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briefings when we knew someone was an agent of a foreign power and they might
not know they are an agent of a foreign power, | recall getting -- we use the term in
our defensive briefings.

MR. GOWDY: Do you know whether any defensive briefings were given to
anyone in the Trump campaign about Carter Page?

MR. CARLIN: | don't know one way or the other.

MR. GOWDY: Who would have done that?

MR. CARLIN: Usually, thatwould be done through the FBI. | guessit --the
circumstance | remember’is usually FBI. Maybe it could be done through Secret
Service or another agency.

MR. GOWDY: It wouldn't be DOJ proper? It would be a law enforcement
agency probably?

MR. CARLIN: Yes. Sometimes we'd be in the room, depending on who it
was in the defensive -- defensive briefing. But usually FBI.

MR. GOWDY: How much time I've got?

B 7o minutes.

MR. GOWDY: Letme ask you this in my concluding 2 minutes.

I'm fascinated by motive. We never had to prove it, Swalwell is as an old,
washed up prosecutor, you never had to prove motive, but the jury always wants to
know.

There's public reporting that there was really negative information about
Secretary of State Clinton that was never publicly disseminated. Are you familiar
with that?

MR. CARLIN: That there's negative information about her that --

MR. GOWDY: That was captured through these Russian active measures



that was never publicly disseminated.

MR. CARLIN: Oh. Idon't--1don't have something specific that comes to
mind. [t may be true.

MR. GOWDY: Well, | hate to ask you to assume, so I'm not going to. I'll
just use this in my last 30 seconds.

It's hard to reconcile having really incriminating information and not
disclosing it if the objective was to interfere with-slash-influence the outcome of the
campaign. From a motive standpoint, I've always been troubled by if your motive
was to do so, and you had really inflammatory information, you never used it - but
I'm not going to ask you to comment.

I'm done.

MS. SPEIER: Soinlate July 2016, the FBI opened a counterintelligence
investigation into whether or not persons within the Trump campaign are
coordinating with -- | think the word that Mr. Comey used was coordinating -- with
Russia in terms of interfering with the election.

What triggered that?

MR. CARLIN: Well, first, | don't -- | don't actually — | don't remember the
exact date. That sounds right, but —

MS. SPEIER: Well, he's testified itwas in late July.

MR. CARLIN: And then | remember a couple of different strands, so one

was what we knew in terms of their cyber-enabled activity in the hacking. -




MS. SPEIER: Sowhen were you told about that?

MR. CARLIN: |don't rememberthe dates. | think it's -- | definitely knew
about it by late — late July. |just don't remember the dates.

MS. SPEIER: So it sounds like you became aware of that fairly quickly but
were not aware of the hacking by Russia until literally 8 months later?

MR. CARLIN: Yeah, | knew - | definitely knew about the hacking by then.
But compared to when it happened, I'm not sure when —

MS. SPEIER: You said in the spring 0f2016.

MR. CARLIN: | knew it by the spring of 2016. | may have known it earlier,
but | also may not have - and that's not -- | think there have been certain changes to

improve that, but given how much hacking that was going on and how it was being

treated at the time, it's not entirely surprising—



MS. SPEIER: So Acting Attorney General Yates goes to the White House to

alert the President's general counsel that she was concerned that General Flynn,

now the National Security Advisor, had not been truthful to the Vice President and
that he would be the subject of being co-opted by the Russians. It seemed like a
huge jump on one hand.

Was there - is that justa very clear pattern that occurs that would create that
level of consternation that would make her want to go directly to the general
counsel?

MR. CARLIN: | think that was the context which | was éetting at, just going
back to Congressman Gowdy's -- you know, why would -- why would that be of high
concern, why the acting head of National Security Division want to inform the White
House counsel if they were aware of -- or believed that the, | guess incoming,
whether incoming or actually National Security Advisor was lying about a meeting
with a Russian official.

And that does not surprise me. | just -- | never had something like that
happen while | was there across my desk. But when we had even lower-level
officials who we suspected might not be forthcoming to either FBI agents or their
superiors at the National Security Council, that got a very high level of alarm.

And then to have someone, you know, the actual — holds the Intel keys to
the -- to the kingdom do that, | mean, that just would be a highly
concerning -- concerming event. So it would be natural to want to inform the right
people at the — both within the Department and the White House as soon as

possible.




[12:42 p.m.]

MS. SPEIER: So | understand wanting to inform, but the rationale for
informing was that he would become co-opted by the Russians. That's a huge
jump from --

MR. CARLIN: So I think there would be a concern that -- | mean --

MS. SPEIER: Was there any evidence, | guess?

MR. CARLIN: | wasn't there so | really don't know. Butin general your
concern often is if there's a secret meeting that -- and especially if you were to lie
about it to someone, that that could be used to coerce you and that — in our
experience with the Russians in general, they were constantly looking for ways to
gain leverage, much low ranking -- sometimes people you didn't really know why
they were trying to gain the leverage.

