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THE CHAIRMAN: ALl right: Let’s come to order.

Good morning, Ambassador Taylor. 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 and the
administration to direct witnesses not to cooperate with the
inquiry, including efforts to limit witness testimony, the
committee had no choice but to compel your appearance today.
We thank you for complying with the duly authorized
congressional subpoena.

Ambassador Taylor has served our country as a
distinguished diplomat and Ambassador. Prior to returning to
Embassy Kyiv as Charge d'affaires in June 2019, Ambassador
Taylor served as executive vice president of the U.5S.
Institute for Peace.

From 2006 to 2009, he served as U.S. Ambassador to
Ukraine and also held 1mportaht positions across the State
Department coordinating U.S. assistance efforts, including to
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. He is also a
West Point grad, I believe, and a Vietnam veteran. And we're

very grateful for your lifetime of service.
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Ambassador Taylor, we will ask you to introduce yourself

and your career experience more fully at the outset of
today's interview for the benefit of the record and all those
present.

Finally, to restate what I and others have emphasized in
other interviews, Congress will not tolerate any reprisal,
threat of reprisal, or attempt to retaliate against any U.S.
Government official for testifying before Congress, including
you or any of your colleagues.

It is disturbing that the State Department in
coordination with the White House has sought to prohibit
Department employees from cooperating with the inquiry and
have tried to 1imit what they can say. This is unacceptable.
Thankfully, consummate professionals have demonstrated
remarkable courage in coming forward to testify and tell the
truth,

Before I turn to committee counsel to begin the
interview, I invite Ranking Member Nunes to make any opening
remarks.

MR. NUNES: I thank the gentleman.

Once again, we're here for what you're calling an
impeachment inquiry, but there are no rules governing an
impeachment inquiry. There's been no organization of this
impeachment inquiry, and so we're essentially operating under

a lawless situation.
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We sent a letter last week to the majority requesting a
number of things, but that is to be notified with documents
to at least all three committees under the structure. Only
two of the three committees continue to get the documents for
some odd reason that's not explainable.

But in addition to that, now typical customs of this
committee in review of the transcripts are now being put
under lock so that no one has access to the transcripts. And
I want to make a request to the court reporters to ensure
that no tapes disappear being that we have no access to these
transcripts.

And, with that, I'll yield to Mr. Jordan.

MR. JORDAN: I thank the gentleman for yielding.

I would just too echo the notice that we got yesterday
that the minority will not be given access to the transcript,
and even members of this committee or these three committees
can only view the transcript in the presence of someone from
the majority. I don't know that I've seen that happen
before. And just when I thought this process couldn't get
any more unfair, we find out how the transcripts are going to
be treated.

Ambassador, I want to thank you for being here. I also
want to thank you for your service to our country.

On September 24th, Speaker Pelosi unilaterally announced

that the House was beginning a so-called impeachment inquiry.
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On October 2nd, Speaker Pelosi promised that the so-called
impeachment inquiry would, quote, treat the President with
fairness. However, Speaker Pelosi, Chairman Schiff, and the
Democrats are not living up to that basic 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 inquiries: The majority and
minority had coequal subpoena authority, the right to require
a committee vote on all subpoenas. The President's counsel
had a right to attend all depositions and hearings, including
those held in executive sessions. The President's counsel
had the right to cross-examine 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's so-called
impeachment inquiry has none of these guarantees of
fundamental fairness and due process. Most disappointing,
Democrats are conducting this so-called impeachment inquiry
behind closed doors, and as the ranking member of the
Intelligence Committee just suggested, with no access given

to the -- no transcripts given to the minority party.
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This seems to be nothing more than hiding this work from
the American people. If Democrats intend to undo the will of
the American people just a year before the next election,
they should at least do so transparently and be willing to be
accountable for their actions.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. McCaul.

I would only say, because I don't want to get into
extended debate, and we can discuss this without taking up
the witness' time, that members of three committees have
access to the transcripts when the transcripts are completed
and they have had a chance to be finalized.

The one transcript that the minority was able to
download and print was leaked to the press promptly. That's
a problem, and that is part of the reason we have to maintain
the security of the transcripts.

Finally, unlike the past impeachments where there was a
special counsel doing these proceedings before the grand
jury, there is no special counsel here becguse the Department
of Justice declined to even investigate the matter so we have
to do that work ourselves.

I'll now turn to committee counsel.

MR. NUNES: Mr. McCaul had an opening statement.

MR. MCCAUL: I'1l just be very brief.

To your point, the Foreign Affairs Committee has



jurisdiction over the majority of these witnesses. We have a
SCIF at the Foreign Affairs Committee that can handle
classified information and electronically as well. And I
would ask that you reconsider this new rule that you've
issued to allow us to have those documents in the Foreign
Affairs SCIF and to make it more accessible.

I agree with my colleagues, there's no House rule or
resolution authorizing this. I talked to Ken Starr last
weekend. There's a way to do this right, and I think we
should do it the same way we did the Clinton and Nixon
administration. I think, in your words, you'll say that --

[Disruption in hearing room.]

MR. MCCAUL: The committee is not in order -- you will

say that there's no special counsel. So I guess my question

is, are you the special counsel, slash, prosecutor and the

grand jury of this inquiry?

17 THE CHAIRMAN: Are you finished with your opening

18 remarks?

19 MR. MCCAUL: Yes.

20 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Then let's proceed.

21 Mr. Goldman.

22 MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is a

23 deposition of a --

24 THE CHAIRMAN: No further remarks will be entertained at

25 this time. Mr. Goldman.
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MR. GOLDMAN: This is a deposition of Ambassador William
B. Taylor, Jr., conducted by the House Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence pursuant to the impeachment inquiry
announced by the Speaker of the House on September 24th.

Ambassador Taylor --

MR. ROY: There are members of this committee that are
unable to participate --

THE CHAIRMAN: If the gentleman will suspend.

MR. ROY: I'm going to have to be in the Subcommittee --

THE CHAIRMAN: The gentleman will --

MR. ROY: =-- instead of being in here. And then I've
got to schedule access -- to get access as a Member of
Congress to transcripts on a committee on which I sit when
rules have never been put forward?

THE CHAIRMAN: If the gentleman will suspend.

MR. ROY: What is this?

THE CHAIRMAN: The gentleman is not recognized. You can
take your comments outside, sir.

MR. ROY: Take them outside to whom? You're the judge
and jury sitting in here deciding who can see this clown
show. When can we actually -- when can my colleagues who
aren't on this committee see the materials in question?

THE CHAIRMAN: Sir, this witness has come all the way
from Ukraine. If you could suspend so we can get to the

matter at hand.
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MR. ROY: Well, why won't you address the legitimate
egncarms of this =-

VOICES: ©Out of order.

MR. ROY: This whole hearing is out of order. We've got
members of this committee --

MRS. DEMINGS: You really don't want to hear from this
witness, do you?

MR. ROY: I would like the entire Congress to hear from
this witness.

THE CHAIRMAN: Members will suspend. Members will
suspend.

Mr. Goldman, you're recognized.

MR. ROY: What rules are we even operating under?

MR. GOLDMAN: Ambassador Taylor, could you please state
your full name and spell your last name for the record?

AMBASSADOR TAYLOR: William Brochenbrough Taylor, Jr.,
T-a-y-l-o0-r.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you.

Now, along with other proceedings in furtherance of the
inquiry, this deposition is part of a joint investigation led
by the Intelligence Committee in coordination with the
Committees on Foreign Affairs and Oversight and Reform.

In the room today are majority staff and minority staff
from both the Foreign Affairs Committee and Oversight

Committee, as well as majority and minority staff from the
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Intelligence Committee. This is a staff-led deposition, but

members, of course, may ask questions during their allotted
time, as has been the case for every deposition and interview
since the inception of this investigation.

My name is Daniel Goldman. I'm the director of
investigations for the HPSCI majority staff, and I want to
thank you very much for traveling from Ukraine to appear for
this deposition today.

I would 1like to do some brief introductions. To my
right is Daniel Noble, senior investigative counsel for
HPSCI. Mr. Noble and I will be conducting most of the
interview for the majority.

And I will now let my counterparts from the minority
staff introduce themselves who will be conducting the
interview for the minority.

MR. CASTOR: Morning, Ambassador. Steve Castor with the
Republican staff of the Oversight Committee.

MS. CASULLI: Good morning. Laura Casulli, deputy
general counsel, minority on the HPSCI.

MR. KOREN: Michael Koren, House Oversight, Republican
committee staff.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you.

This deposition will be conducted entirely at the
unclassified level. However, the deposition 15 being

conducted in HPSCI's secure spaces and in the presence of

e
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staff with appropriate security clearances. We also
understand that your attorneys have the appropriate security
clearances as well. Is that correct?

AMBASSADOR TAYLOR: That is correct.

MR. GOLDMAN: Okay. It is the committee's expectation,

however, that neither the questions asked of you nor the

answers provided by you will require discussion of any

information that is currently or at any point could be

properly classified under Executive Order 13526.

You are reminded that E.0. 13526 states that, quote, 1in
no case shall information be classified, 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, please inform us of that before you
answer the question and we will adjust accordingly.

Today's deposition is not being taken in executive
session, but because of the 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, which we have mentioned
before.

Under the House deposition rules, no Member of Congress

nor any staff member can discuss the substance of the
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testimony you provide today with the public or the media.
You and your attorney will have an opportunity to review the
transcript if we can figure out an arrangement, given that
you are in post in Ukraine.

Before we begin, I'd like to go over some of the ground
rules for this deposition. We will be following the House
regulations for depositions, which we have previously
provided to your counsel.

The deposition will proceed as follows: The majority
Wwill be given 1 hour to ask questions, and then the minority
will be given 1 hour to ask questions. Thereafter, we will
alternate back and forth between majority and minority in
45-minute rounds until questioning is complete.

We will take periodic breaks, but if you need a break at
any time, please do let us know.

Under the House deposition rules, counsel for other
persons or government agencies may not attend. You are
allowed to have an attorney present of your own during this
deposition, and I see that you have brought two. Would
counsel please now state their appearance for the record?

MR. SMITH: Jeffrey smith, Arnold & Porter.

MR. BELLINGER: John Bellinger, Arnold & Porter.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you.

There is a stenographer to your left taking down

everything that is said in this deposition in order to make a
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written record. For that record to be clear, please wait

until each question is completed before you begin your
answer, and we will wait until you finish your response
before asking you the next question.

The stenographer cannot record nonverbal answers, such
as a shaking of your head, so it is important that you answer
each question 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 in your response, please let us know. 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
priviiege that is recognized by the committee. If you 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 any objection in person or by telephone 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.

And, finally, you are reminded that it is unlawful to
deliberately provide false information to Members of Congress
or staff. 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
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considered as false statements.

As this deposition is under oath, Ambassador Taylor,
would you please stand and raise your right hand to be sworn.
Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to
give is the whole truth and nothing but the truth?

AMBASSADOR TAYLOR: I do.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you. Let the record reflect that
the witness has been sworn.

And, with that, Ambassador Taylor, if you have any
opening remarks to make, now is the time.

AMBASSADOR TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, members, I appreciate
the opportunity to appear here today to provide my
perspective on the events that are the subject of the
committees' inquiry. My sole purpose is to provide the
committees with my views about the strategic importance of
Ukraine to the United States, as well as additional
information about the incidents in question.

I have dedicated my life to serving U.S. interests at
home and abroad, in both military and civilian roles. My
background and experience are nonpartisan, and I have been
honored to serve under every administration, Republican and
Democratic, since 1985.

For 50 years, I've served the country starting as a
cadet at West Point; then as an infantry officer for 6 years,

including with the 101st Airborne Division in Vietnam;: then
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at the Department of Energy; then as a member of a Senate
staff; then at NATO; then with the State Department here and
abroad in Afghanistan, Iraqg, Jerusalem, and Ukraine; and,
more recently, as executive vice president of the nonpartisan
United States Institute of Peace.

