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Backg rou nd 

The Depa ½ment of J u stice ( Depa ¾m ent)  OÈi ce 
of the Inspełor Genera l  ( OIG) u n d e rtoo k  th is revi ew to 
exa m ine  ceÀa i n  act ions  by the Federa l  Bureau  of 
Invest igati o n  (FBI )  a nd the De pa Áment d u ring  a n  FBI 
i nvest i gati o n  o pened on J u l y  3 1 ,  20 1 6, known as 
"CrossÉ re H u rrica n e, " i nto whether i nd iv i d u a l s  
associ ated with t h e  Dona ld  J .  Tru m p  Ë r  Pres id e nt 
Ca m pa ign  were coo rd i nat i n g ,  witt i ng l y  o r  u nwiŠi n g ly ,  
with the Russ ian  govern m e nt's eÆoÂs to i nte ºere in  the 
20 1 6  U . S .  pres i d e ntia l  e lect ion . Our  rev iew inc l u d ed 
exa m i n i ng : 

• The dec is ion to o pen Crossfi re H u rri ca n e  a nd Ìur
i n d iv i dua l  cases on cu rrent and fo rm e r  mem bers
of the Tru m p  ca m pa i g n ,  Georg e  Pa pado pou los,
CaÃer Page ,  Pa u l  Ma n afoÄ, a nd M i chael  Flyn n ;
the ea rl y i nvesti g ative steps taken ; and  whether
the open ings and  ea rly steps com p l i ed  w i th
DepaÅment and  FBI  pol icies ;

• The FBI's re l at i onsh i p  w i th  Ch r istopher Stee l e ,
whom the  FBI  co ns idered to  be  a co nfident ia l
human sou rce (CH S ) ; i ts rece i pt, use,  a nd
eva l u ati o n  of e l ect i on  repoÆs fro m Stee l e ;  and  its
deci s i on  to c lose Steele as a n  FBI CH S ;

• Fou r  FBI a p p l i cati ons  fi l ed  with the Foreig n
Inte l l i ge nce Surve i l la nce Co u Ç  ( FISC) i n  20 1 6  a n d
20 1 7  to co nduct Foreig n I ntel l i ge nce S u rv e i l l a nce
Act ( FISA) su×e i l l a nce targ eti ng Ca Èe r Page ;  and
w hether  these app l ications co mp l ied with
DepaÉment  and  FBI po l i c ies and  satisfi ed the
gove rn ment's o b l i gations  to the FISC ;

• The i nte raŃions  of DepaÊment  attorney Bru ce
Oh r with Steele ,  the  FBI, G lenn  S i m pson  of Fus ion
G PS, a nd the  State DepaËment ;  w h ether  work
Ohr 's s pouse pe»o rmed fo r Fu s ion GPS i m pl icated
eth ica l ru les a p p l icab le  to Ohr ;  and O h r's
i nteract ions  with Depa Ìm ent  attorneys rega rd i n g
the M a naÍÍ cri m i na l  case ; and

• The FBI 's use of U ndercover  Emp loyees ( U CEs)
and CHSs oth e r  tha n Steele in th e Crossfi re
H u rrica ne investigation ; whether  the FBI p laced
any CHSs with i n  the Tru m p  ca m pa ig n o r  tasked
any CHSs to re po Î on the Tru m p  ca m pa i g n ;
whether  the use o f  CHSs a n d  UCEs co m p l ied with
Depa rtment and FBI po l i cies ; and the atte nd a n ce
of a CrossÊ re H u rrica ne supeØisory agent at
cou nteri ntel l i g ence b ri efi ng s  g iven  to the  20 1 6
p res identi a l  ca nd i d ates and  ceÐa i n  ca m pa i g n
advisors.

