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B /' right let's begin. Thanks to all. Good morning. This is
a transcribed interview of Attorney General Loretta Lynch. Thank you for
speaking to us today.

For the record, | am ||| ] I fo' the House Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence for the majority. Also present are a number of
members and staff who will introduce you as they speak.

Before we begin, | want to state a few things for the record. The
questioning will be conducted by members and staff. During the course of this
interview, members and staff may ask questions during their allotted time period.
Some questions may seem basic, but that is because we need to clearly establish
facts and understand the situation. Please do not assume we know any facts you
have previously disclosed as part of any other investigation or review.

The interview will be conducted at the Top Secret SCl level. During the
course of this interview, we will take ény breaks that you desire. We ask that you
give complete and fulsome replies to questions based on your best recollections.
If a question is unclear or you are uncertain in your response, please let us know.
And if you do not know the answer to a question or cannot remember, simply say
so. You are entitled to have counsel present for you for this interview, though you
are not required to do so. | see that you have brought counsel with you.

For the record, would counsel please state their names for the record.

MR. WELLS: Theodore V. Wells, Junior.

MR. TARLOWE: Richard Tarlowe.

MR. LERER: Justin Lerer.

B honk you. The interview will be transcribed. There is a



reporter making a record of these proceedings so we can easily consult a written
compilation of your answers. Because the reporter cannot record gestures, we as
that you answer verbally. If you forget to do this, you might be reminded to do so.
You may also be asked to spell certain terms or unusual phrases.

Consistent with the committee's rules of procedure, you and your counsel,
upon request will have a reasonable opportunity to inspect a transcript of this
interview in order to determine whether your answers were correctly transcribed.
The transcript will remain in the committee's custody. The committee also
reserves the right to request your return for additional questions should need arise.

The process for the interview is as follows: The majority will be given
45 minutes to ask questions. Then the minority will be given 45 minutes to ask
questions. Immediately thereafter, we will take a 5-minute break if you wish, after
which time the majority will be given 15 minutes to ask questions, and the minority
will be given 15 minutes to ask questions. And those rounds will continue until
questioning is complete. However, these time limits for the rounds will be strictly
adhered to by all sides, with no extensions being granted. Time will be kept for
each portion of the interview, with warnings given at the 5- and 1-minute mark
respectively. | willdo so. | apologize in advance for interrupting any question or
answer period, but we just want to stay on time.

To ensure confidentiality, we ask that you do not discuss the interview with
anyone other than your attorney. You are reminded that it is unlawful to
deliberately provide false information to Members of Congress or staff.

Lastly, the record will reflect that you are voluntarily participating in this
interview, which will be under oath.

Madam Attorney General if you would raise your right hand to be sworn.



Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to give is the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.

MS. LYNCH: Ido.

B ~c aiso, thank you Madam Attorney General. Please
make sure the microphone button is pressed and the green light is on so the court
reporter can hear all the commentary today.

And | will turn it over to Chairwoman, Ms. Stefanik.

MS. STEFANIK: Thank you, Madam Attorney General, for being here
today. As | mentioned, my name is Elise Stefanik. |represent New York's 21st
district. | am a member of the majority oﬁ the House Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence. And | thought it would be helpful if we outlined the
scope of this investigation, and then | will start with the questioning.

So the scope of this investigation has four key points agreed to by both the
majority, Chairman Nunes, and Congressman Conaway, who is leading this on
behalf of the majority, and Ranking Member Schiff. Those four questions that we
seek to answer are as follows: What Russian cyber activity and other active
measures were directed against the United States and its allies?

Two, did the Russian active measures include links between Russia and
individuals associated with political campaigns or any other U.S. persons?

Three, what was the U.S. Government's response to these Russian active
measures, and what do we need to do to protect ourselves and our allies in the
future?

And four, what possible leaks of classified information took place related to
the Intelligence Community assessment of these matters? So that is the scope of

this investigation.



| wanted to start off with a very broad question. As Attorney General, can
you outline the counterintelligence investigation process from start to finish? How
you would open an investigation? Who that would be delegated to? Just so we
have an understanding for follow-up questions as to specifics.

MS. LYNCH: Well, thank you and good morning. With respect to the
initiation of a counterintelligence investigation, | don't know if | am actually the best
person to start that process with you, because it is multi-layered. And | am
drawing on my experience both as Attorney General and as a former United
States attorney who had contact with intelligence investigations in connection with
terrorism cases.

My understanding is that counterintelligence investigations can be initiated
any number of ways. Sometimes we learn information from already established
intercepts. Sometimes information is brought to the attention of the Intelligence
Community. It is really very similar to the initiation and predication for other types
of investigations as well. There is no one way to say how information would come
to the attention of the Intelligence Community that would lead it to feel that it
sufficient predication to start an investigation.

Some situations there are long term sources in place. Some situations
people walk in with information that has to be vetted and determine whether or not
it is valid. So it is really difficult for me to really say that there is one straight path
to beginning a counterintelligence investigation. But what | would say is that
similar to any other investigation, information would come to the Intelligence
Community's attention by any number of sources, means, or methods. And
based upon the information that was given and whether or not the initial reviewing

person thought there was sufficient predication, an investigation would begin.



Similar to other investigations also, it could take several forms.
Investigations in the counterintelligence community are typically, however, covert.
That differs greatly from other investigations say in the criminal arena, where they
are covert or overt depending upon whether it is financial fraud or the like. But in
the counterintelligence world, they are typically covert. They are typically long
term because they will involve transmitting information sometimes from foreign
countries, sometimes from individuals who are cooperating with the Intelligence
Community who may be living overseas or may have contacts there. There is just
really a variety of ways.

So | don't want to give the impression that there is one straight linear path
to how a counterintelligence investigation in general would begin. Typically, the
counterintelligence investigations are handled by agents in the counterintelligence
and counterespionage section for the Department of Justice. It would be within
the FBI. And that is really one of the few times where you will have a lot of
activity for the FBI that may be at the outset coming from overseas. The FBI does
a lot of international work, as does the entire Department of Justice, but
counterintelligence often has that component depending, again, upon the types of
investigative techniques that are determined to be necessary, whether it is human
sources, whether it is documents, whether it is electronic surveillance.

Again, there would be an agent or a group of agents really assigned to work
with that. Depending upon how far the information comes, depending upon the
nature of it and what might be needed in terms of process, attorneys from the
National Security Division who work on counterespionage matters are often
assigned to work with agents, again speaking from the DOJ's perspective, from

the FBI. And they would assist with preparing legal process as needed. There



might be the need for electronic surveillance. Certainly there would be the need
for legal advice about the parameters of investigations, what is allowed, what is
not allowed.

These investigations typically are not part of criminal investigations. The
times when they overlap typically are the terrorism matters that we investigate.
And there | am drawing upon my experience as a United States attorney for the
Eastern District of New York. Because a number of our terrorism investigations
drew upon and received information from the Intelligence Community. Thereis a
process by which approval is sought to utilize information from the Intelligence
Community in a criminal terrorist investigation.

MS. STEFANIK: So you talk about the approval process. How does that
work in terms of making a decision to open a counterintelligence investigation?
Knowing that no two investigations are alike. But is there a set process and a set
of protocols in terms of is the Attorney General made aware? s it the Deputy
Attorney General that is made aware? s it within the National Security Division of
the Department of Justice?