While I have served in many places and in different

capacities, I have a particular interest in and respect for

the importance of our country's relationship with Ukraine.

Our national security demands that this relationship remain
strong.

However, in August and September of this year, I became
increasingly concerned that our relationship with Ukraine was
being fundamentally undermined by an irregular, informal
channel of U.S. policymaking and by the withholding of vital
security assistance for domestic political reasons. I hope
my remarks today will help the committees understand why I
believed that to be the case.

At the outset, I would like to convey several key
points: First, Ukraine is a strategic partner of the United
States, important for the security of our country as well as
Europe; second, Ukraine is, right at this moment, while we
sit in this room, and for the last 5 years, under armed
attack from Russia; third, the security assistance we provide
is crucial to Ukraine's defense against Russian aggression,

and, more importantly, sends a signal to Ukrainians and
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Russians that we are Ukraine's reliable strategic partner;
and, finally, as the committees are now aware, I said on
September 9th, in a message to Ambassador Gordon Sondland,
that withholding security assistance in exchange for help
with a domestic political campaign in the United States would
be crazy. I believed that then, and I still believe that.

Let me now provide the committees a chronology of the
events that led to my concern. On May 28th of this year, I
met with Secretary Mike Pompeo who asked me to return to Kyiv
to lead our Embassy in Ukraine. It was and is a critical
time in the U.S.-Ukraine relations.

Volodymyr Zelensky had just been elected President, and
Ukraine remained at war with Russia. As the summer
approached, a new Ukrainian Government would be seated,
parliamentary elections were imminent, and the Ukrainian
political trajectory would be set for the next several years.

I had served as Ambassador to Ukraine from 2006 to 2009,
having been nominated by George W. Bush. And in the
intervening 10 years, I have stayed engaged with Ukraine
visiting frequently since 2013 as a board member of a small
Ukrainian, nongovernmental organization supporting good
governance and reform.

Across the responsibilities I have had in public
service, Ukraine is special for me, and Secretary Pompeo's

offer to return as chief of mission was compelling. I am
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convinced of the profound importance of Ukraine to the
security of the United States and Europe for two related
reasons: First, if Ukraine succeeds in breaking free of
Russian influence, it is possible for Europe to be whole,
free, democratic, and at peace. In contrast, if Russia

dominates Ukraine, Russia will again become an empire,

oppressing its people, and threatening its neighbors and the

rest of the world.
Second, with the annexation of Crimea in 2014 and the
continued aggression in Donbas, Russia violated countless

treaties, ignored all commitments, dismissed all the

principles that have kept the peace and contributed to
prosperity in Europe since World War II. To restore
Ukraine's independence, Russia must leave Ukraine. This has
been and should continue to be a bipartisan U.S. foreign
policy goal.

When I was serving outside of government during the
Obama administration and after the Russian invasion of
Ukraine in 2014, I joined two other former Ambassadors to
Ukraine in urging Obama administration officials at the State
Department, Defense Department, and other agencies to provide
lethal defensive weapons to Ukraine in order to deter further
Russian aggression. I also supported much stronger sanctions
against Russia.

All to say I cared about Ukraine's future and the
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important U.S. interests there. So, when Secretary Pompeo
asked me to go back to Kyiv, I wanted to say yes. But it was
not an easy decision. The former Ambassador, Masha
Yovanovitch, had been treated poorly, caught in a web of
political machinations, both in Kyiv and in Washington. I
feared that those problems were still present. When I talked
to her about accepting the offer, however, she urged me to go
for both policy reasons and for the morale of the Embassy.

Before answering the Secretary, I consulted both my wife
and a respected former senior Republican official who has
been a mentor to me. I will tell you, my wife, in no
uncertain terms, strongly opposed the idea. The mentor
counseled: If your country asks you to do something, you do
it - T you can be effective,

I could be effective only if the U.S. policy of strong
support for Ukraine, strong diplomatic support, along with
robust security, economic, and technical assistance were to
continue, and if I had the backing of the Secretary of State
to implement that policy. I worried about what I had heard
concerning the role of Rudolph Giuliani, who had made several
high-profile statements about Ukraine and U.S. policy toward
the country.

So, during my meeting with Secretary Pompeo, on
May 28th, I made clear to him and the others present that if

U.S. policy toward Ukraine changed, he would not want me
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posted there and I could not stay. He assured me that the
policy of strong support for Ukraine would continue and that
he would support me in defending that policy.

With that understanding, I agreed to go back to Kyiv.

Because I was appointed by the Secretary but not reconfirmed

by the Senate, my official position was Charge d'affaires ad

interim. I returned to Kyiv on June 17th carrying the

original copy of a letter President Trump signed the day
after I met with the Secretary.

In that letter, President Trump congratulated President
Zelensky on his election victory and invited him to a meeting
in the Oval Office. I also brought with me a framed copy of
the Secretary's declaration that the United States would
never recognize the illegal Russian annexation of Crimea.

But once I arrived in Kyiv, I discovered a weird
combination of encouraging, confusing, and ultimately
alarming circumstances. First, encouraging: President
Zelensky was taking over Ukraine in a hurry. He had
appointed reformist ministers and supported long-stalled
anticorruption legislation. He took quick executive action,
including opening Ukraine's High Anti-Corruption Court, which
was established under previous Presidential administration
but was never allowed to operate.

He called snap parliamentary elections -- his party was

so new it had no representation in the Rada -- and later won
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an overwhelming mandate controlling 60 percent of the seats.
With his new parliamentary majority, President Zelensky
changed the Ukrainian constitution to remove absolute
immunity from Rada deputies, which had been the source of raw
corruption for decades. There was much excitement in Kyiv
that this time things could be different. A new Ukraine
might finally be breaking from its corrupt, post-Soviet past.

And, yet, I found a confusing and unusual arrangement
for making U.S. policy towards Ukraine. There appeared to be
two channels of U.S. policymaking and implementation, one
regular and one highly irregular.

As the chief of mission, I had authority over the
regular, formal diplomatic processes, including the bulk of
the U.S. effort to support Ukraine against the Russian
invasion and to help it defeat corruption.

This regular channel of U.S. policymaking has
consistently had strong bipartisan support, both in Congress
and in all administrations since Ukraine's independence from
Russig in 1881.

At the same time, however, there was an irregular,
informal channel of U.S. policymaking with respect to
Ukraine, one which included then-Special Envoy Kurt Volker,
Ambassador Sondland, Secretary of Energy Rick Perry, and as I
subsequently learned, Mr. Giuliani. I was clearly in the

regular channel, but I was also in the irregular one to the
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extent that Ambassadors Volker and Sondland included me in
certain conversations.

Although this irregular channel was well connected in
Washington, it operated mostly outside of official State
Department channels. This irregular channel began when
Ambassador Volker, Ambassador Sondland, Secretary Perry, and
Senator Ron Johnson briefed President Trump on May 23rd upon
their return from President Zelensky's inauguration.

The delegation returned to Washington enthusiastic about
the new Ukrainian President and urged President Trump to meet
with him early on to cement the U.S. Ukraine relationship.
But from what I understood, President Trump did not share
their enthusiasm for a meeting with Mr. Zelensky.

When I first arrived in Kyiv in June and July, the
actions of both the regular and irregular channels of foreign
policy served the same goal, a strong U.S.-Ukraine
partnership, but it became clear to me by August that the
channels had diverged in their objectives. As this occurred,
I became increasingly concerned.

In late June, one of the goals of both channels was to
facilitate a visit by President Zelensky to the White House
for a meeting with President Trump, which President Trump had
promised in his congratulatory letter of May 29th.

Ukrainians were clearly eager for the meeting to happen.

During a conference call with Ambassador Volker, Acting
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Assistant Secretary of State for European and Eurasian
Affairs Phil Reeker, Secretary Perry, Ambassador Sondland,
and Counselor of the U.S. Department of State Ulrich
Brechbuhl on June 18th, it was clear that a meeting between
the two Presidents was an agreed-on -- agreed-upon goal.

But during my subsequent communications with Ambassadors
Volker and Sondland, they relayed to me that the President
wanted to hear from Zelensky before scheduling the meeting in
the Oval Office. It was not clear to me what this meant.

On June 27th, Ambassador Sondland told me during a phone
conversation that President Zelensky needed to make clear to
President Trump that he, President Zelensky, was not standing
in the way of investigations.

I sensed something odd when Ambassador Sondland told me
on June 28th that he did not wish to include most of the
regular interagency participants in a call planned with
President Zelensky later that day.

Ambassador Sondland, Ambassador Volker, Secretary Perry,
and I were on this call dialing in from different locations.
However, Ambassador Sondland said that he wanted to make sure
no one was transcribing or monitoring as they added President
Zelensky to the call.

Also, before President Zelensky joined the call,
Ambassador Volker separately told the U.S. participants that

he, Ambassador Volker, planned to be explicit with President
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Zelensky in a one-on-one meeting in Toronto on July 2nd about
what President Zelensky should do to get the meeting in the
White House.

Again, it was not clear to me on that call what this
meant, but Ambassador Volker noted that he would relay that
President Trump wanted to see rule of law, transparency, but
also, specifically, cooperation on investigations to get to
the bottom of things.

Once President Zelensky joined the call, the
conversation was focused on energy policy and the
Stanystsia-Luhanska bridge in Donbas. President Zelensky
also said that he looked forward to the White House visit
President Trump had offered in his May 29th letter.

I reported on this call to Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State George Kent who had responsibility for Ukraine, and I
wrote a memo for the record, dated June 30th, that summarized
our conversation with President Zelensky.

By mid-July, it was becoming clear to me that the
meeting President Zelensky wanted was conditioned on
investigations of Burisma and alleged Ukrainian influence in
the 2016 elections. It was also clear that this condition
was driven by the irregular policy channel I had come to
understand was guided by Mr. Giuliani.

On July 10, Ukrainian officials Alexander Danyliuk, the

Ukrainian National Security Advisor; Andrey Yermak, an
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assistant to President Zelensky; and Secretary Perry;
then-National Security Advisor John Bolton; Ambassador
Volker; and Ambassador Sondland met at the White House. I
did not participate in the meeting and did not receive a
readout of it until speaking with the National Security
Council's then-senior director for European and Russian
affairs, Fiona Hill, and the NSC's director for European
affairs, Alex Vindman, on July 1S9th.

On July 10, in Kyiv, I met with President Zelensky's
Chief of Staff, Andrei Bohdan, and then-foreign policy
adviser to the President and now Foreign Minister Vadym
Prystaiko, who told me that they had heard from Mr. Giuliani
that the phone call between the two Presidents was unlikely
to happen and that they were alarmed and disappointed. I
relayed their concerns to Counselor Brechbuhl.

In a regular, NSC secure video conference call on
July 18th, I heard a staff person from the Office of
Management and Budget say that there was a hold on security
assistance to Ukraine but could not say why. Toward the end
of this otherwise normal meeting, a voice on the call, the
person who was off screen, said that she was from OMB and her
boss had instructed her not to approve any additional
spending of security assistance for Ukraine until further
motice.

I and the others on the call sat in astonishment. The
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Ukrainians were fighting the Russians and counted on not only

the training and weapons but also the assurance of U.S.

support. All that the OMB staff person said was that the

directive had come from the President to the Chief of Staff
to OMB. In an instant, I realized that one of the key
pillars of our strong support for Ukraine was threatened.

The irregular policy channel was running contrary to the

goals of longstanding U.S. policy. There followed a series
of NSC-led interagency meetings starting at the staff level
and quickly reaching the level of Cabinet Secretaries. At
every meeting, the unanimous conclusion was that the security
assistance should be reassumed, the hold lifted.

