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Background

The Department of Justice (Department) Office
of the Inspector General (OIG) undertook this review to
examine certain actions by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI) and the Department during an FBI
investigation opened on July 31, 2016, known as
“Crossfire Hurricane,” into whether individuals
associated with the Donald J. Trump for President
Campaign were coordinating, wittingly or unwittingly,
with the Russian government’s efforts to interfere in the
2016 U.S. presidential election. Our review included
examining:

e The decision to open Crossfire Hurricane and four
individual cases on current and former members
of the Trump campaign, George Papadopoulos,
Carter Page, Paul Manafort, and Michael Flynn;
the early investigative steps taken; and whether
the openings and early steps complied with
Department and FBI policies;

¢ The FBI’s relationship with Christopher Steele,
whom the FBI considered to be a confidential
human source (CHS); its receipt, use, and
evaluation of election reports from Steele; and its
decision to close Steele as an FBI CHS;

o Four FBI applications filed with the Foreign
Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC) in 2016 and
2017 to conduct Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Act (FISA) surveillance targeting Carter Page; and
whether these applications complied with
Department and FBI policies and satisfied the
government’s obligations to the FISC;

s The interactions of Department attorney Bruce
Ohr with Steele, the FBI, Glenn Simpson of Fusion
GPS, and the State Department; whether work
Ohr's spouse performed for Fusion GPS implicated
ethical rules applicable to Ohr; and Ohr's
interactions with Department attorneys regarding
the Manafort criminal case; and

e The FBI's use of Undercover Employees (UCES)
and CHSs other than Steele in the Crossfire
Hurricane investigation; whether the FBI placed
any CHSs within the Trump campaign or tasked
any CHSs to report on the Trump campaign;
whether the use of CHSs and UCEs complied with
Department and FBI policies; and the attendance
of a Crossfire Hurricane supervisory agent at
counterintelligence briefings given to the 2016
presidential candidates and certain campaign
advisors.

OIG Methodology

The OIG examined more than one million
documents that were in the Department’s and FBI's
possession and conducted over 170 interviews involving
more than 100 witnesses. These witnesses included
former FBI Director Comey, former Attorney General
(AG) Loretta Lynch, former Deputy Attorney General
(DAG) Sally Yates, former DAG Rod Rosenstein, former
Acting AG and Acting DAG and current FBI General
Counsel Dana Boente, former FBI Deputy Director
Andrew McCabe, former FBI General Counsel James
Baker, and Department attorney Bruce Ohr and his
wife. The OIG also interviewed Christopher Steele and
current and former employees of other U.S.
government agencies. Two witnesses, Glenn Simpson
and Jonathan Winer (a former Department of State
official), declined our requests for voluntary interviews,
and we were unable to compel their testimony.

We were given broad access to relevant
materials by the Department and the FBI. In addition,
we reviewed relevant information that other U.S.
government agencies provided the FBI in the course of
the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. However,
because the activities of other agencies are outside our
jurisdiction, we did not seek to obtain records from
them that the FBI never received or reviewed, except
for a limited amount of State Department records
relating to Steele; we also did not seek to assess any
actions other agencies may have taken. Additionally,
our review did not independently seek to determine
whether corroboration existed for the Steele election
reporting; rather, our review was focused on
information that was available to the FBI concerning
Steele’s reports prior to and during the pendency of the
Carter Page FISA authority.

Our role in this review was not to second-guess
discretionary judgments by Department personnel
about whether to open an investigation, or specific
judgment calls made during the course of an
investigation, where those decisions complied with or
were authorized by Department rules, policies, or
procedures. We do not criticize particular decisions
merely because we might have recommended a
different investigative strategy or tactic based on the
facts learned during our investigation. The guestion we
considered was not whether a particular investigative
decision was ideai or could have been handled more
effectively, but rather whether the Department and the
FBI complied with applicable legal requirements,
policies, and procedures in taking the actions we
reviewed or, alternatively, whether the circumstances
surrounding the decision indicated that it was based on
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inaccurate or incomplete information, or considarations
other than the merits of the investigation. If the
explanations we were given for a particular decision
were consistent with legal requirements, policies,
procedures, and not unreascnable, we did not conclude
Lhat the decisicn was based on improper considerations
in the absence of documentary or testimonial evidence
to the contrary.

