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THE CHAIRMAN: Good morning, Colonel Vindman, 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 announced on September 24, 2019.

In light of attempts by 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.

Colonel Vindman has served our country as a distinguished officer
in the United States Army for more than 20 years. He has served several
tours abroad, including a deployment to Iraq, where he was wounded and
awarded a Purple Heart. For the last decade, he has served as a Foreign
Area Officer focused on Eurasia, including work for the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and, most recently, at the National Security
Council.

Colonel Vindman, we thank you for your many dedicated years of
service to our Nation. We are grateful for your courageous service
to the country.

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
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colleagues.

It is disturbing that the White House has sought to prohibit
employees from cooperating with the inquiry and have tried to limit
what they can say. Thankfully, consummate professionals like Colonel
vindman have demonstrated remarkable courage in coming forward to
testify, obey their oath to defend the Constitution, and to tell the
truth.

I do want to say also, Colonel, how deeply dismayed I was with
the vicious personal attack on you on FOX last night, and I hope it
will be condemned by all Americans. We are very grateful for your
service. You represent what's best about this country.

Before we begin the interview, I want to invite Ranking Member
Nunes or, in his absence, a minority member of the Foreign Affairs or
Oversight Committees to make any opening remarks.

MR. JORDAN: Thank you, Chairman.

Colonel, we want to thank you for your service to our country and
for being here today.

Just two things I wanted to get on the record that trouble the
minority, I think, more importantly, trouble the American people. The
first is the statement the chairman made Sunday morning I believe on
CBS. Each day we leave this -- I think we're now on our eighth or ninth
deposition -- each day we leave, the chairman admonishes every single
one of us in this room not to go out and share substantive materials
or information from the substance of the deposition.

And yet, on Sunday morning, the chairman on, again, I believe CBS,
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said: I already know from the testimony of others that this is someone
who has, you know, concern that the people in the State Department,
Ambassador Sondland and others, Mulvaney, were cooking up a drug deal.
And by that, he meant a corrupt deal involving withholding White House
meeting or perhaps withholding aid as well.

That is directly from testimony of a witness in this committee.
And if we're going to get the admonishment from the chairman, it seems
to me the chairman should follow his own instructions to the rest of
us.

Second, as I mentioned yesterday, the minority is troubled and,
more importantly, I think the American people are troubled by the fact
that there are 435 Members of Congress and yet only one, only one Member
knows the person who started this whole thing and, more importantly
or as importantly, the handful of people who gave that individual the
information that formed the basis of this entire charade that we've
been going through now for 5 weeks. And so I think those are important
facts, important concerns that we have and, as I said, most importantly,
I think the American people have.

With that, I'd be happy, if the chairman's okay,
letting -- yielding to the ranking member of the Intelligence
Committee.

THE CHAIRMAN: I'm happy to yield to Mr. Nunes.

MR. NUNES: Well, I'll just say we look forward to whatever the
new construct of the impeachment committee is going to look 1like. And,

of course, welcome to Lieutenant Colonel Vindman today, and hopefully
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your testimony will be honest and forthright.

And, with that, I yield back.

THE CHAIRMAN: I thank the gentleman.

I'm not going to respond to the false statements from my
colleague, Mr. Jordan. I don't want to take up the witness' time that
way. So I'll recognize Mr. Goldman.

MR. JORDAN: Can you tell me what's false, Mr. Chairman?

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Goldman, you are recognized.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This is a deposition of Lieutenant Colonel Alexander Vindman
conducted by the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
pursuant to the impeachment inquiry announced by the Speaker of the
House on September 24, 2019.

Colonel Vindman, could you please state your full name and spell
your last name for the record.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: Alexander Semyon Vindman, last name spelled
V-i-n-d-m-a-n.

MR. GOLDMAN: You may also have to spell your middle name.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: It goes by Simon, but the proper I guess is
S-e-m-y-o-n. Idon'tuse it very often. So Alexander Semyon Vindman,
S-e-m-y-o-n, last name V-i-n-d-m-a-n.

MR. GOLDMAN: All right, thank you. We understand it's a bit of
a nerve-wracking environment, and we thank you for your testimony here
today.

Along with other proceedings in furtherance of the inquiry to
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date, 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 all
three committees, and this will be a staff-led deposition. Members,
of course, may ask questions during their allotted time, as has been
the case in every deposition since the inception of this investigation.

My name is Daniel Goldman. I'm the director of investigations
with the HPSCI majority staff. And I want to thank you again for coming
in today.

Let me do some brief introductions. Tomy right is Daniel Noble.
He's Senior Investigative Counsel for the Intelligence Committee.
Mr. Noble and I will be conducting most of the interview for the
majority.

And now I'll let me counterparts from the minority introduce
themselves.

MR. CASTOR: Good morning. I'm Steve Castor with the Republican

staff of the Oversight Committee.

MR. GOLDMAN: This deposition will be conducted entirely at the
unclassified level. However, the deposition is being conducted in

HPSCI secure spaces and in the presence of staff with appropriate
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security clearances.

It is the committee's expectation that neither questions asked
of you nor 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
EO-13526 states that, quote, "in 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, however, can only be answered with
classified information, please inform us of that fact before you answer
the question and we can 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.

Under the House deposition rules, no Member of Congress nor any
staff member can discuss the substance of the testimony that you provide
today. You and your attorney will have an opportunity to review the
transcript.

Before we begin, I'd like to go over the ground rules for the
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 will be given 1 hour

to ask questions. Then the minority will be given 1 hour. Thereafter,
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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 let us know. Under
the House deposition rules, counsel for other persons or government
agencies may not attend.

You are permitted to have an attorney present during this
deposition, and I see that you have brought two.

At this time, if counsel could please state their appearances for
the record.

MR. VOLKOV: Michael Volkov, Volkov Law Group.

MR. STANKIEWICZ: Matthew Stankiewicz, Volkov Law Group.

MR. GOLDMAN: There is a stenographer taking down everything that

is said here today in order to make a written record of the deposition.

For the record to be clear, please wait until each question is completed
before you begin your answer, and we will endeavor to wait until you
finish your response before asking the next question.

The stenographer cannot record nonverbal answers, such as shaking
your head, so it is important that you answer each question with an
audible verbal answer.

We ask that you give complete answers 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 privilege

recognized by the committee. If you refuse to answer a question on
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the basis of privilege, staff may either proceed with the deposition

or seek a ruling from the chairman on the objection. If the chair

overrules any such objection, you are required to answer the question.

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

Now, as this deposition is under oath, Colonel Vindman, would you
please stand and raise your right hand to be sworn. Do you swear that
the testimony provided here today will be the whole truth and nothing
but the truth?

LT. COL. VINDMAN: I do.

MR. GOLDMAN: Let the record reflect that the witness has been
sworn and you may be seated.

Colonel Vindman, if you have an opening statement or your attorney
has any matters to address with the committee, now is the time.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, thank you for
the opportunity to address the committee concerning the activities
related to Ukraine and my role in the events under investigation.

I have dedicated my entire professional life to the United States
of America. For more than two decades, it has been my honor to serve
as an officer in the United States Army. As an infantry officer, I
served multiple tours overseas, including South Korea and Germany, and

deployed to Iraq for combat operations. 1In Iraq, I was wounded in an
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IED attack and awarded a Purple Heart.

Since 2008, I have been a Foreign Area Officer specializing in
Eurasia. 1In this role, I have served in the United States Embassies
in Kyiv, Ukraine, and Moscow, Russia. In Washington, D.C., I was a
politico-military affairs officer for Russia for the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, where I authored the principal strategy for managing
competition with Russia. 1In July 2018, I was asked to serve at the
National Security Council.