At one point the Defense Department was asked to perform
an analysis of the effectiveness of the assistance. Within a
day, the Defense Department came back with the determination
that the assistance was effective and should be resumed.

My understanding was that the Secretaries of Defense and
State, the CIA Director, and the National Security Advisor,
sought a joint meeting with the President to convince him to
release the hold, but such meeting was hard to schedule, and
the hold lasted well into September.

The next day on the phone, Dr. Hill and Mr. Vindman
tried to reassure me that they were not aware of any official
change in U.S. policy toward Ukraine, OMB's announcement

notwithstanding. They did confirm that the hold on security
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assistance for Ukraine came from Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney
and that the Chief of Staff maintained a skeptical view of
Ukraine.

In the same July 19th phone call, they gave me an
account of the July 10th meeting with the Ukrainian officials
at the White House. Specifically, they told me that
Ambassador Sondland had connected investigations with an Oval
Office meeting for President Zelensky, which so irritated
Ambassador Bolton that he abruptly ended the meeting, telling
Dr. Hill and Mr. Vindman that they should have nothing to do
with domestic politics.

He also directed Dr. Hill to brief the lawyers.

Dr. Hill said that Ambassador Bolton referred to this as a
drug deal after the July 10th meeting. Ambassador Bolton
opposed a call between President Zelensky and President Trump
out of concern that it would be a disaster,

Needless to say, the two Ukrainians in the meetings were
confused. Ambassador Bolton, in the regular Ukraine policy
decisionmaking channel, wanted to talk about security,
energy, and reform. Ambassador Sondland, a participant in
the irregular channel, wanted to talk about the connection
between a White House meeting and Ukrainian investigations.

Also, during our July 18th £all, Br. Hill inTormed me
that Ambassador Volker had met with Mr. Giuliani to discuss

Ukraine. This caught me by surprise. The next day, I asked
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Ambassador Volker about that meeting but received no
response. I began to sense that the two decisionmaking
channels, regular and irregular, were separate and at odds.
Later on July 19th and in the early morning of
July 20th, Kyiv time, I received text messages on a three-way
WhatsApp text conversation with Ambassadors Volker and
Sondland, a record of which I understand has already been
provided to the committees by Ambassador Volker.

Ambassador Sondland said that a call between President

Trump and President Zelensky would take place soon.

Ambassador Volker said that it was most important for
Zelensky to say that he will help investigation and address
any specific personnel issues, if there are any.

Later on July 20th, I had a phone conversation with
Ambassador Sondland while he was on a train from Paris to
London. Ambassador Sondland told me that he had recommended
to President Zelensky that he use the phrase, "I will leave
no stone unturned" with regard to investigations when
President Zelensky spoke with President Trump.

Also, on July 20th, I had a phone conversation with
Mr. Danyliuk, during which he conveyed to me that President
Zelensky did not want to be used as a pawn in a U.S.
reelection campaign. The next day, I texted both Ambassadors
Volker and Sondland about President Zelensky's concern.

On July 25th, President Trump and President Zelensky had
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the long-awaited phone conversation. Strangely, even though
I was chief of mission and was scheduled to meet with
President Zelensky along with Ambassador Volker the following
day, I received no readout of the call from the White House.
The Ukrainian Government issued a short, cryptic summary.

During a previously planned July 26th meeting, President
Zelensky told Ambassador Volker and me that he was happy with
the call, but he did not elaborate. President Zelensky then
asked me about the face-to-face meeting in the Oval Office as
promised in the May 29th letter from President Trump.

After our meeting with President Zelensky, Ambassador
Volker and I traveled to the frontline in northern Donbas to
receive a briefing from the commander of the forces on the
line of contact. Arriving for the briefing in the military
headquarters, the commander thanked us for security
assistance, but I was aware that this assistance was on hold,
which made me uncomfortable.

Ambassador Volker and I could see the armed and hostile
Russian-led forces on the other side of the damaged bridge
across the line of contact. Over 13,000 Ukrainians had been
killed in the war, one or two a week. To this day, that
continues. More Ukrainians would undoubtedly die without
U.5. assistance.

Although I spent the morning of July 26th with President

Zelensky and other Ukrainian officials, the first summary of
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the Trump-Zelensky call that I heard from anybody inside the
U.S. Government was during a phone call I had with Tim
Morrison, Dr. Hill's recent replacement at the NSC, on

July 28th. Mr. Morrison told me that the call could have
been better and that President Trump had suggested that
President Zelensky or his staff meet with Mr. Giuliani and
Attorney General William Barr. I did not see any official
readout of the call until it was publicly released on
September 25th.

On August 16, I exchanged text messages with Ambassador
Volker, in which I learned that Mr. Yermak had asked that the
United States submit an official request for an investigation
into Burisma's alleged violations of Ukrainian law, if that's
what the United States desired.

A formal U.S. request to the Ukrainians to conduct an
investigation based on violations of their own law struck me
as improper, and I recommended to Ambassador Volker that we
stay clear. To find out the legal aspects of the question,
however, I gave him the name of a Deputy Assistant Attorney
General whom I thought would be the proper point of contact
for seeking a U.S. referral for a foreign investigation.

By mid-August, because the security assistance had been
held for over a month for no reason that I could discern, I
was beginning to fear that the longstanding U.S. policy of

strong support for Ukraine was shifting. I called Counselor




33

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Brechbuhl to discuss this on August 21st. He said that he
was not aware of a change of U.S. policy but would check on
the status of the security assistance.

My concern deepened the next day, on August 22nd, during
a phone call with Mr. Morrison. I asked him if there had
been a change in policy of strong support for Ukraine, to
which he responded: It remains to be seen.

He also told me during this call that the President
doesn't want to provide any assistance at all. That was
extremely troubling to me. As I had told Secretary Pompeo in
May, if the policy of strong support for Ukraine were to
change, I would have to resign. Based on my call with
Mr. Morrison, I was preparing to do so.

Just days later, on August 27th, Ambassador Bolton
arrived in Kyiv and met with President Zelensky. During
their meeting, security assistance was not discussed.
Amazingly, news of the hold on security assistance did not
leak out until August 29th. I, on the other hand, was all
too aware of and still troubled by the hold.

Near the end of Ambassador Bolton's visit, I asked to
meet him privately, during which I expressed to him my
serious concern about the withholding of military assistance
to Ukraine while the Ukrainians were defending their country
from Russian aggression.

Ambassador Bolton recommended that I send a first-person
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cable to Secretary Pompeo directly, relaying my concerns. I
wrote and transmitted such a cable on August 29th describing
the folly I saw in withholding military aid to Ukraine at a
time when hostilities were still active in the east and when
Russia was watching closely to gauge the level of American
support for the Ukrainian Government.

I told the Secretary that I could not and would not
defend such a policy. Although I received no specific
response, I heard that, soon thereafter, the Secretary
carried the cable with him to a meeting at the White House
focused on security assistance for Ukraine.

The same day that I sent my cable to the Secretary,
August 29, Mr. Yermak contacted me and was very concerned,
asking about the withheld security assistance. The hold that
the White House had placed on the assistance had just been
made public that day in a political story. At that point, I
was embarrassed that I could not give him any explanation for
why it was withheld.

It had still not occurred to me that the hold on
security assistance could be related to the investigations.
That, however, would change.

On September 1st, just 3 days after my cable to
Secretary Pompeo, President Zelensky met Vice President Pence
at a bilateral meeting in Warsaw. President Trump had

planned to travel to Warsaw but at the last minute had
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canceled because of Hurricane Dorian.

Just hours before the Pence-Zelensky meeting, I
contacted Mr. Danyliuk to let him know that the delay of U.S.
security assistance was an all-or-nothing proposition, in the
sense that if the White House did not 1ift the hold prior to
the end of the fiscal year, September 30th, the funds would
expire and Ukraine would receive nothing.

I was hopeful that, at the bilateral meeting or shortly
thereafter, the White House would lift the hold, but this was
net to be, Indeed, I received @ readout of the
Pence-Zelensky meeting over the phone for Mr. Morrison,
during which he told me President Zelensky had opened the
meeting by asking the Vice President about security
cooperation.

The Vice President did not respond substantively but
said he would talk to President Trump that night. The Vice
President did say that President Trump wanted the Europeans
to do more to support Ukraine and that he wanted Ukrainians
to do more to fight corruption.

During this same phone call I had with Mr. Morrison, he
went on to describe a conversation Ambassador Sondland had
with Mr. Yermak at Warsaw. Ambassador Sondland told
Mr. Yermak that the security assistance money would not come
until President Zelensky committed to pursue the Burisma

investigation.
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I was alarmed by what Mr. Morrison told me about the
Sondland-Yermak conversation. This was the first time I had
heard that security assistance, not just the White House
meeting, was conditioned on the investigations.

Very concerned, on that same day, I sent Ambassador
Sondland a text message asking if we are now saying that
security assistance and a White House meeting are conditioned
on investigations. Ambassador Sondland responded asking me
to call him, which I did.

During that phone call, Ambassador Sondland told me that
President Trump had told him that he wants President Zelensky
to state publicly that Ukraine will investigate Burisma and
alleged Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. election.

Ambassador Sondland also told me that he now recognized
that he had made a mistake by earlier telling Ukrainian
officials to whom he spoke that a White House meeting with
President Zelensky was dependent on a public announcement of
investigations. In fact, Ambassador Sondland said everything
was dependent on such an announcement, including security
assistance. He said that President Trump wanted President
Zelensky in a box by making public statement about ordering
such investigations.

In the same September 1lst call, I told Ambassador
Sondland that President Trump should have more respect for

another head of state and that what he described was not in
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the interest of either President Trump or President Zelensky.

At that point, I asked Ambassador Sondland to push back on
President Trump's demand. Ambassador Sondland pledged to
try.

We also discussed the possibility that Ukrainian
prosecutor general, rather than President Zelensky, would
make a statement about investigations, potentially in
coordination with Attorney General Barr's probe into the
investigation of interference in the 2016 elections.

The next day, September 2nd, Mr. Morrison called to
inform me that Mr. Danyliuk had asked him to come to his
hotel room in Warsaw where Mr. Danyliuk expressed concern
about the possible loss of U.S. support for Ukraine.

In particular, Mr. Morrison relayed to me that the
inability of any U.S. officials to respond to Ukraine's
explicit questions about security assistance was troubling
them. I was experiencing the same tension in my dealings
with the Ukrainians, including a meeting that I had had with
Defense Minister Andriy Zagordnyuk that day.

During my call with Mr. Morrison on September 2nd, I
also briefed Mr. Morrison on what Ambassador Sondland had
told me during our call the day prior.

On September 5th, I hosted Senators Johnson and Murphy
for a wisit ta Kyiv. Duripg their wisits we mel with

President Zelensky. His first question to the Senators was



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

about the withheld security assistance. My recollection of

the meeting is that both Senators stressed that bipartisan
support for Ukraine in Washington was Ukraine's most
important strategic asset and that President Zelensky should
not jeopardize that bipartisan support by getting drawn into
U.5. domestic politics.

I had been making, and continue to make, this point to
all of my Ukrainian official contacts. But the push to make
President Zelensky publicly commit to investigations of
Burisma and alleged interference in the 2016 elections showed
how the official foreign policy of the United States was
undercut by the irregular efforts led by Mr. Giuliani.

Two days later, on September 7th, I had a conversation
with Mr. Morrison in which he described a phone conversation
earlier that day between Ambassadors Sondland and President
Trump. Mr. Morrison said that he had a sinking feeling after
learning about this conversation from Ambassador Sondland.

