher Steele had 

conversations or multiple conversations with Fusion GPS and others 

outside of just working special intel for you? 

Ms. Page. No, no, no. So let me try to be more clear. 

As of August of 2016, I don't know who Christopher Steele is. 

don• t know that he; s an FBI source. I don't know what he does. I have 

never heard of him in all of my life . So let me just sort of be clear . 

When the FBI first receives the reports that are known as the 

dossier from an FBI agent who is Christopher Steele's handler in 

September of 2016 --

Mr. Meadows . Right . 

Ms. Page. at that time, we do not know who - - we don 't know 

why these reports have been generated. We don't know for what purpose. 

We don't know -- we know that this is a reliable source who has 

previously reported on other things . We know who he - - I don't know 

who he is personally. We know his history --

Mr. Meadows. Right . 

Ms. Page. such that we l<now hi m to be reliable. And I think 

we know that he's a former intel person. 

But we do not know, to the best of my recollection, why these 

reports have been generated, what they' re for, what they ' re - - why they 
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have sort of come to us, other than here's a reliable source and here 

are some things that he has gathered . 

Certainly between --

Mr. Meadows. So you don't know whet.her it's a coordinated effort 

to get you those documents or not at that point in September? 

Ms. Page. Coordinated by whom, sir? 

Mr. Meadows. Anybody, other than a confidential human source 

saying, "Listen, I've got reason to be concerned and bring it to you . " 

It could have been coordinated 

by Fusion GPS. You don't know. 

Ms. Page. At the time that we received the documentation, no. 

What we have is the preexisting relationship with the source and the 

reliability of his prior reporting . 

Mr. Meadows. Okay. So on October 16th and 19th, there's a 

couple of text messages. I want to read them to you, because it's 

actually text messages between you -- you won't have them in your book. 

Ms. Page . oh, okay . 

Mr . Meadows. Because I actually got these from a different 

source. And so I'm asking you to see if you remember those so you can 

help authentic them. But apparently it's a text message between you 

and Mr. McCabe. 

Ms. Page. Okay. 

Mr. Meadows. And it says: "Just called. Apparently the DAG 

now wants to be there and the White House wants DOJ to host. So we' re 

setting up a time now. We very much need to get Cohen's view" - - which 
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we believe is probably Deputy Director of the CIA Cohen, David 

Cohen -- "before we meet with her" ~- and by the ~her," I think it's 

Sally Yates at that point, we're trying to put this all together. 

"Better have him weigh in before this meeting. We need to speak with 

one voice if that is, in fact, the case." That is October 14th. 

And then on October 19th, it says: , "Hey, can you give me a call 

when you get out. Meeting with the White House counsel is finally s-et 

up and I want to talk about the timing things." 

Is that --

Ms. Page. Are those about Russia? 

Mr. Meadows. That was my question. 

Ms. Page. Oh, I 'm not sureJ sir. I'm not certain that it is_. 

to be honest with you, but I'm not sure. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. Because it's just a couple of days 

before the FISA application. 

Ms . Page. Oh. There would be no need to go to the White House 

or give any sort of briefing about the FISA. So if that's the timing 

concern) I don't think that it's related) would be my guess. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. So, as we look at this, one of the 

concerns that I have is that there seemed to be a whole lot of chatter 

back and forth in terms of between the FBI and the DOJ being at odds 

i n terms of -- and by "odds" what I mean is, you know, I guess pushing 

back against George Toscas and some of the others in terms of some of 

the opinions, based on text messages and emails. 

Ms. Page. On Russia? 
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Mr. Meadows. On Russia. 

Ms. Page . I don't know that I agree with that assessment. The 

only source of frustration, really the only source of frustration that 

I can recall, at least in the time that I was most heavily involved 

in the Russia investigation -- so this is from August to reallythe 

end of the year, till December of 2016 - - was the sort of speed or lack 

thereof with respect to getting the FISA initiated . I mean, thatwas 

a source of frustration . But I don't recall other other 

controversies or other disagreements or other issues. 

Mr. Meadows. Yeah, because I think -- and the reason why these 

dates on the other text messages that I ask are critical, because 

there ' s an email from Peter Strzok to you on October the 14th. And 

that's where, you know, we've got to keep the pressure, hurry the F 

up and 

Ms . Page . Yeah, right. And that was definitely happening, but 

the White House doesn't have anything to do with that. 

Mr. Meadows. And so the Stu, I haven't heard back from Stu, is 

that Stu Evans who 

Ms. Page . That is correct . 

Mr . Meadows. So why was there a push for a FISA warrant coming 

from you guys and potentially less than expeditious on the -- I mean, 

what's your perception of why that was? Obviously, it was important 

enough for Peter to send you an email. 

Ms. Page. Well, we sent a lot of emails. 
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But separate from that, this again goes to kind of cultural 

differences between us and DOJ. So DOJ is necessarily going t o be a 

little more handwringing and a little more apprehensive and a little 

more cautious. 

Mr. Meadows. And why is that? 

Ms. Page. Just the in·stitutional differences between us, 

honestly. I mean, we're the investigators, we're hard-charging. 

Mr. Meadows. The fact that they were opening up a FISA warrant 

on a U.S. citizen that might be attached to a --

Ms. Page. Well, almost all FISA warrants are on U.S. citizens . 

Mr. Meadows. That's correct, but that might -- you didn't let 

me finish --

Ms . Page. Oh; I'm sorry. 

Mr . Meadows. That might be attached to a Presidential campaign . 

Ms. Page. Well_. he was no longer with the Presidential campaign. 

But your point is taken. Certainly, this was one that, if leaked., was 

going to get attention. 

And so I'm not necessarily even criticizing them for their 

handwringing. I'm just saying we had an operational reason thatwe 

wanted to get this thing up quickly with respect to the subject himself, 

and the Department is always going to operate With less alacrity. 

Mr. Meadows. So is Stu Evans, is that his primary 

responsibility, was processing FISAs? 

Ms. Page. So he is the head · of the Office of Intelligence . The 
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Office of Intelligence is the organization within the Department that 

writes the FISAs, that takes them to court. So he is the -- he's a 

DAAG, a deputy assistant Attorney General, and he is the person in 

charge of the entire FISA process for the Department . 

Mr . Meadows. So I guess the question -- and this is my last 

series of questions -- I guess the question I would have then is, going 

back to August 10th, there's text messages back and forth between you 

and Peter that would say, I remember what it was, Toscas already told 

Stu Evans everything. Sally called to set up a meeting. You already 

knew about the campaign individual. So there ' s conversations 

happening on August the 10th already 

Ms . Page~ But that's not about a FISA~ That's not about a FISA 

at that point, I don't think. 

Mr. Meadows. But it was about the campaign, because it's 

redacted . 

Ms. Page . Right. 

Mr. Meadows . I mean, it was ~edacted. 

Ms. Page. So what that reflects, because I remember that, 

because we were -- we were so concerned about the fact that we were 

opening this investigation and we were so concerned about leaks that 

we were literally individually making decisions about who to tell and 

who not to tell , because we were trying to keep it so closely held. 

We had told George Toscas, because he's sort of the senior-most 

career person in the National Security Division. 

None of us had told Stu Evans, and I don ' t think any of us intended 
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to tell Stu Evans until which time we would actually need something 

from him. And so that text is a reflection of frustration, that like, 

great, George told Stu. That's not what we would have done, because 

we were trying to keep it so close-hold. 

So I don't think it has anything to do with an actual FISA. It 

was more that more people are learning about this investigation and 

we are trying to keep it as tight as possible. 

Mr. Meadows. And so what you're sayi ng is when the Director 

briefed the White House 2 days prior to that, on August the 8th, or 

prepared for it, actually briefed him on the 10th, that it had nothing 

to do with any campaign. Even though George Toscas and Stu Evans knew 

about it~ it had -- I mean, there was no mention of this at all at any 

time? 

Ms. Page. Sir, I would be shocked. I would truly be stunned to 

discover that the Director had briefed the President on the substance 

of our investigation or even the existence of our investigation. 

would be -- I can't say it di dn't happen, I wasn't there, but I would 

be stunned to discover that. That is just not how we --

Mr. Meadows . So when did it happen? Ultimately never? 

Ms. Page. I don't know. I honestly don't know. And to be 

honest with you, I guess I should clarify. 

I think it's entirely possible that the Director himself never 

briefed the White House about this. He just did not have that kind 

of - - not relationship, that's not the right word. That 's justnot 

how he viewed us institutionally. I cannot speak to whether the 
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Department ever briefed the White House about it. 

Mr. Meadows. I'll yield to John . 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Ms. Page, I do want to follow this line of 

questioning about the FISA application and try and determine when you 

were first aware of or there was a discussion of a possibility of a 

FISA warrant in connection with the Trump-Russia matter from a timing 

perspective. Do you recall? 

Ms. Page . Maybe a month before we got it, possibly . I'm not 

positive . 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay. So the dates, the date of the FISA 

application, October 21st of 2016 . 

The reason I'm trying to find out is we know that the predicating 

information that opened it was July 31st. We know on August 8th, we've 

talked about the text message about stopping Donald Trump, a text 

message that involved the lead investigative agent. 

So 1 1m wondering, do you know whether or not there had been any 

discussion of a FISA applications by that time? 

Ms. Page. No way . You have to understand, sir, it takes a lot 

to get a FISA. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. I know~ I'm just trying - - I'm trying todive 

in on where it is. 

So on -- we know that there was the first interview conducted, 

based on your prior testimony, sometime before August 11th of 2016. 

Do you know if there was any discussion of a FISA application before 

or after -- or before that? 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

005155-000797 Document ID: 0.7 .643.5566-000002 



104 
COMMITTEE SENS1TIVE 

Ms. Page. Not to my knowledge . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. With respect to -- you talked earlier 

about testing the information from confidential human sources . If a 

confidential human source has a conversation with the subject of 

surveillance that would undermine the presence - - I mean, the premise 

that anyone associated with the Trump campaign either was colluding 

or would be willing to collude with the Russians, is that the type of 

disclosure that would have to be made to the FISC? 

Ms. Page. No, sir. What do you mean? We don't have a - ­

Mr. Ratcliffe. Do Brady/Giglio disclosure requirements apply to 

the FISA court? 

Ms. Page. Oh, sorry. Yeah, sure. I mean, we have a duty of 

candor to the court. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Duty of candor . 

Ms . Page. So certainly to the extent we were to find reliable 

information that we thought undermined a FISA application, wewould 

inform the court of that information . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Supposed to inform the court? 

Ms. Page . To the best of my knowledge, sir, we would inform the 

court . 

Mr . Ratcliffe. No! I'm just saying the obligation is - - you 

can't speak to whether it was or it wasn't. 

Ms. Page. I don't know what you're talking about. I 

thought -- if --

Mr. RateIiffe. I'm not getting into any of the specifie content 
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of it. I just want to know --

Ms. Page. If -- in all cases 

Mr . Ratcliffe. If there is exculpatory or --

Ms. Page. - - if the FBI discovers, you know, reliable 

information which it believes to be exculpatory or somehow affect the 

probable cause of the FISA warrant, I would expect that we would provide 

that to the court, yes, sir. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. That's my question. 

Ms. Page. Yes. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. B.ecause there would be an obligation to do that. 

Ms. Page. I think so. I'm not nearly as well-versed in the FISA 

rules. But I would just - - I would presume that we would, because 

that's how we generally operate. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. And you know that Brady/Giglio disclosure 

requirements would apply in the FISA court? 

Ms. Page. So Brady really doesn't -- I don't really want to be 

so legalistic - - but Brady is a right of a criminal defendant. So what 

I'm saying is I have no idea if it is absolutely obligatory. What I 

am saying is I believe that that is -~ would be the practice of the 

Department and the FBI to be fully candid. 

Mr. Rat cliffe. And should have been done if there was any 

exculpatory information. 

Ms. Page. I think that that's what we would do. I believe so, 

sir . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay, great. 
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On Friday, Congressman Jordan asked you about the trip that you 

took with Peter Strzok and three others. 

I don't know if he asked you the purpose of that trip. Can you tell 

us the purpose of the trip? 

Ms. Page . I cannot, sir. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Why not? 

Ms. Page. On advice of FBI counsel, because it would get into 

the investigative steps we took. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Investigative steps related to the -­

Ms. Page. The Russia investigation. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. -- Russia investigation? 

Ms . Page. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. Mr . Jordan also asked you about and you 

reviewed with him the January 10 email that you were on with Mr. Strzok 

talking about the different versions of the Steele dossier involving 

David Corn and Glenn Simpson and others. Do you recall that? 

Ms. Page . I do, sir. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. That was around the same time as the first 

of Jim Corney ' s now somewhat infamous memos of his conversations with 

both President-elect Trump and then President Trump. When did you 

first become aware of the Corney memos? 

Ms. Page. I was aware of them as they were -- in real time. I 

was aware of almost all of them in real time . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. okay. So you were aware of them before they 

became leaked to The New York Times by Daniel Richman? 
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Ms . Page . I was aware of them . I reviewed most of them. I can't 

say all . I reviewed most of them within a day or on the same day that 

they were created. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. Would Peter Strzok have been - - I'm . sorry. 

Would -- well, let me ask that. Would Peter Strzok have been aware. 

of those? 

Ms . Page . No, sir . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Would Andrew McCabe have been aware of those? 

Ms . Page. Yes, sir . I don •t know whether Peter Strzok was aware 

of them or not. I did not provide them to him so --

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. But Andrew McCabe would have been? 

Ms. Page. Yes, sir. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. Okay. And was that -- the fact that you would 

have been aware of them, were there discussions about opening an 

obstruction of justice case or any other case against Donald Trump prior 

to the f i ring of Jim Corney on May 9th of 2017, as reflected in the Corney 

memos? 

Ms. Bessee. Congressman, to the extent that goes into the 

equities of the ongoing investigation that the special counsel is now 

conducting, I will instruct the witness not to answer. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. Yeah, I don't want to go into what the special 

counsel, whether or not they are going to do it, but I think it's a 

fair - - I think it's a very fair question., Cecilia, because the former 

Director of the FBI has talked about it. He's talked about it a lot. 

He's given interviews about it. He has gone on TV about it. He has 
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written books about it . 

And he has said explicitly publicly in a congressional hearing 

that he wanted a special counsel to be appointed for that purpose, to 

investigate Donald Trump for obstruction of justice. 

So I think asking her about it at this point is a very fair request. 

Ms. Bessee. To the extent that it doesn't go into what the 

special counsel is looking at or their gathering of evidence, I 

understand, Congressman, that former Director Camey has talked about 

the memos and has talked about whether there should be an investigation. 

So I just want --

Mr. Ratcliffe. I don't want any of the details. I just want to 

know whether there was a discussion about the possibility of opening 

that prior to the firing of the Director . 

Ms. Page. Obstruction of justice was not a topic of conversation 

during the timeframe you have described. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. Then --

Ms. Page. I think. One second, sir . 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Page. Sir, I need to - - I need to take back my prior 

statement. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Which one? 

Ms. Page. Whatever the last thing I just said was. Sorry . That 

there were no discussions of obstruction, yeah. That is - - I need to 

take that statement back. 

Mr . Ratcliffe ~ So there were? 
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Ms. Page. Well, I think that I can't answer thi-s question without 

getting into matters which are substantively before the special counsel 

at this time. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Well, I think you've just answered it by not 

answering it. 

was Andy McCabe privy to those same conversations? 