MS. LYNCH: | would have to refer you to the U.S. Attorney's manual that
would speak to that, as well as to the FBI's manual. | wouldn't want to try and
give you chapter and verse without having reviewed those things, which | haven't
done, since that was not what | thought you wanted to focus on. But | do believe
that you would be able to find within operational manuals those answers. | just
don't want to give you misinformation or inaccurate information.

MS. STEFANIK: Well, the reason | am asking is to tie it to the
counterintelligence investigation which falls under the scope of this regarding

Russia. Before | go to the specific, | want to ask is there a notification procedure



in terms of notifying Congress of any counterintelligence investigation?

MS. LYNCH: Well certainly there are notification procedures for a variety
of the investigative techniques that we use. There is an annual notification to
Congress about FISA warrants, for example, the number requested, granted, initial
as well as renewal. That is something that the Attorney General signs every year.
| signed it on at least two occasions when | was in office. Again, within the FBI |
would have to refer you to the specific procedures there for the steps that are
taken to open something literally within the Bureau's computers. | wouldn't want
to misstate that.

MS. STEFANIK: Again, just to provide context around this line of
questioning, when Director Comey testified in the open hearing, so this was widely
reported in the media, he, quote, said, "l have been authorized by the Department
of Justice to confirm that the FBI as part of our counterintelligence mission is
investigating the Russian Government's efforts to interfere in the 2016 Presidential
election."

How did that authorization work? Did that come from you directly? Is that
atypical in terms of how you notify Congress of the existence of that
counterintelligence investigation.

MS. LYNCH: So my recollection of the public reporting that you are
referring to was that it occurred in | believe in the spring of this year, 2017. |was
no longer the Attorney General at that time, so | wasn't involved in any discussion
or decision as to what the director would be saying before Congress. So | can't
speak to that.

MS. STEFANIK: Going back to when the counterintelligence investigation

was opened, because it wasn't opened in spring of this year, we have to look back
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to 2016, when you were the Attorney General, was there a notification process in
place? Again, how does that typically work in terms of notifying Congress when a
Cl investigation is opened?

MS. LYNCH: You know, again, | don't have the specifics of that, so |
wouldn't want to misspeak.

MS. STEFANIK: So as Attorney General you are not aware of what the
process is to notify Congress of a counterintelligence investigation? Oris it
delegated?

MS. LYNCH: If | were still in the position and the question were put to me,
I would have someone research that so | could give you an accurate answer.

MS. STEFANIK: Okay. Let's talk about specifically the
counterintelligence investigation regarding Russia. How was that opened?
When did that begin?

MS. LYNCH: 1am not able to give you a specific date as to when that
began. [ can give you my recollection of when | was informed of certain issues
that were included within it. But | am not able to give you the actual date when it
would have been opened, for example, you know, when was a file opened in the
computer. | don't have that information, so | wouldn't be able to give that to you.

MS. STEFANIK: When were you made aware to your recollection?

ws. LynoH TR

I | was informed by then-Director Comey and Deputy Director

McCabe that the Counterintelligence Division had essentially uncovered some

information or received information involving Russian intelligence operatives.



MS. STEFANIK: Based upon your recollection, it sounds like you did not
make the decision to authorize and open the counterintelligence investigation, that
you were being briefed on the fact that it already had been opened. Is that

correct?

ms. LyncH: BRI R R
P We did not discuss the timing or the opening of

the investigation per se. So | would say that is not correct.

MS. STEFANIK: Who opened the investigation?

MS. LYNCH: Again, | would refer you to the FBl's procedures on that,
because | wouldn't want to give you a speculative answer on that.

MS. STEFANIK: So you weren't made aware when the investigation was
opened?

MS. LYNCH: | was made aware of the information that | just relayed to
you, but | wouldn't be able to give you a date relative to that as to when the exact
investigation was opened.

MS. STEFANIK: Okay. Butjustto clarify, you didn't open the

investigation. As Attorney General you didn't make the decision to open the



12

investigation?

MS. LYNCH: As the Attorney General, that is not my role. That is‘
accurate.

MS. STEFANIK: And you were notified after the fact when the
investigation was opened? |

MS. LYNCH: | just want to be specific in terms of what was said to me. |

don't want to give you a misimpression as to what was said to me. _

But the nature of the discussions | would have at that level would not be about the

specifics of the opening and timing of that.

MS. STEFANIK: In terms of they informed you o_

MS. LYNCH: | wouldn't be aware of that, because | don't recall [ D

And | don't think | was given the [N

So | wouldn't be able to give you

that.

MS. STEFANIK: Is that an authority that -- | mean is that something that is
delegated to the Deputy Attorney General, to the National Security Division within
the Department of Justice? Who is that delegated to?

MS. LYNCH: Within the Department of Justice, the authority to sign FISA
warrants rests within the Attorney General, and it is delegated to -- or delegable,

and has been delegated to the Deputy Attorney General and to the head of the
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National Security Division, as long as the head of the National Security Division
has been Senate confirmed.

So if for example there is a situation where the head of the NSD, as we call
it, were to depart, if the person who took over is acting, were not confirmed to that
position, that person would not be signing the FISAs, just by way of example.

MS. STEFANIK: At the beginning you talked about how there are different
processes and procedures for opening a counterintelligence investigation. To
your knowledge, were there any different ways in which the opening of the
counterintelligence investigation regarding Russia differed from other examples
within the Department of Justice?

MS. LYNCH: You know, in my role as Attorney General, those matters
wouldn't have been brought to me, so | am not able to respond to that question.

MS. STEFANIK: Did the FBI request FISA authorization from the
Department of Justice, or is that something that you had delegated to the National
Security Division or the Deputy Attorney General in this particular case regarding
the Russia investigation?

MS. LYNCH: Can you give me some context? When you say did they

request FISA authorization for --
MS. STEFANIK:  |305 SR i S R e

MS. LYNCH: (i i i S P
N here is a number of ways in

which information is provided. So | don't have that information for you.



MS. STEFANIK: What was the role of Deputy Attorney General Yates in
this process specifically?

MS. LYNCH: When you say this process --

MS. STEFANIK: In the Russia investigation, this Cl investigation.

Ms. Loncr: R R )

B that information was also provided to a principals group within the
National Security Council. At the time, | was the only principal from the
Department of Justice who was attending the meetings or on the secure calls that
we had to have.

| am aware that later in the fall, | believe that Deputy Attorney General
Yates certainly was aware of subsequent developments that occurred after the
election. But she was not involved in the discussions or reviews that | was having
in the spring and summer and early fall. It was a principals only series of
discussions at that time.

MS. STEFANIK: And who were those principals?

MS. LYNCH: They were principals from within the National Security
Council. So the meetings that | was having were -- and | will apologize for not
being able to necessarily recall everyone. Typically, if we had a meeting on the
issue it would have been led by Susan Rice, myself, Jeh Johnson as the Secretary
of Homeland Security, CIA Director Brennan. Then-FBI Director Comey would be
present because he would provide the counterintelligence information from the
FBI's standpoint. And | believe that after the election there were some meetings

when Deputy Director McCabe provided information.
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But before the election, my recollection is it was primarily Director Comey.
And | don't recall the names of -- well, Admiral Rogers from NSA. And if there
was ever anyone who sat in for him, | don't recall the name of that person. And |
also don't recall if this is an exhaustive list. »

MS. STEFANIK: So the spring of 2016, was there a process to notify
Congress or congressional leadership or, you know, the ranking member and the
majority chairman of the House Intelligence Committee, the Speaker of the House,
the majority leader -- | am sorry, Leader Pelosi? Was there a process to notify
leadership of this counterintelligence investigation?