According to Mr. Morrison, President Trump told
Ambassador Sondland that he was not asking for a quid pro
quo. But President Trump did insist that President Zelensky
go to a microphone and say he is opening investigations of
Biden and 2016 election interference, and that President
Zelensky should want to do this himself. Mr. Morrison said
that he told Ambassador Bolton and the NSC lawyers of this

phone call between President Trump and Ambassador Sondland.
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The following day, on September 8th, Ambassador Sondland
and I spoke on the phone. He said he had talked to President
Trump, as I had suggested a week earlier, but that President
Trump was adamant that President Zelensky himself had to
clear things up and do it in public. President Trump said it
was not a quid pro quo.

Ambassador Sondland said that he had talked to President
Zelensky and Mr. Yermak and told them that, although this was
not a quid pro quo, if President Zelensky did not clear
things up in public, we would be at a stalemate. I
understood a stalemate to mean that Ukraine would not receive
the much-needed military assistance. Ambassador Sondland
said that this conversation concluded with President Zelensky
agreeing to make a public statement in an interview with CNN.

After the call with Ambassador Sondland on
September 8th, I expressed my strong reservations in a text
message to Ambassador Sondland stating: My nightmare is that
the Ukrainians give the interview and don't get the security
assistance. The Russians love it. And I quit.

I was serious.

The next day I said to Ambassadors Sondland and Volker
that the message to the Ukrainians and Russians we send with
the decision on security assistance is key. With the hold,
we have already shaken their faith in us. I also said, I

think it's crazy to withhold security assistance for help
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with a political campaign.

Ambassador Sondland responded about 5 hours later that I
was incorrect about President Trump's intentions. The
President has been crystal clear: No quid pro quos of any
kind.

Before these text messages, during our call on
September 8th, Ambassador Sondland tried to explain to me
that President Trump is a businessman. When a businessman is
about to sign a check to someone who owes him something, he
said, the businessman asks that person to pay up before
signing the check.

Ambassador Volker used the same terms several days later
when we were together at the Yalta European Strategy
Conference in Kyiv. I argued to both that the explanation
made no sense. The Ukrainians did not owe President Trump
anything, and holding up security assistance for domestic
political gain was crazy, as I had said in my text message to
Ambassador Sondland and Volker on September 9th.

Finally, I learned on September 11th that the hold had
been 1ifted and security assistance would be provided. After
I learned that the security assistance was released on
September 11th, I personally conveyed the news to President
Zelensky and Foreign Minister Prystaiko. And I again
reminded Mr. Yermak of the high strategic value of bipartisan

support for Ukraine and the importance of not getting



involved in other countries' elections.

My fear at the time was that, since Ambassador Sondland
had told me President Zelensky had already agreed to do a CNN
interview, President Zelensky would make a statement
regarding investigations that would have played into domestic
U.S. politics. I sought to confirm through Mr. Danyliuk that
President Zelensky was not planning to give such an interview
to the media.

While Mr. Danyliuk initially confirmed that on
September 12th, I noticed during a meeting on the morning of
September 13th, at President Zelensky's office, that
Mr. Yermak looked uncomfortable in response to the question.
Again, I asked Mr. Danyliuk to confirm that there would be no
CNN interview, which he did.

On September 25th, at the U.N. General Assembly session
in New York City, President Trump met President Zelensky
face-to-face. He also released a transcript of the July 25th
call. The United States gave the Ukrainians virtually no
notice of the release, and they were livid.

Although this was the first time I had seen the details
of President Trump's July 25th call with President Zelensky
in which he mentioned Vice President Biden, I had come to
understand well before then that "investigations" was a term
Ambassadors Volker and Sondland used to mean matters related

to the 2016 elections and to investigations of Burisma and
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the Bidens.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize this is a rather lengthy
recitation of the events of the past few months, told from my
vantage point in Kyiv. But I also recognize the importance
of the matters your committees are investigating, and I hope
that this chronology will provide some framework for your
questions.

I wish to conclude by returning to the points I made at
the outset: Ukraine is important to the security of the
United States. It has been attacked by Russia, which
continues its aggression against Ukraine. If we believe in
the principle of sovereignty of nations on which our security
and the security of our friends and allies depends, we must
support Ukraine in its fight against its bullying neighbor.
Russian aggression cannot stand.

There are two Ukraine stories today, Mr. Chairman. The
first is the one we are discussing this morning and that you
have been hearing for the past 2 weeks. It's a rancorous
story about whistleblowers, Mr. Giuliani, side channels, quid
pre guos, corruption, interference in elections. IA this
story Ukraine is an object.

But there's another Ukraine story, a positive,
bipartisan one. In this second story, Ukraine is the
subject. This one is about young people in a young nation

struggling to break free of its past, hopeful their new
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government will finally usher in a new Ukraine, proud of its
independence from Russia, eager to join Western institutions
and enjoy a more secure and prosperous life.

This story describes a Nation developing an inclusive,
democratic nationalism, not unlike what we in America, in our
best moments, feel about our diverse country -- less
concerned about what language we speak; what religion, if
any, we practice; where our parents and grandparents came
from -- more concerned about building a new country.

Because of the strategic importance of Ukraine and our
effort to create a whole, free Europe, we, through Republican
and Democratic administrations over three decades, have
supported Ukraine. Congress has been very generous over the
years with assistance funding, both civilian and military,
and political support.

With overwhelming bipartisan majorities, Congress has
supported Ukraine with harsh sanctions on Russia for invading
and occupying Ukraine. We can be proud of that support and
that we have stood up to a dictator's aggression against a
democratic neighbor.

This second story, Mr. Chairman, is the one I would like
to leave you with today. And I'm glad to answer your
questions.

[The information follows:]
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THE CHAIRMAN: Ambassador, thank you. We're just trying
to process what you said. Thank you for your detailed
opening statement.

I recognize Mr. Goldman now for an hour of questions by
the majority to be followed by an hour of questions from the
minerity.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Thank you, Ambassador Taylor. Thank you for the
detailed opening statement. We obviously just received it,
and we'll do our best not to be too repetitive.

It is incredibly detailed, and I note that you mention
that you wrote a memo to file on June 30th and that you sent
a cable to Secretary Pompeo on August 27. Can you tell us
whether there were any other documents that you relied upon
in putting together this opening statement today?

A Yes. Three sources, I guess. One you are familiar
with are the texts of WhatsApp messages that Ambassador
Volker, Ambassador Sondland, and I exchanged. There were
other WhatsApp messages that I exchanged with Ukrainian
officials and other American officials, all of which, like
Ambassador Volker's package, I have provided to the State
Department. That's number one.

Number two, I've always kept careful notes, and I keep a
little notebook where I take notes on conversations, in

particular when I'm not in the office. So, in meetings with
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Ukrainian officials or when I'm out and I get a phone call
and I can -- I keep notes.

The third documents are handwritten notes that I take on
a small, little spiral notebook in my office of phone calls
that take place in my office. So those, I think, are the
three sources of information that you see here. You will see
some quotes and those are quotes from either the WhatsApp
texts or from my notes.

Q And have you provided all of those documents to the
State Department?

A I have.

Q At their request. Is that right?

A At their request. I think in response to your
subpoena to the State Department, they did a document search
which came, of course, to Embassy Kyiv, applied to the State
Department. We did a search of all of our documents,
including the ones I just mentioned, and sent them into the
State Department.

Q Okay. And I assume that you are aware that, other
than the WhatsApp messages that Ambassador Volker provided to
the committees, the committees have not received any of these
documents from the State Department?

A I assumed that, but I didn't know that until you
confirmed it.

Q Okay. But you remain in possession of your
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personal documents?
A L g5

Q Okay. Prior to your testimony here today, did you

have any discussions with anyone at the State Department

about your testimony?

A No.

Q Did you receive any instructions from the State
Department about your testimony?

A Yes. Let me be clear, I had no substantive
conversations with anyone about testimony. I have been in
touch. As soon as I got your invitation, I, as instructed,
talked to our congressional liaison and in turn our legal

office, which John Bellinger knows something about. And they

gave me instructions on how I was to proceed. So I've had
those conversations with them, with what we call H and L.
People in the room are probably familiar with both.

Q Right. But you did not show this opening statement
to anyone at the State Department?

A That's gorrect.

Q And you did not receive any guidance about what you
could testify about here today?

A The guidance I got was to be sure not to talk about
classified material or anything having to do with privilege,
and I think I've abided by those. I'm not sure exactly what

the privilege constraint is. I doen't think I have viglated
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that, and I've certainly not violated anything else.

[Discussion off the record.]

AMBASSADOR TAYLOR: Ah, good point. I was also
instructed not to appear. That's an important instruction.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Okay.

A And in that message, that letter, it said not to
appear under current circumstances. My interpretation of
that is, when I got a subpoena, that those were different
circumstances.

Q Right. A subpoena compels your testimony, correct,
and that's why you're here today?

A Yes, ir.

Q You indicated that you struggled a little bit over
the decision whether or not to take the offer to be the
Charge to the mission in Kyiv. Can you describe in a little
bit more detail why you struggled with that decision?

A Yes. A couple of reasons. So I was approached
with the idea of going back out to Kyiv by Ambassador Volker
and then Deputy Assistant Secretary of State George Kent
about the time, this would have been like April, May, when it
was possible that Ambassador Yovanovitch would be coming back
before the regular end of her term.

I, of course, was following events in Ukraine, not as

closely then as I do now, but was certainly -- as I mentioned
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in my statement, I cared a lot about the place. I had seen
press reports of the intent of Mr. Giuliani to travel to
Ukraine, to pursue these investigations that I've mentioned a
couple times in my opening statement, with the intent of
using that information in political campaigns.

I knew of the -- I knew the people that Giuliani had
been talking to in Ukraine. I knew the prosecutor general,
Mr. Lutsenko. I knew that Mr. Lutsenko had given interviews
to American media which were pretty negative about both
United States and about the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv, in
particular the Ambassador and the deputy chief of mission.

So I knew that they were -- I put it -- I knew there
were problems in Kyiv, and I knew there were problems in
Washington. I knew that Secretary Pompeo had received a
letter from a Member of Congress or maybe a former Member of
Congress -- he's certainly a former Member of Congress now --
saying that Masha Yovanovitch, Ambassador Yovanovitch, should
be removed. All to say that I was concerned that there
was -- I think I put it -- a snake pit in Kyiv and a snake
pit here, and I was not sure that I could usefully serve in

that context.
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[10:53 a.m.]
BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q That letter you referenced is from former
Representative Pete Sessions? Is that what you're talking
about?

A Correct;

Q in May of 20087

A Correct,

Q How did you know about that?

A I suppose I had heard that from the State
Department -- from Mr. Kent. I don't know that.

Q What did you know about the circumstances
surrounding Ambassador Yovanovitch's removal?

A So I met Ambassador Yovanovitch in Kyiv on several
occasions that spring, last spring. From my position at the
United States Institute of Peace, I was an election observer,
an international election observer, for the two rounds of the
Presidential election. And on both those visits to Kyiv,
those were separated by 3 weeks. So both of those visits I
would check in of course with the embassy and sat down with
Masha Yovanovitch, with Ambassador Yovanovitch.

We talked in Kyiv about what was going on there and this
was disturbing to her. When I came back from those trips, I
didn't think much more about that until I got a phone call

from George Kent, Deputy Assistant Secretary George Kent,
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asking hypothetically, he said, would I be willing to go back
out to Ukraine, which was odd because we have an Ambassador
out there and this gave me some sense that something was
going on here. Shortly thereafter, he called up and said,
it's not hypothetical anymore. Will you go back out? And
that prompted me to do some checking and this kind of
business.

When Ambassador Yovanovitch came back in what, late May,
I think that's right, I talked to her about this and she
described the circumstances under which she came back.

Q Did you have any understanding as to whether the
allegations that were levied against her had any basis in
fact?

A No, because I don't think there were allegations --
well, as she's testified, she was told by the deputy
secretary of State that she had done nothing wrong. So there
were no allegations of -- as far as any official channel that
she had done anything wrong.