The Opening of Crossfire Hurricane and
Four Related Investigations, and Early
Investigative Steps

The Opaning of Crossfire Hurricane and Four Indfvidual
Cases

Az we describe in Chapter Three, the FBI
opened Crossfire Hurricane on July 31, 2016, just days
after its receipt of information from a Friendly Foreign
Government {FFG) reporting that, in May 2014, during
a meeting with the FFG, then Trump campaign foreign
policy advisor George Papadopoulos "suggested the
Trump team had received some kind of suggestion from
Fussia that it could assist this process with the
anonymaous release of information during the campaign
that would be damaaging to Mrs. Clinton (and President
Obzama).” The FBI Electronic Communication [EC)
opening the Crossfire Hurricane investigation stated
that, based on the FFG information, "this investigation
is being cpened to determing whether individuzal(s)
associated with the Trump campaign are witting of
and/or coordinating activities with the Government of
Russia.” We did not find information in FBI or
Department ECs, emails, or other documents, or
through witness testimony, indicating that any
information other than the FFG information was relied
upon to predicate the opening of the Crossfire Hurricane
investigation, Although not mantionad in the EC, at the
time, FBI officials invalved in apening the investigation
had reason to believe that Russia may have been
connected to the WikiLeaks disclosures that accurred
earlier in July 2016, and were aware of information
regarding Russia’s efforts to interfere with the 2016
.5, elections, These officials, theugh, did not become
aware of Steele’s election reporting until weeks later
and we therefore determined that Steele’s reports
played no role in the Crossfire Hurricans opening.

The FBI assembled a Headguarters-based
investigative team of special agents, analysts, and
supervisory special agents (referred to throughout this
report as “the Crossfire Hurricane team®) whao
conducted an initial analysis of links hetween Trump
campaign members and Russia. Based upon this

analysis, the Crossfire Hurricane team opened individual
cases in August 2016 on four U.5. persons—
Fapadopoulos, Carter Page, Paul Manafort, and Michael
Flynn—all of whom were affiliated with the Trump
campaian at the time the cases were openad,

As detailed in Chapter Two, the Attorney
General’s Guidelines for Domestic Operations (AG
Guidelines) and the FBI's Domestic Investigations
Operations Guide (DIOG) both require that FBI
investigations be undertaken for an "authorized
purpose”—that is, "to detect, obtain information about,
or pravent or protect against faderal crimes or threats
to the national security or to collect foreign
intelligence.” Additionally, both the AG Guidelines and
the DIOG permit the FBI to conduct an investigation,
gven if it might impact First Amendment or othar
constitutionally protectad activity, so long as there is
some legitimate law enforcement purpose associated
with the investigation.

In addition to requiring an authorized purpose,
FBI investigations must have adequate factual
predication before being initiated. The predication
requirement is not & legal requirement but rather a
prudential one imposed by Department and FBT policy.
The DIOG provides for two types of investigations,
Preliminary Investigations and Full Investigations, A
Freliminary Investigation may be opened based upon
“any allegation or information” indicative of possible
criminal activity or threats to the national securiby. A
Full Investigation may be opened based upon an
"articutable factual basis” that "reasonably indicates”
any one of three defined circumstances exists,
including:

An activity constituting a federal crime
or a threat to the national security has
or may have occcurred, is or may be
ocourring, or will or may occur and the
investigation may obtain information
relating to the activity or the
involvement or role of an individual,
group, or organization in such activity.

In Full Investigations such as Crossfire
Hurricane, all lawful investigative methods are allowed.
In Preliminary Investigations, all lawful investigative
methods {including the use of CHSs and UCES) are
permitted except for mail opening, physical searches
requiring a search warrant, electronic surveillance
requiring a judicial order or warrant {Title [1I wiretap or
a FISA order), or requests under Title VIT of FISA. An
investigation opened a5 a Preliminary Investigation may
be converted subsequently to a Full Investigation if
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infarmation becomes available that meets the
predication standard. As we describe in the report, all
of the investigative actions taken by the Crossfire
Hurricane team, from the date the case was opened on
July 31 until October 21 (the date of the first FISA
order} would have been permitted whether the case
was opened as a Preliminary or Full Investigatian.

The AG Guidelines and the DIOG do not provide
heightened predication standards for sensitive matters,
or allegations potentially impacting constitutionally
protected activity, such as First Amendment rights,
Rather, the zpproval and notification requirgments
contained in the AG Guidelines and the DIOG are, in
part, intended to provide the means by which such
concerns can be considered by senior officials.
However, wea were concerned to find that neither the AG
Guidelines nor the DIOG conkain a provision requiring
Department consultation before opening an
investigation such as the one here invalving the alleged
conduct of individuals associated with a major party
presigential campaign.

