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THE CHAIRMAN: The committee will come to order.

Good morning, Deputy Assistant Secretary Kent, and
welcome to the House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, which, along with the Foreign Affairs and
Oversight Committees, is conducting this investigation as
part of the official impeachment inquiry of the House of
Representatives.

Today's deposition is being conducted as part of the
impeachment inquiry. In light of attempts by the State
Department in coordination with the White House to direct you
not to appear and efforts to limit your testimony, the
committee had no choice but to compel your appearance today.
We thank you for complying with the dually authorized
congressional subpoena, as other witnesses have done as well.
We expect nothing less from a dedicated career civil servant
like yourself.

Deputy Assistant Secretary Kent has served with
distinction as a Foreign Service officer with deep experience
relevant to the matters under investigation by the
committees. In his capacity as Deputy Assistant Secretary in
the European and Eurasian Bureau you oversee policy towards
Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus, Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijani.
Previously he was deputy chief of mission in Kyiv from 2015
until 2018 when he returned to Washington to assume his

current pasition.
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In 2014 and 2015, he was the senijor anticorruption

coordinator in the State Department's European Bureau. Since
joining the Foreign Service in 1992 he has served among other
postings in Warsaw, Poland, Kyiv, Tashkent, Uzbekistan, and
Bangkok, Thailand. Given your unique role, we look forward
to hearing your testimony today, including your knowledge of
and involvement in key policy discussions, meetings and
decision on Ukraine that relate directly to areas under
investigation by the committees. This includes developments
related to the recall of Ambassador Yovanovitch, the
President's July 25, 2019 call with Ukrainian President
Zelenskyy, as well as the documentary record that has come to
1ife about efforts before and after the call to get the
Ukrainians to announce publicly investigations into two areas
President Trump asked President Zelenskyy to pursue: the
Bidens in Burisma, and the conspiracy theory about the
Ukraine-supported interference in the 2016 U.S5. elections.

To state clearly on the record, I want to let you and
your attorneys know that Congress will not tolerate any
reprisal, threat of reprisal, or attempt to retaliate against
you for complying with a subpoena, and testifying today as
part of the impeachment inquiry. This includes any effort by
the State Department, the White House, or any other entity of
the government to claim that in the course of your testimony

under dually authorized subpoena today, you are disclosing
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information in a nonauthorized manner.

We also expect that you will retain your current
position after testifying today, and that you will be treated
in accordance with your rank, such that in the normal course
of the remainder of your career, you will be offered
assignments commensurate with your experience and long
service. Should that not be the case, we expect you to
notify us immediately and we will hold those responsible to
account.

Before I turn to committee counsel to begin the
deposition, I invite the ranking member, or 1in his absence a
minority member from the Foreign Affairs or Oversight
committees to make an opening remark.

MR. JORDAN: Secretary Kent, thank you. Thank you,

Mr. Chairman. Secretary Kent, thank you for appearing today.
On September 24th, Speaker Pelosi unilaterally announced that
the House was beginning its so-called impeachment inquiry.

On October 2nd, the Speaker promised that the so-called
impeachment inquiry would treat the President with fairness.

However, Speaker Pelosi, Chairman Schiff, and the
Democrats are not living up to that promise. Instead,
Democrats are conducting a rushed, closed-door and
unprecedented impeachment inquiry. Democrats are ignoring 45
years of bipartisan procedures designed to provide elements

of fundamental fairness and due process. In past impeachment
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inquiries, the majority and minority had coequal subpoena

authority and the right to require a committee vote on all
subpoenas. The President's counsel had the right to attend
all depositions and hearings, including those held in
executive session. The President's counsel had the right to
cross-examine the witnesses and the right to propose
witnesses. The President's counsel had the right to present
evidence, object to the admission of evidence, and to review
all evidence presented, both favorable and unfavorable.

Speaker Pelosi and Chairman Schiff so-called impeachment
inquiry has none of these guarantees of fundamental fairness
and due process. Most disappointing, Democrats are
conducting this inquiry behind closed doors. We're
conducting these depositions and interviews in a SCIF, but
Democrats have been clear every single session that there's
no unclassified material being presented in the sessions.
This seems to be nothing more than hiding this work from the
American people.

The Democrats intend to undo the will of the American
people 13 months before the next election, they should at
least do so transparently and be willing to be accountable
for their actions.

Chairman, I believe the ranking member from the Foreign
Affairs Committee would like to say something as well as

well.
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MR. MCCAUL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As you know, I conduct myself as both chairman and
ranking member in a very bipartisan way, and I think that
should apply here as well. I am -- next to declaring war,
this is the most important thing that the Congress can do
under Article I. To hide behind that, to have it in a SCIF,
to defy historical precedent that we conducted under both
Nixon and Clinton, which guarantees the participation of
counsel, White House counsel in the room in an adversarial
way .

To also provide the minority the power of that subpoena.
That was done during both prior impeachments, because both
sides recognized that with a fair. It's really about
fairness. If -- I would just urge you, if you're going to
continue, and I've been back in my district for 2 weeks,
talking to my constituents both Republican, and Democrat, and
Independent, above all what they had in common was they
wanted to see this done the right way. I know you're a fair
man. We've known each other for a long time. I hope that
this resolution will come to the floor so that we can
participate in a democratic system, with a democratic vote,
up or down, to proceed with this inquiry, so that it is
backed by the American people.

To do so otherwise, I think, defies democracy, it defies

fairness, and it defies due process. And if we're going to
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do this, Tor God's sakes,; let's do 1t the right way.

I yield back.

THE CHAIRMAN: I think my colleagues will certainly have
an appertunity te discuss these matters further, but in the
interest of moving ahead with the deposition I recognize
Mr. Goldman.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is a
deposition of Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, George
Kent conducted by the House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, pursuant to the impeachment inquiry announced
by the Speaker of the House on September 24th.

Mr. Kent, could you please state your full name and
spell your last name for the record?

THE WITNESS: George Peter Kenl, Kee=n-t.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you. Now, along with other
proceedings and furtherance of this inquiry, this deposition
a part of a jeint investigatioen, led by the Intelligence
Committee, in coordination with the Committees on Foreign
Affairs, and Oversight and Reform.

In the room today are equal numbers of majority staff
and minority staff from the Foreign Affairs Committee and the
Oversight Committee, as well as majority and minority staff
from the Intelligence Committee. This is a staff-led
deposition, but Members, of course, may ask questions during

their allotted time, and there will be equal allotted time
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for the majority and the minority.

My name is Daniel Goldman, I am the senior adviser and
director for investigations for the HPSCI majority staff.
And I thank you very much for coming in today. I would like
to do brief introductions before we begin. To my right is
Nicholas Mitchell, who is the senior investigative counsel
for the HPSCI majority staff. And Mr. Mitchell and I will be
conducting most of deposition Tor the majority. And I'1ll let
my counterparts from the minority staff introduce themselves
as well.

MR. CASTOR: Good morning, sir, Steve Castor with the
Republican staff of the Oversight Committee.

MR. BREWER: Good morning, I'm David Brewer, Republican
staff, Oversight.

MS. GREEN: Meghan Green, senior counsel for HPSCI
minority.