Q Were you aware of allegations in the media against
her?

A The allegations in the media were that she was
tough on corruption. Now, that doesn't sound so bad, that's
what an Ambassador out there has do. She was very frank, she
was very direct. She made points very clearly, and she was

indeed tough on corruption, and she named names and that
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sometimes is controversial out there, but she's a strong
person and made those charges.

Q When you say name names, did she generally name
names of people or entities to prosecute or not to prosecute?

A No, neither. She named Ukrainians who were

standing in the way of reform of the judiciary in particular.

Q I want to show you a -- what's been marked as
Exhibit 1, which is a May 9th, New York Times article.
[Taylor Exhibit No. 1
Was marked for identification.]
BY MR. GOLDMAN:
Q You just testified a second ago that you were aware
of efforts by Mr. Giuliani to go to Ukraine to push for

investigations. Do you recognize this article?

A 1 do;
Q Okay. Was this what you were referring to?
A It was.

Q All right. And if you could just read for us the
highlighted paragraph, the second paragraph?

A Mr. Giuliani said he plans tp travel to Kyiv, the
Ukrainian capital, in the coming days and wants to meet with
the nation's President-elect to urge him to pursue inquiries
that allies of the White House contend could yield new
information about two matters of intense interest to Mr.

Trump.
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Q Continue, please.

A One is the origin of the Special Counsel's
investigation into Russia's interference in the 2016
election. The other is the involvement of former Vice
President Joseph R. Biden, Jr.'s son and a gas company owned
by a Ukrainian oligarch.

Q And then if you could read the quotation from Mr.
Giuliani, two paragraphs down?

A We're not meddling in an election, we're meddling
in an investigation, which we have a right to do, Mr.
Giuliani said.

Q All right. And then if you go to the next page and
just read the two lines that are highlighted?

A He said that his efforts in Ukraine have the full
support of Mr. Trump. He declined to say specifically
whether he had briefed him on the planned meeting with
Mr. Zelensky but added he basically knows what I'm doing,
sure, as his lawyer.

Q And then if you could go to the last page and the
last line and just read that.

A My only client is the President of the United
States, he said. He's the one I have an obligation to report
to, tell him what happened.

Q ¢ this article is dated May 9th, which as 1

understand it was during the period that you were considering
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whether or not to return to Kyiv?

A That s garregk,

Q Okay. And what was your reaction to seeing this
article?

A This was one of the several concerns I had when --

considering whether to accept the offer to go back out to

Kyiv. This was part of the -- one of the two snake pits,

this is the Washington snake pit that I was concerned I would

be stepping into if I were to accept the offer. So this made
me less interested, this made me concerned, it troubled me
that this is what was affecting U.S. policy towards Ukraine.

Q Did you have any conversations with anyone, any
executives or senior officials at the State Department about
your multifaceted concerns?

A I did. I had a conversation with the Counselor
Ulrich Brechbuhl and then a conversation with Secretary
Pompeo. And they were -- they were similar in both -- in
both meetings I let them know up front going into the meeting
that I had not decided whether to accept the offer to go back
out to Kyiv because I was troubled by what I was hearing, not
just this Giuliani article, but I was troubled by other
things as well and I made this clear to both, both Mr.
Brechbuhl and Secretary Pompeo.

And the concern was that the strong support, the policy

of strong support for Ukraine, that as I said in my
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statement, bipartisan, House, Senate, Republicans, Democrats
administrations Republicans, Democrats all the way through,
that strong support I was worried could change. And if it
did change, I told them both, I couldn't serve. The counsel,
I mentioned that I'd consulted with a mentor, and he said,
Bill, if your country asks you to do something you could do
it, if you can be effective. And the if you can be effective
glause is really impertant.

And I could not be effective if our strong support for
Ukraine policy were to change and if we were -- if for some
reason, I couldn't imagine this would happen, but I was
worried that there could be some dramatic change where we
would agree with the Russians, that well maybe Crimea is
Russian after all, you know, or something like that. And if
that were to happen, and I made this clear to the Secretary
and others in the room, I would have to come back, I would
have to resign, I would have to leave post.

Q And what did Secretary Pompeo say in response to
your expression of these concerns?

A He said that he supported the strong U.S. policy
and that he would continue to support that strong U.S.
policy, and that he would make this case to President Trump.

Q What, if anything, did he say about the snake pit
in Washington that you described?

A He said that I should, as the Ambassador, as the
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Charge out there, that I should follow the guidance and
pursue the foreign policy of the U.S. -- of the
administration, of the government, well established. And he

said, and that policy is strong support, economic support,

military support, political support, Democratic support

and -- and that he would do his best to keep that strong
support.

Q Did he in any way mention Mr. Giuliani?

A He didn't.

Q What did Counselor Brechbuhl say to you in response

to these concerns?

A Same thing. Well, he said you need to -- I saw him
about 3 days, the Thursday before the Monday meeting with
Secretary Pompeo, he said, you'll have an opportunity to ask
the Secretary about that.

Q What was Mr. Brechbuhl's view, personally?

A He agreed, he's is not directly in the Ukraine
policymaking channel. He was more in the executive
personnel, which is why I was having my -- an interview with
him, a meeting with him before seeing the Secretary.

Q Did you specifically mention Mr. Giuliani to either
Counselor Brechbuhl or Secretary Pompeo?

A Mr. Goldman, I don't remember if I did, I don't
remember if I did or not.

Q Okay.
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A Not that I remember.

Q What ultimately led you to take the job?

A The Secretary's assurance that he would continue
that strong support and that he would continue to push that
strong support within the government. And frankly one of my
concerns had been that there had not been a letter to
President Zelensky congratulating him on his victory. And
Secretary Pompeo looked over at Counselor Brechbuhl and said,
what, no letter? And within 48 hours there was a letter.
Now -- and it was a good letter -- it's the letter I
mentioned in my statement that congratulated President
Zelensky and invited him to a meeting in Washington.

Q Okay. That was the May 29th letter that you
referenced?

A Correct, correct. That's right, because I saw
Secretary Pompeo on the 28%h,

Q By the time you had seen Secretary Pompeo, were you
aware that there was a meeting related to Ukraine with the
President in the Oval Office on May 23rd?

A Yes. I think I had heard that. I know I've heard
about that -- I have -- I've gotten reports of that meeting.
This was the --this is the meeting of the delegation that
went -- the U.S. delegation that went to the inauguration in
Kyiv and they came back to brief President Trump, that's the

one you're talking about.
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Q Yeg.

A Yeah. So your question is whether or not I knew of
that meeting when I saw the Secretary on the 28th. I don't
know when I heard -- I can't remember. I heard several

reports of, descriptions of that May 23rd meeting, but they

might -- may have come after my meeting with Secretary

Pompeo.

Q Who did you get reports of that meeting from?

THE CHAIRMAN: If I could just interrupt. And I don't
know all the Members so I apologize. Only members of three
committees and their staff and committee staff are authorized
to be present. If there is any Member here who is not a
member of the three committees, they need to absent
themselves.

AMBASSADOR TAYLOR: So who did I hear from --

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q -- Yeah.

A -- about the May 23rd meeting, yes?

Q Right.

A I'm sure Kurt Volker -- I imagine -- we had several

conversations about this, this is an important meeting. And
okay -- and Ambassador Sondland, because it was at that
meeting that Ambassador Sondland, Volker and Secretary of
Energy Perry, Rick Perry were given some responsibilities by

the President to work on Ukraine policy.
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So I'm sure in answer your question, Mr. Goldman, I'm
sure I heard it from Kurt and Gordon, Kurt Volker and Gordon
Sondland.

Q And in addition to the fact that the President had
asked the three of them to work on Ukraine policy, did you
learn anything else about the conversation at that meeting --

A I --

Q -- from either Ambassador Volker or Ambassador
Sondland?

A I did. So they described how enthusiastic they

were coming back from Kyiv, from the inauguration, how

enthusiastic they were about the new President, President

Zelensky. And they described their attempts or their

attempts to pass on this enthusiasm to President Trump.
President Trump, I think I mentioned in my statement,
was sceptical of Ukraine in general, but -- of the new
Ukrainian administration. And when Secretary Perry,
Ambassador Volker, and Ambassador Sondland suggested that it
would be a good idea for the two Presidents, President Trump
and President Zelensky to get together in a meeting. This
now is before the letter was signed. Right, but so the idea
to get together for a meeting was a good idea so that
President Trump could see himself, what they had seen when
they were in Kyiv, and what they had seen in their meetings

with President Zelensky.
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President Trump didn't agree, but what he did say was
work with Rudy Giuliani, he told the three of them to work
with Rudy Giuliani.

Q Did he say what he wanted them to work with Rudy
Giuliani about from your readouts?

A Nog, not that I recall.

Q By this point you understood that in part based on
that article, but you indicate in your opening statement
other press statements, did you understand what Rudy Giuliani
was pushing for in Ukraine?

A This article that we just talked about was probably
the best description and it -- it may have been the only
direct description of what Mr. Giuliani was interested in.

Q And were you familiar with Burisma or the Ukrainian
role at all in the 2016 -~

A I became familiar, but I -- I think at that time I
was not. In the past several months since seeing this and
hearing how it piped up I became more familiar with it so now
I'm pretty familiar. At the time, it is hard to say, exactly
what you knew at a particular time. I don't think so. I --
I don't think I understood other than you know, that Giuliani
was out doing some things along these lines that this was
what he was after.

Q And what was your reaction to hearing that the

President had directed the Ambassador to the European Union,




61

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

235

the Special Envoy to the Ukraine conflict, and the Secretary
of Energy to take a role in Ukraine policy and to speak to
his personal lawyer?

A Actually, I wasn't disturbed by that, It's not
unusual to ask people outside the government to play a role.
In some sense Kurt Volker was kind of outside the government
and he was playing a very important role. He kind of came
into the government, a very important role in the
negotiations. There have been examples, we've heard about
them recently of other civilians doing work for the State
Department. And as long as the people pulled in from the
outside, consulted from the outside, giving advice or ideas
on policy, that's -- we see that all the time. We all have
seen that, and that's okay, as long as it's consistent with
and supports the main thrust of U.S. foreign policy.

And so at the time I didn't think that that was a

problem.
Q Over time, did your view of that change?
A ok did,

Q And we'll get into that a little bit later. Did
you come to understand whether any of those three individuals
spoke to Mr. Giuliani after the President directed them to do
so on May 23rd?

A I know Kurt, Ambassador Volker, spoke to him on the

phone a couple of times, I think had a breakfast with him




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

23

during the summer. And as we know, put Rudy Giuliani in

touch with Andrey Yermak, the assistant to President
Zelensky.

So I know that Ambassador Volker had some -- did follow
up. And I'm pretty sure that Ambassador Sondland had some
contact with Rudy Giuliani as well.

Q And what about Secretary Perry?

A I don't know. I've had almost no dealings -- let
me see if it's even -- no dealings with Secretary Perry.

Q You testified that you returned to Kyiv on June
17th?

A Yes,

Q And you described in your opening remarks a phone

conversation that you had 10 days later on June 27th with
Ambassador Sondland about Ukraine matters. Do you recall
anything more about that phone conversation with Ambassador
Sondland?

A This phone call, Mr. Goldman, was in preparation
for a larger phone call the following day on June 28th. And
I can -- I'd be happy to check my notes on anything else.
When preparing this statement, I did check my notes and, as I
said in my statement, Ambassador Sondland told me during a
phone conversations President Zelensky, needed to make clear
to President Trump that he, President Zelensky, was not

standing in the way of investigations, there could have been
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other parts of the conversation. That was the one piece that

stUCK oUL -- sticks out Lo me that 1 Inclugded here,

Q And did you know at that time what
investigations Ambassador Sondland was referring to?

