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May 12, 2023

(U) Report on Matters Related to Intelligence Activities and Investigations Arising Out of
the 2016 Presidential Campaigns

(U) Use or disclosure of any portions of this report marked “FISA™ is subject to the
requirements of the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act and may also be subject to the
June 25, 2020 order of the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court in Docket Numbers 16-
1182, 17-52, 17-375, and 17-679. Portions marked “FISA™ may be included in what is
provided to the Attorey General as part of this report. Such portions may not be used or
disclosed for any other purpose, including use or disclosure in any report made available to
Congress or the public, unless the Assistant Attorney General for National Security
confirms that the use or disclosure is authorized by FISA.

(U) Classified Appendix
(U) Introduction

(U) This Classified Appendix' forms a part of the Report on Matters Related to
Intelligence Activities and Investigations Arising Out of the 2016 Presidential Campaigns and
provides further information about the matters covered in three sections of the report: Section
[V.C.1 (Investigative referral of possible Clinton campaign plan): Section [V.B.1 (The threat of
foreign election influence by Foreign Government-2); and Section [V.D.l.a.ii (The Page FISA
application renewals).

(U) L Section IV.C.1 — Investigative referral of possible Clinton campaign plan

(U) This section provides further factual background about (i) the possible Clinton
campaign plan described in the Office’s report: (ii) the Office’s efforts to verify or refute the
information about the plan; and (iii) the manner in which Department officials received and acted
on (or did not act on) the campaign plan information. The Office’s prosecution decisions related
to the plan are described in Section [V.C.2 of the unclassified report.

(U) Background.: Sensitive Intelligence
m&eginning in or about 2014, and continuing through at least in or
about , Indtviduals affiliated with Russian intelligence services hacked and gained unlawful
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access to emails of numerous U.S. public and private entities—including government agencies,
non-profit organizations, and think tanks based in the United States. Among the non-proﬁt_
organizations hacked by Russian government actors in 2016 was the Open Society Foundations,

formerly known as the Soros Foundation.?

Frorr“through-eccived from a_

ource, referred to herein as 3 the FBI, intelligence consisting of
We identify the information

rovide as “Sensitive Intellig 2 itive Intelligence included (i) emails
hacking of U.S.-based communications,
eports analyzing the hacked U.S. materials, and ( iii)
ed emails of U.S. persons (or portions of such

what appear or purport to be original hack
emails).” Two of the apparently hacked emails appear to have originated from the Open Society

Foundations. The purported author of these emails was Leonard Benardo, who was the Regional
Director for Eurasia at the Open Society Foundations.® [n that capacity, Benardo oversaw efforts
relating to Russia and the former Soviet republics, among other countries.”

Beginning in‘O 16, the FB I.reccivcd information

from TI relating to the 2016 U.S. presidential election, including reports written by

2 (U-See, e.g., OSC Report of Interview of Headquarters Analyst-3 on December 10,
2019; OSC Report of Interview of Headquarters Analyst-3 on September 17, 2019; OSC Report

of [nterview o Employee-4 on February 27, 2020 at 1-6.

i (U_See, e.g., OIG, U.S. Department of Justice, A Review of Various Actions by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation and Department of Justice in Advance of the 2016 Election,
Appendix One, at 2 (June 2018) (hereinafter “0IG Review of 2016 Election Actions, Appendix
One"); OSC Report of Interview of Intelligence Community (“IC*) Officer-2 on J uly 8, 2020;
OSC Report of Interview of Headquarters Analyst-3 on December 10, 2019; OSC Report of
[nterview of -Employee-4 on February 27, 2020 at |-4.

“-Govemment agencics have needed to translate some of the Sensitive Intel ligence.

More than one agency has translated some of the items.

* (U) See, e.g., OSC Report of Interview of IC Officer-2 on July 8, 2020; OSC Report of
Interview of Headquarters Analyst-3 on December 10, 2019; OSC Report of Interview of IC
Officer-3 on July 8, 2020.

. lassified Appendix Document-1; OSC Report of Interview of IC
Officer-2 on July 8, 2020 at 6; 0SC Report of Interview of Headquarters Analyst-3 on December
10,2019at 1,4. Fora general discussion of the versions of these reports, see also OSC Report
of Interview of IC Officer-3 on July 8, 2020. As to Benardo’s position, see OSC Report of
Interview of Leonard Benardo on May 21, 2021 at 1.

L _OSC Report of Interview of Leonard Benardo on May 21, 2021 at 1.
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erenced purported communications of Benardo
016, T1 provided the U.S. government with two
a that described “confidential conversations”
between then-Democratic National Committee
air Debbie Wasserman Schultz and two individuals at the Open Society Foundations (referred
to in the memoranda as the “Soros Foundation”) i.e., (i) Benardo and (ii) Jeffrey Goldstein who,

according to public sources_was senior policy advisor for Eurasia at the Open Societ
Foundatiops.’ 016 memorandum, which was in Russian_
stated in relevant part:

On January 12 of this year, during a confidential discussion with Jeffrey

Goldstein, a representative of the Soros Foundation on Eurasia, Democratic
National Committee Chairwoman Debbie Wasserman-Schultz characterized the
situation in her party in light of the growing scandal surrounding Hillary Clinton

as follows:

and others. In particular, in

Information released to the media in the last few days about FBI investigating
possible corruption relating to Department of State (under the leadershi pof
Clinton) preferential treatment of donors of the Clinton Foundation caused a
significant negative reaction inside the party. At the same time, the leadership of
the DP [TN: Democratic Party] had known about the information since June of
2015. According to Wasserman-Schultz, FBI, so far, does not have persuasive
evidence against Hillary Clinton because of the timely deletion of relevant data

from mail servers.

Obama has no intention to darken the final part of his presidency and “legacy” by
the scandal surrounding the main contender from the DP. To solve the problem,
the President puts pressure on FBI Director James Comey through Attorney
General Lynch, however, so far without concrete results.

Comey gravitates towards Republicans, and apparently, intends to prolong the
investigation so that the scandal would keep going until the presidential election
to jeopardize the chances of the DP to win the presidential race.'° :

® (U) OSC Report of Interview of Headquarters Analyst-3 on December 10, 2019.

W&ee generally Classified Appendix Document 2; see also Jeff
oldstein, While a Good Man Sits in Prison, Open Society Foundations (May 16, 2010); Jeff
Goldstein, The World Bank Risks Dirtying lts Hands in Uzbekistan, International Labor Rights
Foundation (June 16, 2014) (both identifying Goldstein’s position).

' (U) Classified Appendix Document-2: ¢f. OIG Review of 2016 Election Actions, Appendix One
at 6.
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orandum, which was in Russian -
stated in relevant part:

During confidential contacts on March 5" with Leonard Bernardo [sic], Soros
Fund Eurasian Regional Director, Debbie Wasserman-Schultz, Chairperson of the
National Committee of the Democratic Party, characterized developments in the
pre-election campaign of Hillary Clinton in the following way.

[n relation to the consensus reached among the Democratic Party (DP) leadership
regarding the candidacy of Hillary Clinton, Barack Obama sanctioned the use of
all administrative levers to remove possibly negative effects from the FBI
investigation of cases related to the Clinton Foundation and the email
correspondence in the State Department,

Based upon information from Wasserman-Schultz, the FBI does not possess any
kind of direct evidence against Clinton, because of their timely deletion from the
email servers. The political director of the Hillary Clinton staff, Amanda
Renteria, regularly receives information from Attorney General Loretta Lynch on
the plans and intentions of the FBL. Active work is being done questioning
potential witnesses who are mostly computer specialists in the Clinton private
circle. They represent the only tools which may be used in this matter.
Therefore, this threat is minimal.

DNC predicts a certain Clinton victory in the current presidential campaign. The
impressive results of Donald Trump are dividing the Republican Party (RP) elite,
which find itself “in a near-panic condition.”

A two-prong DP opposition is focused on discrediting Trump through debates and
propaganda activities based upon his weak points, such as his uncontrollable
temperament, questionable instances in business dealings, absence of diplomatic

skills, lack of political experience.

Among other things, the Clinton staff, with support from special services, is
preparing scandalous revelations of business relations between Trump and the
“Russian Mafia.” Currently, they are studying his connections with Aras Agalarov-
(owner of a group of companies, “Krokus Grupp™), Timur Sapir (a deceased
businessman of Russian heritage, suspected to have had ties to the Italian Mafia),
Tevfik Arif (owner of Bay Rock Group, suspected of being involved in
prostitution and “human trafficking,” from the former USSR), and Telman

Ismailov (AST Grupp).'! ;

"' (U) Classified Appendix Document-2; c¢f OIG Review of 2016 Election Actions, Appendix One

at 6-7.
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‘ith regard to the discussion in the last paragraph of this
memorandum of “scandalous revelations™ that the “Clinton staff” was preparing with support
from “special services,” the words that FBI linguists translated as “special services™ are Russian
words that one analyst believed at the time referred to the FBI and the CIA or more broadly to
the intelligence and law enforcement communities.'? Another analyst, caveating it that it was
speculation, said that perhaps the phrase “special services” in this context could refer to Trump
dossier author Christopher Steele, ' who, according to media reports and Steele’s own testimony
in UK legal proceedings, formerly worked as an intelligence professional for the British
government.* [n addition, the Office has determined that, at the time of this memorandum,
Glenn Simpson’s firm, Fusion GPS, was in fact preparing open source o iti searc
regarding Trump’s i ' 1 :

_)n March 31, 2016, FBI personnel, including Deputy Director
McCabe, Deputy General Counsel Anderson, Assistant Director for the Cyber Division James

Trainor, and the Director’s Chief of Staff James Rybicki, shared the intelligence information
with Associate Deputy Attorney General David Margolis, the highest-ranking carcer official in
the Department, and other senior career officials at the Department.'® The FBI briefed Margolis
on the specifics of the Sensitive Intelligence and informed him that the FBI assessed the
information to likely not be credible.'” The FBI's asscssment, according to McCabe and later
memorialized by Anderson in an August 12, 2016 memorandum (discussed below), was based
on four factors. First, the reports reflected multiple levels of hearsay. Second, someone

involved in the communication, or in passing along the communication to s ne at a think
tank, may have engaged in exaggeration. Third. theﬂ\'hu drafted the

12Uy 08C Report of Interview of Headquarters Analyst-2 on Feb. 25, 2020 at 5.
" (U) OSC Report of Interview of Headquarters Analyst-3 on Dec. 10, 2019 at 4.

"4 (U) Deborah Haynes, Christopher Steele. Confessions of a Former British Spy on Johnson,
Putin, Trump, and James Bond (Sky News Oct. 24, 2021); Trial Testimony of Christopher
Steele, Peter Aven, et al. v. Orbis Bus. Intel. Ltd., Claim No. HQ18M01646 (Mar. 17, 2020) at
147-48.