MR. GOLDMAN: Now this deposition will be conducted
entirely at the unclassified level. However, this
deposition, as you no doubt know, is being conducted in
HPSCI's secure spaces, and in the presence of staff with the
appropriate security clearances, and, as we understand as of
this morning, your attorneys all have appropriate security
clearances. We understand that you received a letter from
the State Department that addresses some of the concerns

about the disclosure of classified information. But we want
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you to rest assured that, in any event, any classified
information that is disclosed is not an unauthorized
disclosure today.

It is the committee's expectation, however, that neither
the questions asked of you nor the answers that you provide
or your counsel provide will require discussion of any
information that is currently, or at any point could be
properly classified under Executive Order 13526. As you no
doubt know, EO 13526 states that, quote "In no case shall
information be classified, or continue to be maintained as
classified, or fail to be declassified" unquote, for the
purpose of concealing any violations of law or preventing
embarrassment of any person or entity.

If any of our questions can only be answered with
classified information. We would ask you to inform us of
that before you provide the answer, and we can as just the
deposition accordingly.

Today's deposition is not being taken in executive
session, but because of sensitive and confidential nature of
some of the topics and materials that will be discussed,
access to the transcript of the deposition will be limited to
the three committees in attendance. You and your attorney
will have an opportunity to review the transcript at a later
date,

Now before we begin the deposition, I would like to go
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over some of the ground rules. We will be following the
House regulations for depositions. We have previously
provided counsel with a copy of those regulations, but let us
know if you need additional copies.

The deposition will proceed as follows today. The
majority 1 hour to ask quéstions, and the minority will be
given 1 hour to ask questions. Thereafter, we will alternate
back and forth in 45 minute rounds. We'll take periodic
breaks. But if, at any time, you or your counsel need a
break, please just let us know. Under the House deposition
rules, counsel for other persons or government agencies may
not attend this proceeding, and we understand that none are
here. You, however, are allowed to have personal attorney
present during this deposition, and I see that you have
brought a couple. At this time if counsel could please state
his or her name for an appearance for the record.

MR. WRIGHT: My name is Andrew Wright with K&L Gates.

MR. HARTMAN: Barry Hartman, K&L Gates.

MS. IHEANACHO: Nancy Iheanacho with K&L Gates.

MR. GOLDMAN: To your left there is a stenographer
taking down everything that is said, all questions and
answers, so that there is a written report for the
deposition. For that record to be clear, please wait until
questions are completed before you provide your answers, and

all staff and members here will wait until you finish your
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response before asking the next question. The stenographer

cannot record nonverbal answers such as a shaking of the head
or an uh-huh so please make sure that you answer questions
with an audible verbal answer.

We ask that you give complete replies to questions based
on your best recollection. If a question is unclear or you
are uncertain about the response, please let us know and we
can rephrase the question.

And if you do not know the answer to a question or
cannot remember, simply say so. You may only refuse to
answer a question to preserve a privilege recognized by the
committee. If you do refuse to answer a question on the
basis of privilege, staff may either proceed with the
deposition, or seek a ruling from the chairman on and
objection, in person or otherwise, during the deposition at a
time of the majority staff's choosing. If the chair
overrules any such objection, you are required to answer the
question.

Finally, you are reminded that it is unlawful to
deliberately provide false information to Members of
Congress, or to staff of Congress. It is imperative that you
not only answer our questions truthfully, but that you give
full and complete answers to all questions asked of you.
Omissions may also be considered false statements.

Now as this deposition is under oath, Deputy Assistant
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Secretary Kent, would you please stand and raise your

right-hand to be sworn?

Do you swear or affirm the testimony that you are about
to give is the whole truth and nothing but the truth?

THE WITNESS: I swear that the testimony I am about to
give is the truth and nothing but the truth.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you. Let the record reflect that
the witness has been sworn. But before we begin, Deputy
Assistant Secretary Kent, now is the time for you to make any
opening remarks.

MR. ZELDIN: Mr. Goldman, can we just go around the room
and have everybody identify themselves?

MR. GOLDMAN: You want back? Why don't we start at the
table here. Mr. Quigley.

MR. QUIGLEY: Mike Quigley from Illinois.

MS. SPEIER: Jackie Speier.

MR. SWALWELL: Eric Swalwell.

MS. SEWELL: Terri Sewell.

MR. ROUDA: Harley Rouda.

MR. RASKIN: Jamie Raskin, for Maryland.

MR. HECK: Denny Heck, Washington State.

MR. MALINOWSKI: Tom Malinowski, New Jersey.

MR, PHILLIPS: Deam Phillips. Minnesota.

MR. ROONEY: Francis Rooney, Florida.

MR. MEADOWS: Mark Meadows, North Carolina.
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MR. MCCAUL: Mike McCaul.
MR. JORDAN: Jim Jordan, Ohio.

And then if we could start behind here.

=
Y]
()]
o
=
o
=
>
=

MR. GOLDMAN: Mr. Kent.

MR. KENT: Good morning, as you've heard, my name is

George Kent. 1I'm the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for

Europe and Eastern Europe, and the Caucasus in particular.

have served proudly as a nonpartisan career foreign service

I
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officer for more than 27 years, under five Presidents, three
Republican and two Democrats. As you all know, I am
appearing here in response to your congressional subpoena.

If I did not appear I would have been exposed to being held
in contempt. At the same time, I have been instructed by my
employer, the U.S. Department of State, not to appear. I do
not know the Department of State's views on disregarding that
order. Even though section 105(c) of the Foreign Service Act
of 1980, which is 22 U.S. Code 3905 expressly states, and I
quote, "This section shall not be construed as authorizing of
withholding of information from the Congress or the taking of
any action of a member of the service who discloses

information to Congress," end quote.

I have always been willing to provide facts of which I'm
aware that are relevant to any appropriate investigation by
either Congress or my employer. Yet, this is where I find
myself today, faced with the enormous professional and
personal cost and expense of dealing with a conflict between
the executive and legislative branches not of my making.

With that said, I appear today in same spirit that I
have brought to my entire career, as a Foreign Service
officer and State Department employee, who has sworn to
support and defend the Constitution of the United States, as

one of thousands of nonpolitical career professionals in the

Foreign Service who embody that vow daily around the world
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often in harsh and dangerous conditions.

There has been a George Kent sworn to service in defense
of the Constitution and U.S. national interests for nearly 60
consecutive years and counting, ever since my father was
sworn in as a midshipman at Annapolis in June 1961,
commissioned in 1965, after finishing first in his class, and
serving honorably for 30 years, including as captain of a
ballistic missile nuclear submarine. Principled service to
country and community remains an honorable professional
choice, not just a family tradition dating back to before
World War II, one that survived the Bataan Death March, and a

3-year stint in a Japanese POW camp unbroken. I hope the
drama now playing out does not discourage my || Gz;8@ <o

B o seriously considering a life of service.

After two internship on a State Department Soviet desk
in the late 1980s, I formally joined the Foreign Service in
1992, and have not, for a moment, regretted that choice to
devote my life to principled public service. I served twice
in Ukraine for a total of 6 years, posted in Kyiv, first
during and after the Orange Revolution from 2004 to 2008, and
again, from 2015 to 2018, in the aftermath of the Revolution
of Dignity when I worked at deputy chief of mission.

In between, I worked in Washington from 2012 to 2015, in
several policy and programming positions directly affecting

U.S. strategic interests in Ukraine, most notably, as
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director for law enforcement and justice sector programming

for Europe and Asia, and then as the European Bureau's senior
anticorruption coordinator.