Ms. Page . I can't answer this substantively, sir. I'm sorry. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Well, were these related to some charges, whether 

obstruction or other charges, potentially against Donald Trump? 

Ms. Page. I can't - - I can't answer that question, sir, without 

getting into the substance of matters that are now before the special 

counsel. 

Mr . Ratcliffe . Again , I think you're answering i t by not 

answering it. 

Did you have knowledge about Daniel Richman's s pecial role for 

Director Camey? 

Ms. Page. What do you mean, sir? 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Didyouknowthathe - - or when, I guess, did you 

learn that he was the source through whi ch Director Corney would 

communicate information to the press? 

Ms. Page. I learned that publicly, when it became publicly 

known. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. But not before that? 

Ms . Page. I don't believe so . 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Did you have interactions with Daniel Richman? 
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Ms. Page. I had one interaction with him , but with respect to 

a going dark sort of broad legislative interest, but that• s it. That 

was many months prior . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. So back to these Corney memos. You had 

conversations about the Comey memos with Andy McCabe. Did you have 

conversations about them with Jim Corney? 

Ms. Page . I think once. I think there was one time -- so, again, 

I guess I should make - - be more clear. We didn't talk about the Corney 

memos as a setj like the Corney memos. If Corney were to have a meeting 

that concerned him, he might come back and inform, for example, 

Mr. McCabe about them. 

There was one time I believe in which I was part of a small group 

in which he came back and reported back the details of a particular 

meeting. Those ultimately made their way into the memos. 

So I was present for at least one, possibly more, I just don't 

know for sure, readouts of a meeting that he would have just had with 

the President, Donald Trump, and then subsequently read the memos that 

he created about each of these meetings. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . What was it about Donald Trump that created a 

practice that Director Corney told us didn't exist with President Obama? 

Ms. Page. I can't speak for Director Camey, sir . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Did this process of the FBI Director sharing 

information with others in the FBI about hi s conversations, giving 

readouts of his conversations with the President, was that a standard 

practice? 
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Ms. Page. That's not unusual, if there was a need to share what 

had happened. He certainly did that with respect to President Obama 

as well. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . But never documented it in a memo form? 

Ms. Page. I think that's his representation . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. So you said --

Ms . Page. But I think he also answered, at least in his open 

testimony, that it was about the nature of the person. So I 

can't - - that's - - those ai"'e his words, but I can ' t speak beyond that. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. I might come back to that, but I want to move on 

to this now infamous tarmac meeting and at least get started in asking 

you about that. 

To refresh your recollection from a timing standpoint , the 

meeting occurred on June the 27th of 2016 between former President 

Clinton and Loretta Lynch. 

I want to ask you about an email on June the 30th of 2016 that 

Peter Strzok texted to you, i f you'd look at that. 

Ms. Page . June 30th, you said? 

Mr. Ratcliffe. June 30th . We ' re 3 days after the tarmac 

meeting. 

Ms. Page . Okay. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. It says: Oh my God, he - - I think speaking about 

Bill Priestap -- Oh, my God, he is spinning about the tarmac meeting . 

Viewed in conj unction with [redacted] wants to meet at 4, have us bring 

lists of what we would do in ordinary circumstance, paren, easy, 
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referred to PC, and in this circumstance, paren, easy, referred to the 

seventh floor. 

Do you see that? 

Ms. Page. I do. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay . Let's -- first of all, is Bill, is that 

Bill Priestap? 

Ms. Page. I'm sure it is, yes. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay . Do you know what redacted is? 

Ms. Page. I don't. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay . Do you know what PC is? 

Ms . Page. Public corruption --

Mr. Ratcliffe. Public corruption. 

Ms. Page. -- is my guess. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . It's my guess, too. So --

Ms. Page. I mean, this I think is sort of a snarky text, right? 

So my guess is he's spinning in conjunction with the -- maybe that is 

like the statement, because we know that we're -- we're planningto 

do the - - public announcement is sort of imminent. I'mspeculating 

there, because I have no idea what's under the redaction. 

But I think this is mostly us just being a little unkind with 

respect to Bill Clinton -- Bill Clinton -- Bill Priestap, because 

he - - he was a worrier. And so I think that this is more snarky 1 right? 

There's nothing for us to do with respect to this, 

Mr . Ratcliffe. Okay. But I'm trying to find out whether this 

is a big deal or not. You know, the Attorney General referred to the 
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meeting as something she admitted cast a shadow over the integrity of 

the Department. It's the reason for what you referred to earlier as 

a quasi- recusal or halfway recusal . It is something that Director 

Corney referred to as a game -changer and told the IG that it tipped the 

scales with respect to holding a public announcement. It sounds like 

Bill Priestap is spinning about it. 

Was it a big deal or not? 

Ms. Page. To be honest with you, sir, and I'm speaking for 

myself, it was a boneheaded move, certainly. But I guess 

investigatively, I don ' t see it as a particularly big deal, because 

absolutely every single person on the Midyear investigation, both at 

the FBI and the Department, had concluded that there was no prosecution 

to be had here. 

Soit ' s not as though the meeting with Bill Clinton, even no matter 

what was said, even taken in the worst possible light, the evidence 

is what the evidence is. So there' s no way to have sort of changed 

it. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. Right. 

Ms. Page. So even if, in fact, everyone's worst possible 

nightmare about what may have transpired on that plane is all true, 

it still doesn't change whether there's a viable prosecution. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Right . 

Ms . Page . So, again, in my view, it'sbadjudgmentandmisguided, 

but not actually impactful of anything in particular. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. So I ' m going to come back to this one, 
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because I think we're about out of time. But you just said, and you 

said this yesterday or on Friday, but that it was not a big deal. 

Boneheaded but not a big deal investigatively, because everyperson 

involved with the Midyear had concluded that she wasn ' t going tobe 

charged . Is that right? 

Ms. Page. That's correct, sir. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. Okay. So if I asked you the question, was the 

decision made not to charge Hillary Clinton with the mishandling of 

classified information before or after her July 2nd, 2016, interview, 

the answer is what? 

Ms. Page. The answer is before her July 2nd interview we had not 

seen evidence sufficient to charge her with a crime. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. 

Ms. Page. If something had changed in the July 2nd interview, 

t hen that would have all changed things. But short of an admission 

in that interview, there was nothing that any of us, whether at the 

Department or the FBI, could have anticipated that would have changed 

that conclusion, short of an admission or something happening --

Mr. Ratcliffe. But your answer was before the decision had been 

made before, that everyone had concluded. 

Ms. Page. Well, you ' re putting words in my mouth a little bit . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. These are your words. 

Ms . Page. No, I'm agreeing with - - what I ' m saying is a decision 

isn't final until it's final. So there was no final deci sion before 

July 2nd. But before July 2nd - -
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Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. 

Ms. Page. - - it was the consensus of the investigative team, both 

at the Department and at the FBI, that there was not sufficient evidence 

to charge her with a crime. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. So where we're going to leave off is that 

the decision had been made before, but the final, final decision was 

made after is what you're saying, to use your words. 

Ms. Page. The decision isn ' t final until it"s final. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. We'll pick up with that when we come back. 

Thank you. 

[Recess.] 
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[ 2: 36 p . m.] 

Mr. Swalwell. Back on the. record. 

Thank you , Ms. Page, again for spending the. morning and afternoon 

with us. I only have a few questions. Our counsel may have some, and 

I understand Mr. Cummings might be coming in today . 

So, again, I first just want to say that, today , our President, 

on foreign soil, insulted the men and women of the FBI. I'm sorry that 

here in Congress that you' re also seeing leaders of our country insult 

the work that you do. 

But I do think there are some fair questions, and I want to get 

just to some of those. 

Do you regre.t, like, some of the messages you sent or the way that 

you framed some of those texts? And if you could just talk about that. 

Ms. Page. I do . I think that this has been an incredibly 

humbling experience. Obviously, these were messages sent to somebody 

close to me whom I intended to be private, and I think that there are 

few people on this planet who would want their private messages released 

publicly, regardless of what they said. 

I think I 1 mentitled to the views that I'm entitled to, and I'm 

entitled to express those views both publicly and privately . But I 

would have made different decisions had I thought about what the 

possible repercussions could have been. 

I can't do it over again. I can only learn from it. 

Mr. Swalwell . Did you ever -- were you ever part of a criminal 

prosecution where you so detested the defendant because of what they 
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did or who they hurt and you had to set aside those feelings and just 

stick to the four corners of the evidence? 

Ms. Page . . So I actually spoke about this at length on Friday, 

Mr. Swalwell. In fact, not just me but I think I can speak for many 

people at the FBI and the Department that we often loathe the subject 

of our investigations. And we generally do not look kindly on 

criminals in general and reserve plenty of harsh language for the people 

that we investigate. 

But we, regardless and in every instance, put our personal 

feelings, both about them individually or the criminal activity that 

they are accused of, we always put it aside and conduct investigations 

independently and fairly. 

Mr. Swalwell. Did you eve r have an investigation where you 

received exculpatory evidence and, you know, you've got a bad guy and 

you really want to make sure that justice is done and then you get the 

evidence and you're like, crap, like, if I turn this over, it 's going 

to make the case harder, if I keep it and I don't tell anyone, we've 

got a better chance of a conviction, but I know what it means if I don't 

turn it over? Have you ever had to make those decisions ~s a 

prosecutor? 

Ms. Page. So they're not usually quite as stark, but, 

absolutely, you often have information which could be exculpatory or 

certainly could just simply be damaging to your case, and it i s your 

obligation as a prosecutor, it is your obligation to the fairness to 

the defendant and the fairness in the system, to turn that information 
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over. 

So that is something that happens regularly, and it is a part of 

our being, it's a part of our identity and the roles that we abide by 

in order to - -

Mr. Swalwell . Regardless of how you feel about the defendant. 

Ms. Page. Of course. 

Mr. Swalwell. In the Clinton case, were you the sole lawyer 

making decisions about the direction of the case? 

Ms. Page. I was not making decisions about the direction of the 

case at all. I was a lawyer supporting the Deputy Director . We had 

multiple lawyers in OGC who supported the investigation, and, of 

course, it was run by prosecutors at t he Department. 

Mr. Swalwell. How many lawyers could you estimate were involved 

in the Clinton case 

Ms. Page. So there were 

Mr. Swalwell. -- on the on your side. 

Ms. Page. On the FBI side, there were two primary lawyers who 

were involved. There was a lawyer who was involved on the filter team. 

And then there were five prosecutors who had either regular or 

semiregular involvement at the Department, and then their management. 

Mr. Swalwell. And on the decision to open the Russia 

investigation, how many lawyers were involved in that decision? 

Ms. Page. The decision to open the investigation? I mean, the 

general counsel was involved, the deputy general counsel was involved. 

At least, probably - - the decision to open? I'm not sure myself. 
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Mr . Swalwel l. Is it fair to say you were not - ­

Ms. Page. No, no. 

Mr. Swalwell. -- the person or lawyer that - ­

Ms. Page . No. 

Mr. Swalwell. - - signed off? 

Ms. Page. I did not make any decisions with respect to opening 

the Russ ia investigat ion. 

Mr . Swalwell . Can you speak to -- well, Bob Mueller. How long 

did you work with Mr. Mueller? 

Ms. Page. So I went over for a 45-day detail. 

Mr. Swalwell. Oh, I just mean in your career. 

Ms. Page . Oh . So I didn ' t have -- I had limited interaction 

with Mr. Mueller when he was the Director of the FBI . 

Mr. Swalwell. In your limited interaction and the discussion you 

had with colleagues, can you speak to his character for truthfulness 

and integrity? 

Ms. Page . He is unassailable on those grounds. He is an 

unbelievably upstanding, honest, rule-following, hard - charging, 

thoughtful, fair individual. 

Mr. Swalwell. And with respect to other lawyers and agents on 

the special counsel 's team, are those individuals that you had worked 

with in some --

Ms . Page. · Yes. 

Mr . Swalwell. manner? 

Ms. Page . Some of them, yes, sir . 
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Mr. Swalwell. And is there anyone on that team that you have 

concerns about their integrity, their character for truthfulness? 

Ms. Page. No, sir. And, in fact, at least two of them I've 

worked quite closely with, and I know both to be incrediblybright, 

incredibly fair, honest, brilliant prosecutors. 

Mr. Swalwell . And did you observe during the time on the team 

any, you know, cafeteria talk, any prejudging of the direction of the 

Russia investigation? 

Ms. Page . No, sir. 

Mr. Swalwell. I don't have anything else. I'll defer back to 

counsel. 

Thank you, Ms. Page. 

Ms. Page. You're welcome. 

BY MS. KIM: 

Q Thank you, Ms. Page. 

I'd like to ask you about several f BI employees who are mentioned 

in the inspector general's report. 10 the extent that it asks about 

things of which you have no knowledge, please let me know. 

This, as you will see, will turn out to be a process of 

elimination. To be totally candid with you, there is an individual, 

whose name has been repeatedly brought up in connection 

with these aliases. And I just want to confirm whether you can identify 

as any of the aliases named in the inspector general's 

report. 

A I think you need to ask that question more specifically. 
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Q Yes. Exactly. And so I will attempt to do so. 

A Okay. 

Q The inspector general ' s report discussed instant messages 

between two FBI agents, agent 1 and agent 5. The two were in a 

preexisting romantic relationship. 

As I understand it~ is not an FBI agent. Is that 

correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q So do you have any reason to believe tha- s agent 

1 or agent 5? 

A I know who agent 1 and agent 5 are, and is not 

agent 1 or agent 5. 

Q Thank you . 

The inspector general's report also discusses FBI attorney 2 as 

an individual who sent instant messages of what the inspector general 

called a political nature. That attorney, FBI attorney 2, is referred 

to throughout with male pronouns. 

Do you know if the FBI attorney 2 is 

A I also know who FBI Attorney General 2 is, and FBI attorney 

2 is not 

Q Thank you. 

Ms. Shen. Okay, Ms. Page, I ' m going to introduce a few text 

messages in which it appears that you and Mr . Strzok are discussing 

the Russians and, sort of, their attempts at espionage and just kind 

of ask some of the context behind it. 
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[Page Exhibit No. 9 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. SHEN: 

Q So, for exhibit 9, I believe, if you can direct your 

attention to the bottom of the page. So I'm looking at the 

second-to-last text on July 18th at 10:54. 

Okay. So that text reads -- and I believe this text is sent from 

you 

A Oh, no, I don't think so. 

Q Oh, I'm sorry. The first text is -­

A Yeah. 

Q Sorry. The first text is sent by Mr. Strzok, and it reads: 

And fuck the cheating motherfucking Russians. Bastards. I hate them. 

I'm sorry. I'm sorry. 

And in response, you write: I'm sorry. Me too. 

Ms. Page, do you recall sending that text? 

A The "me too"? Yeah. 

Q The "me too," yes . And do you recall under what 

circumstances that exchange was sent? Was there any particular 

context or issue that it was responding to? 

A I honestly don't remember . But I do always hate the 

Russians, so - -

Q Okay . 

Has Mr. Strzok ever communicated to you in other instances his 

hatred for the Russians? 
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A Uh-huh, yes. I mean, most everybody who works 

counterintelligence at the FBI has pretty strong feelings aboutthe 

Russian Federation. So this is not an unusually held view. 

Q Okay. So, generally speaking, at the FBI, you've heard 

other instances across the agency where agents or officials have 

expressed their hatred for the Russians as well? 