MS. LYNCH: You know, again, | would have to refer you back to the
procedures that were present within FBl and DOJ at that time. And since | am not
there, | don't have access to those materials, so | wouldn't want to speculate.

MS. STEFANIK: Butdo you recall? | mean at that time you were
Attorney General. Was there a congressional notification process for this
investigation?

MS. LYNCH: Again, | would have to refer you back to the procedures that
were in place at that time. | think that is going to be the most accurate description
of how -any information would have been provided.

MS. STEFANIK: And you don't recall those procedures? What are those
typical procedures?

MS. LYNCH: Again, | am not in that capacity right now, so it is not
something that is within my recollection at this time.

MS. STEFANIK: Okay. Turning to the dossier, which has been in the
news quite a bit, were you involved in the decision to brief the President-Elect on

January 6th on the existence of the dossier?
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MS. LYNCH: No, | was not involved in that decision.

MS. STEFANIK: Okay. Are you aware of who paid for it, or what role did
the Department of Justice have regarding the decision to pursue the dossier?

MS. LYNCH: To pursue it?

MS. STEFANIK: To either pay for it or -- obviously, this was something
that the FBI Director briefed the President-Elect on. Was the Department of
Justice involved in that decision-making process to either brief the President or
treat it as a piece of intelligence?

MS. LYNCH: | was not involved in the decision, so | am not able to speak
to anyone else that the then-director might have spoken to about it.

EXAMINATION:
- R

Q Good morning, Madam Attorney General. Nice to see you again.

A Good morning.

Q 1 would like to just circle back real quick to Chairwoman Stefanik’s line
of questioning regarding how counterintelligence investigations are opened.
While | understand that information regarding a counterintelligence investigation
can come from any number of areas or sources or what have you, the FBI picks
up that information and brings it to the attention of the National Security Division of
the Department of Justice. Is that not correct?

A  Are you referring to the opening of the counterintelligence investigation
within the FBI?

Q No. Once the FBIl opens it, in order to connect the FBI with the
Department of Justice and the attorneys of the counterespionage section of the

National Security Division, what is the process by which that bridge is gapped?
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A Well, again, | think there would be specific procedures in place. The
process that you have outlined could be one way of doing that. Also, you could
have a situation where information in an ongoing case could reveal something that
could lead to the view that it needed to be reviewed. And it could go the other
way as well.

Q And thatis fair. So my question is obviously only we want to bookend
it with your time as Attorney General. Could you just give us those dates real
quick, approximate dates that you served as the Nation's number one law
enforcement officer?

A | was confirmed in April of 2015, and | served until January -- the end
of the -- | think it was end of January 19th. The inauguration | believe was the
20th.

Q | understand.

A Yes. 2017, 1am sorry.

Q  With counterintelligence investigations under your leadership, was it
the practice of the FBI and then-Director Comey to notify the National Security
Division and/or your designees within the Department of Justice that they had
obtained information regarding a matter and that matter needed to be pursued
further?

A Well certainly that would have been one way. | can't tell you -- | can't
cabinet as to the only method in which an investigation would have been begun.

Q Okay.

A And again, | am sorry to cut you off, | apologize for that, is | don't want
to give you the impression that there is only one linear way in which things as

diffuse and diverse as counterintelligence matters are handled. And that is why |



am just not able to --

Q No, and | think you hit it right on the head, there is absolutely not one
way to do that sort of work. And what | am trying make the connection specifically
is how this relates to the Russia investigation and this committee's open
investigation on that.

Because Director Comey testified in an open hearing that
counterintelligence investigations that he starts within the FBI under his leadership
as director could only go to a certain point, unlike counterterrorism investigations,
which could go past that point, without the express permission of the Department
of Justice. So what we would like to know is who obtained or who issued that
express permission to Director Comey and his FBI to continue the investigation
into the Russia hacking?

A | think you have to speak to then-Director Comey and the people who
were working on the case at that time. That type of -- because again, itis a
multi-layered system and process, as in the National Security Division has a
number of outstanding lawyers there. That type of managerial issue would not
have come to my attention.

Q Okay. Sointhis instance, and | think that is what we are trying to get
to, in this instance that fact that the investigation was started, however it started in
the FBI under then-Director Comey, in regards to the Russia investigation, would
not have been brought to your attention for authorization to continue the
investigation as then-Director Comey stated was necessary pursuant to the USAM
and the FBI manual?

A  Thatis correct. For this matter as well as for counterintelligence

matters in general, they would not need to come to the Attorney General for that.
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That would be dealt with at a different level.

Q Okay. And because of the nature of the subject, while there is
numerous Cl investigations that the Department and the FBI are working on on
any given day, because of the nature of this subject and the timeliness of this
subject, that it involved Russia, that it involved our elections during an ongoing
Presidential election cycle, you are saying that it was still not brought to your
attention for authorization?

Not for authorization purposes. But as | mentioned before, the

was discussed with me relative to the nature of the discussions, the information

the FBI had about the nature of those discussions, and ultimately was expanded to
the National Security Council, with that same information.

And then discussions were had involving both the -which

was focused on what they were learning from the sources they were using, and
Q Thank you. And you made reference to a communication in the
beginning of your answer that was brought to your attention. What do you recall

were the specifics of that communication that the FBI director relayed to you?

A So my recollection is, as | indicated, [ And




Q And just so | have an understanding, was it the briefing that you

received from then-Director Comey and Deputy Director McCabe that the

>
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o |
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Q And given that as Attorney General you have a myriad of
investigations going at any one time, since this information was brought to you
during a Presidential election cycle possibly involving Russians attacking our
election system, at that time did this receive any priority in your Department of
Justice as Attorney General for you as something that you wanted to continue to
be briefed on or was it handled in the regular fashion under your stewardship?

A Well what | would say is that every counterintelligence investigation,
the regular fashion for it is to give it priority, is to give it importance, and is to
essentially pursue it with diligence and all due efforts. So the distinction you are

drawing is not one that | would recognize at the outset. | would also say that in



conjunction with the conversation that | had with then-Director Comey and Deputy
Director McCabe, we discussed what, if anything, to do with the information. And
they informed me that they intended to continue to see if further information
developed, but that one of the possibilities the three of us discussed was whether
or not to provide what is called a defensive briefing to the campaign, wherein there
would be a meeting with a senior person within the Trump campaign to alert them

to the fact that someone -- (TR IS R aa s CoR S s

It is not an uncommon thing to do both in intelligence matters as

well as in certain criminal investigation matters as well.

And we again discussed the possibility of a defensive briefing to the

campaign. | do not recall the timing, just because, again, | don't have any

specifics on that --
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Q And so whose decision is it ultimately in order to provide a defensive
briefing to a candidate for President? Who makes that call?

A It would depend upon the facts of the situation. It would depend upon
what the information or what the issue was. And it would be a decision that would
be made in conjunction with the agents who were looking at the matter and their
supervisors, as well as anyone from NSD who would be handling the matter and
their supervisors.

Q  In this instance in this investigation who made that decision?

A You know, | don't have specifics on that, and | don't recall -- | don't
recall the result of it. That is to say | don't recall if a defensive briefing was given
or not. |justdon't have that recollection now.