In the summer of 2018, then-Assistant Secretary for
European and Eurasian Affairs, Wess Mitchell asked me to come
back from Kyiv to Washington early to join his team as Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State to take charge of our eastern
European Caucasus portfolio, covering six countries in the
front line of Russian aggression and malign influence,
Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan.
The administration's national security strategy, which Wess
helped write, makes clear the strategic challenge before us
great power competition, with peer or near-peer rivals, such
as Russia and China and the need to compete for positive
influence without taking countries for granted. In that
sense, Ukraine has been on the front lines, not just of
Russia's war in eastern Ukraine since 2014, but of the
greater geopolitical challenges facing the United States
today.

Ukraine's success, thus, is very much in our national
interest in the way we have defined or national interests
broadly in Europe for the last 75 years, and specifically in
central and Eastern Europe, for the last 30 years, since the
fall of the Wall in 1989. A Europe whole, free, and at

peace -- our strategic aim for the entirety of my foreign
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service career -- is not possible without a Ukraine full free

and at peace, including Crimea and Donbas, both current
occupied by Russia.

I am grateful for all of you on the key congressional
committees who have traveled to Ukraine in the past
5 years -- and I had occasion to speak to many in the 3 years
I was in Kyiv -- and appropriating billions of dollars in
assistance in support of our primary strategic goals, in
particular, increasing Ukraine's resiliency in the face of
Russian aggression in the defense, energy, cyber, and
information spheres, and empowering institutions in civil
society to tackle corruption and undertake systemic reforms.

I believe that all of us in the legislative and the
executive branches in the interagency community working out
of our embassy in Kyiv, with Ukrainians in government in the
Armed Services in civil society, and with our transatlantic
allies and partners, can be proud of our efforts and our
resolve in Ukraine over the past 5 years, even though much
more remains to be done.

U.S. officials who have spoken publicly in Ukraine to
push back on Russian aggression and corrupt influences have
been subject to defamatory and disinformation campaigns, and
even online threats for years. Starting in 2015 for former
Ambassador Pyatt, in 2017 for me, and in 2018 for former

Ambassador Yovanovitch.



21

10
1
12
13
14
15

16

18
19
20
i
22
23
24

25

That was, frankly, to be expected, from Russian proxies
and corrupt Ukrainians, and indicators that our efforts were
hitting their mark. You don't step in to the public arena of
international diplomacy in active pursuit of U.S. principled
interests against venal vested interests without expecting
vigorous pushback.

On the other hand, I fully share the concerns in
Ambassador Yovanovitch's statement on Friday expressing her
incredulity that the U.S. Government chose to move an
ambassador based, as best she tell, on unfounded and false
claims by people with clearly questionable motives, at an
especially challenging time in our bilateral elections with a
newly elected Ukrainian President.

One final note, I will do my best to answer your
questions today and I understand there are going to be a lot
of them. I suspect your questions may well involve some
issues, conversations and documents that span a number of
years. The State Department is in the process of collecting
documents in response to the subpoena, not to me, but to the
Department that may contain facts relevant to my testimony.
I have no such documents or materials with me today.

With the exception of a few documents related to the
State Department inspector general's submission to Congress
this month, neither the Departmeﬁt nor the committee has

provided documents at issue in this inquiry. I will, thus,
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do my best to answer as accurately, completely and truthfully

as I can to the best of my recollection.

And with those introductory words, I'm ready to answer
all your questions regarding the subject of the subpoena,
which has ordered me to appear before you today.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you, Mr. Kent.

MR. JORDAN: Could we get a copy, could staff get a copy
of the Secretary's opening statement for us, please.

MR. GOLDMAN: Yeah, we can deal with that.

EXAMINATION
BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Mr. Kent, I'm going to pick up just where you left
off there about the documents. You are aware of a request of
you as well to provide documents. Is that right?

A In the letter that was emailed to me on September
27th there was a request to appear voluntarily and to provide
documents, yes.

Q What did do you, if anything, in relation to
providing documents in response to that request?

A I received direction that from the State Department
that at the same time you issued the letters to me you issued
a subpoena to the Department, and therefore the documents
would be collected as part of that subpoena request since
they are considered Federal records.

THE CHAIRMAN: Ambassador, you don't need to turn the
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BY MR GOLDMAN:

Q Are you aware of the status of that document
production by the State Department related to your personal
documents -- or professional documents, I should say?

A I collected all the different types of records that
possibly could be considered part of the request and provided
them to the listed authority at the State Department.

Q And have you had any followup conversations about
production of those documents?

A I have not.

Q Have you had any conversations, separate and apart,
from the letters that we understand you received? Have you
had any type of conversations with the State Department --
anyone at the State Department about your testimony here
today?

A My testimony today? No.

Q Okay. So you didn't have -- sorry, I don't mean
the substance of your testimony, but did you have‘any

conversations about whether you would be testifying or will

testifty?

A The interaction consisted of letters through
counsel.

Q So you had no personnel conversations with anyone?

A I had no personal conversation.
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Q Did you have any conversations with anyone at the

State Department about the document request?

A Yes,
Q Can you describe those conversations?
A Define conversations.

Q All right. Well, who did you speak to about the
document?

A Okay. So the first interaction was with somebody I
presume many of you are familiar with ||| GTHEGcG_ e
works with our congressional liaison. And initially, when I
asked in email form whether I should start collecting
documents, because I had received a personal request, I was
instructed to await formal guidance, meaning formal
instructions on how to fulfill the document production
request, so that was the first interaction.

Q And what was the second interaction?

A The second interaction with the Department issued
written guidance on how to be responsive to the subpoena for
documents to the Department late on October 2nd and that was
in writing.

Q From whom?

A The instructions were sent from the executive
secretary of the Department, Lisa Kenna.

Q And what did you do upon receiving those

instructions?
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A That was after close of business:. The senior
bureau official at the time was Maureen Cormack (ph), and
Maureen gave me a paper copy and said that the European
Bureau staff on whom most of the requirements would fall
would convene at 9 o'clock the next morning to discuss how we
could fully be responsive to the reguest.

Q And did that meeting at 9 o'clock the next day
occur?

A LT GECiirred,

Q And what happened at that meeting?

A We had roughly 20 members of European Bureau still
there and followed the overall staff meeting of the morning
which was from 8:30 to 9:00. Most people left. Those
related to the inquiry stayed. And we had several additional
staff who joined us at that meeting.

Q And can you just summarize the conversation at that
meeting?

A We started going through the instructions of the
State Department, which initially, the first paragraph
identified a number of individuals as key record collectors.
And so we -- the first question that came up was when it said
"including colon" and it listed names, was that an inclusive
or exclusive 1list? Was it only those individuals or more?

We had two people in the room who are not members of the

European Bureau staff, there could have been more, but they
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self-identified as ||| || || | QBB frorm consressional liaison
and || o the Office of Legal Counsel at the

State Department. They clarified that that was not an
exclusive list, meaning not only those people listed, but
others who might have records should also be responsive.

Q Okay. At any -- I just want to back it up a little
bit and a little bit more generally here. I appreciate your
detail, but we are somewhat -- we didn't want to stay here
all night. So I'm just trying to get a sense of, sort of,
the back and forth. Was there, at any point, did you take
issue with any of the directives or suggestions that you
received from the State Department?