A I did not. I didn't, you know, I knew that these
were -- that Mr. Giuliani was pursuing some investigations
and I hadn't -- again, this was 10 days after arriving there
I hadn't put this together. So no I wasn't sure what he was
talking about, nor was I sure the next day, in this larger
phone call, what people were referring to when they talked
about investigations.

Q And I believe you testified in your opening
statement that the call the next day there was a reference to
investigations to, quote, "Get to the bottom of things."
unquote.

A That's correct. And that was -- Ambassador Volker
intended to say to President Zelensky when Ambassador Volker
sat down with President Zelensky in Toronto at an assistance
conference, at a reform conference that was coming up the
following week. And yes, it was -- and again, from my notes
in preparing this -- from my notes preparing this, this
actually was in the little spiral notebook by my desk in the
office where I had that meeting -- had that phone call is
where I have that quote.

Q Was the reference to investigations by Ambassador
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Sondland on June 27th the earliest date or time that you can

recall any discussion of investigations?

A And agaih, before I came out there, we'd had some
conversations -- I'm sure that I had conversation with Deputy
Assistant Secretary Kent about the Giuliani role, which made
me concerned and the role was an investigation so I wanted to
be careful about how I answer your question.

When I got out there in the first 10 days -- let me see,
I did have a meeting -- I had a phone call the day after I
got there, which was on -- I got there on the 17th. And on
the 18th we had a phone call -- yeah, but it was about -- it
was about the meeting, it was about the meeting that the
Ukrainians wanted with -- that President Zelensky wanted with
President Trump. And I don't recall any discussion on that
day, on the 18th, which is again the day after I arrived of
investigations and I show nothing else in my notes about
that. So I think that's the answer.

Q Okay. And you do reference specifically in your
opening remarks that President Zelensky needed to make it
clear to President Trump that he was not standing in the way
of investigations. And that was a preview to the call that
you had with President Zelensky the day after?

A Right. On June 27ih; cBrreck.

Q And do you recall whether or not that message was

conveyed to President Zelensky on the call on the 28th?
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A It was not. And -- and Ambassador Volker intended
to pass that message in Toronto several days later.

Q Okay. And did you speak to Ambassador Volker after
he went to Toronte in early July?

A Many times. But about that?

Q Specifically about a conversation that he had with
President Zelensky?

A Yes.

Q And what did he tell you about that conversation?

A He said that he had been in a broader conversation,
a larger conversation with many officials on both sides. And
then he had an opportunity to have a smaller conversation
Wwith President Zelensky and President Zelensky's Chief of
Staff, Andriy Bohdan, where Kurt said that he had -- Kurt
told me that he had discussed how President Zelensky could
prepare for the phone call with President Trump. And without
going into -- without providing me any details about the
specific words, did talk about investigations in that
conversation with -- in Toronto with Zelensky and Bohdan.

Q In what context did he tell you that he spoke about
investigations?

A So when did he tell me --

Q No, in what context did the issue or topic of
investigations come up? Was it in connection with an

interaction between President Zelensky and President Trump?
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A Yes, it was specifically in preparation for the

phone call and Kurt suggested to President Zelensky that

President Trump would like to hear about the investigations.
Q Okay. And at that point did you know what
investigations he was talking about?
A No.

Q It was -- it was just described as investigations?

A Carrect, ‘

Q Understood, You jUsSt --

THE CHAIRMAN: Is there anything more you could tell us
about that conversation when he -- when Ambassador Volker
said that he discussed investigations with Zelensky's Chief
of Staff. Did you ask him what about that, what are you
talking about, you were aware at that time of what Giuliani
had said, did it come up in that conversation?

AMBASSADOR TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, the conversation I had
with Ambassador Volker about that -- about the Toronto
conversation took place probably -- let's see, so it was --
July 2nd was the Toronto conversation. Kurt arrived, he and
I talked a lot, and he also visited a couple of times in this
timeframe. And it was during those conversations and visits
that we had this conversation. So nothing specific came out
of those conversations describing this.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:
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Q On July 10th you testified that you had a meeting

in Kyiv with President Zelensky's Chief of Staff Andriy

Bohdan who had indicated to you that he had heard from Mr.
Giuliani that the phone call between the two Presidents was
unlikely to happen and that they I think you said were
alarmed and disappointed. Oh, and the meeting also was the
Foreign Minister Vadym Prystaiko?

A Yeah.

Q Did they indicate to you who had heard from Mr.
Giuliani and how that message had been relayed?

A You know, I was going over my notes last night.
Yes, it was relayed through the then prosecutor general, this
fellow I mentioned earlier, Lutsenko and it was -- and as we
know, Giuliani and Lutsenko talked a lot. And so Prystaiko
and Bohdan had heard from Giuliani through Lutsenko.

Q What do you know about Mr. Lutsenko?

A When I was in Kyiv 2006 to 2009, Yuriy Lutsenko was
the Minister of Interior so he headed up all the police. And
frankly he did a pretty good job at the time. He was a
controversial choice for President Poroshenko as the
Prosecutor General because he -- he had law enforcement with
police but had no legal training. So he was an unusual
choice.

Mr. Lutsenko was loyal to President Poroshenko and so

kept his job there. But was a very kind of a person who
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listened carefully to what was going on in Washington, what
was going on in Kyiv, the politics. He wanted to stay in the
job and of course this is 2016 when he is the Prosecutor
General and no one knows about the outcome of the election.
So I mean a lot of Ukrainians, probably a lot of
internationals around the world were trying to figure out
American politics at the time, but Lutsenko was also tuned
into those.

Q But clearly the senior officials for President
Zelensky were interested in anything that Mr. Giuliani had to
say. Is that accurate?

A That's accurate, because they understood, as did
Kurt and -- Ambassador Volker and Ambassador Sondland, that
at President Trump's direction, Rudy Giuliani was
influential, was influential with that team. And they were
sure, and I think Lutsenko had the same view that in order to
have this meeting, get this meeting between the two
Presidents that Mr. Giuliani was going to be an important
player.

Q Did they understand why Mr. Giuliani had indicated
that there would -- the phone call was unlikely to happen?

A I don't know.

Q Okay. And you said that you relayed these concerns
to Counselor Brechbuhl?

A I d71d.
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Q And what did he say to you?

A He -- first he'd heard -- I was hoping I could find
out something from Washington that indicated whether or not
this phone call was going to happen and he didn't know.

Q Did he get back to you?

A No.

Q You describe a phone conversation that you had with
Fiona Hill and Alex Vindman on July 19th at some length in
your opening statement.

A YeS,

Q And you refer back to a meeting that occurred on
July 10th, while you were in Kyiv, so you were not there. Is
that right?

A That's gorrect.

Q And based on the phone -- well, let me ask this,
did you hear about that meeting from anyone other than Dr.
Hill and Mr. Vindman on the 19th?

A Yes. Let's see, so at that meeting -- that meeting
included Mr. Danyliuk, as well as Mr. Yermak. And I think
Ambassador Sondland, and it might have been Secretary Perry,
and of course Ambassador Bolton were in that meeting. I will
find that there -- yeah. Yes.

So, Oleksandr Danyliuk is the National Security Advisor
so he is Ambassador Bolton's counterpart. And they had a

good meeting there. So your question was had -- did I hear
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from other people? The answer is certainly yes, again with
-- back and forth with Kurt Volker so at least those three

recounting of that meeting.

Q Did you have any discussions with any Ukrainian

officials about that meeting?
A Yes. When are -- when Oleksandr Danyliuk got back

I'm sure we had conversations about it. I had also had set

him up again as the National Security Advisor for Ukraine. I
also set him up to see in Washington Steve Hadley who had of
course had that job earlier, and they had a good meeting as
well.

So I did have a conversation with Danyliuk when he got
back about with meetings with Hadley and -- but not in great
detail about the meeting with Ambassador Bolton and team.

Q Okay. So you outlined in some detail what Dr. Hill
and Mr. Vindman describe to you about that meeting. Is there
anything else that you recall that they said about that
meeting that comes to mind?

A No.

Q What was your reaction when you heard their
description of how Ambassador Sondland had connected
investigations with the Oval Office meeting and that
Ambassador Bolton had directed Dr. Hill to brief the lawyers
and Ambassador Bolton's reference to a drug deal? What was

your reaction?
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A My reaction was that the opportunity for Oleksandr
Danyliuk and John Bolton to have a good conversation was
important for Danyliuk. For him to understand how NSCs work,
number one. And two, what the substantive policy issues 1in
particular the war in the East, and energy security, probably
economic reform, the substance -- and they apparently were
having a good conversation Bolton and Danyliuk were having a
good conversation along these lines.

Maybe toward the end, but certainly after they'd had
part of that -- a good amount of that conversation,
programmatic conversation, substantive conversation, what I
call the regular channel conversation, Fiona Hill and Alex
Vindman describe how Ambassador Sondland in that meeting with
John Bolton mentioned investigations.

And John Bolton understood what the reference was and
walked out of the meeting, ended the meeting abruptly. Not
wanting to have that kind of -- he understood, more than I, I
guess at the time, that this was -- this could lead to
interference in U.S.- political life and he wanted nothing of
1L

Q And that was the description that you had received
from Dr. Hill and Lieutenant Colonel Vindman?

A That's correct,

Q So at this point thin then did you have a better

understanding as to what these investigations were that
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President Trump and Rudy Giuliani wanted in connection with
an Oval Office meeting?

A So this is getting into July -- this is, yeah, July
10th -- yes, I'm beginning to understand that there -- that
the investigations, again I'm not sure if there's a crystal
time, a specific time, but I'm beginning to understand that
these investigations of Burisma and the 2016 elections are
what the term investigations refer to.

Q And what did you know about the Burisma
investigation?

A So Burisma, a London based company that -- energy
company that invests a lot and has dealings in Ukraine, in I
think mainly -- it's in energy, I'm not sure if it's got gas
-- had Hunter Biden on its board at an earlier time, maybe
back in 2016. I am not an expert on this but this is you
asked what I know, this is what I know.

This of course is the time that Vice President Biden was
pushing the Ukrainians very hard on corruption and the
allegation -- you know the allegation. The allegation is
that the Vice President wanted to get a Prosecutor General
fired in order, the allegation was, to stop the investigation
of the Burisma -- the Burisma was a bit of a shady
organization I'm told. Again, I'm not an expert on this.

But it had been accused of money laundering and those kinds

of things so there were some investigations of it. I think
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they may have been closed, the investigation may have been
closed under one or the other of the Prosecutors General in
the previous time.

Q Did you understand whether the jnvestigation
desired by Mr. Giuliani related to Burisma was connected to
the Bidens role in Ukraine and that company in particular?

A It became clear to me with press reports or other
discussions, but that emerged, yes.

Q Okay. I want to give you what we've marked as
Exhibit 2, which is a stack of the WhatsApp messages that
Mr. Volker had provided to us.

[Taylor Exhtibit Ne. 2

Was marked for identification.]

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q And I would ask you to go to 37, page 37, if you
could. And if you go to 7/21 at 1:45 a.m., which 1s Eastern
time.

A TF2L,

Q 1:45:54 a.m., right sort of in the middle page. Do
you see it?

A Yes, yes.

Q And if you could read. This is a text from you on
a chain with Gordon Sondland and Kurt Volker and you're

writing here can you read it?
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A And I'm writing, right -- Gordon, one thing Kurt
and I talked about yesterday was Sasha Danyliuk's point that
President Zelensky is sensitive about Ukraine being taken
seriously, not merely as an instrument in Washington domestic

reelection politics.

Q Okay. And when you had that conversation with

Mr. Danyliuk, what did you understand him to be referring to,
when you say Washington domestic reelection politics?
A I'm sure that was a reference to the investigations

that Mr. Giuliani wanted to pursue.

Q What was your view of the potential telephone call
between President Zelensky and President Trump?