OIG Methodology 

The OIG exa m i ned m o re than one  m i l l i on  
docu m ents that  were i n  the Departme nt's and  FBI 's 
possess ion and  co n d u cted ove r  1 70 i nte rv i ews i nvolv i n g  
more t h a n  1 0 0  w itnesses . These w itn esses i n c l uded 
fo rmer  FBI D i rector  Co ¼ey,  fo rm e r  Atto rn ey Genera l 
(AG)  Lo retta Lynch ,  fo rm e r  Deputy Attorney Genera l  
( DAG)  S a l l y  Yates, Îrmer  D A G  R o d  Rosenste i n, fo rm e r  
Act i n g  A G  a nd Act i ng  DAG and  cu rre nt F B I  Genera l  
Cou nse l  D a n a  Boente ,  Ï rm e r  F B I  Dep uty D i rector 
And rew M cCa be, fo rm e r  FBI Genera l  Cou nse l  James  
Baker, a nd Depa rtment  a tto rney B ruce Ohr  and  h i s  
w ife . T h e  O I G  a l so i n te rv i ewed Ch risto p h e r  Stee le  a nd 
cu rre nt and  Ðrm e r  e m p l oyees of oth e r  U . S . 
gove rn ment agenc ies .  Two w itn esses ,  G l e n n  S i m pson 
a nd J onathan Winer  ( a  Ñrmer  Department  of State 
offic i a l ) ,  d ec l i n ed o u r  req u ests Òr vo l u nta ry i nte rv iews,
and we were u n a b l e  to co m pe l  the ir  testi mony .

We were g iven b road  a ccess to  re leva nt 
m a ter i a ls  by the  Depa ¿ment  a n d  the FBI . I n  add it i o n ,  
we rev i ewed re levant  i nform at i o n  t h a t  oth e r  U . S .  
govern m ent age nci es p rov i ded  t h e  FBI i n  t h e  co u rse o f  
t h e  Crossfi re H u rr icane i n vesti g at ion . H oweve r, 
because the act iv it ies  of oth e r  agenc ies  a re o utsi d e  our  
j u r i sd i ctio n ,  we d id  not  seek to  o bta i n  records from 
them that  the FBI never  rece ived o r  revi ewed , exce pt 
fo r a l i m ited a m o u nt of State Department  reco rd s  
relat i ng t o  Stee l e ;  w e  a l so d i d  n ot s e e k  t o  assess a n y  
act ions other  agenc ies  m ay have taken . Add iti ona l ly ,  
our  rev i ew d id  n ot i ndepend entl y seek to dete rm i ne
wheth e r  co rro borati o n  ex i sted for the Stee le  e lection
re poÑi n g ; rather, ou r revi ew was focused on
i nÓrmat ion  that was  ava i l a b l e  to the FBI co ncern ing
Stee le ' s  re poÒs pr io r  to  and  d u r i n g  the  p e n d e n cy of the
Ca Óe r Page F ISA a uth o r ity .

O u r  ro l e  i n  th i s  rev i ew was not to second -g u ess 
d i scret io n a ry judg ments by DepaÔment  perso n n e l  
about  w h ether  to o p e n  a n  i n vest igat io n ,  or specific 
j u d g ment ca l ls made  d u r i n g  the cou rse of a n  
i nvesti gat i on ,  w h e re those d ecis ions  co m p l i ed w i th  o r  
were autho r ized by Depa rtm ent ru l es ,  po l i c ies, o r  
p roced u res .  We d o  n o t  cr it i c i ze  pa Õi cu l a r  dec is ions 
m e re ly  beca use  we m ight have reco m m e n d ed a 
d i ffe re nt i nvest i g at ive  strateg y o r  ta ct i c  based o n  the 
facts l ea rned d u r i n g  o u r  i n vest igati o n .  The  q u est ion  we 
consid e red was not wheth e r  a paÖ icu l a r  i nvesti gative 
dec i s i o n  was i dea l  or cou l d  have been h a n d led  m o re 
eÇect ive ly, but  rather  wh ether  the DepaÏm ent and  the 
FBI com pl i ed with a p p l i cab le  l ega l  req u i rements,  
po l i c i es ,  and p rocedu res in  ta k ing  the act ions we 
rev iewed o r, a lte rnat ive ly ,  w hether  the ci rcu msta n ces 
su rrou nd i n g  the dec i s ion  i nd i ca ted that i t  was  ba sed on 
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inaccurate or incomplete information, or considerations 
other than the merits of the investigation . If the 
explanations we were given for a particular decision 
were cons iste nt with legal requirement s, policies, 
procedures, and not unreasonable, we did not conclude 
that the decision was based on improper cons iderations 
in the absence of documentary or testimonial evidence 
to the contrary. 

