




















































































































































































































UNCLASSIFIED, COMMITTEE SENSITIVE

verified or run through the analytical process.

A Correct.

|, [N
-

Q  Mr. Tait, || here again. |just actually want to follow up on
my colleague's questions and go back to that Vanity Fair article that | had
mentioned earlier.

You told the reporter in that article, and it's at the very end of your piece,
that it's, quote, really hard to tell whether any of the info -- info in the Trump
dossier -- is actually true or just a very exciting and expensively produced fan
fiction novel.

As you know, this committee has -- | don't know if you know this or not, but |
will tell you this committee has subpoenaed information regarding that document,
and we would like to obviously talk to Mr. Steele.

This committee is trying to get to the -- you know, trying to understand all
the facts associated with its investigation. If we were trying to get to the facts of
that document, how best could we -- how best should we proceed? Who should
we talk to?

A | --from my understanding, he didn't intend this document to become
public. And so, from what | can tell, he doesn't want to sort of -- it has been
widely misinterpreted -- and doesn't want to sort of speak to Congress. And |
suppose that's, you know, his right as a UK citizen.

Q Fairenough. And that's my understanding as well. But, you know,
when you looked at the docu.ment back in January, at least before you were

quoted in this article in Vanity Fair --
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A Just to clarify, | think this article was before it was public that it was
Christopher Steele.

Q Butdid you read -- you read the Buzzfeed. [ mean, for you to make
this statement, you had to have read what was on Buzzfeed. |[s that correct?

A Yes, | read the document.

Q And that was your assessment when you read it, based as an expert
intelligence professional?

A Yes. And not knowing who had written it, but based on the content of
the document.

Q So, if this committee is seeking to try to get to the answers that are
contained -- to the allegations that are contained in that document, to understand
the veracity of that information, how best could we do that?

A |don'tknow at this stage.

Q  Would we have to see -- would it be important for us to talk to the
author of the document?

A Potentially. | can understand why he might not want that.

Q  If we wanted to determine the veracity of the information kind of as
I s talking about, would it be important for us to see the sourcing of that
information?

A In the Intelligence Community, you would expect the analysis to have
access to the sources and to be able to speak to the person that --

Q  So, to trust its veracity and to give it a rigorous review, you would have
to see that underlying information and talk to those individuals?

A To perform the analysis.

Q Thank you.
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[5:00 p.m.]

- [

Q So, at the end of your Lawfare piece, you refer to a statement in the
Journal that U.S. intelligence has reported that Russian hackers were looking to
get emails to Flynn through a cutout during the summer of 20167

A  Correct.

Q What leads you to believe that, to the extent this -- that reporting is
true, that that episode is identifiable with the emails that were purportedly offered
to Peter Smith?

A Can you say the question again?

Q So the Journal reported that U.S. intelligence had reported that
Russian hackers were IookingA to get emails to Flynn through a cutout during the
summer of 20167

A Yes.

Q To the extent that's true, what facts or evidence leads you to believe
that the emails referred to in the Journal are those same emails that were
purportedly offered to Peter Smith?

A Given Peter Smith's close connections with Lieutenant General Flynn
and the fact that this was emails being offered -- allegedly from Hillary Clinton's
servers being offered to someone who's very close to General Flynn, and based
on U.S. intelligence assessment apparently that this is -- the Russian Government
tried to get these or tried to get emails to Flynn, it seemed like it was credible that
these were relating to the same event.

Q Butyou don't believe that the Russians actually hacked Hillary
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Clinton's server, correct?

A | have no evidence that they've hacked Hillary Clinton's server.

Q And you do believe that the Russians hécked the Democratic National
Committee's server, correct?

A The DNC, yes.

Q And you do believe the Russians hacked John Podesta's email,
correct?

A  Certainly.

Q Solguess|am a little confused that, if you believe or assess that the
Russians were involved in other hacks and don't have any evidence that they were
involved in a hacker breach of Hillary Clinton's server, that the emails offered
from -- what causes you to assess that the emails from -- purportedly from
Clinton's server were the same ones referred to in that Journal article?

A So we have lots of technical evidence that the DNC was hacked by the
Russian Government. We have also technical evidence that John Podesta was
spear phished by the Russian Government. Hillary Clinton's server was
undoubtedly insecure, but we have no malware samples fromit. We have no
technical evidence that suggests that it was compromised at any point. In the
event that we had that evidence, then we would be able to analyze it to try and
work out who compromised it, understand what that might mean, but the default
position has to be you start with | don't know.

Q  And why don't we have technical evidence from Hillary Clinton's
server?

A It's not public.

Q But at the end of the day, you wrote that whoever was proffering these
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emails could have been a Russian or Russian front, but you -- but might not have
been, correct? You don't know.

A It could have been the Russian Government. It could you have been
Russian criminals. It could have been cybercriminals. Based on the style of it
and given the timing of it, it felt very likely that it was the Russian government.

Q But what -- other -- is there anything that informs that judgment other
than what was in The Wall Street Journal?

A And the style of the interaction and based on the timing as well that
this was the way that emails had been sort of hacked and used, given Guccifer 2,

.given DCLeaks, the style of it was very similar to the rest of the 2016
disinformation campaign. |

Q But you are not sure that these emails existed at all?

A  Correct.