P (U) See Nellie Ohr, Report of 4 March 2016 with Notes March 5.
** (U) OIG Review of 2016 Election Actions, Appendix One at 8-10).
17 (U) OSC Report of Interview of Trisha Anderson on May 26, 2021 at 5.
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reports may have engaged in editorialization or exaggeration. Fourth, the reports may be
unreliable because of translation errors. '3 :

FAﬂer that meeting, the F Bl,_sought any
additional related information from T1.'° T1 had no responsive information.”® At this time, the

FBI considered taking a number of covert investigative steps to determine, among other things,
whether the Attorney General had in fact communicated with Ama Renteria, the “political
director of the Hillary Clinton staff” referenced in the ﬂmemerandum.” The FBI
ultimately decided not to take these steps.”2 Comey told the OIG that the FBI did not pursue
these steps because the information in_ieporis was not credible on its face.? [n this
regard, Trisha Anderson told investigators that the Director had said the assertion that the
Attorney General was pressuring him in connection with the Midyear Exam investigation gave
him doubts about the credibility of the two documents.* He also understood that Margolis’s
view was that pursuing such steps would “take us down the path [where] we’re investigating the
Attorney General of the United States™ and that Margolis thought that “you ought to have more
of a reason to go forward with it than what you have,”?

_ The -BI receive additional information from T1
regaraing a possible Clinton campaign plan

After receiving the initial intelligence in 016
' i i rom T1. In particular, in [at
ized

enardo of the Open Society Foundations.2®

I8 ﬁmorandm from Tris to Midyear Exam case file, Re:

"% (U) OIG Review of 2016 Election Actions, Appendix One at 10.

W) Id

2 (U) Id. at 10-11.

2Z(WU) M at1l.

BaH .

A SC Report of Interview of Trisha Anderson on May 26, 2021 at 4; but
cf. eport of Interview of James Baker on June 8, 2021 at 3 (Baker did “not necessarily
agree” with the view that “the two reports were likely not credible™).

% (U) OIG Review of 2016 Election Actions, Appendix One at | 1. Regrettably, Mr. Margolis
passed away on July 14, 2016

% (U) OSC Report of Interview of IC Officer-2 on July 8, 2020 at 6-8; OSC Report of Interview
of Headquarters Analyst-3 on December 10, 2019 at 1, 4.
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_rnemorandum stated that Clinton approved a plan proposed by one of her foreign
policy advisors, Julianne Smith,?” to “smear Donald Trump by magnifying the scandal tied to the
intrusion by the Russian special services in the pre-election process to benefit the Republican
candidate.” The translated draft memorandum stated, in relevant part:

According to data from the election campaign headquarters of Hillary Clinton,
obtained via the U.S. Soros Foundation, on 26 July 2016, Clinton approved a plan
of her policy advisor, Juliana Smith?® from the Ts. NAB [TN: unknown
acronym]?® to smear Donald Trump by magnifying the scandal tied to the
intrusion by the Russian special services in the pre-election process to benefit the
Republican candidate.

As envisioned by Smith, raising the theme of “Putin’s support for Trump” to the
level of the Olympics scandal would divert the constituents’ attention from the
investigation of Clinton’s compromised electronic correspondence. In addition,
by subsequently steering public opinion toward the notion that it needs to equate
“Putin’s efforts” to influence political processes in the U.S. via cyberspace to acts
against a crucially important infrastructure (resembling a national power supply
network) would force the White House to use more confrontational scenarios vis-
a-vis Moscow that, as a whole, suits Clinton’s line of conduct. A relatively
“sluggish” reaction by the administration to the events surrounding the DNC, that
led to the resignation of Chairman Deborah Wasserman-Schultz provoked
exasperation within the PC [TN: Possibly, Political Convention] and the entire
Deep State, which may also be used by Clinton to reinforce her position among
the security-service agents.

Clinton’s supporters in the FBI lack conclusive irrefutable evidence of the
Russian Federation’s involvement in the scandal, tied to the theft of the DNC’s
correspondence. In the meantime, during the launched investigation, there has
been a multitude of circumstantial evidence that the alias of Guccifer 2.0 (the
name of the hacker who accepted responsibility for the incident) was, in fact, used

a7 (U-At the time, Smith worked at the Center for New American Security (“CNAS™)
and was serving as a Clinton campaign foreign policy advisor. 0SC Report of Interview of
Julianne Smith on July 21,2021 at 1. She advised investigators that she never received
notification that her account was hacked, but was aware that CNAS was “regularly challenged by
‘friends’ in China and Russia.” Id. at 8.

= mlﬂ context, it appears-nemorandum incorrectly referred to
Julianne Smith as *Juliana Smith.”

Ay -Bracketed “TN:" is a reference to a translator’s note.

=T %
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to cover up a special unit of the GRU [TN: General Staff Main Intelligence
Directorate] of the Russian Federation Defense Ministry’s General Staff,

During the first stage of the campaign, due to lack of direct evidence, it was
decided to disseminate the necessary information through the FBI-affiliated
“attic-based” technical structures that are involved in cyber security, in particular,
the Crowdstrike and ThreatConnect Companies, from where the information
would then be disseminated through leading US publications. In addition, it is
presumed in the FBI that in the future, any clumsy propaganda campaign by the
GRU is bound to lead to the emergence of more reliable indications of Moscow’s
involvement, which would imminently intensify the US confrontational
tendencies toward Russia. 3

0 (U) Classified Appendix Document-3.

> (U) OSC Report of Interview of IC Officer-2 on J uly 8, 2020 at 7; OSC Report of Interview of
IC Officer-3 on July 8, 2020 at 3.

* (U) OSC Report of Interview of Headquarters Analyst-3 on December 10, 2019 at 1.

33 (U) Id
# (U) Classified Appendix Document-4.
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partially based. Notably,_there_f‘ the document, which contained the

following text:
From: Leonard Benardo
Sent: July 25, 2016
Hi,
The media analysis on the DNC hacking appears solid. This is an important story

because it would be the first time (that we know of) that a state deliberately uses
the infiltration and publication of data to interfere in the US election.

At the same, politicization is on the table. I have been a bit surprised that nobody
has mentioned this 18-month-long story yet in their analysis, and makes explicit
reference to US elections at the end.

Julie® says it will be a long-term affair to demonize Putin and Trump. Now it is
good for a post-convention bounce. Later the FBI will put more oil into the fire.
Outcome is far from clear as Americans are more keen on their own woes and
Hillary is hardly good-looking as far as credibility is concerned. Anyway things
are ghastly for US-Russian relations.

' Lenny?®
_a!so received from T a slightly different version of this
email. This version includes the statement that “later the FBI will put more oil into the fire” and
contains an added sentence:
From: Leonard Benardo
Sent: July 25, 2016
Hi,
The media analysis on the DNC hacking appears solid. This is an important story

because it would be the first time (that we know of) that a state deli berately uses
the infiltration and publication of data to interfere in the US election.

o his appears to be a reference to the Clinton foreign policy advisor
reterenced in the memorandum, Julianne Smith.

3 (U) See Classified Appendix Document-5; Classified Appendix Document-6.

il
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At the same, politicization is on the table. [ have been a bit surprised that nobody
has mentioned this 18-month-long story yet in their analysis, and makes explicit
reference to US elections at the end.

Julie says it will be a long-term affair to demonize Putin and Trump. Now it is
good for a post-convention bounce. Later the FBI will put more oil into the fire.
Outcome is far from clear as Americans are more keen on their own woes and
Hillary is hardly good-looking as far as credibility is concerned. Anyway it should
last as long as the Olympics accusations. And things are ghastly for US-Russian
relations.

Lenny*’

Intelligenc

mall 1s as 1ollows:

Great! A whole bunch of material appeared in the press today regarding this
subject. It appears that the noose around Guccifer's Russian background is
tightening. I suggest doing [TN: writing] something about a task from someone, |
don’t know, some dark forces, like the FBI for instance, or better yet, Clinton
sympathizers in IC, Pentagon, Deep State (or somewhere else?), about American
websites deploying a campaign to demonize the actions of Russia’s GRU, acting
in accordance to orders by VVP [TN: Vladimir Putin], to undermine the forces of
good in the elections in the interest of Donald Trump, who is basically an agent of
influence. Using inept GRU operatives (there is such information) and their
general inclination to adventurism and idiocy, a number of crucial technical
indications pointing to Russia were exposed. And so on. Will that be okay?%

R
, appears to discuss “mak[ing]

ated July 27, 20

. o)

ting to “vili Moscow

ﬁiﬁed Appendix Document-4 (italics added to show difference from
other version of email) (emphasis added).

3 (U) Classified Appeﬁdix Document-7.
% (U) Classified Appendix Document-6.
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.° The email attached the following English text in a document, which appears to be
another email from Benardo, bearing a date of July 27th:
From: Leonard Benardo
Sent: July 27, 2016
Hi,
HRC approved Julia’s idea about Trump and Russian hackers hampering U.S.
elections. That should distract people from her own missing email, especially if
the affair goes to the Olympic level. The point is making the Russian play a U.S.
domestic issue. Say something like a critical infrastructure threat for the election
to feel menace since both POTUS and VPOTUS have acknowledged the fact IC
would speed up searching for evidence that is regrettably still unavailable.
However there seems to be signs GRU penetration (cyrlic, 2.0 VPN elite VPN,
Felix Edmundovich). They appear hardly skilled, “incompetent bumbling idiots”
as smb [somebody] called them. In absence of direct evidence, Crowdstrike and
ThreatConnect will supply the media, and GRU will hopefully carry on to give
more facts.*!

_The authenticity of the Benardo emails
“The Office interviewed numerous F B_personnei
who were involved in Crossfire Hurricane (or related intelligence efforts) to determine whether

they could shed light on the potential reliability or unreliability of the information about the
possible Clinton campaign plan. Certain analysts and officers whom the Office

interviewed, and who were well-versed in the Sensitive Intelligence collection, stated that their

best assessment was that the Benardo emails were likely authentic.*2 Multiple anal t
that the i in fact, hacked Benardo’s cmailsﬂ
3 Some analysts also noted it was possible, however, that the

% (U) Classified Appendix Document-8.

() .

*2(U) See, e.g., OSC Report of Interview of IC Officer-2 on July 8, 2020 at 4, 7; OSC Report of
Interview of IC Officer-14 on May 19, 2021 at 4; OSC Report of Interview of Headquarters
Analyst-2 on Feb.25, 2020 at 12. .

“(U) See, e.g., OSC Report of Interview of IC Officer-2 on July 8, 2020 at 4; OSC Report of
Interview of IC Officer-3 on July 8, 2020 at 4; OSC Report of Interview of IC Officer-14 on
May 19, 2021 at 2.
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rted U.S. cmails.* But some of these an:

Russians might have fabricated or altered pu
also noted that the Sepsiti 21

qln addition, the Office obtained records from a number of non-
profit organizations and think tanks (that, as noted above, were the victims of hacks by Russian

intelligence) to determine the accuracy of the Sensitive Intelligence and whether it in fact
reflected an actual plan by the Clinton campaign. These included. among others, the Open
Society Foundations, the Atlantic Council, the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
(“Carnegie Endowment™), and the Center for a New American Security (collectively. the “Think

Tanks™).