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

The Opening of Crossfire Hurricane and Four Individual 
Cases 

As 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 2016, during 
a meeting with the FFG, then Trump campaign foreign 
policy advisor George Papadopoulos "suggested the 
Tru mp team had received some kind of suggestion from 
Russia that it could assist this process with the 
anonymous re lease of inform atio n dur ing the campaign 
that woul d be damaging to Mrs. Clinton (and President 
Obama)." The FBI Electro nic Commu nicat ion (EC) 
opening the Crossfire Hurricane invest igation stated 
that, based on the FFG information, "this investigation 
is being opened to determ ine whether individual (s) 
associated with the Trump campa ign 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, indicat ing that any 
information othe r than the FFG information was relied 
upon to predicate the opening of the Crossfire Hurr icane 
investigation. Alt hough not ment ioned in the EC, at t he 
time, FBI officials involved in opening the investigation 
had reason to believe t hat Russia may have been 
connected to the Wikileaks disclos ures that occurred 
earl ier in July 2016, and were aware of informa tion 
regarding Russia's efforts to interfere with the 2016 
U.S. elections. These officia ls, though, did not become 
aware of Steele's election reporting until weeks later 
and we therefore determined that Steel e's reports 
played no role in the Crossfire Hurricane open ing. 

The FBI assembled a Headquart ers-based 
investigative team of specia l age nts, analysts, and 
superv isory special agents (referred to throughout th is 
report as "the Crossfire Hurric ane team ") who 
conducted an initia l analysis of links between Trum p 
campaign member s and Russia. Based upon this 

ii 

analysis, the Crossfire Hur r icane team opened indiv idual 
cases in August 2016 on four U.S. persons­
Papadopoulos, Carter Page, Paul Manafort, and Michael 
Flynn-all of whom were affiliated with the Tru mp 
campaign at the time the cases were opened. 

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 
invest igations be undertaken for an "autho rized 
purpose"-that is, "to detect, obtain informat ion about, 
or prevent or protect against federal crimes or threats 
to the national security or to collect fo reign 
intel ligence. " Additionally, both the AG Guidelines and 
the DIOG permit the FBI to conduct an investigation, 
even if it might impact First Amendment or other 
constit ut ionally protected activity, so long as there is 
some legit imate law enforcement purpose assoc iated 
with the investigation. 

In addition to requiring an authorized purpose, 
FBI investigatio ns must have adequate factual 
predicat ion before being initiated. The predication 
requirement is not a legal requirement but rather a 
prudent ial one imposed by Department and FBI policy. 
The DIOG provides for two types of inv estigations, 
Preliminary Investigations and Full Investigations. A 
Prelimina ry I nvestigation may be opened based upon 
"any allegation or information " indicative of possible 
crimina l activity or threats to the national security. A 
Full Investigation may be opened based upon an 
"articulable factual basis" that "reasonably ind icates" 
any one of three defined circumstances exists, 
including: 

An act iv ity consti t uting a federal crime 
or a threat to the national security has 
or may have occurred, is or may be 
occurring, or wil l or may occur and the 
investigation may obtain information 
relating to the activi ty or the 
involvement or role of an individual, 
group, or organ ization in such activ ity. 

In Full Investigat ions such as Crossfire 
Hurr icane, al l lawful investiga t ive methods are allowed. 
In Preliminary Investigations, al l lawful investigative 
methods (inc luding the use of CHSs and UCEs) are 
permitted except fo r mail opening, physical searches 
requirin g a search warrant, electronic survei llance 
req ui ring a judicia l order or warrant (Title III wiretap or 
a FISA order), or requests und er Tit le VII of FISA. An 
investigation opened as a Preliminary Investigat ion may 
be converted subseq uently to a Full Investigation if 
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information becomes available that meets the 
predication standard. As we descr ibe in the report, all 
of the invest igative 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 Prelim inary or Full Investigation. 

The AG Guidelines and the DIOG do not provide 
heightened predication standards for sensitive matters, 
or allegations potent ially impacting const itutionally 
protected activity, such as First Amendment rights. 
Rather, the approva l and notification requi rements 
conta ined in the AG Guidelines and the DIOG are, in 
part, intended to provide the means by which such 
concerns can be considered by senio r officials. 
However, we were concerned to find that neither the AG 
Guidelines nor the DIOG conta in a provision requir ing 
Department consultation before opening an 
investigation such as the one here involving the alleged 
conduct of individua ls associated with a major party 
presidential campaign. 