Q And | am sure as Attorney General and sitting with the Principals
Committees and on the National Security Council, they would have sought your
opinion on the matter. Did you provide one as to whether or not a defensive
briefing should have been given to then-candidate Trump?

A | concurred with the director's view it was something that we should
consider.

Q And did you provide an ultimate answer as to yes or no that at some
point in time a defensive briefing --

A We didn't have that question at the principals level thereafter. | don't
recall being asked that question in the context of the discussions we had at the
PCs.

Q So | mean obviously we now know that eventually a defensive briefing

was issued and given to the President-Elect. Was that done without your
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notification? That is to say did other folks make that decision and that decision
occurred?
A Are you referring to the discussion that you just referenced recently

where then-Director Comey spoke to the President-Elect --

Q Right.
A -- or something else?
Q Yes.

A Again, that was -- | was not involved in that decision.

Q Okay. You referenced, Madam Attorney General, you referenced the
USAM, the United States Attorneys Manuals. The rules and regulations within
that govern, obviously, national security investigations and processes and
procedures, but those rules are subject to each Attorney General's authorization
and approval of those rules. My question to you is did you adopt those rules
under the USAM in full for National Security Division from your predecessor,
Attorney General Holder, or did you make any material alterations?

A  You know, | don't recall whether | made any alterations or not, but
there would be a record of it if | did. So you would have to refer to that record.

Q Sure. And the record would be where?

A Within the Department of Justice. You would have to check with
them.

Q And you would have signed off on those alterations within the USAM,
and they would contain your signature, obviously?

A  If that was required and if it was presented to me, and if | did that,
those records would be there. But | don't have a recollection right now as to

whether | was presented with alterations or changes. | just don't have that
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recollection.

Q Sure. Right. Thatis what|am asking. You don't remember now
whether the USAM was changed in any way, shape, or form as it relates to
National Security Division investigations in Cl matters?

A You would have to check with those records. And that would
essentially follow the path of any changes that were made.

Q Okay. |would like to turn your attention, Madam Attorney General,
over to what we commonly refer to as FISA, the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Act.  Within the Department of Justice, | think you mentioned this, there
are -- correct me if | am wrong -- only three individuals that can authorize a FISA:
That is the Attorney General, Deputy Attorney General, and the Senate-confirmed
Assistant Attorney General for the National Security Division. Is that correct?

A Well, to authorize the request of a FISA. Itis the FISA court that
actually authorizes the surveillance.

Q Right. Thank you. And are there any other individuals at DOJ who
can make that authorization to the FISC?

A No.

Q No.

A Well, attorneys present it to the FISC after --

Q  Sure, sure. No, no, | understand. But they can't go in there before
your say so?

A Correct.

Q In this instance, let's keep it on scope here, we now know that there
was information briefed to you by the FBI regarding Russian entities, Carter Page

and contacts and whatnot. When do you recall was the first presentation of a
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FISA application to the FISC in relation to this subject matter?

A You know, | don't have a recollection of signing that. And again, you
would have to look at whatever documents exist to see whether -- if a FISA
warrant was requested, whether it was signed by myself, the deputy, or the head
of the National Security Division. But as | sit here today, | don't have a
recollection of being briefed and having a presentation to sign that.

Q Were you made aware of, at any point in time, because as we now
know there was in fact a FISA issued by the FISC, were you made aware of that
timeline that this was occurring while were you Attorney General, that this
investigation was ongoing? Were you kept up to speed about the ongoings of the
FISA and the FISC orders?

A No. And | typically would not be. In terms of the various.
investigative techniques that are done within an investigation, they wouldn't have
to be briefed to the Attorney General.

Q Sure. And in this instance, just so we are clear, in this instance with
the Russia investigation, they were not briefed to you as the Attorney General?

A 1 don't have a recollection that they were.

Q Okay. Do you have a recollection that once this investigation came in
you delegated it down to then-AAG John Carlin or then-DAG Sally Yates?

A When the investigation came in?

Q When the investigation came into the Department of Justice and then
FISA applications were sought and then ultimately presented to the FISC, did you
delegate the authority or the supervision of this investigation from the
Department's perspective to DAG Yates or AAG John Carlin?

A Again, | think the construct of your question is a little difficult because,
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again, the investigation would not be presented to the Attorney General for intake

so to speak --
Q Okay.
A --and then delegated down to anyone. It would come up through the

usual processes. So again, | want to make sure that | am clearly answering your
question, and | don't want to give you information that isn't responsive to that. So
the construct of your question doesn't really apply to the premise.

Q Okay. Fairenough. Letme clarify. And | appreciate your response.
Is it your understanding that the investigation came in through the normal sort of
stovepipes that DOJ has, for lack of a better word, was entered into the National
Security Division, was raised through the Assistant Attorney General, then John
Carlin, then up to the Deputy Attorney General's office, and then finally up to the
Attorney General's office? Is that what happened in this investigation?

A ldon't have a recollection of that being the process that would happen
in any event. Again, you know, it wouldn't be presented to me for intake is the
point that | am trying to make. " It would be handled and worked on, and if
something required my attention as Attorney General, it would be brought to my
attention. But it is not the case with any investigation in the Department of Justice
that every step of every investigation be vetted up the chain that you have
described.

Q No, of course not. So | am trying to focus it to just this one
investigation. And as you mentioned, maybe intake is not the right word, but were
there certain aspects, as you just said, that might require your notification because
those working for you thought it important enough and timely enough to notify

you? So were there any subjects that were brought to your attention in relation to
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this investigation at this time?

A  As | described, the information that | received in the spring was
brought to my attention. But again, with respect to investigative techniques, those
were not, and nor would | expect them to be.

Q Okay. Fairenough. Are you aware how many FISAs were
authorized ultimately in relation to this investigation, how many were put before the
FISC? Do you have a ballpark number there?

A No.

Q Do you recall if you were briefed on -- because as FISC -- so the FISA
authorities are either 90- or 180-day extensions depending on who the person is
and the subject of the FISA. Do you recall being briefed over the course of those
re-approvals and reauthorizations?

A No. Thatwould have only happened if | had been needed to actually
sign the document. And in instances when either the head of the National
Security Division or the deputy AG was not available, NSD would request time on
my calendar. | would then be briefed on whatever those FISAs were.

Sometimes they were original, sometimes they were renewals. But | don't recall
being briefed on FISAs involving this investigation that we are talking about today.

Q Okay. Thank you. |just have two more subject matters, ma'am, and
a few minutes to try to get through them. | am sure you have heard of the
company Fusion GPS either in press reporting or in your time as the Attorney
General. Were you ever briefed by or did you ever learn of the processes in
which by Fusion GPS and its employees and/or relationship with Christopher
Steele, that information they cultivated was utilized in a FISA application on an

American citizen?
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A 1don't have any information on Fusion GPS, so | would say no.

Q Okay. So during no point in the investigation under your leadership
as Attorney General you had any information on Fusion GPS?

A | don't have a recollection of anyone bringing that to me. But again,
this is my recollection as | sit here today, but | don't have a recollection of being
briefed on matters involving Fusion GPS.

Q  Sure. And would the same answer be for forme-
Christopher Steele, who is widely reported to in public reporting to have created
the so-called Trump dossier and the salacious allegations therein? Was any of
that information utilized in a FISA application for an American citizen under your
leadership as Attorney General?