A The letter of instructien that was issued after the
close of business on October 2nd was the first formal
instruction that any of us had received in response to the
subpoena to the Department and the personal letters which had
been sent at the end of September 27th, so there was not any
formal structured interaction, as I mentioned, that I'd had
initial interaction with ||| || 2rd she directed me to
await formal guidance. I did have several interactions with
other State Department officials on Tuesday, October 1lst.

Q With whom?

A With the director general of the Foreign Service,
and with the acting L, so to speak, Marek S5tring.

Q And what was the purpose of those conversations?
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A I approached the director general late in the §

afternoon -- mid-afternoon on October 1lst, because I had not
had any contact from any member on the leadership of the
Department. And there was a letter sent to these committees

that characterized interactions that I do not feel was

accurate.
Q Can you explain what you didn't feel was accurate?
A Well, there was a line in there that the committees

had been attempting to bully, intimidate, and threaten career
foreign service officers. And I was one of two career
foreign service officers which had received letters from the
committees, and I had not felt bullied, threatened, and
intimidated. There was another line in there that suggested
that the career Foreign Service officers had requested the
committee's to route all communications through House liaison
and I think your colleague who -- || JJll. who sent me the
initial email on Friday night received my reply, which
indicated that I acknowledged receipt, and that our
congressional liaison had requested that the information be
routed to them, 5@ I was concerned that the letter itself
did not accurately characterize the interaction.

Q When you're talking about the letter, you're
talking about the letter from Secretary Pompeo?

A COr FecL.

Q And what was the response of the two individuals
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that you spoke to?

A Well, Ms. Perez, who is one of the top two career
foreign services officers and oversees the personnel system,
I had worked for her previously directly in a previous job.
And because I'd had no contact with the leadership of the
Department outside of the European Bureau, I suggested that
it was time that somebody engaged me personally, particularly
since representations were being made about me.

Q What representation? Oh, the letter?

A Right, the language in the letter.

Q And what was Ambassador Perez's response?

A She needed to go and give a response to 150 people
about taking care of your people. And she said when that was
finished, she would reach out and find somebody that would
reach out to me. And so she came back after an hour and said
that the acting legal counselor of the Department, "L" in our
parlance, Marek String, would reach out to me; that if I did

not hear from him in 24 hours, I should contact her again.

Q Did hear from him?
A I did after I wrote him an email.
Q And did you ultimately have a conversation with

him?
A I did. He called me back through the Operations
Center in the evening when I was already at home.

Q And can you summarize that conversation for us?
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A He apologized for not having had anyone reach out
to me prior. He said it was a very busy day, that they had
responsive and were doing a lot and -- but I'd known Marek
previously and respected him. If it weren't for Marek, we
would not have had Charge Taylor out in Kyiv. He helped with
the process of getting him brought back on board as an Active
Duty person. So I respected his professionalism previously,
so it was a professional conversation.

Q Did you voice the same -- similar concerns?

A I fid.

Q And what was his response?
A He apologized, because I mentioned that there had
not been an exchange.

Q Sorry. Did you voice your concerns about the two
statements in the letter that you disagreed with?

A To the best of my recollection, again, it was a
phone call at night when I was in my kitchen eating dinner at
about 9 -- between 8 and 9. So I cannot say it was more, I

think, the tonality. It was a pleasant, professional

exchange.

Q And was there any follow-on conversations that you
had?

A Not with Marek, not with Marek. That was again, on

the night on the 1st. The guidance that we received in

writing came shortly after close of business on the 2nd. And
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then the next sort of point was the meeting, the guidance,
our -- the European Bureau's meeting at 9 o'clock on October
3rd.

Q And since October 3rd, until today, October 15th,

is anything else -- any other further conversation that

you've had?

A I have not. That was also the time where I think

the 3rd was when we formally -- I formally engaged Andrew

Wright as my counsel in this process. And therefore, there

were additional engagements, interactions with -- through
counsel.
Q Are you aware that as we sit here today, we have

not received one document from the State Department?

A I can read the news, but as I've answered you
before, I'm not aware -- I did my role. Obviously there were
a lot of documents and records that I had that I needed to
provide, based on the subpoena and the guidance that the
State Department issues. But having provided those records,
I do not know the process on reviewing them.

Q After your conversation with Marek String, did you
have any additional conversations with anyone in L?

A I did. There was a representative from L, as I
previously mentioned, ||| | I o attended the
European Bureau guidance meeting on October 3rd.

Q Did you have any private conversations with him?
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A We have a very public exchange in front of the
roughly 20 people in the meeting. And then subsequent to
that, I was called out into the hall where I had a continued
conversation with him and ||| G

Q Can you describe the public exchange?

A Well, public -- in a room, closed-door room. The
exchange started when we were discussing the issue of who
needed to be responsive to the records collection. The
individuals listed primarily were in the European Bureau.

And I noted several people who should have been listed who
played key roles on staff at the embassy in Kyiv. And then I
mentioned Consular Affairs Assistant Secretary Risch, because
he had spoken to Rudy Giuliani several times in January about
trying to get a visa for the former corrupt prosecutor
general of Ukraine, Viktor Shokin. And my read of the
request would include that.

B took issue with my raising the additional
information, and the conversation rapidly, I would say,
either escalated or degenerated into a tense exchange.

Q So what was his response to your suggestions of
additional custodians?

M5. SPEIER: What did he say?

MR. KENT: 1I've got two questions here, so I don't know
how you want to manage -- Representative Speier asked me a

question and you.
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MS. SPEIER: No, I didn't. I was just talking to

mysel T

MR: KENT: ©h. 3Sorry.

MR. BAIR: It was the same question.

MR. GOLDMAN: 1It's the same question.

MR. KENT: He objected to my raising of the additional
information and said that he didn't think -- I do not
remember his exact words, but -- he made clear that he did
not think it was appropriate for me to make the suggestion.

I took the opportunity, then, to point out that that was the
first -- the meeting was the first time that we were
discussing guidance for being responsive to a subpoena. At
this point, it was already October 3rd. The request for the
documents and the request for submission had been delivered
on September 27th and we had less than 2 business days to be
responsive. [ has then said, I don't think I should
be even talking to you. It's not appropriate. I should only
talk to counsel, and I talked to your counsel last night.
That was, as I knew, a factually incorrect statement at that
point. He never had a conversation with my counsel. The
conversation ended at that point, but later on when I then
picked up this issue of guidance and our responsibilities, he
raised his voice again, suggested, as I told you before, I
should not be talking to you, it is against the bar ethics,

for e to conmtact and talk to you directly. 1 took issue
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with that. I said I'm under no obligation to retain private

counsel. I said somebody provided information to the
Secretary that he said publicly in Italy that the
congressional committees were preventing me from talking to
legal counsel. And I said I've got 15 witnesses in a room
hearing you say that you don't want to talk to me. So I'm
worried that you as working for this office, are adopting
positions at odds with the language that your office is
providing the Secretary of State.

My interest in this process was so that the State
Department and the Secretary would be protected, and being
fully responsive to the legal subpoena that had been issued.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Was his concern more of a process concern or did he
take any objection to your substantive suggestion that
additional custodians should be included?

