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left before you were let go, or | don't know if they --

MS. YATES: Fired. |can say the word. It's okay, yeah.
MR. SCHIFF: So how long was it before you were fired?

MS. YATES: It was the 30 -- well, Friday was the second meeting with

Mr. McGahn, and then Monday evening or night, it was 9 or 10 o'clock that night.

MR. SCHIFF: And you can answer this any way you like, did you ever get

an indication that part of the reason why you were fired had anything to do with the

defensive briefing or the information you shared with White House counsel?

MS. YATES: No. | mean, it followed both of these, but it was most

closely timed with my decision on the travel ban.

MR. SCHIFF: If the FBI has briefed members that Mr. Steele received no

payment for the Steele dossier, do you have any reason to doubt that?

MS. YATES: No.

MR. SCHIFF: Eric, were you here at the beginning? If not -
MR. SWALWELL: | was at the beginning.

MR. SCHIFF: Oh, you were. Okay. Mr. Swalwell.

MR. SWALWELL: Thank you, Ms. Yates.

How long did you work with Director Comey?

MS. YATES: Oh -

MR. SWALWELL: How many years?

MS. YATES: Well, | guess it all depends on how you define work with him.

| worked with him for the 2 years that | was DAG. But then, during the time that |
was an AUSA, | had some interaction with him, but not, you know, not particularly

regularly. But | knew him from before during that time.

MR. SWALWELL: How would you judge his credibility?
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MS. YATES: Oh, gosh, that's a hard --

MR. O'NEIL: You know, she's not -- she's not really here as a kind of -

MR. SWALWELL: Well, would you judge him as a person with a character
for truthfulness?

MR. O'NEIL: Again, | think it's difficult to put her in a position of evaluating
credibility of another former government official. It's just -- she's happy to talk
about things related to Russia and the development of the Russia threat, but not
that.

MR. SWALWELL: With respect to the Russian investigation, would you
evaluate Director Comey's handling of it as someone who handled it with credibility
and truthfulness?

MS. YATES: Yes. | mean, in terms of my interaction with him on the
Russia investigation, | didn't have any reason at all to believe that he wasn't being
truthful in his interactions with me.

MR. SWALWELL: How about your interactions with Director Brennan,
same question about truthfulness and credibility?

MR. O'NEIL: So I'll give the same answer on the general question. I'm
not distinguishing between people. But if it's the same question with respect to
the handling of the Russian information in particular, sure.

MS. YATES: Yeah. No reason to have any questions about credibility at
all with respect to Director Brennan on this either.

MR. SWALWELL: How about Director Clapper?

MS. YATES: Same thing.

MR. SWALWELL: How about Mary McCord?

MS. YATES: Same thing.
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MR. SWALWELL: How about John Carlin?

MS. YATES: As well, yes.

MR. SWALWELL: What recommendations would you give to this
committee as to, you know -- once we understand the vulnerabilities that existed to
allow Russia to carry out its attack, once we identify whether any U.S. persons
worked with the Russians, once we look at the U.S. Government response, what
recommendations would you provide to this committee to prevent an attack like
this from ever happening again?

MS. YATES: Should | -- you may not have been in the room when | went
over that earlier.

MR. SWALWELL: Sure.

MS. YATES: Yeah. So I'll give you --

MR. SWALWELL: You can summarize.

MS. YATES: ['ll give you my equally uninsightful answers to what | did
earlier as well, and that's, | mean, certainly hardening our State election computer
systems is really important.

And it sort of felt like -- and look, I'm on the outside now so | might not really
fully appreciate this -- that there was an emphasis on that at one point, but you
sure don't hear much about it now. And that's essential, | think, because we
really don't know what their capabilities are and shouldn't assume that their
capabilities are frozen where they were in 2016.

We didn't see any evidence that they got into actual vote tallying, but that
doesn't mean that they couldn't. And | think we should assume they're working all
day every day to try to figure out how to improve on what they did in 2016.