Q Just one sort of procedural matter. So the way you came to speak
with us was a little different than some of the other witnesses. So | just want to
make sure | understand things correctly. One of our colleagues got an email from
your attorney on July 25th saying that they were representing you and we
understand that you have expressed interest in speaking with you. Without
disclosing any attorney-client -- privileged attorney-client communications, can you
just for the record state how you came to be in touch with this committee?

MR. BITKOWER: | am not sure how he could answer that without
expoéing communications with counsel. Can you elaborate what the purpose
behind the question is?

— Sure. So, normally, we - normally, we send a letter to

witnesses that we are not in contact with and they have their attorneys reach out
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with us. | understand there may have been some sort of prior contact or
relationship with one of our colleagues. | simply just want to get that clarified on
the record.

B /'so. ! think this is something we can clarify between
ourselves because we have access to that information, if he's unable to speak to
it.

MR. TAIT: |don't think | can answer that.

MR. BITKOWER: | am not sure | understand the question, to be honest.
So | am not sure what --

B V<! the question is what, if any, kind of ex parte
communications he's had with our colleagues prior to the joint interaction we had
to set up this interview?

MR. BITKOWER: So is your question whether Mr. Tait has had interaction
with other members of this committee or staff of the committee outside of this
room?

B V<! orior - | guess prior to when we were all in contact,
beginning on July 26th, 2017.

MR. BITKOWER: Can we take a break to discuss among ourselves,

B - right. We are back on the record.

I'll rephrase my question. Other than contacts that began -- that occurred
in July of 2017 to sort of set up this interview procedurally and administratively,

have you had -- since March 1, 2017, have you had any other or additional
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contacts with members or staff of this committee?

MR. TAIT: |don't think so, no.

B Thetsalllhave.
-

Q Thanks. Just for the record, the minority will clarify separately with
the majority this matter.

We do have several followup questions with regard to the discussions or
the threads that we were discussing earlier.

You said that you have seen the public copy of the dossier --

A  Correct.

Q Correct.

Do you know if this was the final product?

A ldon't know.

Q Are you aware of any other products or any othef versions or drafts or
anything of the sort?

A No.

Q s it possible that Mr. Steele could have included analysis in his final
product that he provided to his client?

A ltis quite possible.

Q Okay. Your quotes in this Vanity Fair article from January, is it correct
that those were quotes of yours prior to your knowledge that Mr. Steele was the
author of the dossier?

A  Correct.

Q Did your knowledge that Mr. Steele was the author of the dossier

change in any way your assessment of the dossier but also of the possible quality
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of the reporting, the quality of the sources --

A Yes.

Q  --that he may have had?

A Yes.

Q How did that change?

A Based on my understanding of who he was, he was -- ||

I ' the document, alof the

sources are redacted. There is no information in the public document as to who

his sources are, and allegations from anonymous sources are very difficult to

sace. R R T

Q  So would you -- just so that our committee can understand your

assessment of the dossier, in light of your knowledge that Mr. Steele was the

wathor, T S

would that have informed your change in assessment?

A Canyou repeat the question?

Q Okay. So, justto inform the committee, to better understand why,
once you were aware that Mr. Steele was the author of the dossier, your
assessment of the credibility of the information would be different than prior to your

knowledge about his authorship of the dossier -- so since | mentioned his career in

the British Intelligence Community, [
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I \vould that have together been part of

your personal assessment of the information in the dossier?

A | am a bit uncomfortable answering at an unclassified level as to
speculations to where he worked or what sources he might have had.

Q | assume we don't have the option of having a separate conversation?
Okay.

| want to clarify two different phrases you used. In several places,
including the beginning of the interview, you made clear that your starting point as
a cybersecurity expert is to start from a place of | don't know whether a hack, for
instance, has occurred and only once affirmative information is presented that you
can assess and analyze can you then make a judgment as to whether a certain
action occurred. At the same time, you were asked questions by my colleagues
as to whether there was any evidence of a hack, for instance, specifically with
regard to the Clinton servers that would have housed these 33,000 emails. s it
your view that a response that there was no evidence of a hack is the same as |
don't know whether there was a hack?

A  Correct. |

Q Okay. |justwant to clarify that, because it could be interpreted -- and
correct me if | am wrong -- stating that you are not aware of any evidence could
suggest that it closes the door to the possibility that there could have been a hack?

A ltis perfectly possible that Clinton's email server had been hacked. |
have no evidence that it has been hacked.

Q So therefore?

A ldon't know.

Q Youdon'tknow. Okay.
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In the previous round, | had asked you a question with regard to your work
as a cybersecurity expert and whether or not you know any other information that
may be relevant to the committee's investigation. Are you aware of public reports
about a possible server connection between the Trump organization and Alfa
Bank?

A Yes.

Q Beyond the press reporting, are you aware of any other information
the committee should know about with regard to that?

A No.

Q Soyou have not had access to any data or anything that would shine
light on this?

A Nothing that's not public.

Q Have you seen the public analysis by -- | believe there are two law
firms that have -- including one, Kirkland & Ellis --

A |ldon't think so.

Q Okay. That reviewed at the behest of Alfa Bank whether or not there
was any activity between Alfa Bank and The Trump Organization?

A | have not seen that analysis.

B COkay. Thatsums up our questions.

B a0k you very much for coming in.  Thank you for your
time. Have a great day.

[Whereupon, at 5:20 p.m., the interview was concluded.]
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