A I honestly cannot answer what he was thinking. I
can only say what he said to me.

Q That's what I'm asking. What did he say?

A He said to me that he represented the Secretary of
State and the Department's interest in this process. And
that was the end of that -- and he also said that he was the
author of the lines about the -- of the letter that included
the language about the bullying and intimidation.

I pointed out to him that I thought the language he had
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then drafted, since he said was the drafter, was inaccurate.

And he asked why did I say that. I said, well, you say that
the career Foreign Services are being intimidated. And he
said, who are you speaking about? And I asked him, about
whom are you speaking? And he said, you're asking me to
reveal confidential information. And I said, no, I'm not.
There are only two career Foreign Service officers who
subject to this process. I'm one of them. 1I'm the only one
working at the Department of State, and the other one is
Ambassador Yovanovitch, who is teaching at Georgetown. So
I'm not asking to you reveal anything that isn't already
commonly known.

So that was that part of that conversation.

Q What his response when you said that?

A He spent the next 5 minutes glaring at me.

Q Did he disagree that Mr. Risch should be included

A We did not return to that topic.

Q Now this was all with the others in the room?

A This is in the room with the 15 to 20 other people,
yes.

Q And then you said there was an additional
conversation in the hallway with ||| | |l can you
describe that conversation?

A Correct. [l then said, opened the door after a
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couple of minutes and asked if I could come out. So I

excused myself before my colleagues. I apologized for them
having had to hear an uncomfortable conversation. I said
that it was important that they had been there as witnesses,
since that was likely the only such only conversation
engagement I would have with the legal staff of the State
Department. I walked out, closed the door. And I stuck my
hand out and said, Hi, I'm George Kent. We've never met. We
shook hands. And then I said, that was unprofessional. And
he then said, you were unprofessional. He got very angry.
He started pointing at me with a clenched jaw and saying,
What you did in there, if Congress knew what you were doing,
they could say that you were trying to sort of control, or
change the process of collecting documents. And what I said
to him was what I hear you saying -- I said that's called
projection. What I hear you saying is that you think that I
am doing that.

What I was trying to do was make sure that the
Department was being fully responsive. He then told me, I
don't think it is appropriate for you to go back into that
room. I told him that's not your business, that's my
meeting, but I will agree with you, though, I will go back in
and tell my colleagues that since I'm one of the chief
records collectors, I will go back to my office and resume

collecting recprds Lo be responsive fo the reguest.
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And the only other thing we did was I gave him my
business card, he wrote his name and phone number in my
notebook. And he said, I imagine you will be writing up your
version of this conversation and I will be too. And that was
il

Q And did you write up your version?

A I did.

Q Did you provide that memo to the State Department
to be turned over?

A I believe -- yes, I did.

Q Were you aware that the original request to the
Department was made on September 9th?

A I am aware that there was a letter sent, yes. I
was traveling through much of that next week. So I am not a
lawyer and I understand there are different ways of signaling
how serious the issue is, but yes, I was aware that an
earlier set of letters were sent prior to the September 27th
Letters.

Q Were you asked to collect your records prior to, I
believe, you said October 2nd?

A There was no request for anyone to collect records
prior to the subpoena that was issued, to my understanding,
on the 27th.

Q And I assume you did not have any further

conversations with _?
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A No, and I think as counsel can confirm, once our
relationship was established, he, ||| I was taken off
of my account, and while I did not participate in further
conversations, my understanding is that the tone and further
back and forth between L and my counsel was fully
professional and respectful.

Q All right. Before I move on, Mr. Kent, is there
anything else on the topic of the State Department's response
to the Congress' subpoena that you think the committee should
know about that you haven't addressed?

A No.

THE CHAIRMAN: If I could, I take it, at some point, you
were instructed by the State Department not to provide the
documents directly to the committee, but rather to provide
them to the State Department?

MR. KENT: The initial document request under the
subpoena was to the State Department and the State Department
as part of its guidance did share the consideration that
communications would be considered Federal records, and that
they would be handling them, and that is a position that I
accepted.

THE CHAIRMAN: But in terms of your own documents, the
ones in your possession that we had requested, did you get
instructions from the State Department that rather than

provide them to the committee, you should provide them to the
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MR. KENT: The letters that came in, the letter that
came to me on September 27th was sent concurrently with a
subpoena for those documents. And so they are considered
Federal records. And all executive branch employees are
reminded of that. So I was responsive to the request under

subpoena to the Department for those records to be collected.

\
State Department?

THE CHAIRMAN: But did you receive any instructions from
the State Department that you should not provide the
documents directly to the committee? ‘

MR. KENT: I would have to go back and look at the
written guidance that was issued on October 2nd. But I will
say it was my understanding that I would provide the
documents as part of the subpoena to the Department for the
documents. My documents are not my personal documents. Any
record that I create in the performance of my professional
duties would be considered a record of the Department of
State.

THE CHAIRMAN: And I assume that any records that you
had on a personal device, those would have been provided to
the State Department to be turned over as well?

MR. KENT: That is the -- right, correct.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Did you have any conversations with anyone else in
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the State Department about your interaction with | Gz&G’

A Yes.
Q Who?
A Now former, I guess, technically retired, he sent

in his resignation letter, Michael McKinley, senior adviser
to the Secretary of State. I had had no prior interaction
with Mr. McKinley until the weekend after the letters were
issued, and the story became news, and he reached out to talk
to me,

Q He reached out to you?

A Correct. I was out picking apples with my wife --
Stribling Orchards, a very nice place in Markham, Virginia,
if you ever want to get good apples -- and he reached out to
me through the Operations Center and said that he felt the
State Department should stand up for its career Foreign
Service officers and wanted to know if I had any objection to
him trying to get the Department to issue a statement of that
nature.

Q What did you say?

A I think said I think it is entirely appropriate for
the State Department leadership to stand up for its career
foreign service officers.

Q And what did you say about the statement?

A He didn't share the statement with me. I asked him

if he'd already floated the idea, and if he got any
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responses.

Q What did he say?
A He- said he had not yet succeeded in securing an

agreement to issue such a statement.

Q Had he heard about your interaction with
S
A So that came later, because our first conversation

was on September 28th, Saturday, when I was picking apples.
He then subsequently came to my office, and he was the only
Foreign Service officer outside the European Bureau who
initiated contact and came to my office.

So he checked in with me several times over the last 2
weeks to see how I was doing. And I did describe my -- the
guidance meeting and what had occurred on the 3rd of October.

Q And what was his response to --

A He was concerned about that. He asked if I had
wriktten it up. And I said: I wrote @ nete fo the file. And
he asked if, in his capacity as a senior adviser to the
Secretary, in part, responsible for ensuring that the
Department leadership was connected to the career Foreign
Service, if I would mind sharing it with him so that he could
share it with other leaders of the Department, and I said I
had no problem. And so I shared with him a copy of my note
vE LiE Tile.

Q Did he say who he was going to share it with?
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A He later told me he shared it with the Deputy
Secretary Sullivan, Under Secretary Hale, and I believe the
counselor -- sorry -- acting legal, Marek String.

Q And did he indicate to you what the -- any response
was to sharing the memo?

A No.

Q Did he indicate to you who he had discussed a
statement with?

A Not specifically.

Q Generally?

A He said leadership of the Department. That's -- so
I presume that included people outside of the European
Bureau, but I did not ask specifically which individuals he
had engaged.