_Notably, the Office was unable to locate in the records from the
Think Tanks any exact versions of the Benardo emails obtained through from T1. The Office
did, however, identify certain emails, attachments, and documents that contain language and
references with the exact same or similar verbiage to the materials referenced above. For
instance, on July 25, 2016 — the same date as one of the emails purportedly from Benardo — Tim
Maurer, a Carnegie Endowment cyber expert, replied to an email asking for Maurer’s opinion on
an article titled, “The Hacks We Can't See: All Signs Point to Russia Being Behind the DNC
Hack.”* Maurer began by stating that “[the author] is very good, thoughtful(.]” Maurer then
wrote the following, which contains certain language that also appears verbatim in the email
attributed to Benardo of the same date:

[Hlis analysis is solid. Regarding the DNC story. | agree with Rid that this is an

important story because it would be the first time (that we know of) that a state
deliberately uses the exfiltration and publication of data to interfere in another

country’s election.

At the same time, [ have been a bit surprised that nobody has mentioned this
March story yet in their analysis (which makes explicit reference to US elections

* (U) See, e.g., OSC Report of Interview of [JllEmployee-4 on Feb. 27, 2020 at 12-13: 0sC
Report of Interview of IC Officer-2 on July 8, 2020 at 8; OSC Report of Interview of IC Officer-
6 on Aug. 19, 2020 at 7; OSC Report of Interview of IC Officer-10 on Oct. 7, 2020 at 2-3: OSC

Report of Interview of Headquarters Analyst-2 on Feb. 25, 2020 at 5-6.
¥ (U) See, e.g., OSC Report of Interview of IC Officer-3 on July 8, 2020 at 5-6.

% (U) Classified Appendix Document-9; Thomas Rid, A/ Signs Point to Russia Being Behind the
DNC Hack, Vice (July 25, 2016).
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at the end): http://www/bloomberg.com/features/2016-how-to-hack-an- .
election/.*”

_In addition to this email from Maurer, the think-tank records
also contained a July 27, 2016 email from Julianne Smith, the Clinton campaign advisor, in
which Smith circulated a draft public statement to certain of her think-tank colleagues. In the
email — which Smith sent the day after Clinton purportedly authorized the above-referenced plan
— Smith urged her colleagues to sign the draft statement that criticized Trump for his comments
about the NATO alliance and asserted that Trump’s public statements concerning NATO were

too friendly towards Russia. In her cover email, Smith wrote, in part:

We are writing to enlist your support for the attached public statement. Both of us
are Hillary Clinton supporters and advisors but hope that this statement could be
signed by a bipartisan group[.] Donald Trump’s repeated denigration of the
NATO Alliance, his refusal to support our Article 5 obligations to our European
allies and his kid glove treatment of Russia and Vladimir Putin are among the
most reckless statements made by a Presidential candidate in memory.*8

(U) During the same week, Clinton’s campaign manager, Robby Mook, stated in media
interviews that the campaign believed that the Russian government had carried out the DNC
hack to assist Trump’s electoral chances, and that Trump had made troubling statements

concerning Russia.*’

s*As noted above, the Office conducted multiple interviews related
to the Sensitive Intelligence, including interviews of Leonard Benardo, Tim Maurer, and
Julianne Smith.** When Benardo was shown redacted versions of the purported emails from the
Sensitive Intelligence, Benardo stated that they did not look familiar to him, and that he would

47_Classiﬁed Appendix Document-9 (italics added to show difference from
other version of email). The article found at the hyperlink above describes the activities of a
South America-based political consultant who provides services to electoral campaigns that
involve hacking of political opponents.

* (U) Classified Appendix Document-9.

* (U) Jeremy Herb, Mook Suggests Russians Leaked DNC Emails to Help Trump, POLITICO
(July 24, 2016), https://www.politico.com/story/201 6/07/robby-mook-russians—emails-trump—
226084; Jessie Heuman, Clinton Campaign Manager Questions Russian Involvement in Email
Leak, The Hill (July 24, 2016), https://thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/presidential-races/288998-
clinton-campaign—manager-dnc-to-get-to-bottom-of/.

% Although Benardo does not possess a security clearance, the Office

received one-time authorization from-to show Benardo these materials without
disclosing to him how they were obtained. Benardo signed a proffer agreement in which he
agreed not to share materials shown to him during the interview with third parties.
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not have used certain terms, such as “oil into the fire.”*! Benardo also did not know who “Julie”
referred to in the July 25, 2016 purported emails.” Benardo stated that, to the best of his
recollection, he did not draft the emails.* Benardo stated, however, that the last sentence in the
email — noting that “things are ghastly for US-Russian relations™ — sounded like something he

would have said.®*

Fln an interview with the Office, Maurer likewise was shown the
purported emails from Benardo. Maurer stated that he did not write either email. He

acknowledged, however, writing the above-referenced July 25, 2016 email identified in the
Carnegie Endowment’s production. He also acknowledged that portions of the language in the
July 25, 2016 email obtained through the T1 collection ~ and purported to be from Benardo —
were identical to language in Maurer’s email of the same date to his colleagues.

FFinally, the Office interviewed Julianne Smith.>* Smith stated that
she neither drafted nor recalled receiving either of the purported Benardo emails.*® Smith stated
that she did not specifically remember proposing a plan to Clinton or other campaign leadership
fo try to tie Trump to Putin or Russia.”” Smith stated, however, that it was possible that she had
proposed ideas on these topics to the campaign’s leadership, who may have approved those
ideas.*® Smith recalled conversations with others in the campaign expressing their genuine
concerns that the DNC hack was a threat to the electoral system, and that Trump and his advisors
appeared to have troubling ties to Russia.’® Smith said it was also possible someone proposed an
idea of seeking to distract attention from the investigation into Secretary Clinton’s use of a
private email server, but she did not specifically remember any such idea.%° Smith said, however,
that she was certain any proposal she made to the Clinton campaign seeking to highlight issues

A _)SC Report of Interview of Leonard Benardo on May 21, 2021 at 3.

2(U) M.

3 (U) .

(U Id.

A (_OSC Interview of Julianne Smith on July 21, 2021.

& (L- Id. at 7 (Smith maintains an active Top Secret security clearance.)
S (U) 1d.

8 (U) Jd.

() I
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concerning Trump and Russia would not have included an effort to enlist the FBI in furtherance
of those efforts.®!

_In addition, the Office interviewed Clinton herself and several
former members of the Clinton campaign using the Sensitive Intelligence materials declassified
by the DNI regarding the purported “plan” approved by Clinton. In reviewing the July 2016
declassified Sensitive Intelligence material, Clinton stated that it “looked like Russian
disinformation to [her].”®? Campaign Chair John Podesta stated that he had not seen the
declassified materials before, characterized the information as “ridiculous,” and denied that the
campaign was involved in any such “plan.”®* Senior Policy Advisor Jake Sullivan stated that he
had not seen the declassified memorandum before and had no reaction to it other than to say,
“that’s ridiculous.”® Although admitting that the campaign was broadly focused on Trump and
Russia, Sullivan could not recall anyone articulating a strategy or “plan” to distract negative
attention away from Clinton by tying Trump to Russia, but could not conclusively rule out the
possibility.®> Communications Director Jennifer Palmieri stated that she had never seen the
memorandum before, found its contents to be “ridiculous,” and could not recall anything “like
this” related to the campaign.® Palmieri stated that Podesta, Sullivan, Mook, and herself were
aware of a project involving ties between Trump and Russia being conducted by Perkins Coie,
but Palmieri did not think that Clinton was aware of it, nor did Palmieri receive any direction or
instruction from her about it.” Foreign Policy Advisor-2 confirmed that the campaign was
focused on Trump and Russia, but that focus was due to national security concerns and not
designed to distract the public from Clinton’s server issue. ®® Foreign Policy Advisor-2 stated
that she did not have a conversation with Clinton about a plan involving Trump and Russia
during the Democratic Convention, that she did not remember Clinton approving anything
concrete, but that Foreign Policy Advisor-2 would not necessarily have been involved in such

strategy conversations.®

F’l‘he Office’s review of certain communications involving Smith
provided possible additional support, however, to the notion that the Clinton campaign was

engaged in an effort or plan in late July 2016 to encourage scrutiny of Trump’s purported ties to

61 ) 14
52 (U) OSC Report of Interview of Hillary Clinton on May 11, 2022 at 6.

83 (U) OSC Report of Interview of John Podesta on Jan. 19, 2022 at 5.
% (U) OSC Report of Interview of Jake Sullivan on Nov. 11, 2021 at 3-4.

() M.
8 (U) OSC Report of Interview of Jennifer Palmieri on Nov. 10, 2021 at 4.

§7(U) Id. at 1-2
% (U) OSC Report of Interview of Foreign Policy Advisor-2 on Mar. 28, 2022 at 4.

® W) m.
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Russia, and that the campaign might have wanted or expected the FBI or other agencies to aid
that effort (“put more oil into the fire”) by commencing a formal investigation of the DNC hack.

H For example, on July 5, 2016, Foreign Policy Advisor-2 emailed campaign
advisors Smith, Clinton Campaign Advisor-1 and Clinton Campaign Advisor-2 in which she

wrote:
We’re looking for ways to build on Franklin Foer’s great (and scary)
piece on Trump and Russia. One thing [’ve heard from a few folks is that
the Russia desk at State has been tracking (and sounding an internal
alarm) about parallels between rhetoric/words/methods that Trump uses
and Putin-supported European right-wing candidates. I'm told it goes

beyond just populist stuff. I'd love to get my hands on details of what
they are seeing - can one of you help run this down? I imagine INR or [C

types might also have some insight - obviously need to be a bit careful
here but eager to get specifics or details.”

Foreign Policy Advisor-2 stated that she did not speak with anyone at the State Department
about this issue.”’ The information she mentioned in this email regarding the State Department’s
Russia Desk came from Outside Advisor-1.72

ﬁ_ In addition, on July 25, 2016 — the same day as the purported
email from Benardo stating that “Julie says it will be a long-term affair to demonize Putin and

Trump” and “[l]ater the FBI will put more oil into the fire” — Smith had the following text
message exchange with Foreign Policy Advisor-2:

From: Foreign Policy Advisor-2
Sent Time: 7/25/2016 11:00 AM

- Can you see if [Special Assistant to the President and National Security Council
member] will tell you if there is a formal fbi or other investigation into the hack?

From: Julianne Smith
Sent Time: 7/25/2016 11:01 AM

She won’t say anything more to me. Sorry. Told me she went as far as she could.

From: Foreign Policy Advisor-2
Sent Time: 7/25/2016 11:02 AM

() Id. at 5.
W) M
2 (U) Id.
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Ok. Do you have others who might?

From: Julianne Smith
Sent Time: 7/25/2016 11:03 AM

Has [Clinton Campaign Advisor-1] tried her? Curious if she would react
differently to him? I can also try OVP [Officc of the Vice President]. They might

say more.

From: Foreign Policy Advisor-2
Sent Time: 7/25/2016 11:05 AM

[ don’t know if he has but can ask. Would also be good to try ovp, and anyone in
IC [intelligence community]

From: Julianne Smith
Sent Time: 7/25/2016 11:32 AM

Left messages for OVP but politico just sent me a push notification stating that
they are indeed investigating.