A Russia poses the most severe existential threat to Western 

democracy in the world. So for those of us who care about democracy 

and for those of us who think America is great, we have pretty strong 

feelings about the Russians. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

[Page Exhibit No. 10 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS, SHEN: 

Q I'd now like to introduce another text message from 

July 31st, 2016, as exhibit 10. And if you can direct your attention 

to the top of the page this time -- I'm sorry, let me correctthat. 

The first text message would be July 30th, 2016. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q So I believe that first text message is from you, correct? 

A That's right, yes. 

Q So a portion redacted. So ends the sentence: Hate them . 

I think they' re probably the worst. Very little I find redeeming about 

this even in history. A couple of good writers and artists I guess . 

And then redaction. 
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In response to that, Mr. Strzok responds, with a redaction: 

Fucking conniving, cheating savages at statecraft, athletics, you name 

it. I'm glad on I'm Team USA. 

Okay. Ms. Page, do you recall writing those texts? 

A I do. 

Q Okay. And do you recall any particular context those texts 

were made around? 

A I don ' t. 

Q So - -

A I mean, this is - - we've just opened -- or, you know, we're 

about to open the Russia investigation, so it is very much, you know, 

on the forefront of all of our minds. So it would not surprise me if 

it's a reflection of that. But, as I said, this is an enduring 

sentiment for people who are in the intelligence community. 

Q Well, in the intelligence community, I imagine there 

are -- you know, there are countries other than Russia who engage in 

espionage efforts . And so - -

A There are countries other than Russia who engage in espionage 

efforts, but there are probably no other countries who are more 

singularly focused on the destruction of Western ideals around the 

world. 

So it's true, other countries engage in espionage, and other 

countries steal , and other countries lie. But I wouldn't say that 

other countries do it the way that Russia does it and have as a goal, 

sort of, creating fractions within the Western alliance in order to, 
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you know, ascend to dominance the way that Russia does. 

Q So would it be fair to say that Russia's espionage efforts 

are just far more of a threat to the U.S. national security than some 

other countries' espionage efforts? 

A They are one of our most pernicious and dangerous threats. 

Q Okay. 

In Mr. Strzok's text, he refers to them as, quote, "cheating.'' 

We're in an unclassified setting, so I wouldn't want to go there, but 

can you describe some examples of what he may be referring to or just 

generally what Russia has done to be cheating? 

A Well, I mean, look at the doping scandals in the Olympic 

Committee stuff. Look at the effort· to get the World Cup in Russia 

that was just recently completed. I mean, they cheat. 

Q And in terms of statecraft, again, in unclassified setting, 

are there certain examples of Russian statecraft that you find, you 

know, particularly egregious? 

A I mean, not beyond what I've already, sort of, attempted to 

describe. 

Q And then the last comment, Mr. Strzok, he says: I'm glad I'm 

on Team USA. 

Would you agree that, for example, investigating the Russians for 

their attempts to interfere with the U.S. election would be an example 

of being on Team USA? 

A Right. I mean, this is just being proud about being 

Americans. Right? We want to spread American values and American 
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democracy around the world, and we think that we live in the best country 

in the world. And so this is simply a statement of pride and one that 

is in contrast to the way that the Russian Federation operates. 

Q So, last Friday, the special counsel's investigation, it 

became public that they indicted 12 members of the Russian military 

intelligence, the GRU. Are you familiar with the report? 

A I read about it, yes. 

Q Okay. The GRU, they are Russian military intelligence, 

which means President Putin would be in charge of them. Is that 

correct? 

A That ' s my understanding. 

Q And so any attempts that the Russian military intelligence 

would have of interfering with the U.S . Presidential election, 

President Putin would be aware of that. Do you believe that to be true? 

A Ask me that question again, please. 

Q Okay. Sorry. I'll rephrase. Would President Vladimir 

Putin be aware of any attempts the GRU had in interfering with the U.S. 

Presidential election? 

A I'm -- President Putin is the President of his country and 

certainly is in charge of his intelligence apparatus. 

Q Okay. 

A I don't want to answer that question with more specificity . 

Q Fair enough. I think the point I'm just - -

A Okay. 

Q getting at is that, as the President of Russia, he would 
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be the head of the Russian military intelligence . 

A. I would agree with that. 

Q Okay. 

So, actually, just earlier today, reports have come out from 

President Trump's meeting, summit with President Putin, and I'm just 

going to read to you from a Washington Post article from 12:49p.m. 

today. 

So the title of the article is "Putin Again Denies Russian 

Interference in the 2016 U.S. Election. Trump Calls Probe a Disaster 

for Our Country . " 

So the article reads: After Putin said his government played no 

role in trying to sabotage the U.S. election, Trump offered no pushback 

and went on to condemn the Justice Department's investigati on of 

Russian interference as, quote, a disaster for our country. 

Ms. Page, do you believe that the Justice Department ' s 

investigation of Russian interference is a disaster for our country? 

A I do not. 

Q Okay. 

So it goes on to say: Putin insisted publicly that the, quote, 

Russian state has never interfered and is not going to interferein 

i nternal American affairs, unquote. And Trump declined to dispute 

these assertions, instead saying that Putin, quote, has an interesting 

idea, unquote, about the issue of interference. 

Now, Ms. Page, it is my understanding that the U.S. intelligence 

community unanimously concluded that the Russian state did attempt to 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE 

005155-000821Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000002 



128 
COMM t TTEE S6NSITIVE 

interfere in the U.S. 2016 Presidential election . Is that also y_our 

understanding? 

A Yes, it is. 

Q Okay. And, Ms. Page., are you inclined to believe Putin's 

denial that Russia ever interfered, or are you inclined to believe in 

the U. S. intelligence community's assessment? 

A As a part of the - - as a former part of the u. S. intelligence 

community, I will go with the intelligence community assessment. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

Later in the article, it also says : Trump says that he holds, 

quote, both countries responsible, unquote, for the frayed relations 

between the two nations and attacked Special Counsel Robert S. Mueller 

III 1 s investigation. 

Ms. Page, do you believe that the United States is responsible 

for the frayed rel ations between the United States and Russia? 

A Well, we're responsible to the extent we're not going to 

accept their meddling in a U. S. election. I suppose so. 

Q Okay. Well, would you blame Robert Mueller's investigation 

for frayed relations with Russia? 

A No. 

Q Okay. 

And this is the last one, I promise. The article al so goes on 

to say: I n response to the questions, Trump said that both countries 

were to blame for the deterioration of relations. Quote, I do feel 

that we have both made mistakes . He added that , quote, there was no 
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collusion, unquote, between his campaign and Russia, and he lamented 

that the special counsel's investigation into the matter has had an 

impact on U.5.-Russian relations. Quote, I think the probe has been 

a disaster for our country, unquote. He said, quote, it 1 s ridiculous, 

what ' s going on with the probe, unquote. 

Ms. Page, are you aware of anything ridiculous going on in Special 

Counsel Mueller's probe? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Thank you. I think that ' s all I have. 

BY MS . KIM: 

Q I think this might be the last tranche of questions I have 

for you, Ms. Page . I ' d like to ask you about Director Camey. 

You spoke earlier in general terms about Special Counsel Mueller. 

Can you explain to me how long you worked in proximity with Director 

Camey? 

A So it would cover the span of time that I worked for Deputy 

Director McCabe . So, pri or to February 2016, I certainly had 

interactions wi th Mr. Corney, but, once I started working for Mr. McCabe 

in the context of Mr . McCabe being Deputy Director, my interactions 

with Mr. Camey became far more frequent . 

Q And can you describe for me Mr. Camey's general character 

and honesty as you under stood them? 

A He is a man of enormous integrity. I am a better lawyer and 

a better person for having, sort of, learned from his examples. He 

is obviously an extraordinary communicator, but he's also just a very 
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good person and is thoughtful about ~ow to approach problems and is 

a man of unassailable integrity, in my view . 

Q To your knowledge, has Director Camey ever lied to you? 

A No. 

Q Are you personally aware of any instances where Director 

Corney was shown to have lied or been knowingly untruthful? 

A Never. 

Q Overall, do you have any reason to doubt the accuracy of 

Director Camey • s oral or written representations of the facts from when 

he was the FBI Director? 

A No, not at all . 

Q Have you followed the recent pres s coverage of Director 

Camey ' s public descriptions of his meetings with President Trump? 

A Yes . 

Q And you said you had - - usually you had - - you have firsthand 

knowledge of Director Camey' s memoranda that he kept to document those 

meetings . Is that correct? 

A So I either in one or two instances was present for his 

initial retelling of the meeting} and in most other instances I was 

provided with his memo to review in real-time, like, shortly after his 

production of those memos. 

Q Have you noted any discrepancies between Director Corney ' s 

contemporaneous r ecollectio~s of the facts on one hand and his public 

representation of those facts on the other hand? 

.A No. 
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Q Are you generally familiar with Director Corney's testimony 

to the Senate Intelligence Committee about his interactions with 

President Trump? 

A I am. 

Q Do you have any reason to believe that Director Comey did 

not - - I'm sorry, let me put that in the affirmative. Do you believe 

that Director Camey accurately shared with Senate Intelligence 

Committee his memory of his interactions with President Trump? 

A Absolutely, yes. 

Q I imagine you are fairly familiar with the inspector 

general's report. Is that correct? 

A I have not read it all. I hope to never do so . But I am 

familiar with parts of it, yes. 

Q On June 16th, President Trump tweeted: The IG report 

totally destroys James Corney qnd all of his minions, including the great 

lovers Peter Strzok and Lisa Page, who started the disgraceful witch 

hunt against so many innocent people. It will go down as a dark and 

dangerous period in American history. 

To your knowledge, did the inspector general's report contain any 

information discrediting the special counsel's probe? 

A No. 

Q And are you aware of the inspect·or general's report 

destroying anything about Director Corney's ability to testify as a 

witness in the special counsel's probe? 

A No. 
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Ms. Kim. I think that ends our guestioning for this round. 

Thank you. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Ratcliffe. All right . Back on the record. 

So, Ms. Page, when we left off, I was asking you -- well, I asked 

you a qu,estion based on the answer that you'd given, and I asked you 

whether a decision had been made to charge Hillary Clinton -- not to 

charge Hillary Clinton before or after her July 2nd, 2016, interview. 

And your first answer was before. You said something to the effect 

of, because every person - - I'm paraphrasing -- because virtually 

every person on the Midyear Exam team had concluded that shewasn 1 t 

going to be charged . 

And then -­

[Phone ringing.] 

Mr. Meadows. You can tell a lot about a man by his ringtone. 

Ms. Page . Will it say "boing, boing" on the transcript? 

Mr. Ratcliffe. But then, in fairness to you, Ms. Page, you 

qualified that a little bit and said, well, a final-final decision was 

made after. I want to give you a chance to be clear. 

Ms. Page. So the word - - and I don't mean to be overly lawyerly, 

but it comes naturally, so forgive me. The word "decision" suggests 

the finality. And my only point is that before the July 2nd interview 

the uniform view was that there was not sufficient evidence to bring 

any charges against Hillary Clinton.That's not a final decision, 

because it's not a final decision . But to that point, there was 
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insufficient evidence to charge her with any crime. And that was 

uniformly agreed to by both the FBI individuals involved and the DOJ 

individuals involved. 

But that, certainly, in the event, unlikely was our estimation, 

but in the event that there was some admission or some other revelation 

which changed our assessment, we were all open to that possibility. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Right. But you talked about - - you started your 

answer before about, "to be candid," and I think that's an important 

word, because ''candor" has a specific meaning when you' re talking about 

an FBI agent, right? Candor and lack of candor? 

Ms. Page. Everybody at the Department has an obligation to 

candor, yes. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Right. And you gave a very long explanation for, 

you know, the decision and before, and you made reference to the 

discussions. We know this went all the way back to a memo -- at least, 

a memo drafted by Director Corney on May the 2nd of 2016. And there 

were multiple drafts and a lot of conversation . All of that, right? 

Ms. Page . That's correct . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. What is a lack of candor for -- what does that 

mean in the context of anyone associated with the FBI when they're 

talking to an investigator? 

Ms. Page. That they're being untruthful? 

Mr. Ratcliffe. A lack of candor? 

Ms. Page. Yeah. A lack of candor means that they're being 

untruthful. 
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Mr. Ratcliffe. Oh, untruthful. I thought you S'aid being 

truthful. 

Ms. Page. Oh, no. Sorry . 

Mr. Ratcliffe . I'm sorry . I misheard you. 

Ms. Page. That ' s okay. That ' s okay. Yeah. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Or that they're leaving out material f acts, 

right? Only telling part of the story? 

Ms . Page . Sure. Yes. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. Okay. 

The reason r ask is I asked that same question that I asked of 

you, that you gave a very long explanation, went into great detail about 

a great many factors that impacted it, I asked that same question to 

Direc.tor Corney under oath, did you make the decision before or after, 

and his answer was after. 

He didn't explain it at all . He didn't qualify it at all. He 

didn't give any context to it. He didn' t discuss number of decisions. 

He didn't say, well, we made it after but everyone had concluded long 

before . 

Do you have any reason to give me any explanation or justification 

for why Director Corney wouldn't have given that information to 

congressional investigators or while under oath to Members of Congress? 

Ms. Page . I don't know, sir . 

Mr . Ratcliffe . Okay. 

Ms . Page. I can't answer that. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. We were talking about the tarmac meeting, as 

COMMI ':''I'EE SENSITIVE 

005155-000828 Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000002 



135 
COMMI'l''l'EE' SENSI T IVE 

well . Aod I was asking you about this emai.1 on June the ,30th of 2016 

that related to Bill Priestap. And you gave me the context that it 

was, to use your words, of being a little bit unkind. 

But I did want to ask, the reference to what we would do in ordinary 

circumstance, in parentheses Peter Strzok says, "Easy, refer to PC," 

which you and I both think is "public corruption.'' Was he making a 

joke there? I'm just trying to find out --

Ms. Page. Yeah. I mean, I think that you have to take this whole 

text in the, sort of, somewhat snarky tone in which it's intended. 

Because there's nothing to do, right? Like, as I sort of described 

already, the investigation is what the investigation is. It is 

virtually over. We have seen what the evidence fails to, sort of, 

demonstrate . 

And so I think, as I said - - and I'm certainly not, sort of, proud 

of this, but I think that it's more a reflection of, "Oh, gosh, he's 

worrying again" --

Mr. Ratcliffe. Right. 

Ms. Page. -- and this is, sort of, not a basis to be worried 

about. And so I think that's why you have the, like -­

Mr. Ratcliffe . Right. And all - -

Ms. Page. - - flippant responses at t he end. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. Okay . And all of that is somewhat reinforced by 

the text message that we've talked about before that you sent the next 

day on July 1st about: She's not exactly a profile in courage because 

she knows that Hillary Clinton is not going to be charged. 
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Ms. Page. Right. I think they're of a kind. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Yeah. 

But, nevertheless, this tarmac meeting, obviously it generated 

a lot of attention. And, again, the reason that the Director said that 

he did the unprecedented step of acting as investigator and prosecutor 

on July the 5th and, she said, cast a shadow. 

The day after you sent the profile-in-courage text message was 

July 2nd, which was the interview of Hillary Clinton, correct? 

Ms. Page. This says the 1st here, but I take you at - ­

Mr. Ratcliffe. Yeah, I think --

Ms . Page. -- that you have -- you know, I know some of them are 

in UTC and some of them aren't, so I -- yeah. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . I'll represent to you that it occurred on 

Saturday, July the 2nd of 2016. 