So | would hope that we would be looking, from a cyber forensics
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standpoint, at what they were able to accomplish in 2016 with respect to the State
systems and sort of fast forward that. From that information, what do we think
they might be able to figure out how to do? And, you know, we've got our own
cyber experts that could do that and to work with States to harden that.

| think that certainly we have to be more discerning and figure out ways
through social media that we are educating the public about the source of
information that they're getting so that they can determine when the things they're
reading are true or not true or have a better sense of where they're coming from,
who's paying for it, and be able to make decisions about what's truthful information
that they're getting there.

MR. SWALWELL: Speaking of social media, would you -- what would
you -- what do you think -- well, do you believe that there should be a legal
requirement that social media companies notify the Department of Justice if they
see a coordinated interference attack taking place on one of their platforms?

Right now, there's no requirement that they do that.

MS. YATES: That's one of those things that my gut reaction is that sounds
like a good idea, but to be fair, | couldn't really give you an answer. |'d want to
think about that. That's an important decision to make, and I'm not there now and
haven't sort of thought through what the ramifications of that might be.

So | feel like | wouldn't be giving you a very thoughtful answer if | responded
to that.

MR. SWALWELL: Do you think that there should be a legal requirement
that a U.S. person, if they are contacted by a foreign national and has information
relating to a U.S. election, that that U.S. person should be required to report that to

the FBI? Right now, today, it's not a requirement.



91

MS. YATES: I'd sort of give you the same answer to that. You know, it
sort of, on its face, sounds like a good idea, but | think you'd have to sort of play
that out. And -- yeah.

MR. SWALWELL: And the example I'll give you is, it's not disputed any
longer that --

MS. YATES: Yeah.

MR. SWALWELL: -- Russian nationals offered Donald Trump, Jr.,
information on Hillary Clinton. What is disputed is whether or not that's just
politics, as the President has described it, and who wouldn't take that information.

But | guess my question is, do you believe a U.S. person, if they are
contacted by a foreign national and that foreign national has information, you
know, regarding our election or a campaign, do you think that there should be a
duty to report?

MS. YATES: Well, | certainly would hope that that U.S. person would
notify authorities because of all the implications that we've been talking about and
our whole country has been talking about for quite some time now.

In terms of whether there is a duty to report that, | would just need to think
about what the implications would be and what the other scenarios are in which
we would like for people to come tell law enforcement about things, but we don't
impose an affirmative duty on them, and then, what are the ramifications if they
don't? Again, I'm a careful person. I'd want to think about that before | gave you
just a gut answer to it.

MR. SWALWELL: Sure. And thank you again. Thank you for testifying.
Thank you for your service to our country.

MS. YATES: Thank you.



MR. SCHIFF: We'll yield to the majority.

MR. ROONEY: Home stretch. | have one question.

MS. YATES: I'm not going to complain about that.

MR. ROONEY: | think the chairman wants me to ask one question.

So Donald Trump @TheRealDonaldTrump tweeted on May 8, 2017:  Ask
Sally Yates under oath if she knows how classified information got into the
newspapers soon after she explained it to White House counsel.

So I'm sure you've been wanting to respond to that tweet.

MR. SCHIFF: Which chairman are you referring to in your question? You
said the chairman wanted you to ask the question.

MR. ROONEY: Oh, Conaway.

MS. YATES: Must have been Grassley. |thought you meant he was
telling Chairman Grassley to ask that.

MR. ROONEY: No.

MS. YATES: Well, | don't follow Donald Trump on Twitter, so -- but | was
aware of that tweet. No, | do not know how that information got out.

MR. ROONEY: Okay.

MS. YATES: |want to follow up, there was a question that was asked
earlier, did anybody ever say -- come to me and say they knew how that
information that David Ignatius -- my answer is still, no, | don't remember that.

There very well could have been conversations around of people
speculating about whether that had come from an agency or whatever. | don't
have any specific recollection of that. But it's not unusual when things would leak,
that there would be conversations with people annoyed about that would speculate

about where something had come from. So | just wanted to follow up on that.
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MR. SCHIFF: We have some of those conversations here too.

MS. YATES: Yeah, thatis -- yes.