From: [telephone number| Foreign Policy Advisor-2
Sent Time: 7/25/2016 11:35 AM

Fbi just put our [sic] statement. Thx”?

mﬂle Office’s best assessment is that the July 25th and J uly 27th
emails purport to be from Benardo were ultimately a composite of several emails that were
obtained through Russian intelligence hacking of the U.S.-based Think Tanks, including the
Open Society Foundations, the Carnegie Endowment, and others. Indeed, as discussed above,
language from Tim Maurer’s email of July 25th is identical to language contained in Benardo's
purported email of the same date. Furthermore, given Smith’s (i) extensive contacts in the think-

tank community, (ii) her public role as a foreign policy advisor for the Clinton campaign, and

(i) her co i alagk colleagues regarding Trump, it is a logical deduction
thathith was, at a minimum, playing a role in the Clinton
campaign’s ettorts to tie Trump to Russia. [ndeed, Smith’s July 27th email to her think-tank

colleagues regarding Trump, Russia and NATO — the day after candidate Clinton allegedly
approved a plan to tie Trump to Russia — certainly lends at least some credence that such a plan
existed. Moreover, Smith’s text message exchange with Foreign Policy Advisor-2 supports.the

B (U) Id. at 14-15.
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notion that the campaign might have wanted or expected the FBI or other agencies to aid that
effort (“put more oil into the fire”) by commencing a formal investigation of the DNC hack.

(U-The response by the FBIl and U.S. intelligence agencies to the Sensitive
Intelligence

In the days and weeks following receipt of the Sensitive
Intelligence from T1, multiple high-ranking U.S. officials received reports and briefings
conveying or summarizing, among other information, the intelligence concerning the purported
plan by the Clinton campaign. For instance, on August 3, 2016, during a meeting at the White
House, CIA Director Brennan briefed President Obama, Vice President Biden, DNI Clapper, FBI
Director Comey, and other U.S. officials regarding Russian interference efforts as well as the T1
intelligence received concerning the referenced plan by the Clinton campaign.” Brennan’s
handwritten notes stated, in part, “We’re getting additional insight into Russian activities [that]
cite alleged approval by Hillary Clinton on 26 July of a proposed plan from one of her foreign
policy advisors to vilify Donald Trump by stirring up a scandal claiming Russian interference by

the Russian security services.””

(U) Inaddition, as described in the unclassified report, on September 7, 2016, the CIA
sent the FBI an “investigative referral” memorandum that referred to, among other information,

the purported Clinton campaign plan.

received the

IA prepared a written
assessment of the authenticity and veracity of the above-referenced intelligence. The CIA stated

7 (U) Notes of John O. Brennan, declassified by DNI Ratcliffe Oct. 6, 2020 (hereinafter
“Brennan Notes"); Classified Appendix Document-10.

™ (U) See Letter from John Ratcliffe, DNI, to Sen. Lindsey Graham (Sept. 29, 2020) (hereinafter
“Ratcliffe Letter).
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that it did not assess that the abovmcmoranda, or_
hacked U.S. communications, to be the product of Russian fabrications.

-Approximate[y four years later, in September 2020, the DNI declassified certain
information related to the Sensitive Intelligence. In a letter to Senator Lindsay Graham, the DNT

declassified, among other things, that:

[n late July 2016, U.S. intelligence agencies obtained insight into Russian
intelligence analysis alleging that U.S. Presidential candidate Hillary Clinton had
approved a campaign plan to stir up a scandal against U.S. Presidential candidate
Donald Trump by tying him to Putin and the Russians’ hacking of the Democratic
National Committee. The IC does not know the accuracy of this allegation or the
extent to which the Russian intelligence analysis may reflect exaggeration or
fabrication.™ ‘

The DNI also declassified a portion of former CIA Director Brennan’s handwritten notes that
describe the August 3, 2016 meeting with President Obama” and the CI4 Referral Memorandum
sent to Director Comey and Deputy Assistant Director of Counterintelligence Peter Strzok.*

-The FBI provides a defensive briefing to Atiorney General Lynch

“)n July 12, 2016, FBI personnel, including Deputy Director
McCabe and Deputy General Counsel Anderson, briefed Deputy Attorney General Yates and
others about the T1 information. While the consensus amongst the group was that the
information was not credible, the decision was ultimately made by Yates to brief Attorney
General Lynch on the T1 information. Then on August 10, ZOIﬁ_f’ter receiving
the initial reports from T1, McCabe and Anderson provided a defensive briefing to Attorney
General Lynch regarding the T1 information. McCabe and Anderson gave the Attorney General
copies of the January and March 2016 reports to review. For unknown reasons, Lynch was not
shown the-July 25 and July 27 Benardo emails describing the “plan” by the Clinton campaign to

link Trump to Russia.- When interviewed by the Office, Anderson stated that to the best of her
recollection she never saw the Benardo emails, but noted that they would have been helpful for

her interview with Attorney General Lynch.®!
*Accordmg to Anderson, Lynch denicd knowing Renteria
Clinton campaign ofticial) but did not deny or comment on the broader assertions i

77 (U) Classified Appendix Document-11.

"8 (U) Ratcliffe Letter.

" (U) Brennan Notes.

80 (U) CIA Referral dated Sept. 7, 2016.

81 (U) OSC Report of Interview of Trisha Anderson on May 26, 2021 at 7.
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-eports concerning efforts to improperly influence the Department’s investigations.®2
According to McCabe in his interview with the OIG:

[S]he read-reports] and [ will probably never forget she just
finished reading them and said, okay . . . . I mean like [ expected more of

a refiction than that. Like [ expected like, this is crazy, I never talked to
that person. But she was absolutely stone faced and said nothing about
the content of the memos—which I don’t know how to interpret that.®

McCabe added that he thought the Attorney General’s reaction to the substance of the reports
was “0dd.”** Anderson similarly told the OIG that she found it a “little bit weird” that the
Attorney General did not affirmatively disavow the contents of; eports, and that she
(Anderson) and McCabe had discussed the “circumspect” nature of her response.®® In an
interview with the Office, Anderson described Attorney General Lynch as being “a little
surprised” at what she read, providing what Anderson noted as a “measured response.”
Anderson also stated that she (Anderson) was struck by the fact that the Attorney General
pronounced the name “Renteria” (the Clinton campaign official) in a peculiar fashion.
Additionally, Anderson recalled telling McCabe on the walk back to FBI headquarters that the
Attorney General’s response to the reports was “odd.” Anderson based this assessment on the
fact that the Attorney General did not seem visibly outraged, nor did she (the Attorney General)
denounce or object to the contents of the reports relating to her alleged contacts with the Clinton

campaign. 5

The OIG Appendix to the 2016 Election Actions report includes a
different reaction by the Attorney General than Anderson and McCabe’s version of their August
10,2016 meeting with her. In the first instance, the Attorney General told the OIG that the FBI
did not show her the”eports she was being asked to examine with the OIG
interviewers. Lynch believed that McCabe and Anderson showed her something more
abbreviated and told her up front that she was being provided a defensive briefing concerning a
collection of materials that were not deemed to have investigative value. She had the distinct
impression from McCabe that the reports were not credible and may in fact be fake.
Furthermore, the FBI informed Lynch that there were no plans to further investigate or pursue
the suggestions in the reports that she had been working with Renteria to influence the outcome
of the Midyear investigation. The Attorney General told the OIG that she emphatically told

‘McCabe and Anderson she never knew anyone named Amanda Renteria and that the FBI was
welcome to interview her and anyone on her staff. She also told the FBI there was no truth to the

2W) M

8 (U) OIG Review 0f 2016 Election Actions, Appendix One at 13.

¥ M. at 14.

() M.

8 (U) OSC Report of Interview of Trisha Anderson on May 26, 2021 at 7.
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allegations in the reports and that she had never communicated with anyone on the Clinton
campaign team about the Midyear investigation.®” *

HThc Office has also interviewed FBI General Counsel Baker, to
whom Anderson reported at the time of the defensive briefing. Baker told the Office that, based
on reports he received of the defensive briefing, he was greatly concerned about Lynch’s
rcacliur'.“ Moreover, Baker, unlike his FBI colleagues, did not dismiss the credibility

eports.” In fact, Baker informed the Office that following the defensive briefing of
Lynch, he began to have concerns about Lynch’s potential bias due in part to her (i) curious
reaction to the Sensitive Intelligence information, (ii) interaction with former President Clinton

¥ (U) See OIG Review of 2016 Election Actions. Appendix One at 14-16.

89_0SC Report of Interview of James Baker qn Feb. 7, 2020 at 10-11
(stating that **he and other FBI Executives had great concerns about Attorney General Lynch’s
reaction to a memorandum contained in the [Sensitive Intelligence] that alleged she was going to
use her position to make sure that Hillary Clinton was not prosecuted™); see also OSC Report of
[nterview of James Baker on June 8, 2021 at 4 (noting that the Attorney General’s “reaction
upon learning of the allegations “smelled bad’"); OSC Report of Interview of James Baker on
June 18, 2020 at 6 (stating “how bothered he personally was™ by the Attorney General’s
“response of “Thank You’ after being briefed about her alleged exchange of information with
Renteria™).

% (U) OSC Report of Interview of James Baker on June 8, 2021 at 3 (Although Baker saw
problems with the credibility of the reports, “he also believed that the reports should not have

been dismissed out of hand™).

- .
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on the tarmac in Phoenix, and (iii) guidance to Director Comey that the Clinton email
investigation should be referred Lo as a “matter.””'

F[n any event, on August 12, 2016, following the defensive
briefing of Lynch, Anderson drafted a memorandum summarizing communications between the

FBI and the Department and outlining the steps the FBI had taken with respect to the referenced
January and March reports collected from T1. As discussed above, in that memorandum,
Anderson outlined four reasons why the FBI assessed the information in the reports not to be
credible. First, the reports reflected multiple levels of hearsay. Second, there was the possibility
of exaggeration by someone involved in the communication, or in passi €
communication to someone at a think tank. Third ho drafted
the reports may have engaged in editorialization or exaggeration. Fourth, there was the potential
for unreliability due to translation errors. The FBI’s assessment of the reports conflicts with that
of the CIA, which as noted above, assessed the information to not be the product of Russian

fabrication.?

_The Sensitive Intelligence and Director Comey s announcement of the
Clinton email server investigation’s findings

_Dircctor Comey subsequently testified before Congress that the
Sensitive Intelligence was among the reasons he decided to announce the conclusion of the FBI's
investigation of Clinton’s private email server in July 2016 without the participation or
awareness of the Attomey General or the Department.”’ According to Comey, although he
believed the assertions in memoranda concerning [.ynch’s behavior were not
consistent with his own interactions with the Attorney General, he was concerned that, if the
sensitive intelligence leaked, it could undermine the public’s perception of the Attorney

General’s impartiality and the integrity of the FBI’s investigation.”

composite pulied trom multiple sources, exaggerated in certain respects, or fabricated in its
entirety. Nonetheless, the late July 2016 Sensitive Intelligence, which a senior intelligence
official with significant and detailed knowledge of the Sensitive Intelligence collection described
as “really concerning,” immediately made its way to CIA Headquarters.” Director Brennan

L (U) Hd. at 4; OSC Report of [nterview of James Baker on June 18, 2020 at 6.
?2 (U) Classified Appendix Document-11.
3 (U) Testimony of James Comey at 70-71, HPSCI Russia Investigation (May 4, 2017).