A You know, | don't have any recollection of being briefed on any
matters involved Mr. Steele in terms of things that were brought to my attention.
And so since | did not review and wasn't briefed on the FISA applications that may
or may not have been authorized in this case, | am not able to speak to the
information contained in them.

Q Okay. And did then-Director Comey and Deputy Director McCabe or
any other representatives of the United States Government ever brief you or
provide you with information as to the relationship between the United States
Government as a whole and Fusion GPS and/or Christopher Steele?

A | don't have a recollection of briefings on Fusion GPS or Mr. Steele.

Q So you have no knowledge, as you sit here today, during your time as
Attorney General that the United States Government had a relationship with
Fusion GPS or Christopher Steele?

A | don't have any information on that and | don't have a recollection of
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being briefed on that.

Q Okay. Did you, as your time as Attorney General, ever request sort of
in your position which you may or may not have chosen to do, request out, down
the chain of command so to say, for lack of a better expression, | would like more
information on the Russia investigation on this component or on Fusion GPS and
on this component or anything like that? Was that request ever made by you as
Attorney General to those working for you?

A No, | did not make that request because | was receiving regular
briefings as part of the PCs on the information both from the FBI and from the CIA
as to the larger issue of Russian attempts to interfere with the election. So | was
receiving briefings on a fairly regular basis. And | did not have the need to
request further briefings on that.

Q And those were occurring at the Principals Committees meetings that
you referenced. Is that correct?

A  Yes, they were. They were either meetings, and sometimes they
were secure either video or phone calls, depending upon where people were
located.

Q Fairenough. And can you tell us, as it relates to this subject matter,
approximately how many or how frequently those were occurring?

A  No. I would have to refer you to the notes of the NSC. | am sure
they have a record and a calendar of that. They were certainly fairly frequent, but
| don't want to misspeak and say it was once a month or once every 6 weeks,
because as | sit here now, | am just not able to recall with enough specificity there.
But | will say that my recollection is that the briefings were frequent throughout the

late spring and throughout the summer and into the fall. And so to say that they
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would have been every few weeks is my recollection. But | am not going to be
able to give you the dates, unfortunately.

B Ofcourse. Madam Chairwoman?

MS. STEFANIK: Understanding that you can't give the dates, one of my
questions, which our counsel was getting at, you have talked about the briefing
you received in the early spring when you were made aware by Director Comey of
evidence regarding the counterintelligence investigation. You talked about the
Principals Committee in late spring, where it was considered whether a defensive
briefing should be presented to the Trump campaign. What other specific topics
were touched upon? Understanding that you can't get into the specifics of when
those PCs happened, whether they were phone calls or in person, what other
specific subject matters were discussed? Because that is a lot of specificity for
the first two. What was discussed? Summer, early fall? Can you expand upon
that?

MS. LYNCH: Yes. And there were several strands that were discussed
throughout at aimost every PC. And my recollection is at the very first PC that we
had, which again | am thinking was late spring -- and again, | apologize for not
having that date -- but in addition to the FBI raising the information that they had
relayed to me, then director of the CIA, Director Brennan raised information,
although not with a great deal of specificity, about information that the CIA had
obtained -- and again without specificity as to how -- that the Russian Government
as an entity was interested in the 2016 Presidential election, or had an interest in
it, and was going to, and likely was already making attempts to try and have some

sort of influence there.



I At the outset, we had several strands of thought, as | had mentioned.

One was to receive the information. During the course of the summer, Director
Brennan provided more specifics of the information.

MS. STEFANIK: Can you get into what those specifics were?

MS. LYNCH: Surely. Butas | said, we had several strands. First was to

So over the course of the summer, we looked at those three main issues. |

am sorry the fourth issue, and | am sorry about this, was -- and this is primarily at

So over the course of the

summer we got information about that as well. And that was also part of the
strand of discussion of what action should be taken and how should this
information be made public? How and what format, et cetera. So those were the
main issues that were under discussion at pretty much every PC or phone call that
we had. And sometimes these were longer meetings like over an hour,
sometimes they were shorter if it was just to update someone on -- update the
group on something.

With respect to Director Brennan's information, over the course really of the
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That during Secretary Clinton's time as Secretary, the interaction there had
led Vladimir Putin to have negative views of her and the United States. It was of
the entire country. |E5ARREA R0 T 1 S R

We again received information primarily from Director Brennan -- | don't
believe he had anyone else doing the briefings for him -- this was still at the
principals level at this time -- that --

MS. STEFANIK: This is late summer again?

MS. LYNCH: Early summer.

MS. STEFANIK: Early summer. PC meeting in early summer. Okay.

MS. LYNCH: This is Late spring, early summer. This is over the course

of the summer.

MS. STEFANIK: Okay.

me. Cynot |- P AR N
R i A | didn' get the

specifics of for example what someone was supposed to say, but it was that
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And there may have been one other that | can't recall right now in terms of

_. And while that was mentioned as something that

was being reviewed, it was not part of the PC discussion. However, it is

And my recollection is

something that from DOJ's perspective would be considered part of an
investigation into Russian attempts to somehow impact something that was going
on during the campaign. That is why | raised it, so you have that information was
well. But again it wasn't part of the PC's.

MS. STEFANIK: Our time has expired.

MR. SCHIFF: Madam Attorney General, thank you for coming in, and
thank you for your service to the country.

MS. LYNCH: Good morning. Thank you.



MR. SCHIFF: Good morning. | want to go through the timeline you have
been discussing with a few more questions, just to see if we can flesh this out any
further. When did you first become aware of what we have been describing as
the Russian active measures campaign, either in the form of the hacking and
dumping operation or social media or other operation or outreach to the Trump
campaign? What was the first you learned that the Russians may be seeking to
influence our electoral process?

MS. LYNCH:

But | was aware that the FBI and DOJ were looking into attempts to hack
into the DNC and that there was a concern that it was coming from Russia.

Again, kept on a separate track, but | was aware of that.




And that this was very much a goal of the Soviet Union, and particulérly a

And certainly it was being

reviewed with a view towards the fact that it was likely part of the overall Russian

campaign to influence the election.

That is to say if in fact the election went a different route and Secretary

Clinton became the President, that it would still be considered a victory if people
did not have faith in the democratic process, if they did not trust the veracity of the
results. And also if they could undermine Secretary Clinton's future Presidency if

she were to attain that office.



The Department of Homeland Security was offering assistance. And my

understanding, égain from the information he was providing, that sometimes the
States came to DHS for assistance and sometimes this activity was detected, as is
often the case, in cyber reviews during information that DHS was gathering sort of
from its own processes. Much as when the Department of Justice, through the
FBI, sees intrusion activity and notifies a company or an entity or the like.

Initially, Secretary Johnson reported that the States were eager to work with
the Department of Homeland Security in terms of requesting assistance, which
could be forensic or it could be economic to support their own efforts to allow them
to conduct forensic analysis. And over the course of mid-summer, Secretary
Johnson indicated that he wanted to propose designating the national elections
system, Statewide system, as a critical infrastructure, which would allow more
Federal funds to flow and would streamline processes for sharing information
about what was being seen on a State by State basis so that the States could
share that information more easily. And he began to take those steps to try and
craft a proposal to do that. That was something that was discussed at the PCs
also.