Crossfire Hurricane was opened as a Full
[nvestigation and all of the senior FBI officials who
participated in discussions about whether to open a
case told us the information warranted opening it. For
example, then Counterintalligence Division {CD)
Assistant Director (AD) E.W. "Bill” Priestap, whao
approved the case opening, told us that the
combination of the FFG information and the FBEI's
ongoing cyber intrusion investigation of the July 2016
hacks of the Democratic Mational Commitiee's (DNC)
emails, created a counterintelligence concarn that the
FBI was “obligated” to investigate. Priestap stated that
he considered whether the FBI should conduct
defensive briefings for the Trump campaign but
ultimately decided that providing such briefings created
the risk that “if sarmeons on the campsign was engaged
with the Russians, he/she would very likely change
his/her tactics and/or otherwise seek to cover-up
hisfher activities, thereby preventing us from finding
the truth.” We did not identify any Department ar FRI
policy that applied to this decision and therefore
determined that the decision was a judgment call that
Department and FBI policy leaves to the discretion of
FBI officials, We also concluded that, under the AG
Guidelines and the DIOG, the FBI had an authorized
purpose when it opened Crossfire Hurricane to aobtain
information about, or protect against, a national
security threat or federal crime, even though the
investigation also had the patential to impact
constituticnally protected activity.
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Additianally, given the low threshold for
pradication in the AG Guidelines and the DIOG, we
concluded that the FRG information, provided by a
government the United States Intelligence Community
(USIC) deems trustworthy, and describing a first-hand
account from an FFG employes of a conversation with
Papadopoulos, was sufficient to predicate the
investigation. This information provided the FBI with an
articulable factual basis that, if true, reasonably
indicated activity constituting either a federal crime or 2
threat to national security, or both, may have occurred
ar may be occourring. For similar reasons, as we detail
in Chapter Three, we concluded that the gquantum of
information articulated by the FBI to open the individua!
investigations on Papadopoulos, Page, Flynn, and
Manafort in August 2016 was sufficient to satisfy the
low threshold estzblished by the Department and the
FBI.

As part of our review, we also sought to
determing whether there was evidence that political
bias or other improper considerations affected decision
making in Crossfire Hurricane, including the decision to
open the investigatian. We discussed the issue of
political bias in @ prior OIG report, Review of Various
Actions in Advance of the 20146 Election, where we
described text and instant messages between then
Special Counsel to the Deputy Director Lisa Page and
then Section Chief Peter Strzok, among others, that
included statements of hostility toward then candidate
Trump and statements of support for then candidate
Hillary Clinton, In this review, we found that, while Lisa
Fage attended some of the discussions regarding the
opening of the investiaations, she did not play a role in
the decision to open Crossfire Hurricane or the four
individual cases, We further found that while Strzok
was directly invelved in the decisions to open Crossfire
Hurricane and the four individual cases, he was not the
sole, or even the highest-level, decision maker as to
any of those matters. As noted above, then CD AD
Priestap, Strzok's supervisor, was the official who
ultimately made the decision to open the investigation,
and evidence reflected that this decision by Priestap
was reached by consensus after multiple days of
discussions and meetings that included Strzok and
other leadership in CD, the FBI Deputy Directar, the FBI
General Counsel, and a FBI Deputy General Counsel,
We concluded that Priestap's exercise of discretion in
opening the investigation was in compliance with
Cepartment and FBI policies, and we did not find
documentary or testimonial evidence that pelitical bias
ar improper motivation influenced his decision. We
similarly Tound that, while the farmal docomentation
cpening each of the four individual investigations was
approved by Strzok (as required by the DIOG), the
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decisions to do 50 were reached by a consensus among
the Crossfire Hurricane agents and analysts who
identified individuals associated with the Trump
campaign who had recently traveled to Russia or had
other alleged ties to Russia, Priestap was involved in
these decisions. We did not find documentary or
testimaonial evidence that pelitical bias or improper
mativation influenced the decisions to open the four
individual investigations.

Sensitive fnvestigative Matter Designation

The Crossfire Hurricans investigation was
properly designated as a “sensitive investigative
matter,” or SIM, by the FBI because it invalved the
activities of 2 demestic pelitical organization or
individuals prominent in such an ocrganization. The
LIOG requires that S1Ms be reviewed in advance by the
FBI Dffice of the General Counsel (2GC) and approved
by the appropriate FBI Headguarters operational section
chief, and that an "appropriate [National Security
Division] official” receive notification after the case has
been opened.