B(U) M. at 71; Testimony of James Comey at 61, SSCI (June 8, 2017); OIG Review of 2016
Election Actions, Appendix One at 16, 29.

% (U) OSC Report of Interview of IC Officer-6 on Aug. 19, 2020 at 4.
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similarly appears to have recognized the significance of the information as evidenced by his
briefing the President, Vice President, the Attorney General, the DNI, the Director of the FBI,
and other high-ranking government officials within a matter of days. Moreover, in early
September 2016, the CIA prepared a referral memorandum on the information regarding the
purported “plan” that went to the FBI, and the information was included in an Intelligence Note
prepared later in September 2016 related to Russian election interference.”® Thus, the record
reflects that the FBI was fully alerted to the possibility that at least some of the information it
was receiving about the Trump campaign might have its origin either with the Clinton campaign
or its supporters, or alternatively, was the product of Russian disinformation. Despite this
awareness, the FBI appears to have dismissed the T information as not credible without any
investigative steps actually having been taken to either corroborate or disprove the allegations.

(U) II. Section IV.B.1 — The threat of foreign election influence by Foreign

Government-2

s noted in the public report, in November 2014 the FBI received
information from a long-time Confidential Human Source (“CHS") operated by Field Office-1.
The FBI also received corroborating information from two separate, authorized Forei
Intelligence Surveillance Act (“FISA™) surveillanc

One person (“Non-U.S. Person-17) directly tasked by the leader of F oreign
Government-2 with helping to facilitate this plan resided overseas at the time, but had indicated
that he/she was planning to travel to the United States in late 2014.% Field Office-1 sought FISA
coverage of Non-U.S. Person-1, almost immediately, in order to obtain access to his/her email
accounts and to conduct a search of him/her as soon as he/she arrived in the United States.?
Although Field Office-1 attempted to obtain expedited approval for the FISA authorization, %
the certified copy of the application was sent by OI to the FBI Headquarters for final approval
where it remained “in limbo,” according to Field Office-1 SAC-1, for approximately four

% (U) Classified Appendix Document-12.

” (U) FBI-AAA-03-0000482, Email from Field Office-1 SAC-1 to FBI Director James Comey,
April 14, 2015,

93FFBI-AAA-12-0023529 (Codename-1 Investigation Chronology); see also
OSC Report of Interview of Headquarters Supervisory Special Agent-4 dated May 28, 2020 at 6.
? (U) FBI-AAA-03-0000482 at 0000483, Email from Field Office-1 SAC-1 to FBI Director

James Comey, April 14, 20]5. '
' (U) FBI-AAA-12-0023529 (Codename-1 Investigation Chronology).
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months.'?" According to another agent, the application lingered because “everyone was “super
more careful™ and *'scared with the big name [Clinton]” involved.'” “[T]hey were pretty
‘tippy-tocing’ around HRC because there was a chance she would be the next President.” '’
Similarly, Field Office-1 SAC-1 told investigators that, when she spoke with the
Counterintelligence Division Assistant Director and Deputy Assistant Director, they alluded to
the fact that they did not want a presidential candidate on tape, even though Field Office-1 SAC-
I believed that was a very remote possibility.'™ According to the records the Office reviewed. it
appears that the delay also may have been partially attributable to a decision to await the
confirmation of the incoming Attorney General. '3

Ithough Non-U.S. Person-1's travel to the United States was postponed,
the Department eventually decided that it would authorize seeking FISA authority, but only after
there was a commitment that Clinton and others who were being targeted by Foreign
Govemnment-2 would receive defensive briefings.!”® As noted in the public report, thesc
briefings were given, but it took approximately 11 months from the time of the receipt of the
original allegations.

01 (U) FBI-AAA-03-0000482 at 0000483, Email from Field Office-1 SAC-1 to FBI Director
James Comey, April 14, 2015.

"2 (U) OSC Report of Interview of Headquarters Supervisorf Special Agent-4 dated May 28,
2020 at 8.

ATy OSC choi‘t of Interview of Headquarters Supervisory Special Agent-4 dated May 28,
2020 at 9.

104 OSC Report of Interview of Field Office-1 SAC dated Sept. 10, 2020 at 1.
s OSC Report of Interview of Field Office-1 SAC dated Sept. 10, 2020 at 3.
- FBI-AAA-12-0023529 at 31 (Codename-1 Investigation Chronology).
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(U) IIL. Section IV.D.1.a.ii — Assessment in the FISA renewal applications
regarding Carter Page’s July 2016 Moscow trip and purported meetings with
Igor Sechin and Igor Divyekin

As set out in the unclassified report, the leadership of the FBI directed that Page
not be interviewed at the time that he (Page) sent a letter to Director Comey volunteering to be
interviewed, and in fact no interview of Page was approved by Director Comey until March
2017.""" Page then voluntarily had not one, but five, interviews. The relevant FBI FD-302
interview reports do not indicate that Page was ever asked about the above-referenced email sent
to the campaign in July 2016, and the FBI’s reasoning for not asking is unclear. Put another
way, despite the fact that the email —and the FBI’s assessment of its import - were included in
three of the four Page FISA applications, two of which were submitted to the FISC after the FBI
had interviewed Page on five occasions, it appears Page was never asked about the email during

those interviews. !!2

" (U) SSCI Russia Report, pt. 5, at 549.

1% (U) d.

‘% (U) See in re Carter W. Page, Order No. 17-52 at 31-32 (FISC Jan. 12, 2017) (renewal
application) (nonpublic version); In re Carter W. Page, Order No. 16-1182 at 15-18 (FISC Oct.
21, 2016) (initiation mentioning meetings with Sechin and Divyekin) (publicly released version).

"9(U) See In re Carter . Page, Order No. 17-52 at 31-32 (nonpublic version).

l”—See Lync Message exchanges of 10/13/2016 and 3/8/201 7 among Case Agent-1,
Special Agent-2, Special Agent-3, Supervisory Special Agent-1, Supervisory Special Agent-3,
Chicago Agent-1, and Support Operations Specialist-1 as referenced in the unclassified report in

Section IV.D.h.ii.
"2 (U) The Crossfire Hurricane investigators interviewed Page on March 9,10, 16, 30, and 31,
2017.
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(U) In November 2017, however, Page’s email to campaign officials was explored by
Congressman Adam Schiff during Page’s testimony before the House Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence ("HPSCI"). In his testimony, Page confirmed to Schiff that he had
sent the email in question, which led to Schiff inquiring:

Mr. Schiff: “Dr. Page, Mr. Steele in the dossier makes reference to a meeting that you
had with a representative of the Presidential administration. Did you meet with any
representatives of the Presidential administration while you were in Moscow in July of
last year?”

Mr. Page: “Just that brief greeting [ mentioned.”

Mr. Schiff: “So the only person you met - you only met with a single person from the
Presidential administration and that was Dvorkovich?”

Mr. Page: “Yes sir, again, being very careful of the distinction between met and meeting,
yes.”

Mr. Schiff: .. . on July 8, of last year, you wrote in an email to the campaign that you

had incredible insights and outreach that you received from Russian legislators and senior
members, plural, of the Presidential administration _ T

Mr. Page: “There has been - again, great feedback and positive feelings were expressed in
public forums and just reading the newspaper in Russian that there was hope for the
future. . , "'

Later, Schiff inquired as follows:

Mr. Schiff: “Dr. Page, I'm referring to Bates stamp [redacted] in which you relate that
you had received insights and outrcach from Russian legislators and senior members of
the Presidential administration. What members of the Presidential administration did you

meet?”

Mr. Page: “No meetings. You know. it’s insights versus outreach. The insights were
primarily based on the materials or the ideas that I read in the press, similar to my
listening to President Trump in the various speeches that [ heard of his.” '

Finally, Schiff ended by stating:

Mr. Schiff: “ . . . [a]nd what you have related privately to the Trump campaign, that you
had met with Russian legislators and senior members of the Presidential administration.”

'3 (U) HPSC], Testimony of Carter Page at 40-41 (Nov. 2, 2017), https://
intelligence.house.gov/ uploadedfiles/carter_page h psci_hearin g_transcript_nov_2_2017.pdf.

" (U) 1d. at 41.
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Mr. Page: “I do not sec the word "meeting’ in this sentence, Congressman Schiff, Again,
outreach is available, and incredible insights were provided . . . »!!3

As the transcript of the hearing reflects, Page was correct in his assertion that his email did not
reference or mention any meetings with any Russian officials.

(U) The Senate Select Committee on Intelligence (“SSCI”) also discussed this email and
Page’s July 2016 trip to Moscow in its report. /' The report described Page's testimony
regarding the email, noting that he had di fficulty recalling the alleged high-level engagements he
referenced in it."'” Page also testified that the “incredible insights and outreach” mentioned in
the email were “the exchange with academics over dinner on July 5; one encounter he had with a
staff member who worked for a Duma (Russian parliament) member and whose name he could
not recall; and, the handshake with [Deputy Prime Minister] Dvorkovich at the New Economic
School commencement ceremony.”!' Page also told the Committee that “the unnamed staffer
and Dvorkovich were the only two people that he directly interacted with in the Russian
government during the trip.”

Page’s congressional testimony was consistent with his public statements to the
media; statements he made to CHS-1 in the conversations CHS-1 recorded; and statements he
made 1o the FBI during his interviews in March 2017. Yet the FBI “assessed” in both the April
2017 and June 2017 FISA renewal applications that the email Page sent to campaign officials
was evidence of Page having met Russian government officials, including legislators and
members of the Presidential administration and, in particular, Sechin and Divycekin. Ata
minimum, the various statements of Page, including perhaps most particularly the recorded
statement with CHS-1, should have been brought to the attention of OI and the FISC in a more

fulsome way. 120

-Relatedly. as noted in the unclassified portion of this report, neither OI nor the
FISC was informed that, in December 2016. CHS-1 stated that Page had told CHS-1 that Page
had met with Sechin during a post-election trip to Russia. This assertion was untrue as our
investigators established by reviews of the recording CHS-1 had made of the meeting and the

" (U) I1d. at 42.

"8 (U) See SSCI Russia Report, pt. 5, at 548-550.
"7 (U) d. at 549-550.

"8 (U) Id. at 550.

H‘)(U) Id

'20 (U) See In re Carter W. Page, Order No. 17-3 75, at 32 (FISC April 7, 2017) (publicly

released version) (informing the FISC that “Page publicly, and in interviews with the FBI, has
denied meeting with Sechin and Divyekin during his July 2016 trip to Moscow™); In re Carter
W. Page, Order No. 17-679, at 35-36 (FISC June 29, 2017) (publicly released version) (same).
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transcript of the meeting that was prepared months later by the FBI, 2! Thus, the Crossfire
Hurricane investigators either reviewed the recording and failed to report the erroneous reporting
to Ol and the FISC, or they never took the time to review the materials, 122 In either case, the
FISC was not apprised of information that could have cast doubt on the reliability of CHS-1’s
information.'® In addition, OI was not apprised of the doubts some of the Crossfire Hurricane
investigators had about the CHS’s claim or of the possibility that Sechin would have had no
interest in meeting with Page at that time. '

l2'-According to FBI records, the transcript was completed on April 25,2017 and a
corrected copy done on or about May 2, 2017. FBI-AAA-KC-0024034-1; FBI-AAA-KC-
0024035-1.