MR. SCHIFF: Going back to when you first learned of the Russian actions,
were you aware of the hacking of the DNC or the DCCC prior to knowing that it

might be the Russians that were the actors? In other words, were you made



aware that there had been a break-in and there was an investigation to determine
who was responsible or at the point you found out the attribution had already been

made?
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MR. SCHIFF: And at the point that you first learned that it was a Russian
source that was involved in the hacking of the computers, was it the sense of the
principals that this was an information gathering operation or was there a
suspicion that the information might later be dumped or weaponized?

MS. LYNCH: Well, just to be accurate, this wasn't discussed at Principals
Meetings. This would have been discussed within DOJ leadership meetings,
because it was kept separate from the intelligence side of the house, so to speak.
And so my recollection is that initially | was informed of the attempted hacking and
the case that we were opening -- the investigation we were opening into that.
And then later --

MR. SCHIFF: Do you recall when that would have been?

MS. LYNCH: | don't recall with specificity. | am sorry. | do know that it
was [ And as | think back, | am just not able to peg it to a

specific event. So | don't have a recollection as to that. And that then -- in fact, |

think it may have been [ N but | don't have a

specific recollection.

MR. SCHIFF: So you were initially informed of the break-in. You were
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later informed that it was likely attributed to the Russians.

MS. LYNCH: Correct. Yes.

MR. SCHIFF: And at the point you learned that the Russians were
involved in the hacking, was there a sense in those meetings that it was merely
the same kind of information gathering as in the past, or was there, by virtue of
other information coming from Director Brennan, the concern that this may be
different in kind?

MS. LYNCH: You know, | didn't discuss the hacking case with Director
Brennan. So | didn't get his views on it and didn't ask for his views on that.
Initially, I think the review or the investigation was to see what was going on.
What, if anything, had been exfiltrated from the DCCC and the DNC. When
documents began to be leaked, emails that were purporting to be from those
organizations, then | believe the investigation would have expanded to see what, if
anything, we could uncover about that. But again, that wasn't something that |

would have discussed with Director Brennan.

MR SCHIFF . R R R S T

MS. LYNCH: You know, what | would say is that with respect to the
discussions | had about the DCCC and DNC leak, those were separate from the
Trump campaign. When we discussed it at the PC, we discussed that case as
part of the efforts we were seeing, but we didn't get intd specifics at the PC level
because it was being handled on the criminal side. But it was considered as part
of Russia's overall efforts | would say. And that is why it was brought up at the

PC level.



MR. SCHIFF: The conversations you mentioned earlier with Director
Brennan, though, where he first alerted you to the Russians may be interested in
playing a role in the election, would that have taken place before or after the

attribution was made in terms of the DNC hack?

MS. LYNCH: | don't recall in time when it occurred relative to that event. |

just don't. | do remember that it would have been a few weeks after | had been

- | am not able to pin that down with specificity.




[11:17 a.m.]
MR. SCHIFF: Would you have had that conversation with Director
Brennan, though, before the Russians started to dump the documents?

MS. LYNCH: | just cannot recall with specificity enough to say.
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MS. LYNCH:

MR. SCHIFF:



MR. SCHIFF: When Director Comey raised this with you, this was by way

of informing you of what the FBI had seen. It was not by way of seeking
authorization to open a counterintelligence investigation?

MS. LYNCH: That s correct.

MR. SCHIFF: And Director Comey testified at our open hearing in March
that he opened a counterintelligence investigation in July.

Did you have any advance knowledge that he would be opening the
investigation in July? Did he seek permission from you to open the -- to do the
formal opening of the counterintelligence investigation?

MS. LYNCH: No, and he ordinarily would not have had to do that. It
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would not have come to the Attorney General for that.

MR. SCHIFF: Even in the case where you're talking about a campaign for
President?

MS. LYNCH: No. And | can't recall if it was discussed or not. | just don't
have a recollection of that in the meetings that | had with him.

MR. SCHIFF: At some point, did you become aware that he had opened
the counterintelligence investigation?

MS. LYNCH: Certainly it was my view that there was one, so it certainly
was not something that | viewed as unusual or even inappropriate. |
thought -- my view certainly was that it warranted -- the information that | had been
given warranted a counterintelligence investigation. So it did not — it would not
have surprised me had that been relayed to me.

| don't have a recollection of it being relayed to me, though.

MR. SCHIFF: Were there other times, during your tenure as AG, after that
initial conversation with Director Comey, where he shared other information that
may have been uncovered in the counterintelligence investigation, other-
B or other evidence that had been uncovered to keep you apprised of
developments in the case?

MS. LYNCH: | can't recall with specificity any further updates from Director
Comey. | do know that from the discussions we were having at the PC level, that
vecause the| Rt SRR
B and | believe they may have been having discussions, but | wouldn't
have been privy to them, and so | don't have any direct knowledge of that in terms
of learning the larger scope of it.

So I don't have a specific recollection of any further briefings, but again,
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there -- | just don't have a specific recollection.

Do you recall getting any information from Director Brennan on the issue

Director Comey had raised, that is, information that had come to his attention
indicating a link between the Russian effort and the campaign?

MS. LYNCH: No. |don't recall that coming from Director Brennan, no.

MR. SCHIFF: You mentioned a couple of occasions where you discussed
having a defensive briefing or giving a defensive briefing at the campaign. And if I
recall your testimony correctly, during those discussions, there was no ultimate
decision made to provide a defensive briefing.

What was the nature of the discussion, as you recall it, in terms of the pros
or cons of providing a briefing?

MS. LYNCH: Initially, when | was in the room with just myself, then
Director Comey, and Deputy Director McCabe, when they first brought the matter
to my attention, we raised the possibility of a defensive briefing to campaign, and |
don't recall the specificity of the language, but we all discussed the fact that it was
so preliminary that while that was certainly an option, we could not make that call
at that time because we didn't have much more to tell them.

And typically, when you provide a defensive briefing, you like to provide as
much context as possible so that people can be really alerted to concerns, and
they may also be able to provide information as well.

When the issue was raised again at the PC level later in the spring and

early summer, at the time it was director -- then Director Comey briefing the group,



the principals group and saying that we were still considering a defensive briefing.
I think, again, my recollection is that one of the issues that was raised at that time
was trying to determine who would be given that kind of defensive briefing.

And my recollection is it was because at the time staffing at the Trump
campaign was changing a great deal in terms of the leadership of the campaign,
and so it was unclear who would be the person to whom you would give that
briefing, and so that was one of the issues raised, but it wouldn't have been the
only issue under consideration.

MR. SCHIFF: Was there concern, in terms of the defensive briefing, that
individuals that you might give the defensive briefing to might be implicated in the
case, for example, Mr. Manafort, who became the campaign manager?

MS. LYNCH: We did not have that specific discussion about Mr. Manafort,
but that is always a concern with defensive briefings. And so we did not have a
specific discussion along the lines of we're concerned that Mr. Manafort might not
be the person. | don't recall that level of specificity.

But | do recall then Director Comey saying that one of the concerns was to
whom would the briefing be given, and we did not have, at the PC level, at that
time, a lot of discussion about specific people and problems they might impose,

but the concern you raise is always a concern.

MR. SCHIFF: (R R RS R e
e

MS. LYNCH: Not to my recollection, no.

MR. SCHIFF: The Clinton email investigation is beyond the scope of our
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committee, but there is one element that may or may not have been part of a

Russian active measures campaign that | wanted to ask you about.