Ms. Page. Okay. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. And I've only got one copy of this, but I've got 

a document I want to show you and just -- it's essentially, I think 

you ' d call it an LHM, or a letterhead (Jlemorandum, which is a summary 

of - - supposed to be a s umma ry of the interview based on the 302s of 

the people that were in the room. 

Ms. Page. It's a summary of, sort of, the investigation, of, sort 

of~ all the investigative steps and what we found. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Yeah. But specifically in connection with her 

interview on July the 2nd of 2016. 

Ms. Page. Okay. 
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Mr. Ratcliffe. Yeah. Well, I mean, you look at - - did you play 

a role in preparing that? 

Ms. Page. I --

Mr. Ratcliffe. Because there were some text messages, I thought, 

where you --

Ms . Page. Yeah. So I did not play a role in preparing it. We 

went through, like, 52 billion drafts of this thing, like, from" a" 

to "the" to, you know, like, all kinds of changes, because we wanted 

to be as perfect as we could get it. So I am certain I am on a jillion 

drafts as well. I am not positive I ever read the entire' thing. I 

started to a couple of times, but other things --

Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay. Well, I went through it, and I read it a 

couple times, and I' 11 represent to you that the word "tarmac" doesn't 

appear in there or "Loretta Lynch" doesn't appear in there . And I -­

Ms. Page . That makes sense to me. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . It does? 

Ms. Page. That• s not -- yes . So, I mean, I believe you . I have 

no way to disagree with you. But those were not investigative. steps. 

This was not designed to, sort of, be every single thing that happened 

during the course of the Clinton email investigation. This is designed 

to be an assessment of what the FBI did and what the FBI found. And 

the tarmac incident doesn't really play a role with respect to those 

two things. 

Mr. Rateliffe. So - - and that's your opinion. You· re entitled 

to it. I just want to be clear, though. So, if a meeting took place 
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5 days before the interview that everyone in the country istalking 

about, in terms of it being inappropriate, casting a shadow, calling 

for a quasi-recusal, that involves the husband of the subject of the 

investigation and the boss of five people from the Department of Justice 

that are in the room, you think it's not unusual that someone wouldn ' t 

ask a question of the subject of the investigation about that meeting 

that had occurred 5 days before in public view? 

Ms. Page. Well, so that;s not what you asked me. You asked me 

why it wasn't in here. And so that's, sort of, my reflection of why 

that statement isn't in here . 

With respect to why they didn't ask her -- you' re asking why the 

prosecutors didn't ask her a question in ttle interview? I can't answer 

that except that Mr. - - it kind of goes to the point I was making 

earlier. If we were close to charging her and then suddenly this tarmac 

meeting happens and now we are not going to charge her; then I agree 

with you, and then we have a serious controversy on our hands. 

But I guess I just don't -- I fully understand and remember and 

appreciate the firestorm it created. I completely agree with you on 

that. But if there was 0. 0 percent evidence the day before the tarmac 

meeting and there's 0.0 percent evidence the day after the tarmac 

meeting, it doesn't change anything. It's a terrible optic, but it 

doesn't change the outcome of the investigation. 

So I was not a part of a decision to ask or not ask. I didn't 

review the outlines with respect to whether to ask or not ask . I don't 

know who made the decision whether to ask or not ask. I'm just saying, 
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in my opinion~ it's not that weird to me. I 'm not sure what you would 

get out of that question. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Well, I guess --

Ms. Page. Because there still wasn't sufficient evidence to 

charge her. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. -- what you'd get -- if the stated premise that 

everyone seems to have given is that she ' s not going to be charged unless 

she lies in her interview, she can't lie if she isn 't asked the 

questions. 

Ms. Page. But she wasn't at thi~ meeting. Her husband was. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. I 

Ms. Page. Right? So what is 

Mr . Ratcliffe . I guess you could confirm that if you asked her, 

just like you could confirm what they talked about and whether or not 

there was any number of discussions . 

Anyway, you're entitled to your opinion. I just wanted to ask 

you about it because I J d seen something in these text messages that 

indicate that you were involved in this. 

And do you recall some text messages with Agent Strzok about some 

of the 302s being inflammatory and not letting Congress have those? 

Ms. Page. Yes. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. What do you recall about that? 

Ms. Page. So that was when we were starting our production of 

the mater i als that Congress had requested. So it• s not so much - - and, 

ultimately, they were all turned over anyway. They were emails which 
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were -- or emails, excuse me. They were 302s which were - - didn ' t 

ultimately speak to any of the evidence that we found. They were 

i nflammatory, they were certainly - -

Mr . Ratcliffe. What do you recall about them? How were they 

inflammatory? Because I don't khow that they have been turned over. 

Ms. Page. So one is the quid pro quo. I mean, that we've 

gone -- that· s gone, sort of, to the end of the Earth, the Brian -- what 

was his last name? McCauley maybe? 

So this was the claim -- sorry. I haven't thought about this in 

a while, so I don't want to get this wrong. So this was the claim that, 

very early in the Clinton -- in the -- shortly after opening the 

investigation - - 110. Sorry. Before that. Sorry, let me think about 

this for a second. 

When the State Department was first, I think, complying with 

either their FOIA or something and had first determined that there may 

be classified information among the emails which had been collected, 

there was an allegation that Patrick Kennedy, who was then the Under 

Secretary for Management, I think, at the State Department, had reached 

out to Brian McCauley, I think is his last name -- but I could be getting 

it wrong -- who was an executive in our International Operations 

Division, and had essentially -- the allegation was that if McCauley 

could get the classification of this particular document changed, that 

the FBI could get the legat spots that they wanted at certain embassies 

or something like that. I don't -- I might be getting some of this 

wrong . 
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And so that had been investigated ~ I think both individuals had 

been interviewed by the FBI. The classification of the document never 

changed . The legat spots were never granted. And so it was sort of 

a wash . 

So the point was we were trying to prioritize the 302s and the 

documents which actually went to the underlying decision not to 

prosecute. Those were not those. And so, in terms of having limited 

resources and trying to prioritize the things which would be most 

salient to Congress' review of our investigation, the McCauley 

stuff -- there was something else; I can't remember now what itis~ 

But the, sort of, sideshow things that didn't actually affect what the 

outcome was or what the evidence was in the investigation were, sort 

of, deprioritized. 

So, ·r mean, that's all that's meant to reflect, ultimately. It's 

obviously a text message, so it doesn't have all of that context and 

background, but that's what that's a reflection of. 
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(3:11 p.m.] 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. I want to go back the Corney memos that we 

were talking about. And you were relating sort of the process that 

you and Andy McCabe and others, apparently, would have a conversation 

with Director Corney about the material and what became his memos as 

a readout. 

Did I miss anyone besides you and Andy McCabe? 

Ms . Page. It's a very small number. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay . Who else can you think of? 

Ms. Page. I think the Director's testimony was Jim 

Rybicki -- and this is from memory, so it's in some hearing transcript 

somewhere -- Jim Rybicki, Mr. McCabe, Mr. Ghattas, maybe Mr. Bowdich, 

and myself. 

There may have been one or two other times in which one or two 

other people may have been aware of a particular -- hearing a readout 

of a particular memo -- I'm sorry; let me correct one thing . The one 

exception to the list I just provided was that Mr. Corney did brief his 

senior Crossfire Hurricane team of the meeting in early January when 

he's there with Clapper and Brennan and the rest of the -- Admiral 

Rogers, and the head of the - - the leaders of the intelligence community 

briefing him on the intelligence community's assessment of the Russian 

interference and the Russia active measures report. 

The memo that he drafted following that meeting, in which he 

also -- is that public? -- let me stop there -- the memo that he drafted, 

he did brief the sort of senior Crossfire team of the events. 
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We had talked about it in advance of that meeting, and he gave 

a readout of, you know, a debrief folloWihg that meeting. So that's 

the only exception in terms of the Corney memos that had a more expanded 

personnel list, to my knowledge. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. And so was the discussion -- before you 

had talked about , and you said, when, you know, when we talk about 

concerns that the Director had - - were those concerns about the topics 

that the President was talking about, or were they concerns about the 

President? 

Ms. Page. I don't know what you'retalking about. I'm sorry. 

What do you mean? What concerns I had? 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Giving the answer, you said he would bring us 

together to talk about -- from his meetings with the 

President - - concerns that came about. 

And I'm wondering were they concerns about topics that the 

President was talking about, or was the concern the President? 

Ms. Page. Well, I only recall being - - I think I was only present 

for one - - other than the January one about the ICA, I think I was only 

present for one meeting in which he kind of had described what had just 

transpired. I don't remember which one that was of the memos that I've 

read and was privy to. I just don't remember which particular one I 

was present for. I just remember being present for one of them. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. Well, do you remember I asked you before 

about an obstruction of justice as a topic, and you gave an answer, 

and then you came back and said: r need to take my answer back. 
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Ms . Page~ That answer back, yeah . 

Mr. Ratcliffe . But generally talked about certain matters, I 

guess. Let me ask you this: I asked you the other day about a text 

message that Peter Strzok sent you the day that Jim Corney got fired 

where he said: And we need to open the case we ' ve been waiting on now 

while Andy is acting . 

And you explained : It didn't have anything to do with when Andy 

was acting, but the case we were waiting on . 

Is that the same information that ' s reflected in some of the Corney 

memos?18Usc924c@@ 

Ms. Page~ Just a moment, please . 

[Discussion off the record . ] 

Ms. Page. Mr . Ratcliffe , I'm sure this is going to be an 

unsatisfying answer, but I have reviewed all the Corney memos, as I said, 

I have read most of them in real time, at the t ime that they were written. 

I don't have any basis to disagree with the claims made in the Corney 

memos, but with respect to what steps we may or may not havetaken, 

based either on those claims or following the Director ' s firing, on 

advice of FBI counsel, I can't answer that at this time. 

Mr . Ratcliffe . Okay . Your inability to answer tells me a lot. 

And what it tells me is inconsistent . And what I ' mtrying to get at, 

it is inconsistent with what Jim Corney has admitted that he told the 

President, I think, that he wasn ' t under investigation during that 

timeframe. 

Maybe 
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Ms. Page. That is not inconsistent, sir. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. So he wasn't under investigation, but 

that doesn't mean there was a discussion going on about potential crimes 

involving the FBI Director's senior leadership team . That's what 

you're telling us? 

Ms. Page . I am not telling you that. But the statement, if taken 

as a hypothetical, somebody could not be under investigation, but there 

still could be discussions about potential criminal activity, and that 

is totally consistent with FBI policies and would not be unusual with 

respect to any investigation. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Except the unusual part about memorializing it 

in memos that hadn 't been done with other Presidents~ right? 

Ms. Page. I don · t know what you• re asking me. I'm sorry. How 

do you - - what? 

Mr. Meadows . Well, let me follow up, if you don't mind. 

Are you aware of any other time that Director Corney memorialized 

conversations with President Obama? 

Ms. Page . I think he has testified that he did not do that. 

That's correct. 

Mr. Meadows . Okay. And so did you not find it unique that he 

would be memorializing these conversations, and they weren't in 

totality of the all the conversations you had, but he memorialized these 

particular conversations. Did you not find that unique? 

Ms. Page . I think that he did memorialize all of his 

conversations with --
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Mr. Meadows. President-elect. 

Ms. Page . President-elect or President Trump . I think that's 

been his testimony. I wouldn't have known that he did or didn't do 

it beforehand, to be honest with you. So I don't know that I can answer 

your question. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Did Director Corney have any conversations with 

you about the purpose behind him creating these memos? 

Ms. Page. No. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay. Did Andy McCabe create any memos? 

Ms. Page. Yes . 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Tell us about those. 

Ms. Page. I can't do that, sir. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. Okay. Without __, I'm going to respect - - try and 

respect as much of this as I can, but given the fact that you've 

acknowledged that there were memos or at least a memo, I want to find 

out as much as I can about the timing and the circumstances of it, even 

if you won't disclose the content of it. 

So, first of all, let me ask you, are you aware of the content 

of the memo or memos? 

Ms. Page. I am. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Were you involved in the preparation of the memo 

or memos? 

Ms. Page. I reviewed some of them, probably not all, but some 

of them, mostly for like spelling and typographical things before he 

finalized them . 
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Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay. You say "them," so there were multiple 

memos. Do you know approximately how many memos? 

Ms. Page. Let's be more specific about memos with whom, if we 

could. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Memos with respect to President Trump. 

Ms. Page . Just meetings with President Trump? 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Just what? 

Ms. Page. Just meetings with President Trump? 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Meetings, conversations, interactions, 

communications . 

Ms. Page. With the President? 

Mr . Ratcliffe. With President Trump? 

Ms . Page. There· s a very small number. I'm not certaih, but one 

or two . I'm not certain. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. And can you tell me anything about the timing of 

those memos? When they were created and the circumstances under which 

they were created, without getting into the content? 

Ms. Page. With respect to those one or two, to the best of my 

recollectionj he would have created them shortly in time following 

whatever interaction he may have had . 

Mr. Ratcliffe . And was it his interaction necessarily or could 

it have been memos about -- I'm trying to find out, again, the timing 

of this. Is this sort of related to the firing of Jim Corney or other 

events? 

Ms. Page. I'm sorry . Ask me that question again . 
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Mr. Ratcliffe. I'm just trying to determine the context of now 

what I I m going to refer to as the McCabe memos and when they were created 

and what the circumstances of the McCabe memos were . 

So can you give me a -- when was the first McCabe memo created, 

if you can give me the general timeframe and the circumstances under 

which it was created. 

Ms. Page. I honestly, I could not guess at a date. I do not think 

that the Deputy Director had any interactions with the President of 

the United States until after he became the Acting Director. 

·Mr . Ratcliffe . Okay . 

Ms. Page . But that is my -- I am -speculating about that, as I 

sit here today . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. You ' re not certain about that. 

Do you know whether or not there were any McCabe memos during the 

Obama Administration? 

Ms. Page. Not to my knowledge - - I'm sorry. Memorializing 

interaction with President Obama? 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Yes. 

Ms. Page. No, not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. What's your understanding of why Deputy 

Director or Acting Director McCabe generated a memo or memos 

memorializing his interactions with President Trump? 

Ms. Page . I'm not really crazy about speaking for them. I would 

say, in general, that an FBI agent memorializes the substance of a 

conversation when he thinks there is a reason to memorialize it, whether 
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it is the substance, whether it is the circumstances of the meeting, 

whether it is the nature of the interaction. 

We write something down when it seems worth writing down. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Were the McCabe memos ever disclosed outside the 

FBI, to your knowledge? 

Ms. Page. Not outside the Department.., to my knowledge. 

Mr . Ratcliffe . Would the special counsel have access to the 

McCabe memos? 

Ms. Page. I -- yes. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Would the McCabe memos be relevant to the matters 

that the special counsel is investigating? 

Ms. Page . Yes . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. You mentioned that there were other memos 

that - - I'm not sure I understood. These ones that we J re talking about 

related to his interactions with the President.., but you intimated that 

there were other McCabe memos that were responsive to my first 

overarching question . 

Can you tell me what those memos relate to? How you would 

characterize those? 