We concluded that the FBI satisfied the DIOG's
approval and notification requirements for SIMs. As we
describe in Chapter Three, the Crossfire Hurricane
opeEning was reviewsd by an OGC Unit Chief and
approved by AD Priestap (two levels above Section
Chief)., The team also arally briefed MNational Security
Division (NS0 officials within the first few days of the
investigations being initiated, We were concerned,
however, that Department and FBI pelicies do not
reguire that a senior Department official be notified
prior to the opening of a particularly sensitive case such
as this ang, nor do they place any additional
requirements for SIMs bevond the approval and
notification requiremeants at the time of opening, and
therefore we include & recommendation to address this
issue,

Early Investigative Steps and Adherence to the Least
Intrusive Method

The AG Guidelines and the DIOG require that
the "least intrusive™ means or method be "considered”
when selecting investigative techniques and, ™if
reasonable based upan the circumstances of the
investigation,” be used to abtain information instead of
a mara intrusive method, The DIOG states that the
degree of procedural protection the law and Department
and FBI policy provide for the use of 2 particular
investigative method helps to determine its
intresiveness. As described in Chapter Three,
immediately after cpening the investigation, the

Crossfire Hurricane team submitted name trace
reguests to other U5, government agencies and a
foreign intelligence agency, and conducted law
enforcement database and open source searches, to
identify individuals associated with the Trump campaign
in a position to have received the alleged offer of
assistance from Russia, The FBI also sent Sktrzok and a
Supervisory Special Agent (SSA) abroad o interview
the source of the information the FBI received from the
FF&, and also searched the FBl's database of CHSs to
identify sources who potentially could provide
information about connections between individuals
associabed with the Trump campaian and Russia. Each
of these steps is authorized under the DIOG and was a
less intrusive investigative technique.

Theresafter, the Crossfire Hurricans team used
maore intrusive techniques, including CHSs to interact
and consensually recard multiple conversations with
Page and Papadopoules, beth during and after the time
they were working for the Trump campaign, as well as
on one occasion with a high-level Trump campaign
official who was not 2 subject of the investigation. We
found that, under Department and FBI policy, although
this CHS activity implicated First Amendment protected
activity, the operations were permitted because their
use was not for the sole purpose of menitoring activities
protected by the First Amendment ar the lawful exercisa
of other rights secured by the Canstitution ar laws of
the United States. Additionally, we found that under
FBIL policy, the use of 2 CTHS to conduct consensusl
monitoring is a matter of investigative judgment that,
abzent certain circumstances, can be authorized by a
first-line supervisar {an S54). We determined that the
CHS operations conducted during Crossfire Hurricang
received the necessary FBI approvals and that, while
AD Priestap knew about and approved of all of the
operations, review bevond a first-level FBI superyvisor
was not required by Department or FBL policy.

We found it concerning that Department and
FBI policy did not reguire the FBI to consult with any
Department official in advance of conducting CHS
operaticns Invelving advisers to 2 major party
candidate's presidential campaign, and we found no
evidence that the FEI consulted with any Departmeant
officials before conducting these CHS operations. As we
describe in Chapter Tweo, consultation, at & minimum, is
required by Department and FBI palicies in numearous
cther sensitive circumstances, and we include a
recommendation to address this issue,

Shortly after opening the Carter Page
investigation in August 2016, the Crossfire Hurricane
team discussed the possible use of FISA-authorized
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electronic surveillance targeting Page, which is amang
the most sensitive and intrusive investigative
technigques. As we descnibe in Chapter Five, the FBEI
ultimataly did not seek a FISA order at that time
because OGC, NSD¥s Office of Intelligence (O1), or both
determined that more information was needed Lo
support probable cause that Page was an agent of a
forgign power. However, immediately after the
Crossfire Hurricana team received Steele’s election
reporting on September 19, the team reinitiated their
discussicns with OI and their efforts to chtain FISA
surveillance authaority for Page, which they received
from the FISC an October 21.

The decision to seek to use this highly intrusive
investigative technique was known and approved at
multiple levels of the Department, including by then
DAG Yates for the initial FISA application and first
renewal, and by then Acting Attorney General Boente
and then DAG Rosenstein for the second and third
renewals, respectively. However, as we explain later,
the Crossfire Hurricane team failed to inform
Cepartment officials of significant information that was
available to the team at the time that the FISA
applications were drafted and filed. Much of that
information was inconsistent with, or undercut, the
assertions containad in the FISA applications that were
used te support probable cause and, in some instances,
resulted in inaccurate information being included in the
applications. While we do not speculate whether
Department officials would have suthorized the FBI to
sack to use FISA autharity had they been made aware
of all relevant information, it was clearly the
responsibility of Crossfire Hurricana team members to
advise them of such critical information so that they
could make & fully informed decision.