Q Did you have any further conversations about that
statement with him?

A I did ask him, one of the times he dropped by my
office, I asked him if that statement had gone anywhere, and
he said, no.

Q Did he indicate why not?

A I don't know recall if he gave any specific
information on why.

Q Anything else noteworthy about your conversations
with Ambassador McKinley?

A I had had never met him. I actually had to Google
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him. His career has not crossed mine. He's been an

ambassador in four places -- three times in South America and
Afghanistan. But he appeared to me in person to be a
genuinely decent person who was concerned about what was
happening.

And so I very much appreciated him reaching out on a
personal level and showing, as someone who's been an
ambassador in four missions, including Afghanistan,
understanding it's important to be responsive and engage the

people who work for you.

Q Did you share his concerns?
A Which concerns?
Q About how the career Foreign Service officers were

being treated during this process?

A Well, as I mentioned before, that's why I reached
out to the director general, Carol Perez, on October 1st
because I had concerns that outside of the European Bureau,
the leadership in the Department was not actually signaling
its support for the career Foreign Service officers.

Q All right. Mr. Kent; we're going spend some time
today discussing Ukraine policy as well as efforts by
nongovernment individuals to influence Ukraine policy. As
you no doubt are aware one of the central players in this
investigation is Rudy Giuliani. When did you first learn

that Rudy Giuliani had taken an interest in Ukraine?
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A Well --

Q Or any Ukrainians?

A I think it's a matter of record that the former
mayor of New York and the current mayor of Kyiv have known
each other for over a decade. Mayor Klychko is a former
heavyweight boxing champion of the world. And so I believe
that Giuliani first met Klychko, roughly, in 2008.

Q Okay.

A So I think Giuliani, as a person, a private
individual, has traveled to Ukraine over the course of the
last decade.

Q When you were in Ukraine, did you ever meet with
him?

A I never met with him, never been in the presence of
him, never had any communication with him.

Q So other than, as of 2018, at some point, did you
come to learn that Mr. Giuliani was actively engaged in
matters relating to Ukraine?

A The first indication that I heard of contacts in
2018 came in May 2018. The then-prosecutor general of the
country, Yuriy Lutsenko, had planned to go to New York and
his plane, KLM plane, was canceled. But my understanding was
that his intent to go to New York was to meet with Rudy
Giuliani.

Q And did you understand what the purpose of that
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meeting was?

A At the time, no, because the meeting didn't happen.
Q How did you learn about it?
A There were stories in the Ukrainian media that he

intended to go. I'd heard the story about the cancelation,
KLM. Some of the stories later claimed that he did not have
a visa. That was not true, because I know the plane had been
canceled and he later traveled to New York. And also the
head of Ukrainian diaspora organization || GczcNEzNIN
told me that he had had a conversation with Lutsenko and
Lutsenko said his intent was to go to New York and meet with
Giuliani.

Q Were you still in --

A I was in -- I left Kyiv, Ukraine on August 12th,
2018.

Q And what did you learn about Mr. Giuliani's
interactions with Mr. Lutsenko after that initial aborted
LF1pe

A The next time I heard Mr. Giuliani's name mentioned
was on the 9th of January this year, 2019, when I was copied
on an email that Giuliani was calling the State Department
regarding the inability of the previous prosecutor general
Viktor Shokin to get a visa to come to the United States.

Q How did you learn about that?

A I was copied on an email. Because I'm the Deputy



1 Assistant Secretary of State covering Ukraine, and it was a

2 matter about Ukraine.

3 Q And did you have any involvement in that visa

4 issue?

5 A I was involved extensively in conversations and

6 exchanges over the next 2 days, yes.

7 Q Describe briefly who Viktor Shokin is.

8 A Viktor Shokin served as prosecutor general of

9 Ukraine from, I believe his appointment date was February

10 10th, 2015, until sometime of the spring, perhaps late

11 February, early March 2016. He was a longtime prosecutor.

12 He was known to have been the godfather of then-President

13 Poroshenko's kids. And he was someone with whom and about

14 whom the U.S. Government had many conversations over that

15 period of time as prosecutor general.

16 Q Was there a broad-based international assessment of
17 his, whether or not he was a credible or corrupt prosecutor
18 general?

19 A There was a broad-based consensus that he was a

20 typical Ukraine prosecutor who lived a lifestyle far in

21 excess of his government salary, who never prosecuted anybody
22 known for having committed a crime, and having covered up

23 crimes that were known to have been committed.

24 Q Who was the email from that you received on January

23 9th?
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A I do not recall. I believe it may have been from
one of the staff in the Office of the Secretary of State,
because Rudy Giuliani was trying to call into that office.

Q And did you follow up on this email?

A The initial redirection was to the Assistant
Secretary of Consular Affairs, Mr. Risch.

Q Okay. The redirection by who?

A I was just copied on the email. Since it was about
a visa, I think it was entirely appropriate for the matter to
be referred to the part of the State Department that deals

with visas.

Q And what was Mr. Giuliani's involvement in this
matter? )
A He was pushing a visa. He wanted Viktor Shokin to

get a visa.

Q Had Viktor Shokin been denied a visa at that point?

A Apparently, Mr. Shokin did not have a valid visa at
the time. I do not know whether he had been denied a visa
recently.

MR. SWALWELL: Ambassador, can you spell "Risch"?

MR. KENT: I believe, with apologies to any German
Americans, I think it is R-i-s-c-h, but sometimes names get
changed. My original German name was Kindt, K-i-n-d-t, and
then my great-great-grandmother changed to anglicize it to

K-e-n-t.
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MR. SWALWELL: Thank you.
BY MR. GOLDMAN

Q So describe generally what your role was in this
visa matter, if any?

A There was a series of conversations between members
of the Consular Affairs front office and European Affairs
front office. For the European office, that included
Assistant Secretary Wess Mitchell and myself principally.
And to the best of my recollection, on the side of Consular
Affairs, it would be Assistant Secretary Risch and the deputy
assistant secretary for visas, who I believe is Ed
Romatowski.

Q Just t@ try to get to the bettom line.

Mr. Giuliani, what was the State Department's view about the
propriety of a visa for Mr. Shokin?

A Mr. Shokin, as I mentioned, was well and very
unfavorably known to us. And we felt, under no
circumstances, should a visa be issued to someone who
knowingly subverted and wasted U.S. taxpayer money. And as
somebody who had a fiduciary responsibility for
anticorruption programs, I felt personally strongly, Wess
Mitchell felt very strongly that it was incorrect and so we
stated that view clearly to our congressional -- to or
Consular Affairs colleagues.

Q Okay. And what -- did you learn why Mr. Giuliani
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was pushing to have a visa granted?

A To the best of my recollection, the story that he
conveyed to my colleagues in Consular Affairs was that Shokin
wanted to come to the United States to share information
suggesting that there was corruption at the U.S. embassy.

Q And did you understand what he was referring to?

A Knowing Mr. Shokin, I had full faith that it was
bunch of hooey, and he was looking to basically engage in a
con game out of revenge because he'd lost his job.

Q And do you know whether there was any engagement
with Mr. Giuliani on behalf of the State Department?