Crossfir e Hurricane was opened as a Full 
Investigation and all of the senior FBI officia ls who 
participated in discussions about whether to open a 
case told us the information warranted opening it. For 
example, then Counteri ntell igence Division (CD) 
Assistant Director (AD) E.W. "Bill" Priestap, who 
approved the case open ing, told us that t he 
combination of the FFG information and the FBI 's 
ongoing cyber intrusion investigation of the July 2016 
hacks of the Democratic National Committee's (DNC) 
emails, created a counterinte lligence concern that the 
FBI was "obligated" to invest igate. Priestap stated that 
he considered whether the FBI should conduct 
defensive briefings for the Trump campaig n but 
ultimately decided that prov iding such briefings created 
the r isk that "if someone on the campaign was engaged 
with the Russians, he/she would very likely change 
his/her tactics and/o r otherw ise seek to cover-up 
his/ her activities, the reby prevent ing us from finding 
the truth." We did not identify any Department or FBI 
policy that applied to this decision and therefor e 
determined that the dec ision was a judgment call that 
Department and FBI policy leaves to the discretion of 
FBI offic ials. We also conc luded that, under the AG 
Guidelines and the DIOG, the FBI had an authorized 
purpose when it opened Crossfire Hurricane to obtain 
information about, or prote ct against, a national 
security threat or federa l crime, even thoug h the 
investigat ion also had the potential to impa ct 
constitut iona lly protected activity. 

iii 

Add it ionally, given the low threshold for 
predication in the AG Guidelines and the DIOG, we 
conc luded that the FFG info rma t ion, provided by a 
government the United Sta tes Inte lligence Community 
(USIC) deems trustworthy, and describ ing a first- hand 
account from an FFG employe e of a conve rsation with 
Papadopoulos, was sufficient to pred icat e the 
invest igation. This information prov ided the FBI with an 
art iculable factua l basis that , if t rue, reasonab ly 
indicated activity cons t ituting either a federa l crime or a 
threat to national secur ity, or bot h, may have occurred 
or may be occurring. For similar reasons, as we detail 
in Chapter Three, we concl uded that the quantum of 
info rmation articu lated by the FBI to open the indiv idu al 
investigations on Papadopou los, Page, Flynn, and 
Manafort in August 2016 was suffic ient to sat isfy t he 
low threshold estab lished by the Department and the 
FBI. 

As part of our review, we also sought to 
determine whether there was evidence that political 
bias or other improp er cons iderat ions affected decision 
making in Crossfire Hurricane, including the decision to 
open the investigation. We discussed the issue of 
pol itical bias in a prior OIG report, Review of Various 
Actions in Advance of the 2016 Election, where we 
described text and instant messages between then 
Special Counse l to the Deputy Director Lisa Page and 
then Section Chief Peter Strzok, among others, that 
included statements of hosti lity toward then cand idate 
Trump and statements of support fo r then candidate 
Hillary Clinton. In this review, we found t hat, while Lisa 
Page attended some of the discussions regard ing the 
openi ng of the investiga t ions, she did not play a ro le in 
the decision to open Crossfire Hurr icane or the four 
individual cases. We further found t hat while Strzok 
was direct ly involved in the decisions to open Crossfire 
Hurricane and t he four individual cases, he was not the 
sole, or even the hig hest- level, decis ion make r as to 
any of those matters. As noted above, then CD AD 
Priestap, Strzok's superv isor, was the officia l who 
ult imately made the decision to open the investigat ion, 
and evidence reflect ed that t his decision by Priestap 
was reached by consensus after multiple days of 
discussions and meet ings that included Strzok and 
other leadership in CD, the FBI Deputy Director , the FBI 
General Counsel, and a FBI Deputy General Counsel. 
We concluded that Priestap's exercise of discretion in 
opening the inve stigat ion was in comp liance with 
Department and FBI policies, and we did not find 
documentary or testimon ial evidence tha t politica l bias 
or imp roper motivation influenced his decis ion. We 
similar ly found that, while the forma l documentat ion 
open ing each of th e four individua l invest igatio ns was 
approved by Strzok (as required by the DIOG), the 
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decisions to do so were reached by a consensus among 
the Crossfire Hurri cane agents and analysts who 
identified indiv iduals associated with the Trump 
campa ign who had recent ly trave led to Russia or had 
other alleged ties to Russia. Priestap was invo lved in 
these dec isions. We did not find documentary or 
testimo nial evidence that pol itical bias or improper 
motivation influenced the decisions to open the four 
individual investigat ions. 

Sensitive Investigative Matter Designation 

The Crossfire Hurri cane investigat ion was 
properly designa ted as a "sensitive investigative 
matter," or SI M, by t he FBI beca use it invo lved the 
activ ities of a domestic political organizat ion or 
individuals prom inent in such an organization. The 
DIOG requires that SI Ms be rev iewed in advance by the 
FBI Office of the General Counsel (OGC) and approved 
by the appropr iate FBI Headquarters ope rat iona l section 
chief, and that an "appropriate [Nationa l Security 
Division] offici al " receive notificat ion afte r the case has 
been opened. 