The FBI's Relationship with Christopher
Steele, and Its Receipt and Evaluation of
His Election Reporting before the First
FISA Application

As we describe in Chapter Four, Steele is a
farmer intelligence officer
wha, in 2009,

formed & consulting firm specializing in corporate
intelligence and investigative services, In 2010, Steele
was introduced by Ohr to an FBI agent, and for several
yvears provided information to the FBI about various
matters, such as corruption in the International
Federation of Association Football {FIFA). Steele alsa
provided the FBI agent with reporting about Russian
cligarchs,

In 2013, the FBI completed the paperwork
allowing the FBI to designate Steele as g CHS,
Howewer, as described in Chapter Four, we found that
the FBI and Steele held significantly differing views
about the nature of their relationship. Steele’s handling
agent viewesd Steele as a former intelligence officer
colleague and FBI CHS, with obligations to the FBI.
Steele, on the other hand, told us that he was a
businessperson whose firm {not Steele) had a
contractual agreement with the FBI and whoso
chligations were to his paying clients, not the FEI. We
concluded that this disagreement affected the FRI's
control over Steele during the Crossfire Hurricane
imvestigation, led to divergent expectations about
Stesle’s conduct in connection with his election
reporting, and ultimately resulted in the FRI formally
closing Steele as a CHS in November 2016 (although,
as discussed below, the FBI continued its relationship
with Steele through Ohr).

In Jume 2016, Steele and his consulting firm
were hired by Fusion GPS, a Washington, 0.C.,
Investigative firm, to obtain information about whether
Fussia was trying to achieve a particular outcome in the
2016 L.5. elections, what personal and business ties
then candidate Tremp had in Russia, and whether there
were any ties between the Russian government and
Trump or his campaign. Steele’s work for Fusion GPS
resulted in his producing numerous election-related
reports, which have been referred Lo collectively as the
"Steele Dossier,” Steele himself was not the originating
source of any of the factual information in his reporting.
Steele instead relied on a Primary Sub-source for
infarmation, who used his/her network of sub-sources
te gather infermation that was then passed to Steele,
With Fusion GPS's authorization, Steele directhy
provided maore than a dozen of his reports to the FBI
bhetween July and October 2016, and several others Lo
the FEI through Ohr and other third parties. The
Crossfire Hurricane team received the first six election
reports on September 19, 2016—more than two months
after Stesle first gave his handling agent twao of the six
reports. We describe the rea=zons it took twao manths
for the reports to reach the team in Chapter Four,

FEI's Efforts to Evaluate the Steele Reporting

Steale’s handling agent told us that when Steele
provided him with the first election reports in July 2016
and described his engagement with Fusion GPS, it was
abvious to him that the request for the ressarch was
Ralitically motivated. The supervisory intelligence
analyst who supervised the analytical efforts for the
Crossfire Hurricane team {Supervisory Intel Analyst)



L=

*

!
5

P

Hurricane Investigation

explained that he also was aware of the potential for
political influences on the Steels reporting.

The fact that the FBI believed Steele had been
retained to conduct political cpposition research did not
require the FBI, under either DO or FBI policy, to
ignore his reporting. The FBI regularly receives
information from individuals with potentially significant
biases and maotivations, Including drug trafickers,
convicted felons, and even tarrorists, The FBI is not
required to set aside such information; rather, FBI
policy requires that it critically assess the informatian.
Wa found that after receiving Steele’s reporting, the
Crossfire Hurricana team began those efforts in earnest.

We determined that the FBI's decision to
receive Steele’s information for Crossfire Hurricane was

based on multiple factors, including: (1) Steele's prior
work as an intelligence professicnal for
i (2)

his expertise on Russia; (3) his record as an FBL CHS;
(4) the assessment of Steale’s handling agent that
Steele was reliable and had provided helpful information
to the FBI in the past; and (5) the themes of Stecla’s
reporting were consistent with the FBI's knowledge at
the time of Russian efforts ko interfers in the 2018 .5,
glections.

Howewer, as we describe later, as the FBI
obtained additional information raising significant
guestions about the reliakility of the Steele election
reparting, the FBI failed to reassess the Steele reporting
relied upon in the FISA applications, and did not fully
advise N5D or Ol officials. We also found that the FBI
did not aggressively seek to obtain certain patentially
important information from Steele. For example, the
FBI did not press Steele for information about the actual
funding source for his election reporting work. Agents
alzo did not question Steele about his role in a
September 23, 2016 Yahoo News article entitled, "U. 5.
intel afficials probe tes between Trump aovisor and
Kremiin,” that described efferts by WS, intelligence Lo
determine whether Carter Paae had opened
communication channels with Kremlin officials, As we
discuss in Chapters Five and Eight, the FBI assessad in
the Carter Page FISA applications, without any support,
that Steele had not "directly provided” the infarmation
to ¥ahoo Mews.