The privilege of serving my country is not only rooted in my
military service but also in my personal history. I sit here, as a
Lieutenant Colonel in the United States Army, an immigrant. My family
fled the Soviet Union when I was 3 and a half years old. Upon arriving
in New York City in 1979, my father worked multiple jobs to support
us, all the while learning English at night. He stressed to us the
importance of fully integrating into our adopted country. For many
years, life was difficult. In spite of our challenging beginnings,
my family worked to build its own American Dream. I have a deep
appreciation for American values and ideals and the power of freedom.
I am a patriot. It is my sacred duty and honor to advance and defend
our country irrespective of party or politics.

For over 20 years as an Active Duty United States military officer
and diplomat, I have served this country in a nonpartisan manner, and
I have done so with the utmost respect and professionalism for both
the Republican and Democratic administrations.

Before recounting my recollections of various events under
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investigation, I want to clarify a few issues. I am appearing today

voluntarily, pursuant to a subpoena, and will answer all questions to

the best of my recollection.

I want the committee to know I am not the whistleblower who brought
this issue to the CIA and the committee's attention. I do not know
who the whistleblower is, and I would not feel comfortable to speculate
as to the identity of the whistleblower.

Also, I will detail herein I did not convey -- I did -- I'll say
again. As I will detail herein, I did convey certain concerns
internally to national security officials in accordance with my decades
of experience and training, sense of duty, and obligation to operate
within the chain of command. As an Active Duty military officer, the
command structure is extremely important to me. On many occasions,
I've been told I should express my views and share my concerns with
my chain of command and proper authorities. I believe that any good
military officer should and would do the same, thus providing his or
her best advice to leadership.

Furthermore, in performing my coordination role as Director on
theNatibnalSecurityCouncil,I[providedreadoutsofrelevantnmetings
and communications to a very small group of properly cleared national
security counterparts with a relevant need-to-know.

When I joined the White House National Security Council, I
reported to Dr. Fiona Hill, who, in turn, reported to Ambassador John
Bolton, National Security Advisor. My role at the National Security

Council includes developing, coordinating, and executing plans and
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policies to manage the full range of diplomatic, informational,
military, and economic national security issues for the countries in
my portfolio, which includes Ukraine.

In my position, I coordinate with a superb cohort of interagency
partners. I regularly prepare internal memoranda, talking points, and
other materials for the National Security Advisor and senior staff.

Most of my interactions relate to national security issues and
are, therefore, especially sensitive. I would urge the committees to
carefully balance the need for information against impact that
disclosure would have on our foreign policy and national security. I
have never had direct contact or communications with the President.

Since 2008, Russia has manifested -- so I'm going to go into the
geopolitics behind this. I apologize. Since 2008, Russia has
manifested an overtly aggressive foreign policy, leveraging military
power and employing hybrid warfare to achieve its objectives of
regional hegemony and global influence. Absent a deterrent to
dissuade Russia from such aggression, there is an increase of further
confrontations with the West. This situation -- in this situation,
a strong and independent Ukraine is critical to U.S. national security
interests because Ukraine is a front-line state and a bulwark against
Russian aggression.

In spite of being under assault from Russia for more than 5 years,
Ukraine has taken major steps toward integrating with the West. The
U.S. Government policy community's view is that the election of

President Volodymyr Zelensky and the promise of reform to eliminate
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corruption will lock in Ukraine's Western-leaning trajectory and allow
Ukraine to realize its dream of a vibrant democracy and economic
prosperity.

Given this perspective and my commitment to advancing our

government's strategic interests, I will now recount several events

that occurred.

When I joined the National Security Council in July of 2018, I
began implementing the administration's Ukraine policy. 1Inthe spring
of 2019, I became aware of outside influencers promoting a false
narrative of Ukraine inconsistent with the consensus views of the
entire interagency. This narrative was harmful to U.S. Government
policy. While my interagency colleagues and I were becoming
increasingly optimistic about Ukraine's prospects, this alternative
narrative undermined U.S. Government efforts to expand cooperation
with Ukraine.

On April 21st, 2019, Volodymyr Zelensky was elected President of
Ukraine in a landslide victory. President Zelensky was seen as a
unifying figure within the country. He was the first candidate to win
a majority in every region of the country, breaking the claims that
Ukraine would be subject to perpetual divide between the Ukrainian- and
Russian-speaking populations. President Zelensky ran on a platform
of unity, reform, and anticorruption, which resonated with the entire
country.

In support of U.S. policy objectives to support Ukrainian

sovereignty, President Trump called President Zelensky on April 21st,
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2019. I was one of several staff officers who listened to the call.
The call was positive. The President expressed his desire to work with
President Zelensky and extended an invitation to visit the White House.

On May 21st, 2019, I was directed by Ambassador Bolton and Dr.
Hill to join the delegation attending President Zelensky's
inauguration. When the delegation returned, they provided a
debriefing to the President and explained their positive assessment
of President Zelensky and his team. I did not participate in this
debriefing.

On July 10th, 2019, Oleksandr Danylyuk, the Secretary of the
National Security and Defense Council for Ukraine, visited Washington,
D.C., for a meeting with National Security Advisor Bolton.
Ambassadors Volker and Sondland and Energy Secretary Rick Perry
attended.

The meeting proceeded well until the Ukrainians broached the
subject of a meeting between the two Presidents. The Ukrainians saw
this meeting as critically important in order to solidify the support
for their most important international partner. Ambassador Sondland
started -- when Ambassador Sondland started to speak about Ukraine
delivering specific investigations in order to secure the meeting with
the President, Ambassador Bolton cut the meeting short.

Following the meeting -- this meeting -- there was a scheduled
debriefing during which Ambassador Sondland emphasized the importance
that Ukraine deliver the investigation into the 2016 elections, the

Bidens, and Burisma. I stated to Ambassador Sondland that the
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statements -- that his statements were inappropriate, that the request
to investigate the Bidens and his son had nothing to do with national
security, and that such investigations were not something that the NSC
was going to get involved in or push. Dr. Hill entered the room shortly
thereafter and asserted to Ambassador Sondland that his statements were
inappropriate.

Following the debriefing, I reported my concerns to NSC's legal
counsel, lead legal counsel. Dr. Hill also reported the incident to
lead legal counsel.

On July 21st, 2019, President Zelensky's party won Parliamentary
elections in a landslide victory. The NSC proposed that President
Trump call President Zelensky to congratulate him.

On July 25th, that call occurred. I listened to the call in the
Situation Room with colleagues from the NSC and Office of the Vice
President. As the transcript is in the public record, we all are aware
of what was said.

I was concerned by the call. I did not think it was proper to
demand that a foreign government investigate a U.S. citizen, and I was
worried about the implications to the U.S. Government's support of
Ukraine. I realized that if Ukraine pursued an investigation into the
Bidens and Burisma, it would be interpreted as a bipartisan play, which
would undoubtedly -- I'm sorry. I'm going to restate that. Sorry.
I realized that if Ukraine pursued an investigation into the Bidens
and Burisma, it would likely be interpreted as a partisan play, which

would undoubtedly result in Ukraine losing the bipartisan support it
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has thus far maintained. This would all undermine U.S. national
security. Following the call, I again reported my concerns to NSC's
legal counsel.

In conclusion, the United States and Ukraine are and must remain
strategic partners, working together to realize the shared vision of
a stable, prosperous, and democratic Ukraine that is integrated into
the Euro-Atlantic community. Our partnership is rooted in the idea
that free citizens should be able to exercise their democratic rights,
choose their own destiny, and live in peace.

It has been a great honor to serve the American people and a
privilege to work in the White House and on the National Security
Council. I hope to continue to serve and advance America's national
security interests.

Thank you again for your consideration, and I would now -- I am
now happy to answer your questions.