We concluded that t he FBI sat isfied the DIOG's 
approval and notification requirements for SIMs. As we 
describe in Chapte r Three, t he Crossfire Hurricane 
opening was reviewed by an OGC Unit Chief and 
approved by AD Priestap (t wo leve ls above Section 
Chief). The team also ora lly briefed National Security 
Divisio n (NSD) offic ials within t he fi rst few days of the 
investigations being in itiated. We were concerned, 
however, that Department and FBI policies do not 
requi re that a senior Department officia l be notified 
prior to the opening of a particularly sensitive case such 
as this one, nor do they place any additional 
requirements for SIMs beyond the approval and 
notificat ion requ irements at the t ime of opening, and 
therefore we include a recommenda t ion to address th is 
issue. 

Early Investigative Steps and Adherence to the Least 
I ntrusive Method 

The AG Guidelines and the DIOG requ ire that 
the "least intrusive" means or method be "considered" 
when selecting investigat ive techniques and, "if 
reasonab le based upon the circumstances of the 
investigat ion, " be used to obta in information inst ead of 
a more int rusive method . The DIOG states that the 
degree of procedural protect ion the law and Departm ent 
and FBI policy prov ide for t he use of a particu lar 
investigative method helps to determine its 
intrusiveness. As described in Chapter Three, 
immediate ly after ope ning the invest igation, the 
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Crossfire Hurricane team subm itted name trace 
requests to other U.S. government agencies and a 
fore ign intelligence agency, and conducted law 
enforcement database and open sou rce searches, to 
identify individuals associated with the Trump campaign 
in a posit ion to have received the alleged offer of 
assistance from Russia. The FBI also sent Strzok and a 
Superv isory Spec ial Agent (SSA) abroad to interview 
the source of the information the FBI received from the 
FFG, and also searched the FBI's database of CHSs to 
identify sources who potentially could prov ide 
informat ion about connections between individua ls 
associated wit h the Trump campaign and Russia. Each 
of these steps is aut horized under the DIOG and was a 
less intr usive investigative tech nique. 

Thereafter , the Crossfire Hurr icane team used 
more intrusive techn iques, incl uding CHSs to interac t 
and consensually record mul t ip le conversations with 
Page and Papadopoulos, bot h dur ing and after the time 
they were working for the Trump campaign, as well as 
on one occasio n with a hig h- level Trump campaign 
official who was not a subject of the invest igat ion. We 
found that, under Department and FBI policy, although 
this CHS activity implicated First Amendment protected 
activity, the operations were permi tted because their 
use was not fo r the sole purpose of moni toring activities 
protected by the First Amendment or t he lawfu l exercise 
of other rights secured by the Const itution or laws of 
the United States. Additionally, we found that under 
FBI pol icy, the use of a CHS to conduc t consensua l 
monito ring is a matter of investigat ive judgment that, 
absent certain circumstances, can be authorized by a 
first- line supervisor (an SSA). We determined that t he 
CHS operations conducted during Crossfire Hurricane 
rece ived the necessary FBI approvals and that, whi le 
AD Priestap knew about and approved of all of t he 
operations, review beyond a first-level FBI superv isor 
was not required by Department or FBI policy. 

We found it concerning that Department and 
FBI policy did not require the FBI to consult with any 
Departme nt official in advance of conduct ing CHS 
operations involv ing advisors to a major party 
candidate's pres ident ial campaign, and we found no 
evidence that the FBI consulted with any Department 
officia ls before cond ucting these CHS operatio ns. As we 
descr ibe in Chapter Two, consu ltation, at a minimum, is 
req uired by Department and FBI pol icies in numerous 
other sensitive circumstances, and we include a 
reco mmendation to address this issue. 

Shortly after opening the Carter Page 
investigation in August 2016, the Crossfire Hurri cane 
team discussed the possible use of FISA-authorized 
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elect ronic surve illance ta rgeting Page, wh ich is amo ng 
the most sensitive and intrusive investigative 
techniques . As we describe in Chapter Five, the FBI 
ultimate ly did not seek a FISA order at t hat t ime 
because OGC, NSD's Offi ce of I nte lligence (OI), or both 
deter min ed that more informat ion was needed to 
support probable cause that Page was an agent of a 
foreign power. Howeve r, imm ediately after the 
Crossfire Hurric ane team receive d Steele's election 
report ing on Septe mber 19, the tea m reinit iat ed their 
discussions with OI and the ir efforts to obtai n FISA 
survei llance aut hori ty for Page, wh ich they rece ived 
fro m the FISC on Octo ber 21. 