A To the best of my recollection, to my awareness
based on the email exchanges, He may have had between two and
three conversations with the Assistant Secretary in that
period of time, Giuliani to Risch. No time did Wess Mitchell
or I engage Giuliani.

Q And did you learn about the substance of those
conversations from Mr. Risch?

A I shared what I recall, and I presume that either
that was in one of those conversations were an email
exchange, but I couldn't tell you for sure.

Q What ultimately happened with the visa application?

A When the State Department was not being responsive,
my understanding is that former Mayor Giuliani attempted to

call the White House, and deputy chief of staff, my
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understanding deputy chief of staff, Rob Blair, then called
the State Department to ask for a background.

Q Who did Mr. Blair speak to in the State Department?

A In the end, I believe it was a conference call. I
participated aitting in Wess Mitchell’s office, I beligve
Consular Affairs may have also been on the call.

Q And can you describe the conversation?

A We laid out enough frank detail about U.S.
Government engagement and assessment of Mr. Shokin. And Mr.
Blair said, thank you very much, I've heard enough. He
identified his role at that point to ground truth the
situation and look out after the interest of the Office of
the President. And I took from his response to us that he'd
heard what he needed. And that was the last I heard about
that, and Mr. Shokin, to the best of my knowledge, did not
ever receive a visa and has not come to the U.S.

Q So after Mr. Giuliani reached, attempted to
convince the State Department to issue the visa directly, and
was told no, he then went around to the chief of staff's
61T1Esd

A That -- I do not know who he tried to reach at the
White House. I only know that Mr. Blair reached out to us to
ground truth the situation.

Q To your knowledge, had anyone in the State

Department informed Mr. Blair or the chief of staff's office?
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A My understanding is he reached out to us, and we

were responsive to him reaching out to us.

Q And did you understand the he learned about it from
Mr. Giuliani?

A I do not if he had a direct conversation. To the
best of my recollection, he said he was asked, which suggests
that he did not have the conversation himself. I don't know.

Q Was this the first that you had heard about any
concerns about the embassy in Kyiv?

A No. I was at the embassy in Kyiv when a series of
corrupt prosecutors, including Shokin's team accused us of
not sharing our assistance to improve the prosecutor service
in Ukraine. And to my understanding, because it was released
as part of the disinformation campaign, that included a
letter from April 2016 which I signed as Charge.

Q Was that -- were those accusations accurate?

A The accusations were completely without merit.

Q Following this January 9th meeting, when is the
next time that you learned about any involvement of Rudy
Giuliani in Ukraine matters?

A On February 11th, there was a seminar hosted at the
U.S. Institute of Peace, about the conflict in Donbas, and
the Minister of Interior, Arsen Avakov, came and participated
presenting his plans for what he calls a plan of small steps.

We had a separate meeting, since I'm the leading
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policymaker focused on the region. And during that meeting,
he let me know that Yuriy Lutsenko, the then-prosecutor
general of Ukraine, had made a private trip to New York in
which he met Rudy Giuliani. I said, did he know what the
purpose was, and the Minister of Interior Avakov said it was
to throw mud. And I said, throw mud at whom? And he said, a
lot of people. I asked him, whom? And he said, towards

Masha, towards you, towards others.

Q Masha is Marie Yovanovitch?

A Former Ambassador Yovanovitch, yes.

Q Did he say -- name any other names?

A At that point, to the best of my recollection, he

mentioned specifically Masha and me, and then said others but
did not mention the others.

Q Where was this meeting?

A It would have either happened at the U.S. Institute
of Peace or in my office, which is right across the street.
The State Department and USIP are across the street.

Q Did he explain in any more detail what he had
learned about the conversations between Lutsenko and
Giuliani?

A He was just passing along information. That was
not the purpose of the meeting. The meeting was to talk
about our assistance programs. He oversees the law

enforcement reform. It was to talk about Ukrainian politics.
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Frankly, at the time, he was the second most powerful person

in the country after President Poroshenko. It was to talk
about his ideas about trying to bring peace to the Donbas.
And his comment about Lutsenko's trip and meeting with
Giuliani was and, Oh, by the way, probably the last thing he
said before we finished the meeting.

Q Did he express -- why did he mention this to you?

A I don't know. I would say that Mr. Avakov likes to
keep lines of communication open to all sides and -- but I
cannot say why he chose to share that information.

Q Did he express any concerns about this?

A He thought it was the wrong thing to do. He
thought Lutsenko was a fool to have made a private trip and
to have done what he did.

Q Do you know whether he was aware of Mr. Giuliani's
connection to President Trump?

A Mr. Avakov?

Q Yes.

A Mr. Avakov is a very well-informed person, and I'm
absolutely sure he knew who Giuliani was connected to.

Q Did you, after learning this information, what, if
anything -- what if any conversations did you have with
anyone else about the information you learned?

A I cannot say with complete certainty, but I know

that I shared the information that Avakov passed to me with



10

Ll

12

13

14

I

17

18

15

20

21

22

23

24

25

others.

Q Who else?

A Based on my normal procedures I would guess that I
shared it with people who followed Ukraine in the European
Bureau, as well as with the leadership of or embassy in Kyiv.

Q Do you know what mud Lutsenko and Giuliani were
discussing in connection to you?

A I did not know, no.

Q At that time you did not know?

A I still don't know.

Q You haven't seen memoranda that --

A I've seen the letter that I signed in April 2016.
I don't know if that's all. I've seen a fake list that had
my business card that I used temporarily in 2015, when I was
at the embassy as acting DCM. The business card was the one
I used in 2015, the letter itself was completely fake with
lots of misspellings. But I have never -- no one has ever
shown me what Lutsenko might have been passing to Giuliani.
So I did not know then and I still do not know now.

Q You mentioned the documents that the State IG had
provided to Congress. Have you reviewed those?

A They were not -- no one shared this with me, no.
So I -- what I have been told, I first learned about it from
I crorter who emailed me, a person I'd never had

contact with, and to whom I did not respond, who claimed that
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she had seen the documents and asked me a question, and with

the many dozens of emails from media over the last several
weeks, since this story started, I didn't answer a single
one, I forwarded them all to our press officer.

Q Was this recent?

A This was after -- it was probably a day or 2 after
the IG came up and passed documents.

Q Did you speak to Ambassador Yovanovitch about the
conversation that you had with Mr. Avakov?

A I did not -- well, I cannot say for certain. I
mean, again, the conversation was February 11th. That was
the day of the seminar. I could say -- I cannot say for
certain whether I talked or whether I sent a brief email.

Q Okay.

A My guess 1s, to the best of my recellection, I
conveyed the information.

Q Did you become aware of whether Ambassador
Yovanovitch had also spoken with Mr. Avakov around this time?

A I believe it may have been that conversation that
she shared that she had had a similar conversation with him.

Q At that point did you understand what Rudy
Giuliani's interest was in meeting with Lutsenko?

A I did not have any visibility. I had better
insights into the mind of Yuriy Lutsenko than I did of Rudy

Giuliani.
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Q And what were those insights into Mr. Lutsenko?

A Mr. Lutsenko is somebody with whom the embassy had
a long relationship dating back to the Orange Revolution
period, which is when I first met him. And at that time he
was a seemingly pro-Western politician. We met with him,
he's a very gregarious, outgoing person. He was imprisoned
for 2 years under former President Yanokovitch, and he came
out and resumed politics. When Shokin was forced out, the
intent of then-President Poroshenko was to appoint someone he
trusted. Yuriy Lutsenko is also the godfather of his kids.
And the question was whether someone who didn't have a law
degree could be a reliable partner to try to reform the
prosecutorial service.