[The information follows:]

UNCLASSIFIED




20

UNCLASSIFIED

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Colonel.

I'11 turn it over to Mr. Goldman for 1 hour of majority questions.

MR. GOLDMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you again, Colonel Vindman.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q You said in your opening statement, or you indicated at
least, that there's a fairly consensus policy within the interagency
towards Ukraine.

Could you just explain what that consensus policy is, in your own
words?

A Yes. I'mjust -- I'mgoing to be careful to not cross over
into any classified.

What I can tell you is, over the course of certainly my tenure
there, since July 2018, the interagency, as per normal procedures,
assembles under the NSPM-4, the National Security Policy Memorandum
4, process to coordinate U.S. Government policy. We, over the course
of this past year, probably assembled easily a dozen times, certainly
at my level, which is called a subpolicy coordinating committee -- and
that's myself and my counterparts at the Deputy Assistant Secretary
level -- to discuss our views on Ukraine.

Certainly, as it became apparent that President Zelensky was
preparing to take office and his platformbecame clear -- he was running
on a unity platform. He was running on an anticorruption and reform
platform. And if he, in fact, fulfills his platform -- and all

indications right now are that he is, and those indications became
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relatively clear pretty early -- this is -- you know, this is in the
United States' interest.

So that is, throughout the course of my tenure there, we had been
monitoring the situation, how the trajectory is taking, the fact that
it was actually completely aligned with the U.S. Government policy in
terms of strengthening democracies and also, you know, strengthening
front-line states as a bulwark against Russian aggression.

Q Now, you said that in the spring -- in your opening
statement, you said in the spring of 2019, you became aware of outside
influencers promoting a false narrative that was inconsistent with this
uniform policy. Can you explain what you mean by the outside
influencers promoting a false narrative? Who were the influencers and
what was the false narrative?

A So I will tell you that this is as a result of closely
monitoring everything to do with the countries in my portfolio,
including Ukraine. As a habit, I get constant updates from interagency
colleagues, from the Intelligence Community, from the Embassy.

And I would say that this particular -- these particular concerns
emerged from a combination of open source -- following the press
reporting, there were a couple of articles in The Hill that emerged
in the March timeframe that, frankly, painted a significantly divergent
view of the country, at least the orientation it was taking or likely
to take under Zelensky. He was not yet President, but it was clear
that he was on the upswing.

And at that point, you know, that's probably the first time I was
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sensitized to this issue. I was not really aware of, you know, some
of these -- some of the theories that were behind it until that point.

Okay. And I guess, you know, the stories pertained to a
prosecutor general in Ukraine at the time, Mr. Lutsenko, who was at
that point in -- for the purpose of self-preservation for himself and
the President at the time, President Poroshenko, was advancing a
narrative undermining the Ambassador in Ukraine, Ambassador
Yovanovitch.

So, at the time, that was probably -- the key influencers were

the Ukrainians that were looking to preserve their position in power,

retain -- gain reelection, looking to basically undermine Ambassador
Yovanovitch and the Embassy that was critical of recent reports of
corruption.

Q And were there any American outside influencers?

A So those probably occurred a little bit later. 1I'd say in
the April timeframe is when I, frankly, became aware of Mr. Giuliani,
Mayor Giuliani, also being involved in this particular narrative.

Q And just this narrative as related to Ambassador
Yovanovitch, or were there other false narratives that were being
promoted as well?

A  So this narrative, as the narrative developed, it became
clear that it had to do with the 2016 elections and
Ukrainian -- supposed Ukrainian involvemént in partisan support of
candidate Clinton and in opposition to President Trump. That was the

key element of that particular narrative that developed.

UNCLASSIFIED



23
UNCLASSIFIED

Q And are you aware of any factual basis for that narrative,
based on your training, experience, and knowledge of Ukraine?

A I amunaware of any factual basis for the accusations against
Ambassador Yovanovitch, and I am, frankly, unaware of any authoritative
basis for Ukrainian interference in 2016 elections, based on my
knowledge.

Q Did these Hill articles also reference potential issues
related to the Bidens and a company called Burisma?

A As the narrative began to unfold, there were claims of
corruption involving Mr. Biden, Hunter Biden, and eventually the
President also, as a means to cover up an investigation into Burisma
and Hunter Biden's association with the firm.

Q You said the President. Who do you mean?

A I'm sorry. The Vice President, Biden.

Q Okay. Now, we're going to go through in some detail the
narrative over the last year or so, but I want to pick up on a couple
of particular incidents that you mentioned in your opening statement.

You discussed in your opening statement a July 10th meeting
between Oleksandr Danylyuk and Ambassador Bolton. Can you
describe -- well, where was that meeting held?

A That was in Ambassador Bolton's office.

Q And can you tell us who attended that meeting?

A So Ambassador Bolton, Dr. Hill. I guess I'm not -- if I'm
not certain about her name, I prefer not to mention it. I guessI don't

want to speculate. But then from the -- you know, from the true
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principals, it would have been Ambassadors Sondland, Volker, Secretary
Perry, Oleksandr Danylyuk, Andrey Yermak. Please let me know if I need
to spell those --

Q No, we got that name.

A Okay. And then I think -- actually, I know that the senior
adviser for Oleksandr Danylyuk was also there, Oleksii Semeniy.

MR. VOLKOV: You better spell that.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: So Oleksii, the Ukrainian spelling would be
0-1-e-k-s-i-i, S-e-m-e-n-i-y.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q What was the purpose of this meeting?

A This would be -- this was the inaugural meeting between
the -- Ambassador Bolton and his counterpart, the equivalent of a
National Security Advisor for Ukraine.

The purpose was, first of all, to build rapport, give Ambassador
Bolton an opportunity to make his own assessment on the key elements
of President Zelensky's team, and Oleksandr Danylyuk being one of the
key elements, and a very well-regarded, actually, technocrat that had
been serving Ukraine for some years, and allow him to make his own
assessment of what these people are like. Is it worth it to pursue
this engagement? You know, are these credible individuals? And then,
frankly, to chart a course for bilateral cooperation.

Q Did you have an understanding as to why Ambassadors Sondland,
Volker, and Secretary Perry attended this meeting?

A So, certainly, they had been involved in Ukraine since the
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Presidential delegation on -- they were the seniors attending the
Presidential delegation in May, and they had, from that point on, taken
an active role in Ukraine and supporting Ukraine.

I think every one of those individuals recognized the unique
opportunity presented by the election of Volodymyr Zelensky, and a
willing partner that was going to lock in the reforms, root out
corruption, that would allow Ukraine to prosper and further integrate
into the Euro-Atlantic community. And all of those individuals were
looking to advance, you know, a relationship between Ukraine and the
United States.

Q Approximately how long was this meeting?

A It was in the ballpark of about 35 to 40 minutes.

Q And you say in your opening statement that it went well until
the Ukrainians broached the subject of a meeting between the two
Presidents. What did the Ukrainians bring up in connection to that?

A So I think it's important to note that the Ukrainians had
been seeking a meeting, a White House meeting with the President, for
some time already at that point. There was -- and it was based on the
President during the phone call on April 21st extending an offer to
meet with President Zelensky and, you know, a correspdndence also
offering a meeting. So the Ukrainians were attempting to figure out
when they could actually do this meeting.

From the Ukrainian perspective, their -- you have a brand new
President, is not from the political establishment. He is trying to,

you know, develop his bona fides and continue to gain support so he

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

can implement his agenda.

His agenda includes rooting out corruption, and corruption
certainly for decades has been endemic in Ukraine. And what he was
looking to do was, you know, to face off against entrenched elites,
political elites, oligarchs. And in order to do this, he needed -- he
needed some support.