A Initially, as I said in late like June when I first
arrived, this sounded like a good idea. A good idea to have
the two Presidents talk. In particular if President Trump
were skeptical about Ukraine in general and President
Zelensky in particular, I thought that would be a good idea.

President Zelensky is a smart man, a good politician. I
would even say charming and he could have a good conversation
with President Trump so I thought it was a good idea to have
that.

As the month of July went on and some of these suggest
this, I was less convinced. I became less convinced that
that meeting was worth what Giuliani was asking. Yes, it

would be fine to have the two Presidents talk, but if
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President Zelensky, in order to get that meeting were going
to have to intervene in U.S. domestic policy or politics by
investigated -- by announcing an investigation that would
benefit someone in the United States, then it's not -- it
wasn't clear to me that that would be worth it. That the
meeting would be worth it.

Q Ambassador Sondland then responds to your text 3
hours later. Can you read what he reads?

A Yes, he writes, absolutely. But we need to get the
conversation started and the relationship built irrespective
of the pretext. I am worried about the alternative.

Q What did you understand him to mean by the pretext?

A I thought about -- I'm not sure I understood, but
my -- my guess looking back on it is the pretext for the
phone call, that is Gordon wanted -- he thought that the
phone call would be a good idea and wanted it to happen. And
if the discussion of the investigations was what it took,
then it's -- this suggests that that's what he had in mind.

Q And when he says, I'm worried about the
alternative. What did you understand --

A I guess -- again, I'm not sure what is in Gordon's
mind, but I guess he was worried that if they didn't have the
meeting it would not be good for the relationship between the
two countries.

Q And is this in reference to the meeting or the
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A Phone call. 1I'm sorry, phone call.

Q And that was what was at stake at this point?

A It was at stake at this point. And the idea was
that the phone call would be a step toward the meeting.

Q All right. Now this is 2 months after -- almost

2 months after the letter inviting President Zelensky to the

phone call?
\
|

White House. Is that right?

A That's correct. The letter from -- it was May 29th
god this is July 21si.

Q And as the Charge de mission, you're meeting with a
number of Ukrainian officials, did you get the sense of
whether or not they were getting a little worried or nervous
or what was their reaction to the delay in time?

A Yes, they were eager for this meeting. They wanted
the meeting. They wanted the invitation to the White House.
And when it was suggested that a phone call would be a good
step toward that, they were willing to do that. But in
answer to your question, they were very eager to have this
meeting. That was high on their list.

Q Why were they so eager?

A A meeting -- people in this room will know as well
as I, a meeting with the head of state with a U.S. President
in the Oval Office suggests a relationship. It suggests a

relationship between the two countries that the Ukrainians
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wanted. The Ukrainians value, valued and they value a
relationship with the United States as their main strategic
partner, as their mainstream partner.

So a meeting with President Trump or any President for
that matter, but President Trump in the Oval Office doesn't
happen regularly -- doesn't happen to very many heads of
state. And if you get that, you can be sure or you can think
or people might be able to believe that you've got a good
relationship between the two countries and I think that's
what they were looking for.

Q If I could direct your attention to page 42 now.

On July 22nd, near the top at 4:27. This is a text exchange
between Kurt Volker and Gordon Sondland. You are not on
this. Volker writes to Sondland, orchestrated a great phone
call with Rudy and Yermak. They are going to get together
when Rudy goes to Madrid in a couple of weeks. In the
meantime Rudy is now advocating for a phone call. And Volker
explains how he's also advocating for the phone call and then
Gordon Sondland responds I talked to Tim Morrison, Fiona's
replacement he is pushing, but feel free as well.

Volker had said, but I can tell Bolton and you can tell
Mick that Rudy agrees on a call, if that happens. I assume
that means Mick Mulvaney. Right?

A Ye5.

Q Were you aware that Ambassador Volker had connected



Mr. Giuliani and Mr. Yermak?

>

Not at that point. I was made aware later.

3 Q Do you recall when you were made aware?

4 A No.

5 Q Did you learn that they had a meeting in Madrid?

6 A Later.

o Q After their meeting?

8 A Well after.

9 Q Well after their meeting?

10 A Yeah.

11 Q Okay. And then if we go to page 19 on 7/25 at 8:36
12 in the morning. This is a text exchange between Volker and
13 Yermak. Volker writes to Yermak, good lunch, thanks. Heard
14 from White House. Assuming President Z convinces Trump he
15 will investigate/ quote, "get to the bottom of what happened”
16 unquote, in 2016, we will nail down date for visit to

17 Washington. Good luck see you tomorrow. Kurt.

18 Have you seen this text before?

19 A Yes. I think I've seen it in the paper.

20 Q As part of this investigation?

21 A Right, right. I wesn‘t on 1k.

22 Q So you were not on this one?

23 A Larrect.

24 Q But were you aware that this message, that Volker

25 texted to Yermak, were you aware that that message was
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relayed to the senior Ukrainian officials in advance of the
phone call?

A Yes. This is the basic message that Kurt -- that
Ambassador Volker provided to President Zelensky and Bohdan
in Téronte on the 2nd of July, 7t's very consistent,

Q And is it your view that by this point the White
House meeting between President Zelensky and President Trump
was conditioned on the initiation of these investigations by
Ukraine?

A I am sure that happened based on all the things I
said. So Mr. Goldman, you asked me did I know it at that
point or on 7/25?

Q Right.

A The answer must be yes, yeah. I knew it in July it
became clearer and clearer.

Q Okay. And you did not -- you said it was I think
somewhat strange that you did not get a readout of the July
25th call. Is that right?

A That's correct. 1t's g Little strenge, 11'4 hot &
lot strange. We didn't get very many readouts, but --

Q And I believe you were in Kyiv and so was
Ambassador Volker and Sondland?

A LHFFrEe L.,

Q At this time?

A That's correct.
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Q Did any Ukrainian official whether it was Zelensky

or any of their senior officials say anything to you during
their visit, perhaps at a dinner that you had with
Mr. Danyliuk about these investigations, was that on their

mind at that point?

A We did have dinner with Gordon Sondland, and
Danyliuk, and Kurt the night before the discussion -- so
yeah, that -- the night before the discussion, so on the

25th, yes. But the brief conversation that we had with
Danyliuk about that was that they seemed to think that the
call went fine, the call went well. He wasn't disturbed by
anything. He wasn't disturbed that he told us about the
phone call.

THE CHAIRMAN: Ambassador, our time has expired. It's
my intention after the minority has their 1 hour to take a
brief lunch break. Would you like a rest room break now
before we begin?

AMBASSADOR TAYLOR: I'm fine, I'm fine. I appreciate
the BT rer.:

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Thank you. 1 hour to the
minority, sir.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Thank you, Ambassador. Thank you for your service

50 years of faithful service to the United States. We truly

appreciate that. To the extent any of our questions here
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today you belie that, let me just state at the outset we
appreciate your service.

A Thank you, Mr. Castor.

Q I also want to express condolences to Mr. Cummings'

staff, they rejoined us today, Susanne Grooms, Peter Kenny.

Mr. Cummings treated his staff like family and his staff

treated him like family as well. So they are hurting and we
are glad they are back today.

You're here today under subpoena. Is that correct?

A 188, 81F.

Q Would we be able to have a copy of the subpoena?
We've never seen it. A lot of these subpoenas -- some of

them we have seen, others we have not.

MR. GOLDMAN: The HPSCI minority saw the subpoena before
it was --

MR. CASTOR: Could we make it like an exhibit? Usually
when a witness 1is appearing per subpoena, you make it an
exhibit. Can we do that?

MR. GOLDMAN: We'll consider that and get back to you.

MR. CASTOR: So the answer is no?

MR. GOLDMAN: No, I said we'll consider that and get
back to you.

MR. CASTOR: So -- okay.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q When did you first learn the subpoena was coming?
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This morning.

A
Q Okay. What time?
A

8:30? 8:30.
Q Was it your understanding all along that a subpoena

was likely to --

A I'd seen the pattern of other witnesses who were
under the same instruction I was and presumably we were under
the same constraint and that when they receijved the subpoena
right before they appeared, so I was anticipating the same
thing.

Q And a handful of State Department officials have
come in so far, Ambassador Yovanovitch, Deputy Assistant
Secretary Kent, Ambassador McKinley. Although I don't think

A Ambassador Sondland.

Q Ambassador Sondland. And they all had subpoenas,
correct?

A Correct, that's my understand.

Q Not Ambassador McKinley. So the State Department
is well aware of this pattern?

A Very well aware.

Q Okay. You mentioned the circumstances. If the
circumstances changed, you believe you would be allowed to
testify pursuant to the subpoena. They weren't ordering you

not to appear over the subpoena, were they?
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A No.
Q Okay. Did anyone at the State Department reach out
to you either in H or L when it became a foregone conclusion

that these subpoenas are coming? Did anybody reach out to

you to communicate that should a subpoena be issued, you

should not testify?

A Can I ask counsel to answer that, because they had
interaction with the State Department lawyers.

MR. CASTOR: Okay.

MR. BELLINGER: After his initial conversations with H,
then all further conversations were from the L lawyer to me.
They sent us the directive that said that he should not
appear under I think the quote is under the present
circumstances. We told the majority that we could not
appear; he'd been instructed not to. We saw the pattern.

The L said to us, if you get a subpoena, we're not

prohibiting you from appearing, but if you do appear,
ultimately under a subpoena then you have to protect
classified information and other information. So that was
the back and forth with the lawyers at the State Department.

MR. CASTOR: Okay, thank you.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q I apologize for asking you some of these details a

lot of those, on the Republican side of things, we're in the

dark about many of these blow by blow when the subpoena, is




1 the subpoena going to go. And that leads to mistrust. Some
2 of the other machinations about you can't -- we can't have

3 copies of the transcript, we're only aliowed two staffers in
4 the room from the Oversight Committee, leads to questions of
5 this sort. So that's why I ask. So I appreciate that.

6 You mentioned that the company Burisma was a bit of a

7 shady organization?

8 A Mr. Castor, I don't want to say more than I know.
9 And again, as I mentioned to Mr. Goldman, I learned about

10 Burisma -- I don't think I knew about Burisma before spring,
11 before this past spring when I was thinking about coming back
12 out to Kyiv. So what I know about Burisma is recent and you
13 and I have probably read the same thing.

14 Q Okay. So you're aware that after you left your

15 first tour as Ambassador, I think it's in 2014 this former
16 ecology minister Zlochevsky, it's alleged that he improperly
17 obtained certain licenses.

18 A I've heard that.

19 Q Okay. And there are a number of allegations

20 surrounding the company since 2014 relating Zlochevsky,

21 you're familiar with those?

22 A Not in any detail.

23 Q Do you have any reason to dispute that these things
24 occurred?

23 A I have no reason.
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Q When you arrived at the embassy did your staff
brief you about about some of the oligarchs and the
environment of corruption?

A In general certainly. I don't recall a specific
briefing on Burisma.

Q Okay. Was the name everybody mentioned in any of
those briefings?

A It has certainly been mentioned since, you know,
and over the past couple of months when it has shown up in

the papers.
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[11:53 a.m.]

BY MR. CASTOR:
Q And what you can you tell us about other oligarchs

that might allegedly be involved with corruption in Ukraine?

A A general question, okay.
Q Is it an 1ssue?
A It's & big 9ssue, It's a big issue: And it's

particularly a big issue today with this new administration.
The one problem, the one concern, the one issue that we have,
the U.S. Government and the international community more
broadly, with this administration, with the Zelensky
administration, is the influence of oligarchs.