Ms. Page . Mr. McCabe memorialized certain interactions with 

either White House personnel or others when there was something 

noteworthy to memorialize, sir. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Did either Deputy Director McCabe or Acting 

Director McCabe, whatever capacity, did he discuss the memos, to your 

knowledge with Jim Corney? 
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Ms. Page. Certainly, the ones that were written before the 

Director was fired, I would expect so. He would not have discussed 

them, any memos that he drafted after the Director was fired because 

the Director was no longer a government employee . 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Based on public reports, Acting Director McCabe 

interviewed with President Trump for the position of Director of the 

FBI on or about May 18th of 2017. 

Do you know if -- first of all, do you know if Acting Director 

McCabe discussed the McCabe memos or the Corney memos or disclosed the 

existence of either to President Trump in that interview? 

Ms. Page. I, I don't think - - I don't know. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Did you have a conversation with Acting Director 

McCabe about his interview with the President? 

Ms. Page. I did. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. His interview for the position of FBI Director? 

Ms. Page. Yes. 

Mr . Ratcliffe. What generally did he relate to you about the 

interview that you may recall? 

Ms. Page. I'm sorry, sir. I'm not going to go into the details 

of those conversations at this time. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. For what stated reason? 

Ms. Page. Because I have no idea what among the memos that 

Mr. McCabe drafted is of investigative utility or not to the special 

counsel, and so because I have no knowledge of that, I can't start 

parsing some parts of the content and -- versus others. 
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Mr . Baker. When Mr. McCabe was just regular Deputy Director, did 

he ever keep any memos from conversations or interactions he had with 

Director Corney? 

Ms. Page . He did not keep memos, but he obviously took notes, 

you know, during the course of his duties. 

Mr. Baker. Okay. 

Mr. Meadows. Let me, Lisa, may I do a followup from previously? 

When we talked about the dossier's existence came into your 

knowledge in mid-September, it's, I think, been reported, but also 

during testimony, that there was a number of different versions of 

different memos, I guess, that became aware - - that the FBI became aware 

of. Is that correct? 

Ms. Page. Not memos but of the reports that are called the 

dossier . 

Mr. Meadows . Yeah. 

Ms. Page. Yeah, I'm 

Mr . Meadows . Yeah, I ' m not following up on his. 

Ms . Page. Okay. 

Mr. Meadows . But as we now know is the dossier because it had 

a number of different reports there. 

Ms. Page. My understanding is that, if there are -- I ' m going 

to make this up - - if there are 20 reports that the FBI received from 

Christopher Steele, T've completely made that number up --

Mr. Meadows. Right. 

Ms. Page . I'm just using it for example's sake. 
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If there are 20 reports that the FBI received from Christopher 

Steele at various times and from various individuals, people, other 

government employees, wherever, the FBI has received certain subsets 

of that 20. 

So, from one person, we might have received 11; from another 

person, we might have received 14. I'm -- again, I'm just doing this 

for example's sake -- but, yes, it is my understanding that the FBI 

has received from various sources - - not confidential human 

sources -- but from various places - -

Mr. Meadows. Right. 

Ms . Page. varied subsets of the, quote-unquote, "dossier." 

Mr. Meadows. So, when that happened, and we started to look at 

that, and obviously, you've got mid-September through the third week 

in October when a FISA application is actually issued on Carter Page, 

did you receive multiple sources between the mid-September, orwere 

the multiple ,sources after the original FISA application? 

Ms. Page. I think after. 

Mr. Meadows.. Okay. So did you communicate that or was that 

outlined in the followup FISA applications that you might have gotten 

additional --

Ms . Page. I'm not sure -- that's my point -- I'm not sure any 

were additional . 

Mr. Meadows. Right, but as a subset, but they were different. 

So, I mean - - here is -­

Ms. Page. No, that's 
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Mr. Meadows. So what you' re saying is they were all consistent; 

it just was part it --

Ms. Page. Duplicative. Right so --

Mr. Meadows. Let's say there were 16 different i terns, you might 

have gotten 11 from this source and 10 from this, but they were all 

consistent is what you're saying? 

Ms. Page. That's my recollection, yes. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. 

Ms. Page. So it 's not as though, if we had 20, and Joe Smith 

provided us with 11, all 11 were within the 20 we had. It is not as 

though one of them was new to us out of the original 20. That's my -­

Mr. Meadows. Right. 

Ms. Page. I guess I should hedge this, though, because I'm not 

looking at any of these. That's my understanding based on what had 

been briefed to Director Corney or otherwise. I never looked at any 

of the nonofficial sources--

Mr. Meadows. Right. 

Ms. Page. of the dossier. 

We got the set of the reports that we got from Christopher Steele, 

our confidential human source . That was sort of the authoritative set 

that we cared about. 

To the extent we got chunks or subsets from other people, we 

collected them, but --

Mr. Meadows. At what point did you start to get concerned that 

there may be some potential credibility issues as it relates towho 
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may have paid for the work? Did you ever? 

Ms. Page. Me 

Mr. Meadows. I mean, because we know that, on January 10th of 

2017, they were still, according to Peter Strzok's email to you and 

others, that they were unverified still at that particular point. 

Ms. Page. So, let 's -- let -- there's a lot -­

Mr . Meadows. January 10th. 

Ms. Page. There's a lot packed in there, though. So, to your 

first question, when did 1 get concerned? 

I'm not sure that I ever actually had a concern. And the reason 

is that, with respect to the -- certainly the first FISA -- I think 

we had an understanding that Steele had first been engaged by a 

Republican opposition but by - - I'm not going to be able to describe 

it better, and I hope I'm not - -

Mr. Meadows. Somebody opposite of Trump . 

Ms. Page. Exactly. By a Republican who is seeking opposition 

research. And then, after that person had dropped out ~ - I didn't know 

who - - but after that had sort of fallen away, that the engagement 

continued for the Democrats. 

So that was sort of a wash, as far as I'm concerned. There wasn't, 

in my viewJ a political motive that affected the --

Mr. Meadows. No, the one political narrative is that they were 

all against Donald Trump. That would be the consistent theme the~e. 

Ms. Page. Right. 

Mr . Meadows. Whether it was for Marco Rubio or Ted Cruz, they 
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were all consistently against Donald Trump. 

Ms . Page . That's right. But because of the person that 

Christopher Steele was and the -- both his --

Mr . Meadows . Because he was credibl e from before When you worked 

with him. 

Ms. Page . Exactly. And this was not a source of consternation, 

in my view . 

Mr. Meadows . So let me drill down. And specifically, Mike 

Kortan and media contacts, potential medi a contacts, at what point did 

that become a concern as it relates to Christopher Steele and some of 

the communication that was not just a couple? It seemed to be 

widespread . 

Ms. Page. Right. So we were very concerned abol.lt the existence 

and the content of Steele's reporting leaking. We were very concerned 

about. 

Mr. Meadows . In fact, did you not verify that he had leaked? 

mean, today, if you were. to --

Ms. Page . Let me -- hold on. I'm sorry. One second. 

Mr. Meadows. Go ahead. Sorry. 

Ms. Page. No, no . At some point, December-ish , I thi nk, 

maybe -- well, maybe earlier than that, maybe November. Mike Kortan, 

the head of our Public Affai rs Office, does start to inform the team 

that there are more outlets asking him about this. 

Do you have it? 

What is it? 
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Have you heard of this? 

Because the existence of these reports is starting to sort of 

circulate in Washington circles. And I remember the team discussing, 

as a collective sort of saying, like, how our singular focus was to 

not confirm that we had them because then we knew that the press couldn't 

necessarily report on the substance of the allegations becausethey 

were so inflammatory. 

Mr. Meadows. Right. 

Ms. Page. But if they wanted to report in a way that would be 

less inflammatory, they could simply say: The FBI has reports that 

say blahbadee, blahbadee, blah. 

So our single focus was to make sure they could not do that. 

And with some regularity Kortan would inform us that this news 

outlet or that news outlet had asked him: Do you have these? Do you 

know about them? 

And we just had a resolute "no comment" because we did not want 

to allow the opportunity that we did have these to even allow that to 

be the news story . 

So --

Mr . Meadows . So was Mike Kortan's acknowledgment that this 

potentially could have been happening with Christopher Steele, was that 

part of the decision to not reimburse Christopher Steele, as has been 

reported, or pay him for part of the work as a confidential human source? 

Ms. Page. r don't know what you'retalking about. I'm sorry . 

Mike -- so Christopher Steele was never - - he came to us and gave us 
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this information. We didn ' t, we didn't --

Mr. Meadows. So there was never an indication to reimburse him 

for his expenses or anything else. 

Ms . Page. No, no, we reimbursed him for his -­

Mr. Meadows. Pay him for his time? 

Ms. Page. his travel expenses. 

Mr. Meadows. Pay him for his time? 

Ms. Page. No, not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Meadows. I can see my colleague from Texas getting anxious, 

so l'm going to yield back. 

Ms. Page. I was going to say one other thing. One of the other 

things you said sort of unverified, salacious. And so that's true, 

and I can •t get into sort of the substance of what we did, but 

immediately, I mean as soon as we received the reporting from Steele 

in mid-September, we set about trying to prove or disprove every single 

factual statement in the dossier. 

And so, and we had line level analysts who are super experts on 

Russia, try to pick apart each statement and either try to prove its 

veracity or prove its inaccuracy. And to the best of my knowledge, 

we were never able to disprove any statement in it . So we were never 

able to say: There's a claim about x~ and that is untrue. 

There are some statements for which we have never been able to 

confirm or deny its veracity. But there are no statements contained 

in the -- at least at the last time that the review is done, which is 

now many months ago -- that we were able to demonstrate or show were 

COMMITTEE SENSTT I V~ 

005155-000851 Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000002 



158 
COMMITTEE S8NSITI VE 

demonstrably false. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Ms. Page, are you talking about the Woods file? 

Ms. Page. No. The Woods file is a document that accompanies a 

FISA, which provides the basis for each statement contained therein. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Right. I've seen it. 

Ms. Page. Okay. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. But I --

Ms. Page. I'm not talking about the Woods file. I'm talking 

about a separate effort that was undertaken in order to try to verify 

for investigative purposes, not for purposes of the FISA, but a separate 

effort undertaken to try to validate the allegations contained within 

the Steele reporting. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Okay. So what would that, what was the 

name -- maybe I missed it . What was the name of that document? 

Ms. Page. There;s no name. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. If I were trying to locate that or ask for it to 

be produced, what would I be asking for? 

Ms. Page. I mean, the efforts to validate the Steele reporting? 

I don't know. It's not like a document. I mean, it is not a -­

Mr. Meadows. I guess what he's saying is we have not seen these 

documents yet. We've made multiple requests. So I guess how can you 

help us home in on where those requests may or may not be? 

Mr. Ratcliffe. And the reason I mentioned the Woods file is 

because I have seen the Woods file because I've wanted --

Ms, Page. The Woods file is different. 
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Mr. Ratcliffe. And I understand that, but I thought maybe you 

were talking about it without naming it. So, if there 's another 

document out there that attempts to do something similar, it sounds 

like 

Ms. Page . No, I don't -- it is not that similar. Every single 

FISA that goes to the FISC has a Woods file. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Right . 

Ms. Page. No matter the topic, no matter the subject, no matter 

the threat. 

The Woods file is part of the FISA process which is designed to 

demonstrate that we have done due diligence with respect to the facts 

supporting the FISA application. This is a sort of separate effort 

that investigative team undertook. 

Mr. Ratcliffe . Okay. Ms. Page, I have to - - I've had a chance 

to ask you questions over the last Friday and again today. I know I've 

asked you some tough questions, but I want to get on the record, have 

I been discourteous to you at all? 

Ms. Page. No, sir. 

Mr . Ratcliffe . Have I given you the full opportunity to answer 

or explain your answers? 

Ms. Page. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. And have I generally been fair in my quest i oning? 

Ms. Page. Yes. 

Mr. Ratcliffe. Believe it or not, I'm asking that -- believe it 

or not some folks might misrepresent how we conduct ourselves in here, 
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and I want to get that on the record. 

So I thank you for your time . 

Mr. Meadows. And I'm - - the gentleman from Boston has a couple 

of questions for me, and you'll tell by his accent very quickly. 

Mr . Brebbia. Hi. I'm Sean Brebbia~ Oversight and Government 

Reform, Majority. 

Ms. Page. Sean? 

Mr . Brebbia . Brebbia . B~R-E-B-B-I-A. 

BY MR . BREBBIA: 

Q I show you an email between you and Peter Strzok from 

October 18, 2016. 

A I just want to take a second to start from the beginning and 

look at it. 

Q Sure. Please do. 

A Okay. 

Q Just beginning very basically, can you tell us a little bit 

about what's being discussed here? T~e subject is 

A Am I allowed to -- I'm sorry . One second, please . 

Ms. Bessee . May we confer? 

Mr. Brebbia. Sure . 

[Discussion off the record . ] 

Ms. Page. So I don't -- I can't -- T believe that I can answer 

the question . I don't believe I can answer the question in an 

unclassified setting . 

Mr. Brebbia . Okay . 
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Mr. Somers. But yoij could answer the question in a classified 

setting? 

Ms. Page. Yes. 

Mr . Brebbia. And FBI. 

BY MR. BREBBIA: 

Q Okay. Couple more. In this email, there's mention of 

"they" editinga document. Subject of the email is "Re 

The document that's being discussed, did the. have any 

involvement with preparing that document? 

A There's no way I can answer that. I can ' t answer that it 

in this. I'm sorry. 

Q How about anyone at the White House? Anyone at the White 

House have involvement in drafting that document? 

A I can say, generally, I am not aware of the White House 

ever in my personal knowledge, I've never been a part of any FISA 

in which the White House has been involved? 

Q And how about knowledge? Is there at the White 

House -- anyone in the White House have knowledge of thatdocument? 

A Not to my knowledge. 

Q It probably makes more sense to take this up in classified 

setting? 

A I think so, sir. 

Mr. Parmiter. Could I ask just a couple of followup questions 

to some of the things you talked about With Mr, Ratcliffe? 

You referred to a separate effort that was not the Woods file to 
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validate allegations in the Steele reporting. I'm just kind of curious 

as to the timeframe. 

When did that sort of separate effort begin to corroborate the 

Steele reporting, and when did it end? 

Ms. Page. It began immediately upon receiving the Steele 

reporting. And I do not know when it ended. 

BY MR. BAKER: 

Q, And what steps were taken to validate or refute any of the 

points made in the document? 

A I can't go into more detail about the specific efforts that 

were taken, other than that herculean efforts were taken to try to prove 

and -- or disprove or corroborate in any way the statements contained 

in the Steele reporting. 

Q Okay. Let's take the Steele reporting out of it. 

If you were trying to validate points made in information given 

from another source, would it be fair to say one of the techniques to 

validate or disprove would be to task other sources? 

A 

Q So would you do everything and anything that's authorized, 
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but that could include tasking other human sources to --

A Well, yes I guess it could, but think about really what you' re 

saying. If I have a document that says, ''On January 25th of 2013, Joe 

Smith and Sally Jones were at a restaurant," 

- that· s a historical event. 

Q But if you have a source that owned the restaurant . I mean, 

you could have a source that - -

A If you 

And then you would get whatever answer then, certainly. 

But more likely, I mean, so maybe you would 

. I mean, I'm making this 

up, obviously, but the more expeditious and likely investigative 

steps would be to look at what is 

Q Okay. 

A And that would at least make that statement more likely to 

be true or less likely to be true, depending on what you find. 

Q Okay . Thank you. 

BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

Q You had indicated on Friday that there was an investigator 

who had been brought over to the Special Counsel's Office prior to 

Mr. Strzok being employed, but that that person was not a goodfit? 
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A That's correct. 

Q Who was that person? 

A I think his name was John Brown. 

Q And why do you think that the special counsel deemed 

him -- Mr. John Brown, you said? 

A I think that's his name, yeah. 

Q Why do you think the special counsel deemed him not to be 

a good fit? 

A You would have to ask the special counsel. 

Q So you're not aware of why he might have been removed -­

A I'm not going to speculate . 

Q - - from the team? 

A No. 

Q Why did you leave the Special Counsel's Office? 

A I talked about this at length on Friday. When Mr. Mueller 

first asked me to join, I was quite hesitant to do so . It had been 

an incredibly intense 2 years, and I have very young children at home. 

And I wanted to be a better parent to them. And so I originally 

demurred., and Mr. McCabe encouraged me to go and help out. And so as 

a sort of compromise position, I talk-ed with Mr. Mueller about coming 

over for 45 days to sort of help them stand up their effort and that 

we would sort of reassess at the end of those 45 days. 

And, ultimately, I knew -- I know what a Bob Mueller operation 

looks like, and I know the intensity and the rigor and the incredibly 

hard work that is required. And I was just ready to sort of make a 
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change in my personal life. And so I left after the 45 days and 

returned to the FBI. 

Q Okay. And also in your testimony on Friday., you had that 

indicated - - you had made some statement i ndicating that we had access 

to all of your emails, texts, communications? 

A I mean, this is my presumption . There· s not a whole lot of 

secrets out there. left on me. 

Q Are you aware whether there was any preservation order ever 

issued with respect to any of your communications? 

A Preservation by whom and for what? 

Q That's what I 'm asking . Maybe from Special Counsel's 

Office, the FBI, by --

A I mean the FBI, to the best of my knowledge, preserves 

everything . And I'm certain there have been preservation orders that 

the FBI has sort of announced, but I'm not even there anymore. So I 

don't have. access to any of the stuff before you in the first place. 

Q We understand you communicated through other devices, other 

accounts, including iMessage and Gmail. Has there been any effort to 

access any of those communications? 

A Well, I don't have any iMessages. We communicated using our 

personal devices for personal purposes. We very infrequently used 

those devices for work purposes. And 

Q I'm sorry. I missed that. 

A We very infrequently used our personal devices for work 

purposes. 
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Q Have you turned over those messages that were work-related? 

A There are no work-related messages in my personal accounts. 

Q But you indicated you "infrequently," meaning, at some 

point, you did communicate regarding work- related purposes over 

personal devices? 

A I am sure that I have. I never retained those. And unless 

they were a record requiring, you know, sending it back through the 

FBI system, there's no need to retain those. 

Q And neither the FBI nor the special counsel has ever 

attempted or requested your communications over personal devicesor 

personal accounts? 

A One moment, please . 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Page. So there is -- my understanding is that there is some 

FOIA litigation, either at the Department or the FBI for which my 

personal accounts -- I ' m sorry -- for which work-related material on 

my personal accounts have been requested to be preserved, bu.t I do not 

have any such material to preserve . 

BY MR. BREITENBACH: 

Q You indicated previously that the importance that you placed 

on the Russia investigation over the Clinton email investigation in 

terms of the effect you believed it might have on national security . 

Are you aware whether there was ever any similar targeting of the 

Hillary Clinton campaign by any foreign intelligence service? 

A No, not that I'm aware. And just to be clear about your 
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question, that answer was given with respect to, once we were in October
and we had the sort of ongoing Russia investigation and we had the
potential additional emails that may have existed on the Weiner laptop .

So I just want to make sure we ' re talking about -- it's not as
though, other t han in that one particular month, the two investigations
never overlapped such that we had to do a weighing or balancing of the
two investi gations. 

Q Serving as counsel to Mr. McCabe, the number two at the FBI, is
that the kind of information that you might learn of with respect to
whether another. 

A If there had been a serious attempt by a foreign power to -- by
a threatening foreign power to work with members of the Clinton
campaign, I would have expected to know about it, yes. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

BY MR . SOMERS: 

Q You mentioned the name John Brown a few minutes ago. Can
you just clarify where he is , what his job is? 

A I have no idea what his job is right now. 
Q No. Was at the time. Sorry. 

A So, when the special counsel first stood up and they were
looking to staff that effort, they - - the FBI, I think, originally
wanted to put somebody other than Pete on it so that Pete could ki nd
of go back to his day job, as I think I described in some depth on Friday .

And so the person that they originally sought to fill the kind
of lead FBI role on the special counsel was an individual named John 
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Brown. 

Q National Security Division? Counterintelligence? 

A I think a Cyber SAC. 

Mr . Somers. I think we're out of time for this round. 
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[4 :07 p.m.] 

Ms. Kim. We're back on the record. It is 4:07. 

BY MS. KIM. 

Q Ms . Page, the email that you discussed with the majority 

about the has been used as an exhibit for a news article 

that came out on July 6th, 2018, from The Hill entitled "Memos Detail 

FBI' s Hurry the F Up to Probe Trump Campaign." Are you familiarwith 

that article? 

A I ' m sorry, can you step just a little bit further from the 

mike? It's a little bit -- yeah. 

Q Does this help? 

A Yeah . Sorry . So say that all over again, please. 

Q Yes. The email that you reviewed with the 

majority was used in an article from The Hill by opinion contributor 

John Solomon about how the FBI allegedly kept hurry the F up pressure 

on the Trump campaign probe. Are you familiar with that article? 

A I am familiar with that article, yes. 

Q The thesis question from that article, third paragraph of 

that article I' 11 read to you is: The question that lingers unanswered 

is, did those sentiments, meaning anti-Trump sentiments, affect 

official actions? 

A Right. 

Q So, insofar as you can tell us in an unclassified setting, 

did the process reflect any political biases or other 

improper motives? 
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A No. As I -- as I think I discussed earlier -- I probably 

shouldn't have discussed earlier in that setting. Okay, never mind. 

No, there were no - - no political interest or bias which affected 

the Carter Page FISA. 

Q Did it reflect any undue haste on the part of the FBI in an 

attempt to try to stop Donald Trump from becoming elected President? 

A No, not at all. 

BY MS. HARIHARAN: 

Q Also a part of the article is they cite Peter Strzok's 

testimony from when he met with us in the transcribed interview where 

he said, quote, in response to Mr. Gowdy's question of whether he was 

involved in the preparation of the affidavit in support of that FISA, 

he said, quote: •r can tell you that I was aware of the FISA 

application, but I did not participate in its preparation . " 

And then, when asked again, he wrote -- excuse me, he said: 

did not provide information. I did speak with people who were 

preparing it . 

So, referring back to the emails that the majority showed you, 

was that Peter Strzok acting in his capacity as a supervisor for those 

responsible for the FISA application? 

A That's correct. So speaking more generally, a person in a 

DAD role does not have any role in the FI SA process. It's a very sort 

of regimented process that goes back and forth from the Department to 

the FBI. At no time does a DAD need to approve it or read it or write 

it or provide intelligence toward it. 
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To the extent Pete was involved, it was because he was - - to the 

~xtent Pete was knowledgeable that it was happening, it ' s because he 

was in charge of the Crossfire investigation . But he -- that's 

consistent with my understanding and recollection. He did not have 

a role in the drafting or the sort of approval of the FISA. 

Q So just to be clear, he was not one of the individuals 

involved in sort of the preparation of the factual - -

A That's correct . 

Q Okay. And then, to the best of your knowledge, then was his 

testimony accurate? 

A That ' s correct, yes. 

Q Thank you . 

Mr. Cohen. Ms. Page, I'm sorry, I've missed your testimony on 

Friday and this morning, so there might be things that are repetitious. 

I believe I ' m correct that you ' ve said that even if people had political 

perspectives, and some people were anti-Hillary and some people thought 

Bernie was beyond the burn, et cetera, that none of those biases 

affected any of the actions of Mr. Strzok or of you or anybody else 

within the Mueller special counsel investigation. 

Ms . Page. That's correct, sir. 

Mr. Cohen. Anything in the FISA applications that you know of 

that was not dealt with according to procedures and -­

Ms. Page. No, sir. 

Mr. Cohen. No nefarious activity? 

Ms. Page. No, sir. 
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Mr. Cohen. And wasn't there some information that if you went 

too far in giving the court - - the court was given information, I 

believe, about the fact that somebody might have paid for the dossier, 

but that if they went too far, they might be outing sources or going 

beyond what is legitimate activity? 

Ms . Page. Sir, I'm not sure I can answer that question in 

this setting. 

Mr. Cohen. And I'm not sure if I asked it right. 

Ms. Page. No, I understand your question. r~m just not 

sure - - I'm really not sure what ' s been classified and -- what remains 

classified and what's been declassified. So I'm not -- I'm not 

comfortable answering that in this setting. 

Mr. Cohen. And then you were asked about Mr. McCabe• s memos and 

Mr . Corney's and the fact that he made some notes about his conversations 

with President Trump, and to the best of your knowledge he didn't do 

this with any other Presidents. Is that correct? 

Ms. Page. I think that's been his testimony, yes, sir. 

Mr. Cohen. Do you think in your history as an attorney , your 

knowledge as a human being, that the degree of the -- the reputation 

a person has for truth and veracity might have something to do with 

the likelihood of somebody making a memo about their conversation with 

them? 

Ms. Page . I agree with you, sir. 

Mr. Cohen. So he wouldn't -- if he had talked to Abraham Lincoln, 

he wouldn't have had to make a memo, honest Abe. 
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How long were you involved with the FBI? 

Ms. Page . I was -- I worked at the FBI for about 6 years. 

Mr . Cohen. And this was - - how many years were you there during 

Camey's directorship? 

Ms . Page. For all of his directorship. So for the 3-1/2 years 

that Director Camey was there, I was also an employee. 

Mr . Cohen . And were you there after he was fired too? 

Ms. Page. I was. 

Mr. Cohen . Would you say the morale at the FBI went up or down 

after he left? 

Ms. Page. We were devastated by his firing, ·sir. 

Mr. Cohen. He was generally respected by members of the FBI? 

Ms. Page. He was respected and well-liked, and people believed 

in his vision for the FBI. 

Mr. Cohen. You were never there during the time Mueller was 

there, were you? 

Ms. Page. I was for about the first year, year and a half of 

Mr. Mueller 's tenure. 

Mr. Cohen. Do you know what his reputation is among members of 

the Bureau for honesty and for diligence and for, you know, hard work 

and caring about America? 

Ms. Page. He - - his reputation for all of those things is strong. 

He is regarded as very demanding, but also completely honest, you know, 

with integrity that is really unparalleled. 

Mr . Cohen. And a lot of the work that Peter Strzok had done at 
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the FBI, particularly back in 2010, when he outed I think it was as 

many as 10 Russian spies, was a lot of his work centered in 

counterintelligen,e on Russia? 

Ms. Page. His entire career has been in the Counterintelligence 

Division . So his full 20 years at the FBI has been almost exclusively 

doing either counterintelligence or espionage cases, right. So 

counterintelligence is our effort to counter foreign adversaries here 

collecting against us. Espionage cases involve U.S. persons who have 

decided to turn --

Mr. Cohen. )oin another team. 

Ms. Page. -- and work for a foreign power. 

Mr. Cohen. Yeah. Maybe go and sit next to Putin and say nice 

things to him, that kind of stuff. 

Would you say that if he had a driving force in his life and 

something that he was most concerned about that it was protecting 

America and our country from Russian influence? 

Ms~ Page. That is - - he is a patriot, first and foremostJ and 

he has devoted his entire life to defending the national security of 

the United States. And Russia poses probably the most pernicious 

threat to Western ideals and Western democracy. So, yes. 

Mr. Cohen. I don't think I have anything else . Thank you. And 

I'm not going to offer you -- suggest you should get a Purple Heart 

even though I'll probably be described as sexist for not doing it. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Page, I thank you for being here . And I know it's not the 
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most pleasant moment in your life. 

During his testimony the other day, Agent strzok said something 

to this effect: That while he may have had his own personal opinions 

about Hillary Clinton and even his own opinions about DonaldTrump, 

that it did not impact his - - the investigation. In other words, when 

he was deliberating with his colleagues, it did not affect that. 

Do you believe that? 

Ms. Page . Yes, sir. 

Mr . Cummings. And why do you say that? 

Ms. Page. Because I was present for all of the investigative 

steps and for the decisionmaking that occurred on both investigations. 

And so I know the discussions that went on around them. I know the 

reasons behind the steps that we took. 

Certainly, with respect to the Clinton investigation, there was 

not a single investigative step at all, under any circumstances, other 

than the July 5th statement made by the Director, that wasn't done 

either in conjunction with or at the direction of the Justice 

Department. 

So there is no room for bias_, tot.he extent it even exists in the 

first place, to have influenced official acts, because· every single 

act was taken in coordination with a half dozen to a dozen or more 

people. 

Mr. Cummings. Can you understand - - and I asked the same 

question of Mr. Strzok, Agent Strzok. And I practiced law many years. 

But can you understand why people might think when they read the texts 
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that it would be almost i mpossible not to interject thatJ those 

thoughts, into the discussion? 

Ms. Page. I do understand that, sir. But I do think that we do 

not give up our right to have a view as to who is most qualifiedto 

be President of the United States simply because we work for the FBI 

or even because we are working on an investigation involving oneor 

the other of them. 

And these were our personal views . They were views, particularly 

before July 28th, which entirely reflected our view of the dignity 

befitting the White Housel of the decorum and the way one holds one's 

self. I don't see how that is relevant at all to whether Hillary 

Ginton mishandled classified information 3 years prior. 

And after July 28th, we were now concerned about whether there 

was a foreign adversary trying to work with a Presidential campaign . 

And so I think that the concern there is both understandable and 

recognizable. 

I guess the other thing I would say J sir, is that - - and I • ve said 

this a number of times in response to other questions - - we don• t often 

like the people we investigate. And that is true whether we are 

investigating a pedophile or a fraudster or a terrorist or a drug 

dealer. We don ' t like criminals. We don't like people who we think 

are criminals, 

And that does not ever under any circumstances pervade the 

activity that an FBI agent or an FBI lawyer or a DOJ prosecutor engage 

in. We are not driven by political motivations. We are driven bya 
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search for the truth . This is who we are as FBI employees. It is 

absolutely what pervades our every decisionmaking. 

And if at any opportunity we saw somebody acting in a different 

way, we would not tolerate it. It's just not the way we operate. 

Mr. Cummings. You said something a moment ago in I think it was 

answering one of Congressman Cohen's questions~ and I don't remember 

the exact words. I tried to jot it down . But you were talking about 

Russia and the threat of Russia. I forget the words you used. You 

said Russia was the greatest -- can you elaborate on that, please? 

Ms . Page . So it is my personal view that Russia poses probably 

the most - - the greatest threat certainly to Western ideals of any of 

our foreign adversaries . And we have vast foreign adversaries. But 

even the threats that are posed by China or by Iran or North Korea or 

others doesn't speak to sort of the core of Western democracy, right? 

You have - - you have -- in the Russ.ian Federation and in President 

Putin himself, you have an individual whose aim is to disrupt the 

Western alliance and whose aim is to make Western democracy more 

fractious and in order to weaken our ability, America is ability and 

the West's ability, to spread our democratic ideals . I mean, that's 

the goal, is to make us less of a moral authority to spread democratic 

values. 