In this case, what he was looking to do is, specifically, there
was a Parliamentary election to be held in May, May 21st, and he was
looking to potentially -- his team was looking to secure a meeting so
it would bolster his credibility going into the Presidential -- I'm
sorry, Parliamentary election. In reality --

Q May 21st or July 21st?

A July 21st, yeah. There are a lot of 21sts in here for some
reason, so -- why that date is important.

But so July 21st. So this is only about 11 days before. And even
if they weren't able to actually get a meeting, because that's not
likely, given the President's schedule, he's extremely busy, he
has -- and his meetings are scheduled way ahead of time, the securing
of a date sometime after would have been still useful.

So they were attempting to pin down a date so that he went into
the Parliamentary elections strongly. And it turns out he didn't
really need it because he won by a landslide anyway, based on the fact
that he was credible with his population.

Q And so, after the Ukrainian officials raised the idea of this

meeting, what happened next? What was the response?
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A So we had had a very substantive conversation up until that
point, kind of laying out, you know, the necessity of working with
Ukraine. There was a discussion of -- you know, of the Ukrainian
proposals on how we could cooperate more substantively.

When the Ukrainians raised this issue of trying to figure out what
the date would be for the Presidential meeting, Ambassador Sondland
proceeded to discuss the deliverable required in order to get the
meeting, and he alluded to investigations.

Very quickly thereafter, Ambassador Bolton terminated the
meeting, pleasant and professional, but he said: It was a pleasure
meeting with you, looking forward to working with you.

And we -- you know, he still had the -- we still did a photo to,
again, bolster the Ukrainians. There was quite a nice photo that was
taken outside the White House that ended up getting published. And
that's how the meeting ended.

Q Was this the first time that you had heard about these
investigations in connection with a White House meeting?

A This is the first time that it didn't come from, you
know -- this wasn't a -- this had developed mainly -- my situational
awareness into this developed initially through open source and then,
you know, professional communications to determine what was the
substance behind some of this. But this was the first time that it
emerged kind of with a government official discussing it.

Q I'm going to circle back to this, but what happened after

Ambassador Bolton abruptly ended the meeting?
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A So we did the photo. Again, the intention was to strengthen
his counterpart's position. And then Dr. Hill joined Ambassador
Bolton for a meeting in his office. And we had preplanned a
post-meeting discussion just to see if there was any do-outs that we
would need to follow through and --

MR. VOLKOV: What's a do-out?

LT. COL. VINDMAN: A do-out would be -- so, if there was a task
that needed to then be coordinated through the interagency, the idea
would be that we would discuss it and figure out how to move forward
as a next step.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Who attended that briefing?

A So Ambassador Sondland, Ambassador Volker attended that
meeting. There were some staffers. I think Ambassador Sondland's
staff was there. Yeah, Perry. So, actually, frankly, Perry, I think
he had some testimony, and if he was there, he was there for just a
brief minute, but his chief of staff remained. And then --

Q Who was his chief of staff?

A It will come back to me. Mr. Brian McCormack.

Q Where was this debriefing?

A It's a space called the Ward Room in the White House, West
Wing.

Q Were the Ukrainian officials there?

A  They were -- they were there for the -- for a part of the

post-meeting, yes.
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Q And then what was discussed at that post-meeting debriefing?

A So Ambassador Sondland relatively quickly went into
outlining how the -- you know, these investigations need to -- or the
deliverable for these investigations in order to secure this meeting.
Again, I think, you know, I may not have agreed with what he was doing,
but his intent was to normalize relationships with -- between the U.S.
and Ukraine, and this was -- as far as I understand, this is what he
believed the deliverable to be.

Q Who did he believe -- or let me -- withdrawn.

Do you understand how he came to believe that this deliverable
was necessary?

A So I heard him say that this had been coordinated with White
House Chief of Staff Mr. Mick Mulvaney.

Q What did he say about that?

A He just said that he had had a conversation with
Mr. Mulvaney, and this is what was required in order to get a meeting.

Q Did he explain what the investigations were that were needed?

A He talked about the investigations, which -- I guess I'll
refer to my statement. So, I mean, it was the 2016 -- these things
tended to be conflated at some point. So he was talking about the 2016
elections and an investigation into the Bidens and Burisma.

Q What do you mean "they tended to be conflated"?

A So, initially, there was a -- the narrative was just about
2016. As time moved on through the spring and summer, the narrative

had changed to both the preceding, I guess, issues that -- with Ukraine

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

and interference to also the Bidens and their involvement in, you know,
any misdealings there.

Q And when you say "the narrative," what do you mean?
A So I saw this unfold, a lot of this unfold, frankly, in the

press. And the initial story line was on, you know, on -- the initial

story line was focused on Ukrainian interference in 2016 elections.

And then, subsequently, it was the Bidens began to be incorporated

into this narrative and that Hunter Biden, who was on the board of this
firm Burisma, was involved in some misdealings. There was an
investigation into Burisma, and the story goes that the Vice President
had the prosecutor general that was responsible for this investigation
removed to terminate this investigation into Burisma.

Q This was the narrative that was out, is that what you're
saying?

A Yes.

Q Now, you had said a moment ago that this, as you just said,
is a narrative, but when Ambassador Sondland mentioned these
investigations, I think you referred to that as the first time there
were professional communications related to that. What do you mean
by that?

A  Government officials that were -- so that was the first time
I've heard firsthand a government official talk about these
investigations and the fact that this investigation was a do-out for
anything --

Q What --

UNCLASSIFIED



31

UNCLASSIFIED
A -- or deliverable for anything.
Q Did Ambassador Sondland -- were the Ukrainian officials in

the room when he was describing the need for these investigations in
order to get the White House meeting?

A  So they were in the room initially. I think, once it became
clear that there was some sort of discord amongst the government
officials in the room, Ambassador Sondland asked them to step out of
the room.

Q What was the discord?

A The fact that it was clear that I, as the representative -- I,
as the representative of the NSC, thought it was inappropriate and that
we were not going to get involved in investigations.

Q Did you say that to Ambassador Sondland?

A Yes, I did.

Q Did anyone else other than you or Ambassador Sondland
participate in this discussion related to the investigations?

A One more time, please.

Q Did anyone other than you or Ambassador Sondland participate
in the discussion about these investigations?

A  There were other people in the room, yes. Did they
participate?

Q Did they say anything?

A  Did they say anything? I think mainly people were listening
at that point. It was kind of an uncomfortable conversation, so people

were just listening to it unfold.
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Q What did Ambassador Sondland say in response to you telling
him that this was inappropriate?

A  He at that point started to, I guess, moderate what he had
been calling for. First, I think, as I recall, he brought in the fact
that, you know, this is per his conversation with White House Chief
of Staff's Office.

And then when I said -- well, I explained to him, actually, I'm
not a politician, I don't, frankly, know how these things work, and
I didn't think it was appropriate. I think, you know, he stopped
pushing it, and about the same time is when Dr. Hill came in from her
meeting with Ambassador Bolton.

Q Why did you think it was not appropriate?

A I just -- I thought it was inappropriate to have -- to call
for an investigation -- to call a foreign power to investigate a U.S.
citizen. In my mind, I had spent quite a bit of time in that part of
the world. I understand how the justice systemworks. It's not arule
of law that governs.

These could all be orchestrated to achieve some sort of objective.
And, in my mind, I thought it was, you know -- if they thought that
this was in their national security interests and they could
potentially get away with it -- you know, I'm not talking about the
Ukrainians; I'm talking about foreign powers in general -- and if they
thought that it was in their national security interests -- and this
is a country that's fighting a war against Russia -- and they could

get away with it, I mean, why should they really care that much about
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domestic politics at a different country? They're going to do what
they need to to protect and advance their own national security
interests.