The decision to seek to use this highly intr usive 
invest igati ve tec hniqu e was known and approved at 
multip le levels of t he Department, including by then 
DAG Yates fo r t he ini tial FISA app lication and fi rst 
renewal, and by t hen Act ing Attorney General Boente 
and then DAG Rosenstein for the seco nd and th ird 
renewals, respect ively. However, as we explain late r, 
the Crossfir e Hurri cane team fai led to inform 
Departme nt offic ials of signifi cant information that was 
avai lable to the tea m at t he time that the FISA 
appl icatio ns were drafted and fi led. Much of that 
infor mat ion was inconsistent wit h, or underc ut, the 
assert ions contained in t he FISA applications that were 
used to support probable cause and, in some instances, 
resulted in in accurate inform ation being included in the 
applica t ions . While we do not specu late whether 
Department offici als wou ld have authorized the FBI to 
seek to use FISA authority had they been made aware 
of all releva nt informatio n, it was clearly the 
responsibilit y of Crossfi re Hurri cane team members to 
advise them of such critica l informat ion so that they 
could make a fu lly informed decision. 

The FBI's Relationship with Chris topher 
Steele, and Its Receipt and Eva luatio n of 
His Election Reporting before t he Firs t 
FISA Application 

As we describe in Cha 
forme r intell i ence officer 

who, in 2009, 
formed a consulti ng fi rm spec ial izing in corporate 
intelligence and invest igat ive services. In 2010, St eele 
was introd uced by Ohr to an FBI agent, and for several 
years provided info rmat ion to the FBI about various 
matters, such as cor ruption in the I nternational 
Federati on of Association Footba ll (FIFA) . St eele also 
prov ided the FBI agent with report ing about Russian 
oligarchs. 

V 

In 2013, t he FBI completed the paperwork 
allowing the FBI to des ignate Steele as a CHS. 
Howeve r, as descr ibed in Chapter Fou r, we found that 
the FBI and Stee le held significant ly differing v iews 
about the nature of thei r relationsh ip . Steele's handli ng 
agent v iewed St ee le as a forme r inte lligence off icer 
colleague and FBI CHS, with obl igations to the FBI. 
Stee le, on the other hand, tol d us t hat he was a 
business person whose firm (not Steele ) had a 
contract ual agreement wit h the FBI and whose 
ob ligat ions were t o his paying clie nts, not the FBI. We 
concluded that this disagreement affected the FBI's 
contro l over Steele during the Crossfir e Hurri cane 
investigation, led to divergent expectations about 
Stee le's conduct in connection with his election 
reporting, and ult imate ly resulted in t he FBI forma lly 
closing Stee le as a CHS in Novembe r 2016 (although , 
as discussed below, the FBI contin ued its relationsh ip 
with Steele throug h Ohr). 

In June 20 16, Stee le and his cons ultin g fi rm 
were hired by Fusion GPS, a Wash ington, D.C., 
investigat ive fi rm, to obtain info rmation about whether 
Russia was t rying to ach ieve a particular outco me in the 
2016 U.S. electio ns, what persona l and business ties 
t hen candidate Trum p had in Russia, and whe t her t here 
were any t ies bet ween the Russian governme nt and 
Trump or his cam paign. Steele 's work for Fusion GPS 
resulte d in his producing numerous elect ion- related 
reports, which have bee n referred to collectively as the 
"Stee le Dossier ." Stee le himse lf was not t he originat ing 
source of any of the factual informat ion in his report ing. 
Steele instead re lied on a Primary Sub-source for 
info rm ation, who used his/ her netwo rk of sub-sources 
to gather information that was the n passed to Stee le. 
With Fusion GPS's autho rization, Steele direct ly 
provided more than a dozen of his reports to the FBI 
betwee n July and October 2016, and severa l others to 
the FBI through Ohr and othe r th ird partie s. The 
Crossfire Hurr icane team received the first six electio n 
reports on Septembe r 19, 2016-mo re t han two months 
after Stee le first gave his handl ing agent two of t he six 
reports. We describe the reasons it took two months 
fo r t he reports to reach the team in Chapte r Four. 