'22 (U) As noted in Section [V.D.1.h.vi of the unclassified report, no records were provided to the
Office that showed that the recording had been reviewed by Crossfire Hurricane investigators or
its contents shared with the Department lawyers working on the Page FISA applications. In
addition, the FBI’s Inspection Division found that the recording was not reviewed and the
investigating agents simply relied on the CHS's erroneous report of the conversation. See FBJ
Inspection Division Report at 217.

2 (U) See Section IV.D.1.h.vii of the unclassified report.

% (U) Lync Message exchange between Supervisory Special Agent-1 and Case Agent-1 on
12/21/2016 and 12/22/2016:

Case Agent-1: “CHS reached out to me today, remembered that [Page] told
[CHS-1] that he met with Sechin this past trip.” Supervisory Special Agent-1:
“Come on.” Case Agent-1: “yup, said [CHS-1] just remembered it yesterday after
reading Sechin’s name in the paper.” Supervisory Special Agent-1: “We need
that audio then.”

Lync Exchange between Case Agent-1 and Analyst-1 on 12/23/2016:

Analyst-1: “man, yeah, I just don’t get him [referring to Page] or Cohen at all man
.. . it’s like they are living in a dream world . . . that would be pretty interesting if
he really did meet with him.” Analyst-1: “what possible reason would Sechin
have to meet with him now, serves no benefit to him.” Case Agent-1: “I really
believe he exaggerates his meetings. He may have been in a meeting where he
was 1 of 200 people.”

= 9




AUTHORIZED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE BY CHAIRMAN GRASSLEY

— The application also summarized a June 2017 interview of

Klimentov conducted by Special Counsel Mueller’s investigators. In that interview, Klimentov
stated that he was familiar with Page’s visit to Moscow in July 2016 when Page spoke at the
New Economic School, but noted that it was unlikely that Page met with Sechin during this
visit."?” The final renewal application, however, discounted Klimentov's supposition that Page
did not meet with Sechin. In particular, the application explained that Klimentov may not have
known about all of Page’s meetings.

125 (U) In re Carter W, Page, Order No. 17-375, at 33-34 (nonpublic version).

18 (U) 1d. at 34 (nonpublic version).

"7 (U) In re Carter W, Page, Order No. 17-679, at 39 (publicly released version).
128 (U) Id. at 21 (bolding in original omitted) (publicly released version).

129 (U) Interview of U.S. Person-5 dated June 1, 2017 by FBI agents assigned to the Mueller
investigation; see also Redacted OIG Review at 221 n.371 (discussing the OlG’s interviews and
when or whether the statement about the chauffeured car may have been made).

1% (U) Interview of U.S. Person-S dated June 1, 2017 by FBI agents assigned to the Mueller
investigation at 5, '

-29 .
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Interview of William J. Barnett

Date of entry 09/21/202

On September 17, 2020, William J. Barnett was interviewed at the Office of the
Department of Justice in Washington D.C. Participants included the following: William J. Barnett

(BARNETT); Lawrence Berger (BERGER), attorney for BARNETT; Intv. Agent 1

Special Agent — Federal Bureau of Investigation;
Special Agent — Federal Bureau of Investigation; || IEVELE=2LISII Assistant United
States Attorney — Eastern District of Missouri; and Jeffery Jensen (JENSEN), United States

Attorney — Eastern District of Missouri.

The interview began at approximately 10:06 a.m. eastern time. BERGER said BARNETT
understood BARNETT was not a subject of an investigation and only being interviewed as a
witness. BERGER said BARNETT understood the interview was voluntary.

BARNETT provided the following information:

BARNETT started working for the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) in August 1999.

From 1999 to 2004, BARNETT was assigned to the FBI Newark Division where he worked

violations involving illegal drugs and organized crime. In 2004, BARNETT transferred to the FBI

Washington Field Office (WFO). From 2004 to 2009, BARNETT worked extra-territorial matters

in WFO. In 2009, BARNETT began working espionage cases primarily concerning China.

BARNETT then transitioned to working Russian espionage cases. *

In August 2016, BARNETT was contacted by LY

via Lync messaging. BARNETT andmdiscussed the Snowden and Wiki

Leaks investigations. BARNETT was assigned to work for [J]SELYJl as the case agent on the

Michael Flynn (FLYNN) and Paul Manafort (MANAFORT) investigations. The FLYNN
investigation was assigned the code name Crossfire Razor (RAZOR).

The RAZOR and Manafort investigations were part of the Crossfire Hurricane
investigation. BARNETT was briefed on the investigation which was largely based on
information alleging that members of the TRUMP Presidential Campaign had compromising
information on the Hillary Clinton Campaign and the TRUMP Campaign had been penetrated by
the Russians. BARNETT thought the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was “opaque,” with little
detail concerning specific evidence of criminal events. BARNETT thought the case theory was
“supposition on supposition.” Initially, BARNETT believed his lack of understanding concerning
the case was a result of his just becoming familiar with the case.

Analyst 1 and ere Intelligence Analysts

who worked closely with BARNETT. LUEINE&lwas assigned to both the MANAFORT and
RAZOR investigations. IXEIEY A s assigned to the MANAFORT investigation. BARNETT
had difficulty becoming familiar with the investigation, as he could not access portions of the

Investigation on 09/17/2020 at Washington D.C.

By Special JUIUAMLC 1192 nd Special Lo Intv. Agent 1
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computerized investigative files. BARNETT had to askor files concerning the RAZOR
investigation. BARNETT found the RAZOR investigation to be unclear and disorganized.

Special Agent who, at the time, was working matters concerning . BARNETT
said he never met in person with Skl

From September 2016 through November 2016, BARNETT advised very little was being
done on the RAZOR investigation. The case was opened by the FBI in the field, with FBI
Headquarters concurrence and oversight. BARNETT thought the predication in the RAZOR
investigation was “not great.” One fact used for predication was a speech that Flynn gave in
Russia several years prior. BARNETT believed the speech may have been ill-advised but not
illegal. BARNETT did not open the RAZOR investigation; and with the little investigative activity
conducted on it, BARNETT was not clear on what the persons opening the case wanted to “look
for or at.” A National Security Letter (NSL) had been prepared to obtain “toll records” for a phone
belonging to FLYNN. The request was “pulled back” prior to the records being obtained. Peter
Strzok (STRZOK) was the individual who ordered the NSL be pulled back. BARNETT was not
told why the NSL was pulled back.

The RAZOR investigation contained information obtained by Special Agent
through a source in another investigation targeting Carter Page (PAGE). The PAGE investigation
was also part of Crossfire Hurricane. The source reported that during an event
2014 FLYNN unexpectedly left the event The source
alleged FLYNN was not accompanied by anyone other BARNETT believed
the information concerning potentially significant and something that could be
investigated. However, Intelligence Analysts did not locate information to corroborate this
reporting concerning FLYNN, including inquiries with other foreign intelligence
agencies. BARNETT found the idea FLYNN could leave an event, either by himself or -
without the. matter being noted as not plausible. With nothing to corroborate the
story, BARNETT thought the information was not accurate.

BARNETT was treading very lightly in the RAZOR investigation due to the upcoming

presidential election in 2016.
BARNETT chose not to obtain records through FISA Business Records
because he advised this process is comparatively onerous. Due to the type of investigation,
BARNETT did not have access to the Grand Jury process. BARNETT was told to keep low-key,
looking at publicly available information. Using the available methods and restrictions,
BARNETT advised no evidence of criminal activity was found.

After being involved in the investigation for six weeks, BARNETT was still unsure of the
basis of the investigation concerning Russia and the Trump Campaign working together, without

Investigation on 09/17/2020 at Washington D.C.
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a specific criminal allegation. There was a news report that a change in the Republican National
Convention (RNC) platform statement of general principles concerning Ukraine. The RNC had a
recommendation to change “lethal assistance” to “appropriate assistance” be provided to Ukraine.
Some persons saw the report and thought the change in wording could be a sign of collusion..
BARNETT failed to see the significance of the changed wording and thought the theory was

“groping.”
BARNETT said accusations by Chris Steele constituted a direct accusation.

The RAZOR investigation continued to remain in a holding pattern through late 2016, with
no one making a specific request to him to close the investigation and no one pushing for additional
investigative activity to be conducted. No one told BARNETT he was not doing enough
concerning the RAZOR investigation. In September 2016, the MANAFORT investigation was
occupying a considerable amount of BARNETT’s time as there were investigative leads being
addressed.

. On November 8, 2016, BARNETT said there was a Lync message concerning the closing
of the RAZOR investigation. [l Eilnd BARNETT had a very frank discussion concerning the
RAZOR investigation. d the investigation was an exercise in futility. BARNETT
did not understand the point of the investigation.

Neither BARNETT nor [IGELNIM had authority to close the RAZOR investigation.
STRZOK was the individual in the position to close the RAZOR investigation.

BARNETT believed Analyst 3 was the lead analyst on RAZOR.
was convinced there was a criminal violation concerning FLYNN. EXENEEIwas referred to by
some, including BARNETT and as “a believer” due to his conviction FLYNN was
involved in illegal activity.

The RAZOR investigation became increasingly complex because TRUMP had won the
election and FLYNN’s position in the incoming administration. = BARNETT began to ask
andhat they thought the “end game” was in the RAZOR investigation.
BARNETT suggested an interview of FLYNN be conducted and the case be closed unless
derogatory information was obtained. |imdakdcautioned against an interview of FLYNN, as
EXEIE ¥ was concerned an interview would alert FLYNN as to the investigation. BARNETT
believed FLYNN’s position in the in-coming administration offered an opportunity for the FBI to
conduct the interview without alerting any suspicion, as FLYNN would see such an interview as
being standard procedure. BARNETT saw the rationale, explaining the reason for the interview
as no problem, “an Easy lay-up.” BARNETT also believed there was little harm in alerting
FLYNN, as the interview would likely be the last step taken prior to closing the case.

BARNETT talked to FBI Assistant Special Agenwl of the Washington Field

Office (WFO) BARNETT told e (BARNETT) wanted to

Investigation on 09/17/2020 at Washington D.C.
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interview FLYNN, as there was nothing left to do in the case. || Eakaaiater told BARNETT he
ran the request to interview FLYNN “up the chain” and the request was denied. BARNETT
explained his idea of the interview being part of a “clearance” with FLYNN being part of an in-
coming administration. |JJ{SakidiF2id FLYNN already had a clearance through the Department
of Defense and the FBI was not the holder of the clearance so there would be no interview.
BARNETT said he planned to conduct no further investigation into the RAZOR matter, as he was
denied his request for an interview and the NSL for toll records had been “pulled back.”

Between Christmas and New Year’s Eve 2016, called BARNETT and said
STRZOK told them to close the RAZOR investigation. BARNETT began working on a document
to close the RAZOR investigation which would include everything they had done of significance
in the case. BARNETT wanted to include information obtained during the investigation, including

non-derogatory information. BARNETT wanted to include informatio

specifically FLYNN. Theli
FLYNN were only in the same country the same time on one occasion and at that time
they were visiting different cities. BARNETT wanted to include information concerning his

request to interview, which was denied. Typically, the closing document states the investigation
can be reopened if derogatory information is obtained in the future.