And, you know, this would not be -- if they chose to do it, they
could potentially tip the scales, and this would not be a fair
investigation, and it would provide, you know, compromising or maybe
even fabricated information, if need be. So these things, these
thoughts were all going through my mind.

Q What did Dr. Hill say when she walked in?

A I -- in about, you know, 5 or 10 seconds, I quickly kind of
caught her up on what the conversation had been. And she had just
returned from Ambassador Bolton's office, and, you know, she was -- she
was irritated, and she basically backed up the position that I had laid
out, which is that this was inappropriate and that we would -- you know,
the NSC -- it had nothing to do with national security and that the
NSC was not going to get involved in it.

Q And what happened next?

A  We relatively quickly broke up from there. I brought the
Ukrainians in, and I took them back out, so through -- up to the security
checkpoint, said goodbyes. You know, I had met Mr. Danylyuk a couple
times, so we exchanged some pleasantries and, you know, said something
about looking forward to working with him and seeing him in the future,
and escorted him out.

Q Did Ambassador Sondland respond to Dr. Hill in any way?

A I apologize. So these -- that's the normal format. I think

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

that's what played out in this case, in terms of me escorting him out.
I also vaguely recall a brief conversation that we -- with Dr. Hill
that we needed to follow up on this matter also. Somewhere in that
process, we also had that, you know, just a quick --

Q Just you and Dr. Hill?

A Yes.

Q And that you both wanted to follow up?

A That we had -- we need to discuss, you know, the matter and,

you know, what we do from there.

Q Okay. Just going back a minute to when Dr. Hill came in and

said it was inappropriate, did Ambassador Sondland say anything in
response to her?

A I, frankly, do not recall exactly what he said. I -- to the
best of my recollection, I think he just, you know, said, you know,
we'll follow up on it later or something like that.

MS. SEWELL: Were the Ukrainians in the room when you admonished
Ambassador Sondland?

LT. COL. VINDMAN: Probably not for the -- I mean, I wouldn't
characterize it as admonishing him. He's an, you know, Ambassador,
which is --

MS. SEWELL: When you expressed your concern.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: I think that -- ma'am, if I could say, that
was more accurate. So I just expressed my concerns. And the
Ukrainians would have been in there for part of it, but, again, as

that -- as the discord between the National Security Council and
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Ambassador Sondland unfolded, I think they were asked to leave
relatively quickly. So they heard -- they probably heard some of it,
but I'm not sure how much of it they heard.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Was Ambassador Volker in the Ward Room for this conversation?

A He was.
Q Did he say anything?
A I don't recall him saying much, no.

Q Did he seem surprised to hear what Ambassador Sondland was
saying?

A I'm not sure if I could -- I'm not sure if I took particular
note. I think, if anything, he certainly would have been surprised
by the -- kind of the expression of concerns, you know, and the fact
that we were having this conversation, something of that nature, but
I can't recall specifically.

Q Was Secretary Perry there for this conversation?

A I don't think he was there for this part of the conversation.

Q But his chief of staff, Brian McCormack, was?

A He was, because I mentioned, I think -- you know, he was there
for the pre-meeting we had, and everything normal, no issues. We
discussed policy. And I think he said that he had a Hill testimony
or Hill encounter and that he would not be able to stay, and he was
represented by Mr. McCormack.

Q Was anyone else there from the American side?

A I think there were some staffers, but I apologize, I don't
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recall who the staffers were.

Q What did you do to report this up the chain?

A At that point, I -- I know that both Dr. Hill and I had
concerns. I believe -- let me -- just trying to think through the
timeline. That occurred -- that meeting occurred in the late
afternoon. I mean, I very quickly went and spoke to the senior White
House -- or senior National Security attorney and, you know, relayed

the incident, the fact that, you know, this investigation that had

previously emerged in open source and had certainly been connected to

the -- what Mr. Giuliani was pushing, was now being pulled into a, you
know, national security dialogue. And I relayed these elements.

Q Okay. Before I get there, what did you understand Mr.
Giuliani's relationship to the President to be?

A Idon't -- I have never met the President. I have never met
Mr. Giuliani. As far as I know, it's just what's in the news, which
is that he's his personal attorney.

Q Who did you report this incident to?

A  So, on that occasion -- yeah, on that occasion, I spoke to
John Eisenberg, the NSC legal counsel.

Q And I may have missed this, but when was that conversation?

A That occurred in the afternoon, and I spoke to him the same
day in the afternoon.

Q Just the two of you in that conversation?

A In that one, yes.

Q And did you take any notes to memorialize this meeting and

UNCLASSIFIED




37

UNCLASSIFIED

then debriefing in the Ward Room?

A So I took notes on the official meeting that we had scheduled,
as per normal practice, but I didn't take any meetings from the -- any
notes from the Ward Room. Frankly, probably, the most accurate notes
would be what Mr. Eisenberg would have taken down during our
conversation.

Q And do you recall that he took down notes?

A Yes.

Q So explain what you said to Mr. Eisenberg.

A I think -- I believe I can't go further into that.

MR. VOLKOV: I think if we can, I don't have a problem with him
sort of just summarizing it, but it's a privileged conversation in that
he's counsel. So, if he can just summarize it generally. It's not
a very long conversation.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q That's fine if you want to summarize it generally. Just to
be clear, I don't necessarily agree with the privilege assertion, but
if we don't need to get there, then maybe that's best.

A Sir, I think I -- I mean, the top line I just offered, I'1l1l
restate it, which is that Mr. Sondland asked for investigations, for
these investigations into Bidens and Burisma. I actually recall
having that particular conversation.

Mr. Eisenberg doesn't really work on this issue, so I had to go
a little bit into the back story of what these investigations were,

and that I expressed concerns and thought it was inappropriate.
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Q And what did he say to you?

MR. VOLKOV: If I can object just at this point, and we can
work -- we can talk about this at a break, but I believe it's privileged.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Well, let me ask you this: Rather than what he said to you,
did he indicate to you that he was going to do anything with your
information?

A You know, I'm not sure. Frankly, what I was doing is I was

reporting something to the chain of command, a concern I had. You know,

what he did with that information is probably above my pay grade.

Q No, no, I understand. Did he say anything to you, that, all

right, I'm going to do anything with it?

A I vaguely recall something about: I'll take a look into it.
You know, there might not be anything here. We'll take a look into
it, something of that nature.

But -- and then he offered to, you know, if I have any concerns
in the future, you know, that I should be open -- I should be -- feel
free to come back and, you know, share those concerns.

Q Did either he or anyone from the legal staff circle back to
you on this issue?

A No.

MR. HIMES: Just for clarity, Counselor, are you asserting
privilege on behalf of your client or on behalf of someone else?

MR. VOLKOV: Well, he's seeking -- on behalf of my client in the

sense that he's seeking advice. It's as if he was in a company, and
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the company counsel is telling him "here's what we're doing" -- my
concern with this is he is seeking advice from in-house counsel. And
I believe that the advice that he got, the substance of it -- I don't
have a problem with sort of "here's the communications that I did,"
but in terms of the response and any detail about that, I think that's
privileged as to him being -- working at the White House, and it's the
White House's privilege. We could talk about it, but it's not worth
wasting a lot of time on.

MR. HIMES: Yes, let's defer that conversation until when it
becomes necessary to have.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Colonel Vindman, did you -- after this meeting on July 10th,
either the meeting with Ambassador Bolton or the post-meeting
debriefing, did you have a subsequent conversation with Ambassador
Bolton about any of this?

A I did not.

Q How about with -- other than the short conversation you had
with Dr. Hill where you agreed to report it up the chain, did you have
any additional conversation with her?

A I did, yes.

Q Can you describe those -- was it one or more conversations?

A I mean, it could have been more than one, but, frankly, I
remember one --

Q Describe that conversation.