The First Application for FISA Authority
on Carter Page

At the request of the FBI, the Department filed
four applications with the FISC seeking FISA authority

Wi
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targeting Carter Page: the first application on October
21, 2016, and three renewal applications on January
12, April 7, and June 2%, 2017, A different FISC judne
considered each application and issued the reguested
arders, callectively resulting in approximately 11
maonths of FISA coverage targeting Carter Page from
QOctober 21, 2016, to September 22, 2017, We discuss
the first FISA application in this section and in Chapter
Five,

Decision to Seek FISA Authority

We determined thal the Crossfire Hurricane
team's receipt of Stesle’s election reporting an
September 19, 2016 played a central and essential role
in the FBI's and Department’s decision to seek the FISA
order. As noted abowve, when the team first sought to
pursue a FISA order for Page in August 2016, 2 decision
was made by OGC, OI, or both that more information
was needed to support a probable cause finding that
Page was an agent of a foreign power. As a result, FBI
OGC ceased discussions with O about & Page FISA
ardar at that time.

On September 19, 2016, the same day that the
Crossfire Hurricane team first received Stesle’s elaction
reporting, the team contacted FBI OGC again abaut
seeking a FISA order for Page and specifically focused
on Steele’s reparting in drafting the FISA request. Two
days later, on September 21, the FBI OGC Unit Chief
contacted the NSD OI Unit Chief to advise him that the
FBI believed it was ready to submit a formal FISA
request to O1 relating to Page. Almost immediately
thersafter, Ol assigned an attorney (01 Atkorney) to
begin preparation of the apolication,

Although the team also was interested in
seclking FISA surveillance targeting Papadopoulos, the
FBI OGC attorneys were not supportive. FBI and NSO
officials told us that the Crossfire Hurricane team
ultimately did not seek FISA surveillance of
Papadopoulos, and we are aware of no information
indicating that the eam requestad or seriously
considered FISA surveillance of Manafort or Flynn.

We did not find documentary ar testirmanial
evidence that political bias or improper motivation
influenced the FBI's decision to seek FISA authority on
Carter Paga.

reparation and Rewview Process
As we detail in Chapter Two, the FISC Rules of

Procedure and FBI policy required that the Carter Page
FISA applications contain all material facts. Although
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the FISC Rules do not define or otherwise explain what
constitutes a “material” fact, FBI policy guidance states
that a fact is "material” if it is relevant to the court’s
probable cause determination. Additionally, FBI policy
mandates that the case agent ensure that all factual
statements in a FISA application are “scrupulously
accurate.”

On or about September 23, the OI Attorney
began work on the FISA application. Over the next
several weeks, the OI Attorney prepared and edited a
draft application using information principally provided
by the FBI case agent assigned to the Carter Page
investigation at the time and, in a few instances, by an
OGC attorney (OGC Attorney) or other Crossfire
Hurricane team members. The drafting process
culminated in an application that asserted that the
Russian government was attempting to undermine and
influence the upcoming U.S. presidential election, and
that the FBI believed Carter Page was acting in
conjunction with the Russians in those efforts. The
application’s statement of facts supporting probable
cause to believe that Page was an agent of Russia was
broken down into five main elements:

e The efforts of Russian Intelligence Services (RIS)
to influence the upcoming U.S. presidential
election;

e The Russian government’s attempted
coordination with members of the Trump
campaign, based on the FFG information
reporting the suggestion of assistance from the
Russians to someone associated with the Trump
campaign;

e Page’s historical connections to Russia and RIS;

e Page’s alleged coordination with the Russian
government on 2016 U.S. presidential election
activities, based on Steele’s reporting; and

e Page’s statements to an FBI CHS in October
2016 that that he had an “open checkbook” from
certain Russians to fund a think tank project.

In addition, the statement of facts described
Page’s denials of coordination with the Russian
government, as reported in two news articles and
asserted by Page in a September 25 letter to then FBI
Director Comey.

The application received the necessary
Department approvals and certifications as required by
law. As we fully describe in Chapter Five, this
application received more attention and scrutiny than a
typical FISA application in terms of the additional layers
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of review and number of high-level officials who read
the application before it was signed. These officials
included NSD’s Acting Assistant Attorney General,
NSD’s Deputy Assistant Attorney General with oversight
over OI, OI's Operations Section Chief and Deputy
Section Chief, the DAG, Principal Associate Deputy
Attorney General, and the Associate Deputy Attorney
General responsible for ODAG's national security
portfolio. However, as we explain below, the
Department decision makers who supported and
approved the application were not given all relevant
information.