Now, the influence of one particular oligarch over Mr.
Zelensky is of particular concern, and that's this fellow
Kolomoisky, so -- and Kolomoisky has growing influence. And
this is one of the concerns that I have expressed to
President Zelensky and his team on several occasions very
explicitly, saying that, you know, Mr. President, Kolomoisky
was not elected. You were elected and he, Mr. Kolomoisky, is
increasing his influence in your government, which could
cause you to fail. So I've had that conversation with him a
couple of times.

Q And you're aware from -- at various points in time
some these oligarchs, some of these companies have been under

investigation?
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Q For various reasons?

A YES.

Q We understand Burisma, from additional witness
testimony, has been -- either Burisma or Zlochevsky has been

under investigation for money laundering, for tax evasion,
among other things. And you're familiar with that generally?

A I am familiar with that generally.

Q What can you say about the integrity of the
criminal justice system in Ukraine?

A Flawed.

Q So is it fair to say that if some of these
companies, some of these oligarchs had been under
investigation at some point in time that the investigation

may have been closed for improper purposes?

A Yes. It could have been closed for payments, yes.
Q So, inherently, the interest of somebody in the
United States of wanting to -- wanting Ukraine to get to the

bottom of corruption is not a problem, right?

A We have long made it, over -- certainly while I was
there in 2006-2009 and subsequently, have long made it clear
to the Ukrainian Governments over time that their ability to
integrate into Europe and succeed in that goal was challenged
by, was threatened by, a lack of credible rule of law, which

included courts, investigations.
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So yes, that's been a constant theme of U.S. policy
towards Ukraine.

Q Okay. So, to the extent somebody in the United
States, whether it be at the State Department or the National
Security Council or even the White House, has questions about
whether investigations were properly closed and ought to be
reopened is something that is a product of the environment,
EOFFEEL:

A We look very carefully at the operation and the
implementation of the justice system in Ukraine, again,
because of its importance for investment, because of its
importance for trust in the government, because of the
importance of having confidence that an objective rule of law
system, a judiciary system, was so important for it.

So that, in general -- now, you know -- yeah, that, in
general, has been our policy.

Q But if Zlochevsky or Burisma is under investigation
for money laundering, tax evasion, and those cases are
closed, as you suggest, because they were paid off, the
prosecutors were paid off, then certainly it's okay to want
those cases to be reopened?

A The policy that I've been aware of has been a
general policy of the importance of honest judges, of the
selection process for judges, the selection process for

prosecutors, the institutions. It has been less a focus on
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individual cases. Individual cases, in my view, is not what
U.S. -- what U.S. foreign policy. What we need to press on
is strengthening the institutions in Ukraine, but in other
countries as well, so that the population, the society has
confidence in it. So it's more the institution than the
specific case.

Q Are you aware of the effort of Burisma in 2014 to,
you know, assemble a high-profile board of directors?

A So 2014, I was not paying great attention to that
aspect. So what I know, probably what we all know is that

they put some very high-profile people on their board.

Again, I've only come to know that over the past couple of

months because of all the attention. So I know this -- 1
didn't know it in 2014 because I was at the Institute of
Peace trying to do Irag or Afghanistan, whatever.

Q And one of the folks they put on the board was
Hunter Biden, right?

A That's my understanding.

Q Do you know if he has any experience in corporate
governance?
A I don't know. I don't know Hunter Biden. I don't

know what he --
Q Do you think it's possible that he was tapped for
the board because his dad was the Vice President?

A So, Mr. Castor, I'm here as a fact witness. I
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don't have any facts on that. I don't have an opinion
that, and you don't want me -- my --

Q But a reasonable person could say there are

perceived conflicts of interest there, right?

A Sure,
Q In your time as Ambassador, the first stint '06 to
'09 and then again, have any -- has anyone asked the Embassy

whether you had an issue about putting certain officials on
their board?

A Recently, there have been questions about -- well,
recently there have been questions about boards of Naftogaz.
So the answer is yes, in that case.

Another set of issues are the corporate boards of the
state-owned banks. And decisions about who is appointed to
the state-owned bank boards has been an issue for the -- for
the independence of the National Bank of Ukraine, the NBU, in
conflict with the administration.

So the short answer is yes, the board membership has
been an issue that we've paid some attention to.

Q Okay. And what's the Embassy's ordinary posture

when it comes to that?

A The --
Q Do you --
A The selection process -- so what -- again, the

examples I just gave you, the Naftogaz and the state-owned



91

11

12

13

14

13

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

banks, our policy on those, being -- both being state-owned,
all of those being state-owned banks and Naftogaz, the
selection process, open, competitive, transparent.

I don't know that that -- I don't remember seeing any
specific of privately owned companies that -- or the boards
on privately owned companies. So the interest in board
membership is of -- that I'm familiar with is state-owned
companies, the ones I've mentioned.

[Discussion off the record.]

AMBASSADOR TAYLOR: No, it's actually -- the open
competition is for contracts as well as an open competitive
selection process for board members.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q You mentioned in your opener that you're on the
board of a small Ukrainian --

A I was. I'm npot on, but I was, yeah: Lt's called
the East Europe Foundation. Yeah.

Q Okay. Any other board memberships for you?

A I was, again, on the board of the American
Councils, both nongovernmental organizations here 1in
Washington.

Q Okay. Any of these boards pay you $50,000 a month
for your service?

A No. They pay nothing.

MR. CASTOR: I want to mark as exhibit 3 a Politico
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article from January.

[Minority Exhibit No. 3
was marked for identification.]

MR. CASTOR: Anybody need copies of this? We try to
bring enough copies for at least four or five people, and so
to the extent you guys could reciprocate, we'd appreciate
that. You've been handing us one copy, and I have to share
it with our members, and it gets tricky.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q This is a Politico article dated January 2017. Can
you identify the article -- or the author for the record?

A Mr. Castor, I don't know the two authors.

Yes, could you just say their name?

Oh, sorry. Kenneth Vogel and David Stern.

Going back to exhibit 1, the New York Times story.
TE8.

Who wrote that one?

Kenneth Vogel.

Would you mind reading the highlighted paragraph?

> o >» o r»r O »r» O

"Ukrainian Government officials tried to help
Hillary Clinton and undermine Trump by publicly questioning
his fitness for office. They also disseminated documents
implicating a top Trump aide in corruption and suggested that
they were investigating the matter, only to back away after

the election, and they helped Clinton's allies research
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damaging information on Trump and his advisers, a Politico
investigation found."

Q Now, you weren't in the Ukraine in 2017. Had you
been aware of any of these jssues --

A No.

Q -- from your post at --

A At the Institule, no.

Q Are you aware of the allegation that a
DNC-connected consultant was communicating with the Ukrainian
Embassy here in D.C.?

A I have recently heard that.

Q And have you ever heard the name ||| QNN
P

A Again, I think in that same connection where I've
recently heard that issue that you -- the connection that you
just described, I think that's the name. That's about the
limit of my knowledge on that.

Q Fair enough. When you arrived at post, did anybody
give you briefings about --

A They didr*t,

o - I o -

A They didn't.

Q -- efforts of the DNC to influence Ukrainians in
the U. 5.2

A They didn®t.
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Q Okay. So your sum total of knowledge of that comes
from news accounts?

A I think that's rFights It"s == I think Ehat's

right. It's -- I could have also had a conversation with

somebody about that, but that was also based on news
accounts.

Q Were you aware that the Ukrainian Ambassador to the

U.S., Chaly, had entered the fray, the political fray, and
wrote an op-ed in opposition to then-candidate Trump?

A I was not aware.

Q Is that ordinary or --

A It's not. Ambassadors do not -- are not supposed
to and should not interfere in or participate in domestic
elections, the host country elections.

Q Did anyone at the Embassy ever call to your
attention the issue with Ambassador Chaly?

A In this context, no. In other contexts, in
particular the Zelensky administration, the new
administration was looking to replace him as soon as they
could once they came into office. This, of course, was this
past summer.

Q Okay. And is that common? Had Chaly served for a
couple Presidents or was he linked to Poroshenko?

A He -- I think he only served under Poroshenko. He

was a professional Foreign Service officer, so he undoubtedly



had earlier in his career in other things, but in terms of

2 that Ambassadorship.

3 Q On pdge 11 of this story, there's a reference Lo @
4 Ukrainian investigative journalist and, at the time, a

S Parliamentarian named Serhiy Leschenko. What do you know

6 about Mr. Leschenko?

7 A So Mr. Leschenko is a known reformer journalist

8 who, in 2014, when the so-called Revolution of Dignity,

9 decided to join the government -- well, run for office and
10 was elected to the Rada, to the Parliament, where he

11 continued to be associated with a group of reformers.

12 Q And is he still in the Parliament?

13 A Is he in the Parliament? I think he's not.

14 Q Do you know if he's ever been investigated or

15 prosecuted?

16 A He has been. He has been investigated. Again,
17 this is not my -- this is before I arrived.

18 Q If you know.

19 A Yeah. He has been investigated, and a court -- I
20 don't remember which court -- dismissed the charge.

21 Q Okay. Are you aware of the allegations relating to
22 Leschenko and the Manafort ledgers?

23 A Yes .

24 Q And what do you know about that?

As I understand it, he was the one who -- Serhiy



96

10

11

i

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Leschenko was the one who either found or identified the
ledger, and either he or someone in law enforcement turned
that ledger over to the Anticorruption Bureau. That's what I
remember.

Q On page 11, there's a paragraph that begins, "The

gcrutiny around the ledgers® -=

A Yes.
Q -- "combined with that from other stories about his
Ukraine work -- proved too much, and he stepped down from the

Trump campaign less than a week after the Times story."

And that's relating to Manafort.

A TES .

Q "At the time, Leschenko suggested that his
motivation was partly to undermine Trump."

Was it well-known that Leschenko was, indeed, trying to
undermine candidate Trump at the time?

A So this would have been what year? Not to me.
Yeah, it was a 2017 article, but I don't know when they were
talking about here.

Q These things were occurring during the 2016
electian.

A 2016 election, right. Not known to me.

Q Okay. When you arrived at post, did your political
adviser there or anybody give you a briefing on some of the

issues relating to Leschenko?
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A One of the questions was -- so I mentioned he was a
reformer. One of the -- and he had supported Zelensky,
President Zelensky, and had given him, had given Zelensky
some credibility as a reformer. The other reformer, by the
way, we've already talked about is a man named Alexander
Danyliuk. And so those two people joined Zelensky's team
early as reformers.

What I was told, in answer to your question,

Mr. Counselor, was that Leschenko took himself off of the
Zelensky team because of these -- this controversy.

Q Okay. At the bottom of page 11, the report, the
Politico report notes that Leschenko told the Financial
Times, you know, about 2 weeks after the news conference that
he was trying to undermine candidate Trump.

The newspaper goes on to note, the Financial Times, that
Trump's candidacy had spurred Kyiv's wider political
leadership to do something they would never have attempted
before, intervene, however indirectly, in a U.S. election.

What do you know about attempts of the Ukrainian
Government or Ukrainians to intervene in the 2016 election?

A Mr. Castor, I don't know about those attempts.

Q Okay. And has that been part of any briefings that
you received once you arrived at post?

A No.

Q Okay. And so that's not a concern that's been
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communicated to you as you've settled in?

A Correct.

Q Flipping over to page 14, the paragraph begins
"Ukraine's Minister of Internal Affairs, Arsen Avakov." You
with me?

A Fourteen. Yes. Yep.

Q Okay -- piled on, trashing Trump on Twitter as a

clown and asserting that Trump is an even bigger danger to

the U.S. than terrorism.

The Politico story goes on to report that Avakov also
disparaged the President in Facebook posts.

What do you know about Avakov?

A So he is the Minister of Internal Affairs and was
the Minister of Internal Affairs under President Poroshenko
as one of only two carryovers from the Poroshenko Cabinet to
the Zelensky Cabinet. He, as I think I mentioned earlier
when we were talking about Lutsenko, the Minister of
Interior, which Avakov is now, controls t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>