A -- conversation. And in it, she relayed to me that
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Ambassador Bolton was -- was very irritated by the meeting, and that's
why he ended it abruptly, and that, you know, we discussed the fact
that -- I think I told her at that point that I had already reported
it to legal counsel, and she said she was going to do the same thing.

And we also discussed the fact that we thought it was
inappropriate and, you know, had nothing to do with national security,
and we were not going to get involved in it.

Q I want to move ahead to a couple weeks later, and we're going
to spend a little time --

A  Sir, maybe if you don't mind, I think it's also important
to note that, you know, I made my report to the chain of command, but
I also had a role in terms of coordinating advancing U.S. policy. So
this is not something that we spent a lot of time dwelling on.

We -- I thought I'd handled it appropriately, and I moved on to
my job of advancing U.S. national security interests by, you know,
looking to the next engagement, figuring out what we need to do next
step. There's always constantly something. Thg National Security
Council has busy days, lots going on. And, you know, frankly, we just
moved on to the next thing that we needed to do in order to do our jobs
and advance the national security interests.

Q And is it fair to say that encouraging Ukraine to conduct
investigations related to domestic U.S. politics was not in the U.S.
national security interests?

A In my view, I don't think it was. And it had inherent risks

in that -- it had inherent risks in that, frankly, if Ukrainians took
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a partisan position, they would significantly undermine the
possibility of future bipartisan support.

Losing bipartisan support, they would then lose access to
potentially, you know, hundreds of millions of dollars in security
assistance funds. The amount of money that we're talking about here,
$400 million, might not mean much, you know, in terms of the U.S. budget.
For a normal person it does, but for a U.S. budget it's, you know, a
fraction of a fraction.

But for the Ukrainians, it amounts to about 10 percent of their
military budget, roughly. And, you know, that is -- that actually
amounts to a significant portion of their GDP because the Ukrainians
also spend about 5 to 6 percent of their GDP on defense because they're
fighting an active conflict against the Russians.

So this is not a negligible amount and, you know, we're basically
trying to continue the relationship and advance the U.S. national
security interests. And losing bipartisan support would have a
significant cest.

Q We may circle back to this a little bit more later, but I
want to fast-forward to the July 25th call. How did that call come
about?

A So just like the July 21st call, we --

Q You mean, the April 21st?

A Yeah. Apologize. Thank you.
Q No problem.
A Just like the April 21st congratulatory call, which occurred
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on the actual election day, Ukrainian election day, we had proposed
a congratulatory call again for President Zelensky's party winning.
And the expectation actually at that point was pretty clear, that he
was going to do quite well.

The discussion was whether he was going to get an outright
majority, whether he was going to have to develop a coalition faction
in order to advance his agenda of rooting out corruption, implementing
reforms. And we thought it would be -- it would be a good signal of
support to him and his party and his agenda to organize another
congratulatory call, and this one was going to occur sometime in the
timeframe of July 21st.

Q Do you know who was involved in prepping President Trump for
the call?

A I'mnot sure. I mean, "prepping," could you clarify? What
do you mean by "prepping"?

Q Well, did President Trump receive any reading materials
prior to the call?

A Yes.

Q And who provided those?

A  So, typically, the way this works -- and this is what
happened in this case -- is I drafted read-ahead materials, the talking
points. All the materials, it goes through a staffing process, and
then it gets forwarded from Ambassador Bolton to the President and

Executive Secretary.

Q Were you aware of whether the President or the chief of staff
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had any conversations with Ambassador Sondland prior to this call?

A I am not. I wouldn't.

Q Did you include anything in your talking points about
investigations into the 2016 election or the Bidens or Burisma?

A Definitely not.

Q Did Ambassador Bolton say anything to President Trump, to
your knowledge, about those investigations?

A To my knowledge? I'm not aware.

Q And so were you aware of whether anyone from the State
Department spoke to President Trump prior to the call?

A No.

Q Is that -- would that be ordinary practice; it would all come
from the NSC usually?

A So I could only speak about my, you know, experiences.
It's -- it's unclear, but it wouldn't be necessarily abnormal that the
President would consult with appropriate senior officials for these

type of things, but I have no knowledge of whether that happened.
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[10:32 a.m.]

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q And did you or anyone on the NSC talk to any Ukrainian
officials in advance of the call about the call?

A  So the calls -- what we would do in this case is we would
alert the embassy, meaning our U.S. Embassy and Ambassador, that a call
would occur, and then a coordination would occur through, you know,
the communicators, White House communicators to U.S. Embassy
communicators to the Ukrainians to make sure that all the switches and
so forth were in place.

Q So that's more of a technical, procedural --

A  Technical logistics.

Q But nothing substantive, as far as you knew?

A In terms of substantive, we certainly told, you know, our
U.S. Embassy there that, you know, the congratulatory call was on, and
that's probably about it, frankly.

Q Are you aware of whether either Ambassador Sondland or
Ambassador Volker spoke to any Ukrainian officials about the substance
prior to the call?

A I was not.

Q Well, let me ask you, were you aware at the time of whether
they did?

A No.

Q Okay. Now, you said in your opening statement that you

listened to the call. Where were you listening to the call?
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A In the White House Situation Room.

Q Okay. And who was in the Situation Room with you listening
to the call?

A So to the best of my recollection, I think the Deputy National
Security Advisor was in there. My immediate supervisor, Tim Morrison,
was in there. Lieutenant General, retired, Kellogg was in there.
He's the Vice President's National Security Advisor. My counterpart
on his staff.

Q On whose staff?

A My counterpart on the Vice President's staff.

Q Who is that?

A I mean, it's a staff officer. Jennifer Williams.

Q Okay.

A And then, let me see, I think NSC press was there also. A
Eepresentative from NSC press was in there.

Q Do you know who that was?

A Yeah. You know, I know I probably need to name some names,
but it's just really uncomfortable. We're talking about working-level
people, and I -- you know, it's kind of a big show here. And so I
apologize for the hesitancy. It's just that --

Q So you'll have an opportunity to review the transcript.

A Okay.

Q And if you or your counsel would like to recommend, you know,
redactions for national security reasons or other reasons, you'll have

that opportunity. But we do need to know who the names are.
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A I understand. It's just uncomfortable that, you know,
somebody else could be brought into this that really didn't have
anything --

[Discussion off the record.]

LT. coL. VINDMAN: I understand. [ w~2s the press

officer that was in there. I think that accounts for everybody that
was in the room.
BY MR. GOLDMAN:

And where was the President when he made this call?

I don't know.

>

Q Okay. But did Ambassador Bolton listen to the call?

A He wasn't in the room. I believe he was traveling, and I
don't know if he listened in on the call.

Q Okay. Do you know whether he had any concerns about the call
in advance?

A I think, I guess, in general, there were some concerns about
the kinds of interactions the administration could have with the
Ukrainians just after, you know, the stories that were reverberating
through U.S. media. And certainly after the July 10 meeting, there
was some concerns that, you know, there could be some stray voltage
in these calls, so, yes.

Q Sorry, what did you say?

A Stray voltage.

Q What does that mean?

A It means things that had -- it's a term of art where, you
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know, things that had nothing to do with, you know, the substance at
hand could somehow be brought into the discussion. So, yes, I think
there were some concerns.

Q And how was this call memorialized in realtime?

A So, you know, frankly, I didn't really dig deep into this
process, didn't really fully understand it until it unfolded. But what
I typically see is what's called a TELCON. 1It's a telephone
communication. It's not quite a transcript, so it's not verbatim, but
it's pretty close to it.

Q Before we get there, I just want to understand, in the
Situation Room, were there stenographers or people or recording, or
how does it work?