FBI 's Efforts to Evalu ate the Steele Reporting 

Steele's handling agent told us t hat when Steele 
provided him wit h the fir st election reports in July 2016 
and described his engagement with Fusion GPS, it was 
obvious to him that the request for the research was 
politically motivate d. The superviso ry intel ligence 
analyst who supervised the analytical efforts for t he 
Crossfi re Hurrica ne t eam (Superv isory Inte l Analys t ) 
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explained that he also was aware of the potential for 
political influences on the Steele reporting . 

The fact that the FBI believed Steele had been 
retained to conduct politic al opposition research did not 
require the FBI, under either DOJ or FBI policy, to 
ignore his reporting . The FBI regularly receives 
information from individuals with potentially significant 
biases and motivations, including drug t rafficker s, 
convicted fe lons, and even terrorists. The FBI is not 
required to set aside such information; rather, FBI 
policy requires that it critica lly assess the information. 
We found that after receiving Steele's reporting, the 
Crossfire Hurricane 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 intelli ence rofessional for 

; (2) 
his expertise on Russia; (3) his record as an FBI CHS; 
( 4) the assessment of Steele's handling agent that 
Steele was reliable and had provided helpful information 
to the FBI in the past; and (5) the themes of Steele's 
reporting were consistent with the FBI's knowledge at 
the time of Russian efforts to interfere in the 2016 U.S. 
elections. 

However, as we describe later, as the FBI 
obtained additional information ra ising significant 
questions about the reliability of the Steele election 
reporting, the FBI failed to reassess the Steele reporting 
relied upon in the FISA applications, and did not fully 
advise NSD or or officia ls. We also found that the FBI 
did not aggressive ly seek to obtai n certain potentially 
important information from Steele. For example, the 
FBI did not press Stee le for informati on about the actual 
funding source for his election reporting work. Agents 
also did not question Steele about his role in a 
September 23, 2016 Yahoo News article entitled, "U.S. 
intel officials probe ties between Trump advisor and 
Kremlin," that described efforts by U.S. inte ll igence to 
determine whether Carter Page had opened 
communicat ion chann els with Kremlin officia ls. As we 
discuss in Chapters Five and Eight , the FBI assessed in 
the Carter Page FISA applications, without any support, 
that Stee le had not "d irectly provided" the information 
to Yahoo News. 

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 
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targeting Carter Page : the first appl ication on October 
21, 2016, and three renewal applications on January 
12, April 7, and June 29, 2017. A different FISC judge 
considered each application and issued the requested 
orders, collectively resulting in approximately 11 
months of FISA coverage targeting Carter Page from 
October 21, 2016, to September 22, 2017. We discuss 
the first FISA application in th is section and in Chapter 
Five. 

Decision to Seek FISA Authority 

We determined that the Crossfire Hurricane 
team's receipt of Steele's election reporting on 
September 19, 2016 played a central and essential role 
in the FBI's and Depa rtment 's decision to seek the FISA 
order. As noted above, when the team first sought to 
pursue a FISA order for Page in August 20 16, a decision 
was made by OGC, or, or both that more infor mation 
was needed to support a probable cause fi nding that 
Page was an agent of a foreign power. As a result, FBI 
OGC ceased discussio ns with or about a Page FISA 
order at that tim e. 

On September 19, 2016, the same day that the 
Crossfire Hurricane team first received Steele's election 
reporting, the team contacted FBI OGC again about 
seeking a FISA order for Page and specifically focused 
on Stee le's reporting in drafting the FISA request. Two 
days later, on September 21, the FBI OGC Unit Chief 
contacted the NSD or Unit Chief to advise him that the 
FBI believed it was ready to submit a forma l FISA 
request to or relating to Page. Almost immediately 
thereafter, or assigned an attorney (or Attorney) to 
begin preparation of the application. 

Although the team also was interested in 
seek ing FISA surv eillance targeting Papadopoulos , the 
FBI OGC atto rney s were not supportive. FBI and NSD 
officials told us that the Crossfire Hurricane team 
ultimately did not seek FISA surveillance of 
Papadopoulos, and we are aware of no information 
indi cat ing that the team requested or seriously 
considered FISA surveillance of Manafort or Flynn. 

We did not find documentary or testimonial 
evidence that pol iti cal bias or improper motivation 
influenced the FBI's decis ion to seek FISA authority on 
Carter Page. 