So I had a series of meetings with him in the spring of
2016 to judge and assess whether he would be a serious
partner for us. And so, that was the initial, if you will,
renewal of a relationship. Subsequent to that time, it was
very clear that Mr. Lutsenko was not any more serious about
reforming the corrupt prosecutorial service than Viktor
Shokin had been. And at that point, our relationship -- not
personal to me, but the relationship between the embassy and
Mr. Lutsenko began to sour.

Q So it was the embassy and the U.S. view that
Mr. Lutsenko was another corrupt prosecutor general?

A That was our assessment, yes.
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Q When you spoke to Mr. Avakov, did you learn whether

Mr. Giuliani was working with anyone else on matters related
to Ukraine?

A He just mentioned his -- his -~ this is, by the
way, aside. Again, he's a Ukraine politician serving as
minister of interior, he was talking about another Ukraine
politician serving as prosecutor general, and his focus was
on that dynamic. And because he said he'd heard my name
mentioned, he'd passed that along.

Q When was the next time that Rudy Giuliani came up
in conversation?

THE CHAIRMAN: A question if I could, just for
clarification. You mentioned a letter with misspellings and
forgery.

MR. KENT: Yes?

THE CHAIRMAN: Can you tell us what that letter was and
what you know of its provenance?

MR. KENT: Well, that was part of series of news
articles that came out I believe starting March 20th, this
spring. There with a number of articles that were initially
led by John Solomon of The Hill, who gave -- who took an
interview with Yuriy Lutsenko earlier in March. And so,
there was, I believe, video somewhere, there certainly were
pictures of them doing interview. And it's part of a series

of articles, it was an intense campaign. One of those
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articles released because the interview on the first day
Lutsenko had claimed that Ambassador Yovanovitch had given
him & 1ist in their first meeting of people not to prosecute.
Several days later, a list of names was circulated on the
internet, with -- the photograph had a copy of my temporary
business card that I used for a short period of time in 2015.
So it was a real -- it didn't look like a regular business
card. It was the one that we did on the embassy printer. So
I think the card was genuine, and someone attached that to a
list of names that was a hodgepodge of names.

Some of the people I had to google, I had not heard of.
Half the names were misspelled. Not the way that any
American, or even Ukrainian, or Russian would transliterate
Ukrainian names. My best guess, just from a linguistics
semantic point is the person who created the fake list was
either Czech or Serbian.

THE CHAIRMAN: So when you referred earlier to a forged
letter, you were referring to the forged do-not-prosecute
1Li1st?

MR. KENT: That was -- yeah. This was the -- it wasn't
a letter, it was just a list of names with my actual business
card attached.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

BY MR GOLDMAN:

Q When was the next time that you learned anything
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being Mr. Giuliani's involvement in Ukraine, after February

L LERT

A Well, Mr. Giuliani was almost unmissable starting
in mid-March. As the news campaign, or campaign of slander
against, not only Ambassador Yovanovitch unfolded, he had a
very high -- a media promise, so he was on TV, his Twitter
feed ramped up and it was all focused on Ukraine, and it was
focused on the four story lines that unfolded in those days
between March 20 and 23rd.

Q Where do those story lines unfold?

A They unfolded both in the U.S. media and the
Ukrainian media, simultaneously in peril.

Q What U.S. media outlets?

A Well, Mr. Solomon started off in The Hill, as I
recall. There was a lot of tweeting, and of people that I
had not previously been aware of, and then that also then
played into late night television, subsequent days, both the
Hannity Show and the Laura Ingraham Show covered this topic
extensively.

Q That original John Solomon article, was that based
on accurate information?

A It was based on an interview with Yuriy Lutsenko.

Q And was the information that Mr. Lutsenko provided
accurate, to your knowledge?

A No. It was, if not entirely made up in full cloth,



1 it was primarily non-truths and non-sequiturs.

¢ The interview was broken into two parts. The first part
3 was focused on any corruption efforts in which he went after
e the Ambassador and other actors on anticorruption issues. I
3 think that is where he claimed that we hadn't shared his

6 money, meaning his assistance to the prosecutor general's

7 OTTIERE.

8 And the second half of the first wave theme was looking
9 back at the 2016 campaign and allegations that the National
10 Anti-Corruption Bureau head, a person name Artem Sytnyk, had
11 somehow provided the list of people taking money from the

12 discredited pro-Russian party, Party of Regions, back in

13 2016,

14 So that was day one. There were two story lines that
15 were launched more or less in parallel that were covered

16 extensively in the U.S. press, first by The Hill and

iy amplifiers, and in Ukraine by what are known as Porokhobots,
18 trolls on the internet, particularly Facebook, in support of
19 then-President Poroshenko and against the people that are

20 perceived to be Poroshenko's opponents.

21 Q You said there were some, I think you said,

22 surprising Twitter --

23 A I honestly -- I have forgotten my Twitter password.
24 I'm not on the Twittersphere. So they are just names that

25 did not mean anything to me until they all of a sudden became
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very active, talking about Ukraine and particularly the

activities of our embassy in Ukraine.

Q Were you aware of whether the President retweeted
this John Solomon article?

A To the best of my recollection, the President may
have retweeted something affiliated with the Hannity Show the
second day.

Q Did it reference John Solomon, as you recall?

A I honestly, again, I have started following Twitter
more than I did before March, but I was not an active
follower at that point.

Q Prior to the initial Hill article between February
11th and March 20th, was there any engagement that you had,
either with the Ukrainian -- on the Ukrainian side, or with
any State Department officials about any of these issues
related to Rudy Giuliani?

THE CHAIRMAN: If I could -- just for clarification
again, I think I mentioned one or two of the story lines, but
you said there were four story lines. Can you tell us what
the other story lines were?

MR. KENT: The third story line that came out the next
day was focused on the Bidens and Burisma, that was the third
story line. The fourth one that came out of day after was
going after some civil society organizations, including

anticorruption action center that were described as Soros




1 organizations?

2 BY MR. GOLDMAN:

3 Q I want to -- we're going to go through these four a
-+ little bit in more depth, but I want to make sure that

5 there's nothing else that occurred between February 11lth and
6 March 20th of note on this topic?

7 A I received an email from our embassy on March 19th,
8 the deputy director of the National Anti-Corruption Bureau

9 for Ukraine, usually referred to as NABU, that was set up in
10 2015 and proved very effective at trying to investigate

11 high-level corruption as it was intended to do. The deputy
12 director was a former Georgian national named Gizo Uglava.

13 And he came into the embassy and described his conversation
14 the night before with a completely inebriated, drunk, Yuriy
15 Lutsenko, and Lutsenko was angry. He said he'd given an

16 interview with an American journalist 2 weeks prior and that
L7 interview that he had accused the embassy of undermining him,
18 and that was his motivation, and that the embassy had been

19 supportive of the Democrat party, and was not supportive of
20 the Trump party and that -- so basically the lines of attack
21 that then came out in the subsequent articles, Lutsenko

22 shared with this other law enforcement individual, who then
23 came and shared what he had heard from Lutsenko the night

24 before,
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