A So certainly the staff officers would take their notes, and
the reason for that is that you need to make sure if there's a do-out
that you're able to pass that on to the appropriate department agency
for coordination to advance U.S. national security policy. So people
were taking notes.

But in terms of the way these things are traditionally
memorialized, there's a transcript that's produced -- or, you know,
a transcript seems to imply that it's completely verbatim. Something
along a transcript that -- very accurate, but not maybe flawless, that
catalogs what's been discussed and then that goes into a staffing
process to try to make sure it's accurate.

Q And what does that process entail?

A So typically what ends up happening is the transcript is
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produced by the White House Situation Room. It goes to the people that
were in the room, maybe not even always all the people in the room,
but the relevant people, like the director, senior director for the
directorate in which the country falls, legal. And then you review
the transcript to make sure it's accurate, because, again, it's not
verbatim. It's not recorded or anything of that nature, as far as I
understand.

Q Did you have the opportunity to review the transcript and
compare it to your notes?

B L did:

Q Did you make any changes or suggestions?

A I did make a couple of changes and suggestions.
Q Okay. Now, let me -- I'm going to give you the call record
now, and we'll mark this as Exhibit 1.
[ Majority Exhibit No. 1

Was marked for identification.]

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Now, this has now obviously been declassified and
publicized. Have you, prior to coming here today, have you had an
opportunity to review this carefully again?

A I have.

Q Okay. And you obviously saw this in realtime, correct?

A Yes, sir.

Q At the time, would you have -- so just explain the process
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tome. Soyou make your own edits or suggestions, and then what happens
after that?

A So the transcript is produced. It goes through the
executive secretary from the National Security Council. It gets
pushed out to the appropriate people for review. It goes through legal
review, and then it goes to leadership for their final review, and then
it goes into, you know, the historical record.

Q And is it disseminated among the cabinet-level officials or
others who would need to know?

A I don't know.

Q You don't know that.

So do you ever then see the final version after you make your
edits?

A Normally it would. In this case, the way it was managed,
I didn't see the final version after my edits. And, frankly, under
normal circumstances, I would put my edits in and then, you know, if
those edits were deemed appropriate by my leadership or legal, they
would enter the record; if they weren't, you know, I basically provide
my contribution, but it doesn't -- you know, I'm not the final say on
how the transcript looks.

Q But ordinarily you'll make your contribution. It goes to
the full process to be finalized, and then the final version does come
back to you?

A It doesn't, but I do have the ability to -- you know, if I

wanted to, I could go into the system and take a look at it, make sure

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

all the changes were made, you know.

Q And you said that normal process did not occur here?

A It didmn’f. IT did Bort.

Q What was different?

A As opposed to going into the standard communications system,
it went into a different type, a different, more secure system. And
in this particular system, while I did have an account, it was not
functioning properly, so I had to go analog and take a look at -- get
a hard copy of it, make some -- annotate some changes to it, return
it, and, you know, I guess it went through a paper process.

Q So even in the editing process that you normally do, that
was done in a different way?

A Yes.

Q In other words, it was on a different system and you had to
use a different process to put your edits in?

A  Yes.

Q And how long after the call is this process done?

A It's usually -- the effort is to expedite it and make sure
you have an accurate, you know, recitation of the call within a fairly
short period of time. We're talking about days.

Q So do you recall how soon -- or do you recall when you first
learned that this call was placed in the more highly classified system?

A That conversation occurred alongside the conversation with
Mr. Eisenberg in which I voiced concerns about the July 21 call.

Q Before we --
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MR. VOLKOV: 3July 25.
BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q July 25.

A 25th, yeah.

Q But before we get to that, I guess, I am just wondering,
because you -- when you made your edits, it was already in that system?

A So, yes. It was already shifted over to that other system.

MR. VOLKOV: Can we just to clarify the record make clear, when
you're talking about "this" system --

MS. CAREY: Can you speak into the mike, please.

MR. VOLKOV: Oh, I'm sorry. Just to clarify, can you
just -- because we're talking about "this" system, "that" system.
What is this system it got put into, the acronym, just so it's clear
when it went into that. And he was present for a conversation about
that. S8 ==

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q I understand. We'll get to that. I'm just curious as to
sort of -- I want to go through the process of finalizing the transcript
first, and then we'll get to your conversation with legal, which you
referenced in your opening statement.

But the question is just that, was it already in this -- was it
already routed differently by the time that you were taking a look at
it for the first time to add your edits?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Now, what we see here in Exhibit 1, is this a standard
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MEMCON or -- yeah, MEMCON, memorandum of telephone conversation for
Presidential phone conversations?

A Tt 15

Q It is the standard version?

A  Yes, that's what they typically use --

Q Is there aword-for-word transcript that is produced of these
conversations?

A I don't believe so.

Q Okay. So this is usual?

A  Yes, completely normal.

Q Now, and is there an audio recording?

A I don't believe so.

0 At least not in the U.5.7

A True.

Q So you've now had an -- let me -- sorry. Withdrawn.

Did you ever look at the final version that was placed in the
highly classified system?

A  So the version I saw was still the one that was in staffing.
I did not have a chance to see, you know, the end result, which is what
was released after I made my edits.

Q And is the end result what you understand to be Exhibit 1
that was released on September 25?

A Yes, correct.

Q Okay. Now, let me ask you this question: Did the end result

incorporate all of your edits?
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So there were probably some, you know, nonsubstantive edits

that I don't recall what I necessarily put into it, but there were a

couple of things that were not included.

Q
A

Q
A

And can you point us --
Sure.
-- to what those were or are?

Yeah. So page four, bottom of the first paragraph, let's

see, okay, so that ellipses where it ends with "it," there was a comment

about there are recordings from the President. He said that "there

are recordings" of these misdeeds.

Q Okay. And that ellipses substitutes for there are
recordings?

A Correct.

Q To your recollection?

A Yes. This is what's in my notes also.

Q From the --

A So it's not just the recollection. I took notes from the
call.

Q Okay. And are you still in possession of those notes?

A They're in my highly classified notebook.

Q0 Got it. All right,

So if you could just read the sentence that you're referring to

starting with "The other thing."

A

Yeah. Biden went into bragging that he stopped the

prosecution --
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MR. VOLKOV: No. No.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: I'm sorry. How far back do you need? Okay.
Let's see. Okay. Got it.

The other thing, there's a lot of talk about Biden's son, that
Biden stopped the prosecution, and a lot of people want to find out -- to
find out about that. So whatever you can do with the attorney general,
that would be great. Biden went around bragging that he stopped the
prosecution, so if you can look into it. There are recordings -- in
my -- the way I had it. It sounds horrible to me.

BY MR. GOLDMAN:

Q Okay. So "there are recordings" substitutes for the
ellipses --

A Correct.

Q -- that we see here?

Okay. Was there anything else that was different?

A There's one other substantive item in the next paragraph from
Zelensky, where it says, "He or she will look into the situation
specifically to the company" -- it shouldn't be "the company." It
should be "to Burisma that you mentioned." Because I think, you know,
frankly, these are not necessarily folks that are familiar with the
substance. So President Zelensky specifically mentioned the company
Burisma.

9 All right. 5S¢ why don*t you do this, first, Jjust read the
sentence as it is in this exhibit.

A "He or she will look into the situation specifically to the
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company that you mentioned in this issue."

Q And then read -- can you restate it with what you recall
Zelensky saying?

A "He or she will look into the situation specifically into
Burisma," and I think that's, you know, that's where it ended.

Q Okay. So --

A And it continued on --

Q So this call record substitutes the following phrase, "the
company that you mentioned in this issue,"” for what Zelensky said,
"Burisma"?

A Correct.

Q Okay.

A Again, it's in my notes. That's what I took down as the call
was occurring.

Q Understood.

Is there anything else that you recall as being substantively
different?