Preparation and Review 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 01 Attorney 
began work on the FISA application. Over the next 
several weeks, the 01 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: 

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

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

• Page's historical connections to Russia and RIS;

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

• 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 01, 01'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);

• 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);

• 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

• 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 
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Crossfire Hurricane team. We further determined that 
FBI o8icials 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 repoLing 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 repoLing 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 #l'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 �rst 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 o9icers, 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 Steele's past 
reporting and was not approved by Steele's 
handling agent, as required by the Woods 
Procedures; 

3. Omitted information re levant 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 tha t ( 1) Steele himself 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 ope ned a counterintelligence 
investigation on Person 1 a few days before the 
FISA app lication was fi led; 

4. Asserted that the FBI had assessed that Steele 
did not directly provide to the press infor mation 
in the September 23 Yahoo News art icle based 
on the premise that Stee le had to ld the FBI that 
he only shared his election-related resear ch with 
the FBI and Fusion GPS, his client; t his premise 
was incorrect and contradicted by documentation 
in the Woods File-Stee le had told the FBI that 
he also gave his information to the State 
Department; 

5. Omitted Papadopou los's consensually monito red 
statements to an FBI CHS in September 2016 
denying that anyone associated with the Tru mp 
campaign was collaborat ing with Russia or with 
outside groups like Wikileaks in the release of 
emails; 

6. Omit ted Page's consensually monitored 
statements to an FBI CHS in August 2016 that 
Page had " literally never met" or "said one word 
to" Paul Manafort and that Manafort had not 
responded to any of Page's emails; if true, those 
statements were in t ension with cla ims in Report 
95 that Page was participati ng in a conspiracy 
with Russia by acting as an intermediary for 
Manafort on behalf of the Trump campaign; and 

7. Included Page's consensually monitored 
statements to an FBI CHS in October 2016 that 
the FBI believed supported its theory tha t Page 
was an agent of Russia but omitt ed other 
statements Page made that were inconsistent 
with its theory, includ ing denying having met 
with Sechin and Divy ekin, or even know ing who 
Divyekin was; if true , those statements 
contradicted the claim s in Report 94 that Page 
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had met secretly with Sechin and Divyekin about 
future cooperation with Russia and shared 
derogatory information about candidate Clinton. 

None of these inaccur acies and om issions were 
brou ght to the atte ntio n of OI before the last FISA 
application was filed in June 20 17. Conseque ntly, these 
fai lures were repeated in all three renew al applications. 
Furthe r, as we discuss lat er, we identified 10 add itiona l 
significant errors in the renewa l applicat ions. 

The fa ilure to prov ide accurat e and complete 
informa tion to the OI Att orney concerning Page's prior 
relationship with another U.S. government agency ( item 
1 above) was particularly concerning because t he OI 
Attorney had specifically asked the case agent in late 
Sept em ber 2016 whet her Carter Page had a current or 
prior relat ionship with the othe r agency. In response to 
that inquiry, the case agent advised the OI At torney 
that Page's relat ionsh ip was "dated" (cla imi ng it was 
when Page live d in Moscow in 2004- 2007) and "outs ide 
scope." This representat ion, however, was contrary to 
information that the other agency had prov ided to t he 
FBI in August 2016, whic h stated th at Page was 
approved as an " opera t iona l contact" of the other 
agency from 2008 to 2013 (after Page had left 
Moscow). Moreover, rather than being "outside scope, " 
Page's status with the other agency ove rlapped in time 
with some of the interact ions betwee n Page and known 
Russian inte ll igence officers that were relied upon in t he 
FISA applications to establish probable cause . Indeed , 
Page had provided information to the othe r agency 
about his past contacts with a Russian Inte lligence 
Officer (Intelligence Officer 1), wh ich we re among t he 
historical connections to Russian inte lligence office rs 
tha t the FBI relied upon in t he first FISA applica t ion 
(and subsequent renewa l appl ications). According t o 
the information from the othe r agency, an emp loyee of 
the other agency had assessed that Page "candidly 
descr ibed his contact with " Intelligence Officer 1 to the 
other agency. Thus, the FBI relied upon Page's 
contacts with Intelligence Officer 1, amo ng others, in 
support of its probable cause statement in the FISA 
application, wh ile fa i ling to disclose to OI or the FISC 
that (1) Page had been approved as an opera t iona l 
contact by the other agency durin g a five -ye ar period 
that ove rlap ped with al legat ions in the FISA application , 
(2) Page had disclosed to the other agency contacts 
that he had with I ntellige nce Officer 1 and certa in oth er 
ind ividuals, and (3) the other agency's employee had 
given a positive assessment of Page's candor. 

Further, we were concerned by the FBI 's 
inaccurate assert ion in the app lication that Steele's prior 
reporting had been "corroborated and used in cr im inal 
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