JENSEN asked about a “Trip Wire” that was mentioned in a Lync message sent on
12/05/2016 betweenand BARNETT explained a “Trip Wire” was a potential
source of future information.

BARNETT was asked if he could explain the meaning of a Lync message fromm
to |Gkl on 11/21/2016. BARNETT said he could not speak directly to the meaning of the

Lync message;

BARNETT said he was working on the document to close the RAZOR investigation on
01/03/2017 and 01/04/2017. Concerning a Lync message on 01/04/2017 fromto
BARNETT, which stated, “I know COB it needs to be finished,” BARNETT could not recall any
timeline or deadline on closing the RAZOR investigation.

On 01/04/2017, | ERERF -mailed BARNETT with information concerning || i
-BARNETT wanted to include in the closing document.

At 2:21 pm, on 01/04/2017, BARNETT received a message from masking that
BARNETT not close the RAZOR investigation, as STRZOK had information to add to the file.

BARNETT was provided th concerning - involving FLYNN.
BARNETT read a couple of times and did not see what the significant issue or
“rub” was BARNETT did not change his view that FLYNN was

Investigation -on 09/17/2020 at Washington D.C.
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not compromised by the Russians after reading _ At the time, BARNETT was told
there was a potential LOGAN ACT violation. BARNETT was not familiar with the LOGAN ACT
and had to research the matter. BARNETT did not see a potential LOGAN ACT violation as a
major issue concerning the RAZOR investigation. BARNETT did not see the LOGAN ACT as a
serious stand-alone charge. There was a conversation between and BARNETT
concerning an interview of FLYNN. BARNETT told mhe (BARNETT) would not be
available the following day, 01/05/2020, due to a scheduled medical procedure.

BARNETT was not part of any further conversations concerning an interview of FLYNN
until 01/25/2017. On 01/25/2017, ﬁmld BARNETT that FLYNN had been interviewed
on 01/24/2017. mwas apologetic, as BARNETT was not consulted or asked to participate
in the interview. BARNETT assumed the interview was being done as a “check the box” exercise
prior to the investigation being closed. BARNETT was not told they were planning the interview.
BARNETT assumed the case would be closed after FLYNN had been interviewed. Typically a
line agent / case agent would do the interview with a senior FBI official present in cases concerning
high ranking political officials. mtold BARNETT it was a last minute decision to conduct
the interview. BARNETT did not think the interview would be significant. In hindsight,
BARNETT believed he was “cut out” of the interview.

There was another reorganization of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation after the
01/24/17 interview of FLYNN. STRZOK was supervising the RAZOR investigation along with
SA3 FBI-HQ Program Manager

The Department of Justice and FBI Headquarters were having meetings concerning the
RAZOR investigation which neither BARNETT nor any other line agents were invited to attend.
The RAZOR investigation was “top down,” meaning direction concerning the investigation was
coming from senior officials. The FBI was reacting to articles being reported in the news, most
notably an article written by Ignatius concerning - involving FLYNN to a Russian
Ambassador. After the article by Ignatius, the investigative tempo increased with the issuance of
“base-line NSLs” and the aforementioned interview of FLYNN.

BARNETT described the RAZOR investigation as having three phases. Phase one started
with the opening of the case and ended on 01/04/2017, prior to the discovery of the
BARNETT did not believe to be significant. Phase two was the time period from
01/04/2017 to 01/24/2017. Phase two included the time period the investigators were advised of
the existence of the BARNETT was not consulted concerning the investigative plan.
Phase three started after the interview on 01/24/2017. '

BARNETT was asked about a Lync message between and on
01/09/2017 concerning professional liability insurance. BARNETT did not know the specifics
concerning the text, however, BARNETT routinely suggested persons obtain professional liability

InVestigation on 09/17/2020 at Washington D.C.
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insurance. BARNETT thought the Lync message did not concern the RAZOR investigation due
to the date of the Lync message proceeding the Ignatius article.

In or about early February 2017, BARNETT discussed his wish to be removed from the
RAZOR investigation with FBI Unit Chief and ISR
and XMl asked why BARNETT wished to be removed from the investigation. BARNETT
said the Inspector General (IG) was looking at the Clinton Case and BARNETT believed the
RAZOR investigation was problematic and could result in an IG investigation. FBI policy does
not allow for an agent to pick and choose his/her cases. An agent can request to be removed from
a case. Ifan agent is not removed but wanted to leave, they could do a “sit down strike,” meaning

the agent asks for approval to do everything and creates enough problems to have them removed
from the case.

BARNETT was not at the meeting on 01/30/2017 during which the FBI told DOJ that they
did not believe FLYNN was an agent of Russia.

In February 2017, NSLs were being drafted with instructing BARNETT as to
what needed to be done. BARNETT believed Andrew McCabe (MCCABE) was directing the
RAZOR investigation. BARNETT still did not see any evidence of collusion between the TRUMP
Campaign and the Russian Government. BARNETT was willing to follow instructions being
given by the Deputy Director as long as it was not a violation of law. BARNETT believed the
investigation was a check the box exercise, making sure all bases were covered, before the case
was closed. BARNETT did not think the RAZOR investigation was leading or headed toward
prosecution.

BARNETT was asked about a Lync message from to BARNETT on 02/01/2017.

There was a significant

amount of

however none of the information appeared to indicate criminal activity to
BARNETT.

BARNETT was asked about a Lync message from [llSaklillto BARNETT on 02/01/2017
concerning and the Logan Act. BARNETT said
nstructe to classify the Logan Act information as - which is a Foreign
Agent Registration Act (FARA) violation, as there is no specific Logan Act classification in the
FBIL

BARNETT was asked about a series of Lync messages on 02/01/2017 between himself
and IIEEMMconcerning taskings being done in the RAZOR investigation. BARNETT said the
Lync messages concerned different investigative units possessing information needed and how the

Investigation on 09/17/2020 at Washington D.C.
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requests for the information would be facilitated. BARNETT said the information gathered was
what was expected to be found and there was, in BARNETT’s opinion, no evidence of criminal
activity and no information that would start a new investigative direction.

BARNETT was asked about a series of Lync messages on 02/07/2017 between himself

andm BARNETT said the Lync messages discussed | aElproviding information to
the White House regarding information gathered during the RAZOR investigation.

BA

BARNETT was provided with a sample
request, referred to as a “pony,” by Kevin Clinesmith (CLINESMITH), FBI National Security Law
Branch (NSLB) Attorney. Working on the RAZOR investigation was the first time BARNETT
came into contact with CLINESMITH. In the past, BARNETT worked with NSLB attorney
who was regarded as the NSL expert.

BARNETT completed the NSL requests and forwarded the request to CLINESMITH for
review and approval. CLINESMITH then physically walked the NSL requests to
approvers/reviewers for their initials.

BARNETT was asked specific questions concerning the predication for investigation
information provided in the requests for the NSL. BARNETT said he sent an e-mail to
CLINESMITH on 02/01/2017 asking CLINESMITH about whether the predication information
was acceptable, as it was the same information provided on the original NSL request in 2016.
CLINESMITH told BARNETT the information was acceptable and could be used for additional
NSLs. BARNETT thought at the time the NSLs were legally justified. While BARNETT
questioned the investigative theory, he did not think at the time the investigation was illegal,
particularly due to the oversight by attorneys (i.e., CLINESMITH) and the direction being given
by top FBI officials. '

BARNETT explained the NSL system was less intrusive than a FISA. BARNETT thought
the gathering of the information was a logical investigative step and something that should have
been done in 2016 in “Phase one.” BARNETT was still under the assumption the information was
being gathered as a “check the box™ exercise and the matter could be resolved definitively.
BARNETT explained the reason the date ranges continued to be expanded, asking for information
as early as 2015, was to ensure a full understanding to support or dismiss the allegations.
BARNETT compared the request of the information during the investigation to “running out
ground balls,” to obtain a complete picture, and “put the matter to rest.”

BARNETT was asked about the request being made for information “up to present.”
BARNETT said that was common language used in such requests.

Investigation on 09/17/2020 at Washington D.C.
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The information obtained through the NSLs did not change BARNETT’s mind that
FLYNN was not working with the Russian government. BARNETT believed there were grounds
to investigate the other three subjects in Crossfire Hurricane; however; he thought FLYNN was
the “outlier.”

BARNETT was asked about an e-mail from CLINESMITH to BARNETT on 03/20/2017

that referenced over-production. BARNETT explained the potential over-production issue was
G - .. v utilzcd by FLYNN, CLINESMITE and
possibly others determined there was no over-production issue.

On 03/20/2017, FBI Director James COMEY (COMEY) testified and discussed the

investigation of four unnamed persons in the TRUMP Campaign. During the testimony, STRZOK
e-mailed BARNETT and asked if the FBI had FLYNN’s )

BARNETT was asked about a Lync message on 04/06/2017 from|[okaiadto BARNETT
. Analyst 1 . . . . .
regarding -bemg removed from the RAZOR investigation. BARNETT salmas
very skeptical of the FLYNN collusion investigation. BARNETT also thought it was a “dumb
theory” that did not make sense.

BARNETT and STRZOK had a discussion at the time of the appointment of Robert
Mueller (MUELLER) as the head of the Special Council Office (SCO). BARNETT told STRZOK
case was far stronger than the RAZOR investigation, in that there was specific

information that could be investigated. BARNETT was working closely with
BARNETT had worked with%n other matters.

BARNETT was told to give a brief on FLYNN to a group including SCO attorney Jean
Rhee e AR I N LA - posi-'y I

BARNETT said he briefly went over the RAZOR investigation, including the assessment that there
was no evidence of a crime, and then started to discus which BARNETT thought
was the more significant investigation. RHEE stopped BARNETT’s briefing and
asked questions concerning the RAZOR investigation. RHEE wanted to “drill down” on the fees
FLYNN was paid for a speech FLYNN gave in Russia. BARNETT explained logical reasons for
the amount of the fee, but RHEE seemed to dismiss BARNETT’s assessment. BARNETT thought
RHEE was obsessed with FLYNN and Russia and she had an agenda. RHEE told BARNETT she
looked forward to working together. BARNETT told RHEE they would not be working together.

BARNETT expressed his concerns about RHEE to ||| auadaill BARNETT told
hat he wanted nothing to do with the RAZOR investigation. ' '

Investigation on 09/17/2020 at Washington D.C.
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On the day following the brief that BARNETT provided to RHEE, BARNETT was
contacted by STRZOK. STRZOK said he (STRZOK) really wanted BARNETT to work with the
SCO. STRZOK said he (STRZOK) knew BARNETT had a problem with RHEE. BARNETT
told STRZOK that he (BARNETT) wanted to work and did not wish to
pursue the collusion investigation as it was “not there.” STRZOK said he (STRZOK) would run
interference between BARNETT and RHEE. | INGdaiddiland STRZOK told BARNETT he
(BARNETT) could work on things other than what RHEE was looking into. BARNETT decided
to work at the SCO hoping his perspective would keep them from “group think.”

In March or April 2017, Crossfire Hurricane went through another reorganization. All of
the investigations were put together.