Role of Steele Election Reporting in the First Application

In support of the fourth element in the FISA
application—Carter Page’s alleged coordination with the
Russian government on 2016 U.S. presidential election
activities—the application relied entirely on the following
information from Steele Reports 80, 94, 95, and 102:

¢ Compromising information about Hillary Clinton
had been compiled for many years, was
controlled by the Kremlin, and had been fed by
the Kremlin to the Trump campaign for an
extended period of time (Report 80);

e During a July 2016 trip to Moscow, Page met
secretly with Igor Sechin, Chairman of Russian
energy conglomerate Rosneft and close associate
of Putin, to discuss future cooperation and the
lifting of Ukraine-related sanctions against
Russia; and with Igor Divyekin, a highly-placed
Russian official, to discuss sharing with the
Trump campaign derogatory information about
Clinton (Report 94);

e Page was an intermediary between Russia and
the Trump campaign’s then manager (Manafort)
in a “well-developed conspiracy” of cooperation,
which led to Russia’s disclosure of hacked DNC
emails to WikiLeaks in exchange for the Trump
campaign’s agreement to sideline Russian
intervention in Ukraine as a campaign issue
(Report 95); and

e Russia released the DNC emails to WikiLeaks in
an attempt to swing voters to Trump, an
objective conceived and promoted by Page and
others (Report 102).

We determined that the FBI’s decision to rely
upon Steele’s election reporting to help establish
probable cause that Page was an agent of Russia was a
judgment reached initially by the case agents on the



Executive Summary

Review of Four FISA Applications and Other Aspects of the FBI’s Crossfire

Hurricane Investigation

Crossfire Hurricane team. We further determined that
FBI officials at every level concurred with this
judgment, from the OGC attorneys assigned to the
investigation to senior CD officials, then General
Counsel James Baker, then Deputy Director Andrew
McCabe, and then Director James Comey. FBI
leadership supported relying on Steele’s reporting to
seek a FISA order on Page after being advised of, and
giving consideration to, concerns expressed by Stuart
Evans, then NSD’s Deputy Assistant Attorney General
with oversight responsibility over OI, that Steele may
have been hired by someone associated with
presidential candidate Clinton or the DNC, and that the
foreign intelligence to be collected through the FISA
order would probably not be worth the “risk” of being
criticized later for collecting communications of
someone (Carter Page) who was “politically sensitive.”
According to McCabe, the FBI “felt strongly” that the
FISA application should move forward because the team
believed they had to get to the bottom of what they
considered to be a potentially serious threat to national
security, even if the FBI would later be criticized for
taking such action. McCabe and others discussed the
FBI's position with NSD and ODAG officials, and these
officials accepted the FBI's decision to move forward
with the application, based substantially on the Steele
information.

We found that the FBI did not have information
corroborating the specific allegations against Carter
Page in Steele’s reporting when it relied upon his
reports in the first FISA application or subsequent
renewal applications. OGC and NSD attorneys told us
that, while the FBI’'s "Woods Procedures” (described in
Chapter Two) require that every factual assertion in a
FISA application be “verified,” when information is
attributed to a FBI CHS, the Woods Procedures require
only that the agent verify, with supporting
documentation, that the application accurately reflects
what the CHS told the FBI. The procedures do not
require that the agent corroborate, through a second,
independent source, that what the CHS told the FBI is
true. We did not identify anything in the Woods
Procedures that is inconsistent with these officials’
description of the procedures.

However, absent corroboration for the factual
assertions in the election reporting, it was particularly
important for the FISA applications to articulate the
FBI's knowledge of Steele’s background and its
assessment of his reliability. On these points, the
applications advised the court that Steele was believed
to be a reliable source for three reasons: his
professional background; his history of work as an FBI
CHS since 2013; and his prior non-election reporting,
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which the FBI described as “corroborated and used in
criminal proceedings.” As discussed below, the
representations about Steele’s prior reporting were
overstated and had not been approved by Steele’s
handling agent, as required by the Woods Procedures.

Due to Evans’s persistent inquiries, the FISA
application also included a footnote, developed by OI
based on information provided by the Crossfire
Hurricane team, to address Evans’s concern about the
potential political bias of Steele’s research. The
footnote stated that Steele was hired by an identified
U.S. person (Glenn Simpson) to conduct research
regarding “Candidate #1's” (Donald Trump) ties to
Russia and that the FBI “speculates” that this U.S.
person was likely looking for information that could be
used to discredit the Trump campaign.

Relevant Information Inaccurately Stated, Omitted, or
Undocumented in the First Application

Our review found that FBI personnel fell far
short of the requirement in FBI policy that they ensure
that all factual statements in a FISA application are
“scrupulously accurate.” We identified multiple
instances in which factual assertions relied upon in the
first FISA application were inaccurate, incomplete, or
unsupported by appropriate documentation, based upon
information the FBI had in its possession at the time the
application was filed. We found that the problems we
identified were primarily caused by the Crossfire
Hurricane team failing to share all relevant information
with OI and, consequently, the information was not
considered by the Department decision makers who
ultimately decided to support the applications.