And I happen to think that this is the best country on the planet 

and that our values are universal values that can and should be spread 

across the globe . And that is not a view that is shared by Russia. 

And so every effort to sow discord, to make us fractious, to harm 

COMMITTEE SENSITIVE. 

005155-000871 Document ID: 0.7.643.5566-000002 



178 
COMMI TTEE SENSTTTVE 

the Western and American way of life is a win for the Russian Federation. 

It is a win for President Putin. 

So it is my opinion - - I am certainly not the world expert on 

it -- but it is my opinion that with respect to Western ideals and who 

it is and what it is we stand for as Americans, Russia poses the most 

dangerous threat to that way of life. 

Mr. Cummings. Are you aware of any FBI 'investigations motivated 

by political bias? 

Ms. Page . Never, sir. No. 

Mr. Cummings. You never saw signs of that when you were there? 

Ms, Page. No. 

Mr. Cummings. Are you aware of any Justice Department 

investigations motivated by political bias? 

Ms. Page. Not that I'm aware of, no. 

Ms. Page . O~ February 2nd, 2018, President Trump tweeted, and 

r quote: "The top leadership and investigators of the FBI and the 

Justice Department have politicized the sacred investigative process 

in favor of Democrats against Republicans, something which would have 

been unthinkable just a short time ago. Rank and file are great 

people," end of quote. 

Do you agree that_, quote, "the top leadership and investigators 

of the FBI and the Justice Department have politicized the sacred 

investigative process in favor of Democrats and against Republicans," 

and can you explain why you feel whatever you feel? 

Ms . Page . No, sir, that's not been my experience . My experience 
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is as I've described it, which is that every person to a person, there 

are 36,500 of us, and we all care about doing things the right way. 

That is the reason that we have the authority that we have as the 

FBI to show up at your door in the middle of the night and to knock 

on it and to hope that you open. And the reason that we are able to 

do that is because we have a reputation for honesty and integrity. 

And if we cannot continue to do that, if people question our 

motives and people question why we are showing up at their door in the 

middle of the night, we are all unquestionably less safe because of 

it . 

Mr. Cummings. Tell me, why did you become an FBI agent? 

Ms. Page. So I've been a lawyer, sir, for the last 12 years. 

am one of those nerdy kids who at 14 knew I wanted to be a lawyer, knew 

I wanted to serve - - be a public servant. I went to a public school 

for law school in order to have less debt and lived at home sothat 

I could not sort of take the route of a private sector job, because 

I have always wanted to serve my country. 

Mr. Cummings. I take it this has 1:>een a very painful experience. 

Ms. Page. It has, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Do you want me to pause for a minute? 

Ms. Page. I'm fine. 

Mr. Cummings. Throughout your career at the FBI and DOJ, are you 

aware of any instances of t he FBI and the Justice Department conducting 

investigations in favor of any party and against another? 

Ms. Page. No, sir. 
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Mr. Cummings. On May 22nd, 2018, Republican Members of Congress 

introduced House Resolution 907. In that, they were requesting that 

the Attorney General appoint a second special counsel to investigate 

misconduct at DOJ and the FBI. 

At the bottom of the first page, the resolution asserts the 

following: "Whereas, there is an urgent need for the appointment of 

a second special counsel in light of evidence that raises critical 

concerns about decisions, activities, and inherent bias displayed at 

the highest levels of the Department of .Justice and the Federal Bureau 

of Investigation regarding FISA abuse, how and why the Hillary Clinton 

email probe ended, and how and why the Donald Trump-Russia probe began, '1 

end of quote. 

Ms. Page, do you think that there was inherent bias at the highest 

level$ of DOJ and FBI regarding FISA abuse? 

Ms. Page . No, sir, there has not been. 

Mr. Cummings. Is there any evidence of inherent bias displayed 

at the highest levels of DOJ and the FBI regarding how and why the 

Hillary Clinton email probe ended? 

Ms. Page. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Is there any evidence of inherent bias displayed 

at the highest levels of the DOJ and the FBI against Donald Trump as 

part of the Trump-Russia probe? 

Ms . Page . Sir, no. The actions that we took in that 

investigation, at least in the time that I've been present for itj ·are 

exactly what you want the FBI to do when confronted with the risk that 
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a member of a Presidential campaign may be working in coordination with 

the Russians. 

There is no - - at the outset of an investigation, we cannot tell 

you definitively what is happening. 

But the notion that we should not have opened the investigation, 

that we should not have looked into whether or not this is a truthful 

or accurate allegation is just mind-boggling to me. It is precisely 

what you want your FBI t o do, investigate counterintelligence threats 

to this Nation. 

It doesn't mean that anybody has done anything wrong, not at the 

outset . It means that we need to look. And that's what we did. 

Mr. Cummings. Are you aware of any actions ever taken to damage 

the Trump campaign at the highest levels of the Department of Justice 

or the FBI? 

Ms. Page. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Are you aware of any actions ever taken to 

personally target Donald Trump at the highest levels of the Department 

of Justice or the FBI? 

Ms. Page. No. 

Mr. Cummings. Is there any evidence that any FBI or Department 

of Justice official took any actions biased in favor of Clinton or 

biased against Trump? 

Ms. Page. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Not James Camey? 

Ms. Page. No. 
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Mr. Cummings . Andrew McCabe? 

Ms. Page. No. 

Mr. Cummings. Peter Strzok? 

Ms. Page. No. 

Mr. Cummi ngs. Loretta Lynch? 

Ms. Page . Not that rm aware of. 

Mr . Cummings. Sally Yates? 

Ms. Page. Again, same answer. 

Mr. Cummings. I'm sorry? 

Ms. Page. Same answer. 

Mr. Cummings. Rod Rosenstein? 

Ms. Page . No . 

Mr. Cummings . And Robert Mueller? 

Ms . Page . No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Is there any evidence that President Obama ordered 

any investigative activity that was biased in favor of Cl inton or biased 

against Trump? 

Ms. Page. No, s ir. 

Mr. Cummings. Is there any evidence that President Obama ordered 

a wiretap of Donald Trump or the Trump campaign? 

Ms. Page. There is no evidence of that at all, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. None? 

Ms. Page. None. 

Mr. Cummings . I take it there was some time spent trying to 

figure out whether there was truth to that. 
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Ms. Page. At the Department) certainly) yes , sir . 

Mr. Cummings . On December 3rd, 2017, the President tweeted, 

quote: '1After years of Camey with the phony and dishonest Clinton 

investigation and more running the FBI, its reputation is in tatters, 

worst in history, but fear not, we will bring it back to greatness," 

end of quote. 

Let me ask you something. I want to go back to something that 

Congressman Cohen asked you. He asked you about a certain period 

where - - and he was asking you about the morale. And you said - - and 

I ' m not - - I don't remember the exact words. But can you describe, 

you know, when you - - I'm sure you all saw these tweets. And when you 

get things like that, read stuff like that, how do you think it affected 

the morale? 

Ms . Page . I will just say, sir, that that is not consistent with 

my feeling about Director Corney or anybody that I know or that I've 

spoken to about how we held Director Corney. He was widely liked. He 

was respected. I don't know whether he would want to work with me ever 

again, but I would work for him anywhere he went any time in my life. 

He is a man of extraordinary intelligence and integrity, and it was 

a total pleasure to learn from him . 

Mr. Cummings . Do you agree with the President's statement that 

the FBI's reputation is in tatters and is the worst - - is the worst 

in history? 

Ms. Page. Well, it is now. 

Mr . Cummings . And why do you say that? 
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Ms . Page. Because we continue to be a political punching bag . 

Because some private texts about our personal opinions continue to be 

used to -- as a broad brush to describe the entire activity of 36,500 

individuals. Because we have been caught up in a place that we never 

could have possibly imagined, because all of us did the job that was 

asked of us. 

Mr. Cummings. Is that painful? 

Ms. Page . It's horrendous, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Does it make your job harder to do? 

Ms . Page. Yes, it does. 

Mr. Cummings. How so? 

Ms. Page. Well, it's the very poi nt that I was making. If we 

cannot be trusted to call on you, if w~ cannot be trusted to protect 

confidential human sources, then we need to get out of the law 

enforcement business. Because if we cannot be trusted to keep secrets, 

if we cannot be trusted to -- to believe that what we do we do for the 

right reasons, then we have a very big problem in this country. 

Mr. Cummings . Do you agree with the President's 

characterization that the Clinton investigation was, quote, "phony and 

dishonest"? 

Ms . Page. I would welcome the President to point out what we 

should have done di+ferently .in that investigation, what the evidence 

would have shown, how we would have prosecuted beyond a reasonable 

doubt, given the evidencebefore us. I would welcome aconversation 

with President Trump about that. 
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I am really tired of hearing all of the things that we should have 

done with nobody actually demonstrating to me why that would have 

resulted in a different conclusion with respect to the prosecution of 

Mrs. Clinton. 

Mr. Cummings. In your opinion, what kind of impact do statements 

like this have on the morale --

Ms. Page. They're demoralizing. 

Mr. Cummings . -- of the rank and file? 

Ms. Page. They're demoralizing> sir . 

Mr. Cummings. And what is the impact of statements like these 

on the public's confidence in the FBI and how does that impact our 

national security? 

Ms. Page. I'm not sure I can expahd on that further than I already 

have, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me say this. I don't have anything else, but 

again, I think I just want to defend the truth. And - - were you about 

to say something? 

Ms. Page. I was going to say, so do I, sir. 

Mr. Cummings . And I believe that. I believe that. And I think 

what I've been trying to get to is the bottom line. 

You know, when I listen to some of the questioning, I try to figure 

out where are we going with all of this. And it seems to me when you 

told me and this body, this group of people, about your feelings with 

regard to Russia, it makes it even more urgent that we get to the bottom 

line or we won't have a democracy. 
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And I want to thank you for your service. Going through difficult 

times is difficult, but in the end I think if you survive it you come 

out a stronger person. 

Ms. Page. Let's hope so. 

Mr. Cummings . And I want to -- l do thank you for your service 

and thank you for your testimony. 

Ms. Page . Thank you. 

Mr . Cummings. All right. 

[Recess . ] 

Mr . Parmiter. Let's go back on the record. It's 4 :43 p.m. 

BY MR. PARMITER: 

Q Ms. Page, I appreciate you bearing with us . It's been a long 

day . We just have a couple more questions to ask . 

A No problem. 

Q Are you aware whether during the investigation, the MYE 

investigation, there was any evidence t hat Secretary Clinton or someone 

on her behalf had transmitted classified material other than by· email? 

A How do you mean? 

Q For example 

A Like a text or something or - ­

Q -- by fax . 

A Oh . 

Q Or, you know, either Ms . Clinton herself or someone on her 

behalf. 

A I don't know. I'm sorry. 
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Q So you wouldn't know whether or not she directed someone to 

do so? 

A None of this is ringing a bell. I'm not saying that someone 

wot.lldn I t have that information. I just - - none of this sounds familiar 

to me. 

Q Okay. Are you generally familiar with something called the 

President's Daily Brief? 

A I am. 

Q And is that document generally classified? 

A It is. 

Q At what level is it classified? 

A It depends on the reporting contained therein, but it is 

certainly a highly restricted document that, broadly speaking, is 

classified at the TS level. 

Q And would be inappropriate to transmit via fax or 

unclassified email or to anybody who is not otherwise authorized to 

view i t , correct? 

A It could -- it could go over secure fax. It would depend 

on what system you were talking about. But in general, yes. 

Q Okay. Let me ask you a couple of followup questions also 

about meetings that were held at the Bureau regarding the Midyear Exam 

after the case had wrapped . 

Did you attend any meetings at the FBI in 2018 regarding the 

Midyear Exam investigation? 

A In all of 2018? Oh, yeah, all the time . Yes. Oh, 2018? 
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OhJ I'm sorry. I'm sorry. No, I don't think so . No . 

Q When did you leave the Bureau? Do you recall the date? 

A May 4th of this year. 

Q So I'm not going to - - I'm just going to show you an email 

that has been produced by the Bureau. 

A Oh, oh, oh, oh. I'm sorry. Yes. So this I can explain. 

Sorry. Oh, no, what is this? So -- sorry. 

When you talked about meetings at -- at FBI, I'm t hinking about 

meetings with the Director about the investigation. I sort of managed 

or sort of ran point, coordinated, I don't know what the rightward 

is, an effort to try to stay on top, however unsuccessfully, of all 

of the various -- oh, wait. I am gone at this point . Sorry. That ' s 

weird. 

Q Right. So this email, j ust for the record, is a May 17th, 

2018, email to a number of folks at the Bureau, including, well, you, 

even though you had left by this time, correct? 

A Right. So my guess is t hat somebody just 

cancelled the - - let me take a step back . 

For some period of time, although I was not involved in this after 

probably May of 2017, for some period of time starting i n maybe the 

winter of 2016 through probably May of 2017, I tried to assist with 

the coordination within the Office of Congressional Affairs to sort 

of stay on top of the myriad requests coming from all the different 

committees for documents and for letters and sort of the congressional 

response and all of that . 
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And so I wasn't in charge of any of it. I just tried to convene 

a meeting weekly so as to try to not let disparate - - the disparate 

people who were responsible for, well, this person ' s responsible for 

this portfolio and this one has HPSCI and this one has HOGR and this 

one, right, so that we were all talking with one voice, we all knew 

what requests had come in, the responses were consistent, right, we 

were producing the right stuff to the right committees. 

So for a period of time~ like I said, probably from Decemberish 

2016 through May 2017, I sort of led that effort. That's what this 

is a -- I think there was a sort of standing Midyear meeting that was 

once a week. 

I don't know whether this is -- whether this reflects that, to 

be honest with you. I just don ' t know . It seems like it. It ' s the 

right personnel who would have been involved in that . 

But by the date of thi s email, which is May 17th, 2018, I was not 

an FBI employee . 

Q Okay . Well, would you say that this is canceling a meeting 

series? 

A That ' s what it might be, yeah. So -­

Q And to your knowledge 

A And maybe it happened automatically. Like when they 

disabled my account, right, after leaving, it's possible that -- yeah, 

but this would have -- exactly. 

So the message contained here could have been whatever the last 

time I sent a cancellation. You know, sometimes Outlook savesthat 
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last message, because obviously there's no way for me to havetyped 

this when I'm no longer an employee. 

Q Correct. So - - but, as far as you recall, had any meetings 

of this MYE followup team taken place i n 2018? 

A No, not to my knowledge . The effort has now been -- aft er 

I left for special counsel, I never picked it back up . And so, to the 

best of my knowledge, it was people in OCA who have been responsible 

for convening meetings for congressional response, to the extent ones 

are happening. I just don't know. I don't have knowledge of it 

anymore. 

Q Okay. And that would have been when you left for special 

counsel in May of 2017? 

A Correct . Correct. I never took - - my point is when I came 

back from special counsel, I never took it back up. 

Mr . Somers . Since we're at the close of the interview~ just to 

completely switch subjects possibly . 

Mr . Meadows. Before you close out, Lisa, you have menti oned that 

you worked for Andy McCabe . You were probably the closest individual, 

professionally speaking, that he interacted with . Is that correct? 

Ms . Page . Certainly - - maybe one or two people might t:>e equally 

close. But yes, I would say we were quite close professionally. 