MS. O'BRIEN: I'm sure.

MR. ROONEY: At the time you approved the Page FISA, did you know
whether Steele was being paid by the FBI for his information?

MS. YATES: |didn't have any information -- | don't recall any information
that he was being paid.

MR. ROONEY: So did you know whether or not Mr. Steele was paid by
any other source?

MS. YATES: Oh, okay. | know what you're —- | have a general
recollection that there was some information that Mr. Steele had either worked for
in the past -- | guess it would've been worked for in the past -- both people
associated on the Republican side and either the Clinton campaign or the DNC. |
don't recall the specificity of that, but | remember there being something about his
association with them. | just don't remember the specifics of it.

MR. ROONEY: Did it alarm you in any way that Mr. Steele --

MS. YATES: And when | say "association with them,” | mean in doing
opposition research for them.

MR. ROONEY: Ms. McCord testified that Mr. Steele had been seen by the
Bureau as a source in the past.

MS. YATES: Uh-huh.

MR. ROONEY: Did you also know that?

MS. YATES: Yes, | did, yeah. Not just a source in the past but someone
that had been a reliable source for them in the past.

MR. ROONEY: Right. Right. She said the same thing. And so | guess
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the question with regard to the money and how he was being paid, did that factor
into.your equation of his reliability here at all?

MS. YATES: Whether he was being paid by the FBI or whether he also
had been paid by others?

MR. ROONEY: No. No. Who he was working for in this instance.

MS. YATES: Well, yeah. | think that that would be a factor that you would
take into account, but it wouldn't be determinative given that -- the way | recall it
was that it wasn't like here's what Steele has said, you know, all laid out, and this
is the -- it was more there was specific information that they had gotten from
Steele that they had then worked to corroborate—
that information and that that was what was included in the files.

MR. ROONEY: But not that it might be some sort of biased report because
of who was paying for it?

MS. YATES: See, it wasn't the report. | don't remember the FBI sort of
saying like here's the Steele report.

It was their interaction with him and getting specific pieces of information
that they communicated with us. | just -- my memory of it's not quite like that.

MR. ROONEY: Okay.

MR. SCHIFF: | just have a couple last questions. And we've had the
opportunity that you haven't to review the FISA app recently.

MS. YATES: Yeah, | haven't seen it in a very long time.

MR. SCHIFF: But it would be appropriate, wouldn't it, to include in the
FISA application information about whether the witness has direct knowledge or
they're getting it from a source or they're getting it from a subsource --

MS. YATES: Right.



MR. SCHIFF: -- so that the judge can evaluate whether that's sufficiently
credible. The important thing is to let the magistrate know or the judge know what
the source of information is. |s that right?

MS. YATES: Yes. Yeah.

MR. SCHIFF: And the same would be true in terms of the FISA
applications including information about the fact that Mr. Steele was also working
for other clients who may have an interest in the matter. That would be
information you would provide to the judge and the judge could consider as
weighing on the credibility of what the source had to say. Is that fair?

MS. YATES: That's fair.

MR. SCHIFF: | also want to ask just, again, to have context, because we

spend a lot of time on this one particular FISA application. As you were testifying

earlier, the counterintelligence investigations,

R R oo

MS. YATES: That's right.

MR. SCHIFF: And with respect to this one FISA application of this one
individual, that had nothing to do with the Intelligence Community's intelligence on
the hacking of the DNC computers, didn't shed light one way or another on that.
Is that fair to say?

MS. YATES: As far as | know, yeah.

MR. SCHIFF:

MS. YATES: There were separate sources for that, yes.

MR. SCHIFF: -- particular FISA application on this one particular person.



Is that fair to say?

MS. YATES: Yes.

MR. SCHIFF: In terms of the social media campaign, that wasn't driven by
this FISA application in any way, | assume?

MS. YATES: No. Idon't-no.

MR. SCHIFF: And | guess that's all | have to ask about that. So | yield
back, Mr. Chairman.

MR. ROONEY: We're adjourned. Thank you.

MS. YATES: Aliright. Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 12:46 p.m., the interview was concluded.]