MS. LYNCH: So | was briefed, and my recollection is this was around
August of last year of 2016. | received a request for a confidential meeting from
Deputy Directbr McCabe. And he came to my office at DOJ, and which
we -- which is a SCIF, and he asked for a SCIF meeting, and he was accompanied
by one of the lawyers from the FBI general counsel's office, and he indicated he

needed to give me some information.
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And | believe he said -- he, meaning Deputy Director McCabe. | believe at
that time he indicated that they had spoken with then Deputy AAG Margolis, but |
don't have the strongest recollection of that. But | believe they said they had
spoken with Deputy AAG Margolis, but that the FBI had looked at this determined
that it had no investigative value, and he repeated that. And he also repeated
that we're not recommending that you do anything about this either.

And so with that information, | said: Well, | appreciate the briefing. And
again, this was the type of defensive briefing that sometimes we would provide to
other agency heads or different people that you had intercepted information,
people were saying things about them. And | said: But | do want to inform you

that with respect to what purports to be the substance of this, | know that you've

determined it doesn't have any value, but | do want to assert to you that | don't

And 1 s 1 don't know
I f that helps you in your analysis, and I've never had a

| then asked the question, again, relative to the translation issue and the

sourcing issue, and | said: However, as we all know, sometimes there are people
who will speak to someone in your office or someone who knows you and then

make a statement that, oh, the Attorney General will do or has said something,
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and they are relying on someone else.

And | asked if Deputy Director McCabe wanted to either speak to or have
anyone from the Bureau speak to my staff, and | said | will make them available to
you up to and including myself, if that's something that you want to do.

An he said: No, | thank you for that offer, but no. We've determined that it
has no investigative value, and we're not going to be taking any steps with respect

to this. And he said: And we don't recommend that you do either.
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MS. LYNCH: Uh-huh.

MR. SCHIFF: Did you ever receive any further information during your

MS. LYNCH: No, | did not receive any information about it.

MR. SCHIFF: [ want to turn to the point where you and other members of
the administration began discussing what action to take in response to what the
Russians were doing.

Do you recall when you had the first discussions, and in what form would
that have been?

MS. LYNCH: Those first discussions would have been at the PC level, and
they would be in the [l after we had received -- | do recall that they occurred
after we had received at least two briefings from Director Brennan, because the
first briefing from then Director Brennan was more general, and the second one

gave more specifics about the attempts that Russia was planning to start utilizing.



One of the things we -- so we discussed several things. We discussed
whether or not if we saw cyber activity directed at systems within the U.S., either
political parties or campaigns, we also, as part of the briefings, received
information that cyber activity had been directed against campaigns in previous

presidential years as well, that this was something that the Intelligence Community

was aware of.

But we also considered how and in what format we should make
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infermation public, that the issue of whether or not and how Russia was going to
attempt to provide misinformation about Secretary Clinton was something that was
sort of endemic to the political process, that that was -- that that happened in
campaigns and might in fact -- and could come from any source, and that to focus
on that issue would not be the appropriate view of the administration, that we
should be -- we, as an administration, should be concerned about attempts to
influence the process, writ large, about attempts to influence the voting systems,
about attempts to influence the electorate. And the very fact of Russia trying to
reach in, regardless of whom they were trying to help or hurt, was a problem that
needed to be dealt with.

| Ultimately, we discussed a number of options and adopted a number of
options. | would say, first and foremost, one of the first options that we adopted
and that did in fact occur was to have the President of the United States speak
directly to President Putin, confront him with knowledge that we were aware of his
efforts on a variety of fronts and that it was unacceptable, and that that discussion
took place during a pull-aside, | believe, at one of the G- either 7 or 20 meetings in
the early fall.

We also discussed -- again, Secretary Johnson is working with the States
on that process, and that continued. But we also discussed notifying the
American people and what format should that take, that the populace could take in
whatever information it took in but that this information that a foreign government
that was not our friend, not an ally, was actually seeking to influence the campaign
should be discussed.

And we talked about how to discuss that without politicizing it, which was a

challenge and a concern because we discussed the fact that we, as an



administration, did not want to appear to be putting our thumb on the scale for
either candidate, and the concern that actions that we took could be taken in that
light and what's the best way to provide the information so people can take it into
account as objectively as possible.

We talked about, you know, essentially having some sort of document
released on behalf of the administration that would talk about Russian attempts to
influence the election. Ultimately, we did that in October.

There were a lot of discussions about how much information could be

placed in a document for the general public.

MR. SCHIFF: It became pretty clear in-that the Russians

were doing this and that -- and this was being ordered by Putin.

What accounted for the delay [ and the October

attribution? Why wasn't attribution made earlier, and why was a decision made to

put it in a memo rather than have the President speak to the country about it?

MS. LYNCH:

I

But that the agency was working to find ways to -- you know, you look to

find the information in other places. [
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So discussions were about that, and my understanding was that they were
being had within the Intelligence Community outside of the PC meetings, because
the goal was very much to get to a place where there could be a public discussion
about it.

But similarly, with respect to fhe President's role, | recalled specifically
discussions about having the President, then President Obama directly confront
President Putin.

MR. SCHIFF: Let me ask you about that first point. It was fairly clear in
late July, when the documents started being dumped, that the Russians were both

involved in the hacking and that the information they had stolen was being used to

ntuence te etecton. [
I CowStrike had aleady done a

public analysis, and so why wasn't that addressed earlier?

MS. LYNCH: You know, my recollection was that that certainly was in the
public domain, and | think | do have a recollection that, if not CrowdStrike, that
some entity was working on that.

My recollection of the discussions in August specifically was we had more
information -- we had that information, but | believe our view was we had more
information, and how much more could we say. And the goal was to try and be
as open as possible, but again, protect the law enforcement and Intelligence
Community interests there.

And so the discussions throughout September were about what document
could we produce. Also, in August, though, with respect to public notification, and

| believe that during the -- during a PC in August, Dennis McDonough (ph.), then
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chief of staff, indicated that there was also a plan to try and get congressional
support and a congressional statement out.

Because the view was that this was certainly something worthy of the
President making an address to. But because it really went beyond just one
administration, just one party, that the best approach would be a bipartisan
statement about the dangers and alerting the American public.

And so | believe, over the course of one, if not two PCs that were very
close -- these were very close together -- we had discussions about, at the time |
believe it was going to be then Director Comey and Lisa Monaco. | don't know if
Jeh Johnson was involved, but having meetings with congressional leadership, the
so-called Gang of Eight, as has been termed, to brief them on what we knew to
date in a classified manner and to discuss -- and so these briefings were going to
be had.

And then | believe that the President was going to have a discussion with
congressional leadership and the ask was going to be a bipartisan document from
both the House and Senate to the American people raising these issues,
discussing it, saying this is a matter of grave concern, and that having it
be -- having it come from joint leadership would help alleviate the politization that
we feared would occur.

And my recollection is that there was a schedule set up. | was notinvolved
in the briefings, but it was reported to me that the briefings did take place and
that -- this, again, would have been late August, early September, that at the time,
| believe that Leader McConnell did not want to sign onto a draft after discussions
with the briefers and the President, expressed some concerns that even that

approach was a political one coming from the administration and that the staffers



who were talking had proposed a number of modifications to the type of document
that we thought should be generated as to render it generally too vague and not
helpful.

MR. SCHIFF: Let me ask you about that, if | could. | haven't been a
participant in that meeting. I'm very interested in what your understanding was
that was going to take place.