Mr. Meadows. So one of the t hings that I guess that I'm trying 

to put my arms around is, you know, as you hear different things 

communicated by different people, and we've had the opportunity to 

interview Mr. McCabe previously, but it appears that he, you know, lied 
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to the FBI, lied to the IG, was caught in that, admitted it, and then 

kind of walked it back as it related to, you know, just some of the 

story of sharing with The Wall Street Journal, some of the conversation 

with Matt Axelrod. 

How do you -- I mean, would you characterize that as something 

that you saw typically over your professional career? 

Ms. Page. I am constrained in what I can answer in light of other 

ongoing investigations, but I can say that I have never seen Andy lie, 

ever, under any circumstances . I have never seen Andy do anything 

other than make the right decision and often the hard decision, even 

when it has been personally unpopular or professionally Uhpopular. 

I have consistently seen him make hard decisions because they were 

the right thing to do . I have consistently seen him be the fly in the 

ointment in the NSC under President Obama or in this administration 

because it was the right thing to do. 

The findings of the inspector general are entirely inconsistent 

with the man I know and have worked very closely with for the last 4 

years of my career. And I cannot -- I simply don ' t agree with those 

conclusions, sir . 

Mr. Meadows. So - - and I thought that that's where you would go. 

And I guess my question is as it relates to some of the factual things 

that have. now at least come out and been reported. 

So do you see this as more of and at odds with Director Corney and 

Andy McCabe? I mean, where is the conflict? Because, I mean, both of 

them can't be telling the truth. And obviously memos that you were 
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talking about earlier tangentially may or may not relate. 

Ms . Page. So I really -- I really can ' t answer substantively, 

because it's the subject of other ongoing activity . 

Mr. Meadows . So would it be fair to characterize that you bel ieve 

someone else is not telling the truth? 

Ms. Page. No. I actually - - tam --you'llbesurprisedtoknow 

that I develop strong feeli ngs about things. And I am actually quite 

confident, although I ' ve spoken to neither Mr. McCabe nor Mr. Camey 

about this, I have a strong feeling that I understand where the 

disconnect happened with respect to what Director Corney thought they 

were talking about and with respect to what Mr . McCabe was talking 

about. 

Mr. Meadows. So you think it may be just a big misunderstanding? 

Ms. Page . I do, sir . I do. 

Mr. Meadows . It's a pretty big one and you might - - and so I guess 

where does -·- you know, I mentioned earlier Mike Kortan . Where does 

he come into all this? Because all of a Stjdden --

Ms. Page. Yeah. 

Mr . Meado.ws . And what is troubling with me is knowing that there 

are a number of unauthorized disclosures that happened --

Ms. Page. I disagree. 

Mr. Meadows . Hold on. That happened in Congress and happens at 

times in other agencies. 

Knowing that, as we've been involved in this1 that the FBI or 

specifically DOJ has done a very good job of putting a narrative out 
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there that sometimes is not based on truth, I guess the question I have 

i s , what role did Mike Kortan, Director Corney, Andy McCabe play in t he 

matter that we have where we have to question a high - ranking FBI 

official that has now retired? 

Ms. Page. Yes . I really want to answer that question, because 

it is as good one . Give me a moment, please . 

[Discuss ion off t he record.] 

Ms. Page . Mr. Meadows, I agree with you that it is curious that 

there is no reference in the IG report at all to Mr. Kortan, 

particularly in light of what I reported, which is that both 

interactions with the reporter were done with Mr. Kortan, in 

coordination with Mr. Kortan and with Mr . Kortan at my side. So I 

cannot explai n why there is no -- there is no reference to Mr. Kortan 

in any testimony, if he did give any, in the IG report. 

Mr. Meadows. So would it be prudent for this committee to have 

Mr. Kortan come and testify to perhaps add some clarity in terms of 

what he 'Said, didn't say? 

Ms. Page. I thi nk that the U.S. Attorney's Office is probably 

adequately equipped to answer that question sufficiently, s ir. 

Mr. Meadows . All right. 

Ms. Page. Particularly, honestly, it's so tangential to - ­

Mr. Meadows. The core issue . 

Ms. Page . Right. 

Mr. Meadows. Okay. So there seemed to be great 

consternation -- and that's me characterizing -- the decision to 
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recuse himself, Mr. McCabe's decision to recuse himself in the final 

days of, I guess, when we reopened the MYE. It was apparent that he 

did not necessarily agree with that deci sion to recuse. Would you 

agree with that? 

Ms. Page. I would agree with that, and I agreed with him. I did 

not think there was a basis to recuse. 

Mr. Meadows. So was it that he was encouraged to recuse because 

of the appearance? Or why do you think he was encouraged to recuse 

himself? I mean, I've read a lot of back-and-forth as it relates to 

that, and it's still an unanswered question for me. 

Ms . Page. I know the IG report has an entire chapter on this. 

I haven · t read it. That was ultimately what Director Corney asked him 

to do, and so --

Mr . Meadows. But I guess did Director Corney ever tell him or you 

why he asked him to recuse himself? 

Ms. Page. I have never spoken to Director Comeyabout it. He 

did -- Director Corney did speak to Mr. McCabe about it, obviously, 

because he instructed him ultimately to -- or asked that he 

ultimately -- Director Corney asked that Andy ultimately recuse. And 

I believe it's based on a sort of appearance, but I just -- I simply 

think that was misguided and ill-timed. 

Mr. Meadows. So the reason why I ask is because you have -- now 

you have an Andy McCabe that recused himself, you have an Andy McCabe 

that's been accused of lying several times to different people within 

the Department . And what you' re saying, that those are two unrelated 
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events? 

Ms. Page. Oh, wholly, yes . 

Mr. Meadows. And so one is perception; the other is perhaps more 

a direct action of Mr. McCabe? 

Ms. Page. I guess so, yeah. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. Yield back . 

And for the record, I want to thank you for being cooperative. 

I want to thank you for doing the very best to answer as many questions 

as possible. And I thihk I speak on behalf of the entire committee, 

that your willingness to share transparently has served yo4 well and 

has certainly served this country well. 

Ms. Page. Thank you, sir. 

BY MR. BAKER: 

Q Did you say Mr. Kortan was present at your side when you were 

having discussions with The Wall Street Journal? 

A Correct. 

Q And Mr. Kortan's position at the FBI was what? 

A He was the head of our Public Affairs. 

Q He's an assistant director of the Public Affair5 Office? 

A Correct. 

Q So did you, by the fact he was present, believe that this 

was an authorized and approved --

A It was an authorized. This is why -- we didn't get to it, 

but it was 100 percent an authorized disclosure. I mean, the whole 

premise behind the IG report in the first place I take issue with, 
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because I was authorized by Deputy Director McCabe and by Mike Kortan 

to engage with the reporter on this topic. 

And so, you know, the IG has come up with a different conclusion 

with respect to McCabe's inherent authority to authorize it in the first 

place, but I simply disagree with that . 

Q So you believed it was authorized? 

A Yes. It was authorized, as far as I'm concerned. 

Q You indicated in a previous round when there was a discussion 

about McCabe memos that Deputy Director McCabe had made some memos of 

his own. I had asked whether he had ever made any memos regarding his 

conversations or interactions with Director Comey, and you said, well, 

he took notes. 

I was referring to any kind of documentation he made for proof 

or clarity later on as to what he was told, not just taskings. 

A Got it. No, I am not aware of him ever having taken a memo 

as you have just described it with respect to his engagement with 

Director Corney. I just wanted to clarify that like every single day 

he likely was taking notes with respect to his interactiohs with 

Director Corney in the course of his official duties. 

Q And did you have conversations with Mr. McCabe that made you 

believe that he thought Director Corney instructed him or wanted him 

to have these conversations with The Wall Street Journal, even though 

there weren't memos to that effect or notes to that effect? 

A I 'm sorry, ask me that question one more time. 

Q Did you ever have a conversation with Mr. McCabe about the 
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whole Wall Street Journal issue regarding whether the Director knew 

about it? 

A Oh, no, we did not have any conversations about that. But 

the Director need not have known about it. The deputy had his own 

inherent authority to engage with the media. 

So it 's not something -- my point is, it's not something he 

necessarily would have needed to seek the Director's authority or 

approval for. 

Q Okay, Is Mr. Kortan still employed with the FBI? 

A No, he's not. 

Q And do you know why he left? 

A Because he was long eligible to retire. 

Q So he just retired? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. One final question on an unrelated topic. 

You had indicated your role as an assistant to Mr. McCabe was to 

go to different meetings and sort of bridge back what had happened in­

these meetings or something l ike that. 

A Yeah. 

Q Are you aware of any meetings or did you hear discussion about 

t he sophistication level of Secretary Clinton as it related to handling 

of classified information or emails and communications in general, that 

she either was or was not sophisticated, and that would have been part 

of the discussion regarding charging? 

A I -- I'm not sure if I can tie it to your last statement. 
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It's possible. But I was a part of - - I was a part of the sort of general 

briefings that the Director or the Deputy Director had as we gathered 

more evidence in the Clinton investigation. 

And I don't remember whether it came out of Secretary Clinton's 

interview or interviews with some of her senior staff or both. 

But yes, we did come to learn that Secretary Clinton was not 

particularly sophisticated when it came to technology and the use of 

computers . I mean, she was not a sophisticated cyber user. 

Q was there ever any evidence or any dissent in opposition to 

that view? 

A Oh, not to my knowledge, no . 

Q You had mentioned earlier that Mr. Priestap -­

Mr. Somers. Can I ask one question? 

Mr. Baker . sore. 

BY MR . SOMERS: 

Q What about her sophistication in terms of knowledge of 

classification and what classified documents looked like? 

A She had that knowledge . Yeah. I don't --

Q Well, because in her - - the 302 of her interview, for 

instance, she says that she did not -- wasn't aware of what the C in 

parentheses at the beginning of a paragraph meant . 

A Yeah. I mean, that's not -- that doesn't shock me. I mean, 

without the -- without the rest of the sort of header and footer and 

cover page. 

Should she have? Yeah, probably. But like on a single line 
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randomly in the middle of an email, I don I t find that terribly offensive 

to my sensibilities, but --

Q I 'm just bringing that out as an example of whether -- what 

you saw as her level of understanding of markings on documents and 

things. 

A No, I think she -- 1 have no personal knowledge of this, but 

given her history in government and her position, I would expect her 

to have had, you know, some sophistication with respect to 

classification. 

Mr. Parmiter. On what did you base the conclusion that she was 

not particularly technologically sophisticated? 

Ms . Page. I think both based on her statements about her 

understanding on how a server works and my understanding - - and I never 

read her 302, but my understanding is -- at least I don 't think I 

did -·- is based on what was briefed to the deputy and the Director, 

was like as technical questions were asked of her, she lacked the 

ability to answer them, as well as other people who were interviewed 

sort of had consistent statements with respect to her technical 

sophistication. 

BY MR. BAKER: 

Q Are defensive briefings just for Members of Congress, or 

would Cabinet secretaries also get them if they were potentially 

targeted? 

A Oh, certainly. I mean, any -- a defensive briefing would 

go to any person in a position to have sensitive national secrets and/or 
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interactions or exposure with people from foreign countries. 

Q Do you know if Secretary Clinton had any in her role as 

Secretary of State? 

A Defensive briefings? 

Q Yes. 

A I have no idea, sir . 

Q I s it likely that she could have? 

A Entireiy plausible, sir. But it would -- again, like 

there's a difference between a general CI brief, which is you're 

traveling to this country, beware of these things, versus, you know, 

we understand that Joe Smith has reached out to you to schedule a 

meeting, you should be aware that intelligence suggests that Joe Smith 

is blah, blah, blah. 

Q So - -

A That 1 s - - the latter is a defensive briefing. 

Q Sure. In addition to the specifics of who might be trying to 

do something to you as the Congressperson or the Cabinet member., is 

there a boilerplate that would almost go with any defensive briefing as 

to the how a hostile actor might try to exploit your position, exploit a 

meeting? 

A I would expect so, but I don't have personal knowledge of 

it. 

Q Would you guess if there was that part of that would be that 

email communications and communications in general and weaknesses in 

networks would be an area for exploitation? 
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A I'm not really sure . You know, that might go to a broader CI 

briefing, a broader counterintelligence briefing, a warning about 

spear phishing, a warning about, you know, how cyber networks might 

be compromised. 

But 'in a defensive briefing, to the best of my knowledge, in a 

defensive briefing it is usually much more specific and pointed 

information that we have. 

So general CI brief, sure, you might talk about how different 

foreign actors use different tools or vectors to do their work. But 

if you were conducting a defensive briefing, in my view, it's more 

likely that it would be specific and sort of narrowly described to the 

specific threat or risk that you ' re briefing on. 

Q So you don't know if someone who received a lot of defensive 

briefings would have their sophistication of weaknesses in email and 

servers enhanced by being told such a thing in defensive briefings? 

A No, I don ' t know. I don't know. 

Q Finally, you'd mentioned earlier that Mr . Priestap was -- AD 

Priestap was kind of a worrier . What was his relationship with 

Mr . strzok? I know he would be Mr. Strzok' s boss at the time that he's 

the AD. 

A Yes . They were very close. 

Q Very close. 

A They - - professionally. I mean, they both had a lot of 

respect for each other. Both have had long careers in the 

Counterintelligence Division. And so both respect each other's 
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instincts and knowledge and experience working CI targets. So they 

had a very strong professional relationship. 

Q So no work tensions or --

A No; sir . 

Q - - issues about decisions made? 

A No, no . No, sir. 

Q Okay, thank you. 

Mr. Somers. I'd like to ask you about an email chain. There ' s 

only one email on the chain in particular, but you can take a look at 

that document . I'm mostly interested in the email from Peter Strzok 

to you at 7:10 p.m. 

Ms. Page. One second. 

Mr. Somers. That email says: We need all of their names to scrub 

and we should give them ours for the same purpose. 

My first question is, who is "their" and "them," to your 

knowledge? 

Ms . Jeffress. It's a long article . Do you know which part of 

the article this relates to? 

Mr. Somers. I don't know which part of the article in particular 

it relates to. I'm just looking at the, email from Strzok to Ms . Page, 

and it looks like --

Ms. Page. I don't 

Mr. Somers. -- she understood at the time, at least, what that 

was. 

Ms . Page. I ' m not sure. I'm sorry. 
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Mr. Somers. Okay. What about "scrub"? 
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[5:13 p.m.] 

Ms. Page. I don't know what we're referring to, but that's 

usually a "let's see if we have any information in our holdings relating 

to these individuals." But I don't know which individuals we're 

talking about here. 

BY MR. SOMERS: 

Q Well, I took "their" and "them" -- one question on 

this "their" and "them" to mean another agency and not -- I took 

it to be a list of their names. Could that ~- not the people in the 

article., not names of people in the article. I took it to be an agency 

or a subagency. 

A Oh, I don't -- I would have taken it to mean something in 

the article, but I don't -- I don't remember this particular email as 

I sit here today. 

Q If you look up to the s_econd email from the top: That's what 

Bill said. I suggested we need to exchange our entire list. 

A I'm not positive, sir. I'm sorry. 

Q Okay. All right. 

Mr. Somers. I think that's all we have for this. All right. So 

I think that will conclude our interview. And I want to thank you again 

for appearing both on Friday and again today. And that'll close the 

interview. 

Ms. Page. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, at 5:14 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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Certificate of Deponent/Interviewee 

I have read the foregoing _ _ _pages, which ·contain the correct 

transcript of the qnswers made by me to the questions therein recorded . 

Witness Name 

Date 
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