It was just so much part of their trade craft that they were always looking for a
way in that they would later use to exploit you to get to you act on their behalf. |
wasn't there, I'm not saying specifically what happened with Flynn. But just -- |
don't know. But if someone lied about a meeting with the Russians you could see
that being used to exploit them.

MS. SPEIER: So let me shift gears for a moment. During this time you
became aware that Russians were intruding into the State and local election boards.
You were still in your position at that time. Correct?

MR. CARLIN: Yeah, | think it was relatively late. So close to when I'm
leaving, but we got indicia that they were doing an exploratory cyber activities with
State election boards.

MS. SPEIER: So the word now is that we got word of this in the summer of

2016. So your recollection is you got word about it much later?
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MR. CARLIN: No, | leftin October, so | think it was --

MS. SPEIER: So what action, if any, did NSD take?

MR. CARLIN: Sothere were a couple of different efforts going on, the NSD
took actions to, you know, one has to support the investigations of the needed
process, the Department of Homeland Security had the lead in terms of the integrity
of the electoral system and how to inform State boards. | think we worked --I'm a
little fuzzy on who did what. | remember an FBI report. | can't remember, it may
have not have gone out through FBI. It may have gone out through Homeland to
alert them to the activity --

MS. SPEIER: So Homeland Security Department doesn't really inform local
elected boards and State Secretaries of States until October and then provides
resources. Is that late?

MR. CARLIN: [ can't recall the exact timing, butin terms of just putting in a
general like things to look for where we could try to improve going into 2018, and
2020, there was not a good mechanism, a good communication between Federal
authorities and State electoral authorities at the time. And at the time, it wasn't -- it
hadn't been -- it was probably an oversight, but it hadn't been designated as critical
infrastructure. Critical infrastructure was focused more on things like water and
electricity, and nuclear, and that was a mistake as well. Itis clearly critical to the
functioning of our democracy. So | think that is something.

The other thing | always worry about -- the executive order and with some of
our measures because we were focused on critical infrastructure, when you look at
what North Korea did with Sony and similarly in some respects to what Russia did in
our elections, they are attacking a fundamental value of what makes us American in

our system rather than -- and that's the crux of what makes it such a vital national



security issue rather than the technical system that they are attacking and some of
our legal tools and our response programs gear off whether or not it's a specific
system.

And so »I wonder if we should change our approach on that, because it just
seems like each time a foreign adversary gets created we spend all the time doing
the executive order that allows to sanction people for a cyber activity, it had to be
amended for the Russians because it only covered critical infrastructure and
economic espionage, which were the two things that were fundamentally drafted.

So | wonder if there is language we could use that is more linked to our
values that would broaden the toolkit for the law enforcement Intel and military
authorities.

MS. SPEIER: So there is a Russian who became an American citizen, who
has been lobbying against the Magnitsky Act -- is that and it appears at this meeting
with Donald Trump, Jr., does that alarm you, just knowing that fact that you have
someone who -- or is that commonplace where Russians come here, become U.S.
citizens and then lobby on behalf of the homeland, the first homeland?

MR. CARLIN: On behalf. Loads in, because | know you're talking about a
specific -- | think in general we have a concern about agents of a foreign power
here, if they do any -- if they are working directly on behalf of the foreign power there
is a criminal statute so it looks like espionage, that's 18 U.S.C. 951.

And the point of the foreign agents registration act is even if they are not
really a spy, but they are doing activity that's on behalf of the foreign Nation that we
have transparency about those activities, that's become a harder to administer since
a lobbying act reform the LDA. And it also doesn't have simple investigative

demand authority.
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And then third would be, you know, againifit's linked to a government official
and you're going want présumably the Intel agencies and the other government
officials to know, it will be kind of a swirl of circumstances where we have concerns
about these types of meetings in general.

MS. SPEIER: Thank you.

MR. SWALWELL: Tell us what you can about VEB. You've alluded ita
couple of times, but if a U.S. person, particularly someone going into the
administration is meeting with VEB, does that concern you or not concern you?
And if it concerns you, why?

MR. CARLIN: | think generally we just — back to your defensive briefing, but
the reason VEB is sanctioned | thinkitis a bank that the Russian state uses to carry
out its interests. Those interests are antithetical to America and so, certainly want

anyone who took a meeting with them to be aware and on guard and it wouldn't

MR. SWALWELL:

MR. SWALWELL: Counterintelligence.

MR. GOWDY: We appreciate you staying.

I Thank you for being here today, especially a little longer than
we said we'd be.

MR. GOWDY: About an hour longer than we said we'd keep you.




[Whereupon, at 12:53 p.m., the interview was concluded.]