Was it your understanding that what the leadership was going to be asked
to do was to make its own statement of attribution about what the Russians were
doing in a bipartisan way, or was it your understanding that what the leadership
was going to be asked to do was to inform the States that they should take
advantage of the services offered by DHS to protect their computers and engage
in best practices?

MS. LYNCH: As | think back on it, | believe that the latter was part of it, but
my understanding was also that the request was for leadership to have a
statement about the importance of the process and the importance of not letting a
foreign entity gain access to that process.

But again, | wasn't involved in those briefings, and so | can't -- | can only
report what | recall about what was briefed back to me.

MR. SCHIFF: Okay. And the decision to have the statement be a written
statement from two agency heads as opposed to the President talking about it
directly?

MS. LYNCH: Well, | believe that -- my understanding is that after that,
after the larger bipartisan group was not able to come to accord, | believe that two
democratic leaders did issue a statement about the importance of working with the

administration. | believe that happened first.
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And then with respect to the October statement, we discussed who should
be the source, and we felt that the Intelligence Community, you know, which
comprised a number of agencies, and then also DHS had the information and
would be seen as more objective. There was concern that, again, overtures
directly from -- and | don't want to say the President being him alone, but there
was a concern that -- and | believe this discussion was had at the PC level after
the briefings on the Hill and the response that came back about the view
that -- and in conjunction with Secretary Johnson's report back to us that his desire
to designate State systems as critical infrastructure had been described as some
sort of Federal takeover of the State process.

So it was concerning. That was very concerning. And so | believe that
played into it. | wasn't privy to the discussions with the President about what he
would say to Viadimir Putin or whether or not he would speak publicly, so | don't
have insight into that, beyond that.

MR. SCHIFF: Was there a discussion about whether to impose sanctions
at that time over the Russian activity or take other steps as a deterrent to further
Russian interference?

MS. LYNCH: The discussion about sanctions was an ongoing one
because in response to previous Russian cyber activity, there were a number of
entities that we had been considering imposing sanctions on for some time. That
discussion was primarily led by Treasury Secretary Lu and also Secretary of the
State Kerry, but | was present for some of the those discussions at earlier PCs
unrelated to this.

We did have discussions again prior to the election about whether or not

sanctions would be an appropriate response as well, and | don't recall those
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discussions with specificity. | do know that right after the election, we began to
focus primarily on what should the response be subsequent to the President
speaking to Putin and the IC issuing their statement, and sanctions were
discussed at great detail then and ultimately proposed, | believe.

MR. SCHIFF: Was there a proposal to impose sanctions prior to the
election, and were there reasons why that was fuled out?

MS. LYNCH: |don'trecall. | know there was discussion about it, but | just
cannot recall with specificity whether there was an actual proposal made.

MR. SCHIFF: You mentioned the concern that the administration had
about not wanting to be perceived as putting its hand on the scale. Were there
any other considerations that stayed the administration's hand from either making
attribution earlier or the level of response that the administration would take to
what the Russians were doing?

MS. LYNCH: The primary issue with respect to attribution was whether or
not the relevant intelligence agencies that were going to be tasked with signing off
on that all could have enough of a degree of certitude to make the assertion. And
because there was different -- and we discussed this also. Because there was
different sourcing of different information, different agencies would say to their
colleagues, you know, | believe you, but the information that | have would only let
me come to a certain level of certainty, and we all want to be at a higher level of
certainty.

So how do we provide informatipn or have discussions that would allow us
all to have enough of a degree of certitude, | should say, to make the attribution
that it was in fact Russia.

That was a significant part of the discussions in the summer, as well,
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leading into the early fall.

MR. SCHIFF: Was there a concern that attribution itself or steps beyond
attribution would cause the Russians to escalate their actions?

MS. LYNCH: There was a discussion about that. But with respect to that,
that was a concern, but one -- but a larger concern and one that we spent a lot of
time talking about was not that it would cause Russia to accelerate its actions, but
if we revealed information or talked about the matter, would that in fact do Russia's
work for it?

You know, sometimes the view, for example, if there is some sort of
pandemic, when do you alert people to advise them but also avoid panic, that sort
of thing, by way of analogy. And so we did have a discussion, at least once,
maybe twice, about would we be actually furthering Russia's goal of sowing
distrust in the system by raising the issue.

But ultimately our view was that notifying the American public was too
important, and that we -- that you have to trust people, that people can sift through
these things, and regardless of what conclusion they come to, they need to have
that information as part of the sifting process.

MR. SCHIFF: I'm going to turn it over to my counsel at this point.

B Ve can go off the record. | think we are actually out of

time.

MR. SCHIFF: We are. Oh, okay. Would you like to take a break then
before we --

MS. LYNCH: I'mfine. Thank you. Ifyou alldo, it's fine, but I'm fine.

I 7herk you, ma'am.  We will now go to 15-minute rounds,
ma'am.




. [

Q Just a couple of questions, a couple of followups, ma'am. You

mentioned previously the summer of 2016 meeting where Director Brennan

A No.
Q  --did Director Brennan provide you?

A No, and | certainly regret any confusion. The information that Director

Brennan was providing was not about -- to my recollection, was not about the

| don't recall Director Brennan speaking on a connection

Q Oh, that was the prior meeting, I'm sorry.

A  Yes.

Q Thank you for clarifying.

With relation to the conversation with Director Brennan, what specific
information was he providing you at that time that the Russians were looking or

have been interfering with our election?

—



And | recall there were some other things. | just can't call them to mind
right now. I'm sorry.

Q No, fair enough.

Was it your understanding or was it the -- Director Brennan provided you
with examples that that was occurring or how it was occurring, how the Russians
were can getting into media markets, how they were going to supposedly portray
Secretary Clinton with, as you say SIS or the like, was there very
specifics on that?

A During that summer, | don't recall, in those PCs, getting specifics on
how they were going to gain access to the media markets. It wasn't discussion
about media buys or other avenues or anything like that. So not to that level of
specificity.

Q Did you ever learn any specifics on that? Not just the media markets,
but just the whole approach of with suggesting that Secretary Clinton might have
B when she doesn't and things like that, did you ever learn of the specifics
of how that was executed by the Russians?

A | don't recall discussions about those specifics, no.

Q Okay. And circling back with your clarification of your meeting then



A Well, just the information that | provided you.

Q Right, but nothing -- nothing more than that. Is there any other

A ljust don't have that recollection right now. And it's not something
that | would have any documents or information to use to look back on, so | don't
have that recollection.

Q Okay. And was there any information, albeit from Director Brennan,
Director Comey -- then Director Comey, Deputy Director McCabe, or any other
individuals in the IC that you spoke with that had or showed specific information
that Putin and Russia had a connection or relationship with anyone in the Trump
campaign or Trump affiliates?

A Well, other than the information | provided?

Q Right. |

A You know, | don't have a recollection of that being briefed up to mé,
but -- so | would say | don't have that recollection.

Q Fairenough. And | think, ma‘am, one of the -- to sort of close the loop
on this part of the questioning. One of the things that we're charged with
investigating and trying to write a report on is whether or not there was any actual
collusion, conspiracy, or coordination between the Russian Government and the
Trump campaign or the Trump affiliates at any time, and as former prosecutors,
those words may or may not have different meanings for you. If they do, please

clarify or just let me know during the following line of questioning.
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But during your time as Attorney General, did you come across any specific
information that would show that the 