BARNETT was physically working at the Washington Field Office while others in the
SCO were working at the FBI-HQ office.

investigation was a separate and new investigative matter. The case was
opened by the FBI WFO as a distinct case with new information, questions that could be asked, .
and plenty to do to include the issuance of Grand Jury Subpoenas.

On 03/30/2017, FLYNN did a Washington Street Journal article in which it was suggested
if immunity was granted FLYNN could provide significant information.

On 05/09/2017, COMEY was fired which seemed to trigger a significant amount of activity
regarding Crossfire Hurricane. Carter Page was interviewed three times and PAPADOPOULOS
was also interviewed. Both investigations seemed to be nearing an end with nothing left to pursue.

The MANAFORT case was moved from an investigative squad to a counter intelligence s uad.
ﬂ The

Crossfire Hurricane investigations seemed to be winding down.

The appointment of the SCO changed “everything.” Mueller was leading the SCO. Search
Warrants were being drafted and executed on a regular basis. Attorneys in the SCO were very
aggressive and were directing things. BARNETT described the SCO situation as upside down
with attorneys drafting search warrants and getting agents to simply act as affiants. BARNETT
thought there was a “get TRUMP” attitude by some at the SCO.

BARNETT said the “get TRUMP” attitude was exhibited in two ways. BARNETT
referred to incidents involving TRUMP which were taken in the most negative manner, or in some
cases misinterpreted. As an example, BARNETT described comments made by TRUMP in that
investigators needed to “get to the bottom™ of a matt? one of the SCO attorneys, said
TRUMP wanted to “cover it up.” BARNETT corrected saying, “no, he said get to the bottom
of it.” As another example, BARNETT said the firing of FBI Director COMEY was interpreted
as obstruction when it could just as easily have been done because TRUMP did not like COMEY
and wanted him replaced. BARNETT said

Investigation on 09/17/2020 at Washington D.C.
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BARNETT said such
statements were simply discounted because they did not fit the opinions formed of some at SCO.
Concerning FLYNN, some individuals in the SCO assumed FLYNN was lying to cover up
collusion between the TRUMP campaign and Russia. BARNETT believed FLYNN lied in the
interview to save his job, as that was the most plausible explanation and there was no evidence to
contradict it.

BARNETT said the second way the “get TRUMP” attitude was exhibited at SCO was what
BARNETT referred to as Mueller’s “all stars,” which was a term used in news articles describing
the SCO. All of the attorneys wanted to be part of something “big,” a successful prosecution.
BARNETT said it was not necessarily “get TRUMP” but more the conviction there was
“something criminal there” and a competition as to which attorney was going to find it. There was
a lack of letting the evidence lead the investigation and more the attitude of “the evidence is there
we just have to find it.” As an example, BARNETT said SCO attorneys during interviews would
be convinced the interviewee had information despite the answers provided. BARNETT suggested
to the SCO attorneys the idea the interviewee did not possess the information desired.

During one of the early interviews of KT McFarland (MCFARLAND), MCFARLAND

said she was not aware of _ between FLYNN and the Russian Ambassador. At a

later interview, MCFARLAND said she was aware o—. Andrew Weissmann

(WEISSMANN), an attorney at the SCO, suggested this was a blatant lie and suggested chargin

MCFARLAND with a False Statement charge, a “1001.” Many including BARNETT andW
elieved MCFARILAND was just trying to minimize her knowledge of what had

occurred, as it was embarrassing or inconvenient, and she was being proposed for a possible

position as an Ambassador to Singapore. BARNETT believed some of the attorneys in the SCO

did not ask clarifying questions, but instead took the information provided and interpreted that

information in a way favorable to their opinions.

Many at the SCO had the opinion MCFARLAND had knowledge TRUMP was directing
between FLYNN and the Russian Ambassador. When MCFARLAND did not
provide the information sought, it was assumed she was lying. When BARNETT suggested it was
very possible MCFARLAND was providing truthful information, one of the SCO attorneys
participating in the interview said BARNETT was the only person who believed MCFARLAND
was not holding back the information about TRUMP’s knowledge of _ MUELLER
described MCFARLAND as the “key to everything” because MCFARLAND was the link between
TRUMP, who was at Mar-a-Lago with MCFARLAND, and FLYNN, who was in the Dominican
Republic on vacation, when- were made.

MCFARLAND was interviewed on numerous occasions. BARNETT was told at one point
he was being taken off the MCFARLAND proffer interview because SCO attorneys thought it
would be easier for MCFARLAND to talk without BARNETT there, due to her attitude toward
BARNETT during past interviews. BARNETT insisted he be on the interview. When BARNETT

Investigation on 09/17/2020 at Washington D.C.
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was told he would not be allowed on the interview, BARNETT suggested he might take the matter
to the Inspectors General or to “11.” BARNETT believed some at SCO were trying to get
MCFARLAND to change her story to fit the TRUMP collusion theory. %ater
contacted BARNETT and said BARNETT would be part of the MCFARLAND interview.

During the proffer interview with MCFARLAND, the “obstruction team” was leading the
interview. BARNETT described the “obstruction team’s” questions as general. They did not ask
follow-up or clarifying questions. BARNETT was perplexed by their lack of asking follow-up
questions. BARNETT began asking MCFARLAND follow-up questions and direct questions.
BARNETT was trying to “cut to the chase™ and obtain the facts. BARNETT asked questions such
as, “Do you know that as a fact or are you speculating?” and “Did you pass information from
TRUMP to FLYNN?” Andrew Goldstein (GOLDSTEIN), a SCO attorney, called “time-out” and
cautioned BARNETT by saying, “If you keep asking these questions, we will be here all day.”

During one interview of FLYNN, possibly the second interview, one of the interviewers
asked a series of questions including one which FLYNN’s answer seemed to indicate TRUMP was
aware of _ between FLYNN and the Russian Ambassador. BARNETT believed
FLYNN’s answer was an effort to tell the interviewers what they wanted to hear. BARNETT had
to ask the clarifying question of FLYNN who then said clearly that TRUMP was not aware o.

BARNETT said numerous attempts were made to obtain evidence that TRUMP directed
FLYNN conceming_ with no such evidence being obtained. BARNETT said it was
just an assumption, just “astro projection,” and the “ground just kept being retreaded.” BARNETT
said it seems there was always someone at SCO who claimed to have a lead on information that
would prove the collusion only to have the information be a dead end. BARNETT provided an
example: WEISSMANN said there was meeting on a yacht near Greece that was going to be the
proof of collusion, ‘quid pro quo.” BARNETT said within a day or two the information was not
substantiated.

BARNETT was asked about the investigation

BARNETT believed in August 2017 the investigation was focused o
There was a pivot to Russia in the investigation, and BARNETT

assumed it was to close the Russia investigation.
Pending Unsealing by the Court
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Pending Unsealing by the Court

Pending Unsealing by the Court

Pending Unsealing by the Court

BARNETT said working with the SCO was a very unique environment for him. Typically
investigators push for legal process and have to explain the need for the request to the attorneys.
BARNETT said the SCO attorneys were pushing for legal process and just wanted investigators
to sign affidavits they prepared. Everything was “green-lighted” by the SCO, i.e., you could get
whatever legal process you wanted. BARNETT did not see the investigator/attorney relationship
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as 50/50. Atthe SCO, BARNETT believed the investigators were looked at as a “speed bump” to
the attorneys who were leading the investigations. BARNETT said the investigators assigned to
the _ and RAZOR investigations were doing what they were assigned to do.

Pending Unsealing by the Court

BARNETT was not part of any discussion as to whether or not FLYNN should be
reinterviewed after the 01/24/2017 interview.

BARNETT had a cellular -telephone issued by the SCO which he did not “wipe.”
BARNETT did hear other agents “comically” talk about wiping cellular telephones, but was not
aware of anyone “wiping” their issued cellular telephones. BARNETT said one agent had a
telephone previously issued to STRZOK.

BARNETT thought the TRUMP Campaign may have been aware the Russians were
attempting to impact the election, but that was far different from the TRUMP Campaign and the
Russians having a deal and/or working together “quid pro quo.” BARNETT and others joked
about how the investigation into collusion could be made into a game, which they referred to as
“Collusion Clue.” In the hypothetical game, investigators are able to choose any character
conducting any activity, in any location, and pair this individual with another character and
interpret it as evidence of collusion. With respect to FLYNN’s - with the Russian
Ambassador in December 2016, BARNETT did not believe FLYNN was being directed by
TRUMP. BARNETT did not believe FLYNN had any additional information to provide to SCO.
BARNETT believed the prosecution of FLYNN by SCO was used as a means to “get TRUMP.”
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Potential Qs for DD's call ||| G

From: "\"strzok\" <>\" ter Bk

To: s

Cc:  BAKER <-@-> JAMES A. i | | Eesseees B
Date:  Tue, 24 Jan 2017 06:46:58

I'm sure he’s thought through these, but for DD's consideration about how to answer in advance of his call with Flynn:
Am | in trouble?
Am | the subject of an investigation?

Is it a criminal investigation?

Is it an espionage investigation?

Do | need an attorney?

Do | need to tell Priebus? The President?

Will you tell Priebus? The President?

Will you tell the WH what | tell you?

What happens to the information/who will you tell what | tell you?

Will you need to interview other people?

Will our interview be released publically? Will the substance of our interview be released?
How long will this take (depends on his cooperation — I'd plan 45 minutes)?
Can we do this over the phone?

| can explain all this right now, | did this, this, this [do you shut him down? Hear him out? Conduct the interview if he starts
talking? Do you want another agent/thness s ing by in case he starts doing this?)

Thanks,
Pete

SUBJECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER DOJSCO - 700023461



RE: Question regarding 1001
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From:
To: Page <-@->, Lisa C. <peter.strzo
Date: Mon, 23 Jan 2017 22:04:41 -0500

| haven't read the policy lately, but if | recall correctly, you can say it at any time. I'm 90 percent sure about that, but | can
check in the am.

Original m: e

Pty OGC?(FB”-E
: 30 PM (GMT-05:
(OGC) (FBI)" < , "Strzok, Peter P. (CD) (FBI)" _

Subject: Question regarding 1001

, | have a question for you. Could the admonition re 1001 be given at the beginning at the interview? Or does it have
me following a statement which agents believe to be false? Does the policy speak to that? (| feel bad that | don't
knowbagwois g:#;:;m‘t remember ever having to do this! Plus I've only charged it once in the context of lying to a federal
pro n ]

It seems to be if the former, then it would be an easy way to just casually slip that in. "Of course as you know sir, federal
law makes it a crime to..."

SUBJECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER DOJSCO - 700023462



Question regarding 1001

From: ""page\" < > \lisa c. \"\" m
To: (N < peter.strzo

Date: Mon, 23 Jan 2017 21:30:41 -0500

, | have a question for you. Could the admonition re 1001 be given at the beginning at the interview? Or does it have

me following a statement which agents believe to be false? Does the policy speak to that? (| feel bad that | don't
kno;v :ihoi: but | d;)n't remember ever having to do this! Plus |'ve only charged it once in the context of lying to a federal
probation officer).

It seems to be if the former, then it would be an easy way to just casually slip that in. "Of course as you know sir, federal
law makes it a crime to..."

SUBJECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER DOJSCO - 700023463
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