As more fully described in Chapter Five, based
upon the information known to the FBI in October 2016,
the first application contained the following seven
significant inaccuracies and omissions:

1. Omitted information the FBI had obtained from
another U.S. government agency detailing its
prior relationship with Page, including that Page
had been approved as an “operational contact”
for the other agency from 2008 to 2013, and
that Page had provided information to the other
agency concerning his prior contacts with certain
Russian intelligence officers, one of which
overlapped with facts asserted in the FISA
application;

2. Included a source characterization statement
asserting that Steele’s prior reporting had been
“corroborated and used in criminal proceedings,”
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which overstated the significance of Stecle’s past
reporting and was not approved by Steele's
handling agent, as required by the Weoods
Procedures;

Cmitted information relevant to the reliability of
Person 1, a key Steele sub-source (who was
attributed with providing the information in
Report 95 and some of the information in
Reports 80 and 102 relied upon in the
application), namely that (1) Stesle himsalf told
members of the Crossfire Hurricane team that
Person 1 was a "boaster” and an "egoist™ and
“may engage in some embellishment” and (2]
the FBI had apened & counterintelligence
investigation on Person 1 a few days before the
FISA application was filed;

Asserted that the FBI had assessed that Steeie
did not directly provide to the press information
in the September 23 Yahoo News article hased
on the premise that Steele had told the FBI that
he only shared his election-related research with
the FBI and Fusion GPS, his client; this premise
was incorrect and contradicted by documentation
in the Woods Flle—Steele had told the FBL that
he also gave his information to the State
Depariment;

Omitted Papadopoulos’s consensually maonitored
statemeants to an FBI CHS in September 2016
denying that anyone associated with the Trump
campaign was collaborating with Russia or with
outside groups like WikiLeaks in the release of
ermails;

Omitted Page’s consensually monitored
statements to an FBI CHS in August 2016 that
Page had "literally never met” or "said one ward
to" Paul Manafort and that Manafort had not
responded to any of Page’s emails; if true, those
statements were in tension with claims in Report
9% that Page was participating in a conspiracy
with Russia by acting as an intermediary for
Manafort an behalf of the Trump campaign; and

Included Page’s consensually monitored
statements to an FBI CHS in October 2016 that
the FBI balieved supported its theory that Page
was an agent of Russia but omitted other
statements Page made that were inconsistent
with its theory, including denying having met
with Sechin and Divyekin, or even knowing whao
Divyekin was, if true, those statements
contradicted the claims in Report 94 that Page
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had met secretly with Sechin and Divyekin about
future cooperation with Russia and shared
derngatory information abhout candidate Clinkon.

Mone of thase inaccuracies and omissions were
brought to the attention of O before the last FISA
application was filed in June 2017, Caonsequeantly, these
fallures were repeated in all three renewal applications.
Further, as we discuss later, we identified 10 additional
sianificant errars in the renewal applications.

The failure to provide accurate and complete
infarmation to the O Attorney concerning Page’s prior
relationship with anocther U.S. government agency [item
L above) was particularly concerning because the QI
Attorney had specifically asked the case agent in late
September 2016 whether Carter Page had a current or
prior relationship with the other agency. In response to
that inguiry, the case agent advisad the OI Attorney
that Page’s relaticnship was “dataed” (claiming it was
when Page lived in Moscow in 2004-2007) and “outside
scope,” This representation, however, was contrary to
information that the other agency had provided to the
FBI in August 2016, which stated that Page was
approved as an “operaticnal contact” of the other
agency from 2008 to 2013 {after Page had ieft
Moscow). Moreover, rather than being "outside scope,”
Page’s status with the other agency overlapped in time
with socime of the interactions between Page and knawn
Russian intelligence officers that were relied upon in the
FIZA applications to establish probable cause. Indeed,
Page had provided information to the other agency
about his past contacts with a Russian Intelligence
Officer (Intelligence Officer 1), which were among the
historical connections to Bussian intelligence officers
that the FBI relied upon in the first FISA application
(and subsequent renewal applications). According to
the information from the other agency, an employee of
the other sagency had assessed that Page "candidly
described his contact with” Intelligence Officer 1 to the
cther agency. Thus, the FBI relied upon Page's
contacts with Intelligence Officer 1, amaona athers, in
support of its probable cause statement in the FISA
application, while failing to disclose to OI or the FISC
that (1) Page had been approved as an operational
contact by the other agency during a five-year pericd
that overlapped with allegations in the FISA application,
(2] Page had disclesed to the other agency contacts
that he had with Intelligence Officer 1 and certain ather
individuals, and {3) the other agency's employeae had
given a positive assessment of Page’s candor,

Further, we were concerned by the FBI's
inaccurate assertion in the application that Steele's prior
reporting had been “"corrobarated and used in criminal
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