A Substantively, I think those are the only two items.

Q Now, I believe that there are other ellipses in here. On
top of page three, for example, the President -- President Trump says:
I would like you to do us a favor though because our country has been
through a lot and Ukraine knows a lot about it. I would like you to
find out what happened with this whole situation with Ukraine. They
say CrowdStrike, dot, dot, dot, ellipses. I guess you have one of your

wealthy people, dot, dot, dot, again, another ellipses. Do you know
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whether those ellipses replaced other substantive statements?
A To the best of my recollection, I think at the end of

CrowdStrike, "they say you have it," was said.
Q "They say you have it"?
A Yeah.

Q So the President says, "They say CrowdStrike, they say you

have it."
A Uh-huh.
Q "I guess you have one of your wealthy people"?

A  Yeah. I don't recall frankly. Oh, you know what? So,
frankly, it covers it. So I don't -- if you look, you know, a couple
more words down, it says, the server, they say Ukraine has it. So
that's covered. I don't recall what those ellipses are.

Q But generally speaking, when there are ellipses here, do they
replace words?

A Not always. Like I said, in my notes, if it was a Ukrainian
word or something that required some content and it was not in there,
I'd replace it, but not every ellipses has something else with it.

Q Okay. Now, you stated in your opening statement that you
were concerned by the call. Can you explain a little more what you
were concerned about?

A Yes, sir. So, I guess, I think, frankly, the statement
captures it adequately, but I'm happy to go over it again. I was
concerned about the fact that there was a call to have a foreign power

investigate a U.S. citizen, and I didn't think, you know, that
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was -- first of all, I didn't think that would be a credible
investigation, and, you know, in any way would necessarily reflect
reality. It could be a country advancing its own interests.

And then I also was concerned about the fact that, you know, there
seemed to be a lot of leaks. And, frankly, if this was -- as this story
was unfolding, as this narrative was unfolding, I'd periodically talked
to the Ukrainian officials at the U.S. Embassy here.

And I would say -- when they would ask me, you know, what do we
do in this situation, I'd give them the same counsel consistently. The
counsel I'd always give them is it's a domestic issue, stay out of U.S.
domestic issues. It could fracture your bipartisan support. So this
was -- you know, this was not something that was new to me. This was
also, as this conversation was unfolding, this thought was coming
through -- flowing through my mind.

You know, during the bilateral meetings with the President of
Ukraine in which it was -- you know, on the 21st of May, you had
Secretary Perry that was leading the delegation, the two things I said
to Ukrainians, really one of them is probably appropriate to mention
here, you know, please stay out of U.S. domestic politics. Don't
involve yourself in this issue. This is something that was completely
consistent throughout, you know, this period of time as the story
unfolded. So that's what was going through my mind.

Q And we'll get back to the fact that -- that conversation in
May that you had with the Ukrainians. But did you understand that these

investigations that the President was asking for may be to his own
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political benefit as well?

A Yes.

MR. GOLDMAN: Okay. I think our time is about up.

THE CHAIRMAN: Let's take a 5-minute break to use the facilities
and resume in 5 or 10 minutes.

[Recess.]
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[11:11 a.m.]

THE CHAIRMAN: Let's go back on the record. 1 hour to the
minority.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Good morning, sir. Thank you for your service, both in war
and peace.

I want to go back to the July 10 meeting in Ambassador Bolton's
office. Can you just tell us precisely, what did Sondland say that
caught your concern?

A So for that meeting, frankly, I was very focused on the
substance, the national security content for the meeting. And I do
recall him talking about investigations, but my reaction, you know,
was probably relatively subdued.

What very quickly unfolded thereafter was that Ambassador Bolton
ended the meeting, and, you know, something to the extent of, well,
it was nice meeting you, looking forward to working with you, went out
for the phone call and that was it. So --

Q You mean the photo?

A Photo, correct. Thank you.

Q Okay. Do you recall the specific words Ambassador Sondland

A For that one, I do not recall the specific words --
Q Okay.
A -- because, frankly, in my view, it seemed -- it was -- he

was talking to the room. You know, it was not something that I was
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very, very focused on. But in the following conversation, it was a
conversation between the two of us, and that one I do recall.

Q I'll get to that in a second. So in Ambassador Bolton's
office, you remember him using the terminology "investigations"?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Did he use the terms "2016"?

A I don't recall.

Q Okay. How about the Bidens?
A I don't recall.

Q Burisma?

A I don't think so, no.

Q So the terminology "investigations," what gave you concern
about that word?

A Like I said, on that one I was maybe not completely attuned
to everything that was going on in term -- I was not attuned to this
particular element. I was, again, more focused on the fact that there
was still some content that we needed to get through.

You know, without getting too much into the detail, I was very
focused on, you know, what this bilateral cooperation framework would
be, and I was more worried about how we -- even though we segued into
this conversation on meeting, you know, that we still had some more
substance to get through maybe to get back on track.

But since we did discuss this, Ambassador Sondland came in with

the notion that the Ukrainians had to do an investigation. My

understanding -- and correction. My recollection is the idea is to
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pin down a --

Q
A

No I'm just talking about what Sondland said though.

Right. Sothat -- I'msorry. So the idea was -- I know what

he was doing.

Q

Okay. But at the time the President had a deep-rooted view

of corruption in Ukraine. He was skeptical, correct?

A

Q

Correct.

And the U.S. officials in the room knew about that

skepticism, right?

A

Q

Correct.

So there was issues with the prosecutor general in the

country at the time, Lutsenko, correct?

A

> O

Q

Correct. He was --

And he was going to be removed?
Yes, correct.

Replaced?

Yes.

And is it true that the new incoming administration was going

to conduct some audit of the investigations to find out if there were

any matters pending during the Lutsenko or Shokin eras that needed to

be reopened?

A

Q

So what I found, I guess, concerning is that there were --

No. No. I'm just asking --

THE CHAIRMAN: Can the witness please answer the question?

LT. COL. VINDMAN: I guess what I found concerning is when this
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matter of investigations came up, the part that I recall is that there
were no active investigations into Burisma. So he was calling to
continue an investigation that didn't, in fact, exist.
BY MR. CASTOR:
Q But I thought you said you couldn't remember if he mentioned
the word Burisma.
A Well, he didn't mention the word Burisma. But when he said

investigations, this was part of the narrative at the time. There

was -- and you couldn't differentiate between the two. There was the

2016 interference element and then there was the Burisma element. They
were all -- they were part of the same investigation, discussion, or
the narrative.

Q Right. But if he just used innocuous words like

"investigations" that weren't tied specifically to Burisma or Biden,

what caused the concern?

A So for me, I knew that there was no investigation, so it was
not clear what a benign use of the word "investigation" would be. He's
not an expert in Ukraine, and frankly this is the only thing that was
in the narrative in terms of investigations. There was a significant
amount of reporting on this. And if that was not clear in my mind just
yet, it became apparent in the following meeting.

But like I said, you know, the part that maybe is, I apologize,
in my view, more significant is I didn't terminate the meeting.
Ambassador Bolton was, for some reason, you know, having whatever

analogy did -- thought it was time to end this meeting because it was
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inappropriate.

Q Right. So, no, I'm just trying to get your firsthand account
of --

A Sure.

Q -- if a generic term like "investigations" was used, we're
talking about a country that had a history of corruption, had a history
with their prosecutors not genuinely prosecuting things --

A Correct. Correct.

Q -- why that caused alarm?

A Because the request was to continue investigations that
didn't exist.

Q Continue or reopen?

A Continue.

Q Okay.

A Because that was the -- I guess, the -- my recollection is
it was continue an investigation that did not, in fact, exist.

Q Okay. Sondland made the statement to continue
investigations that didn't exist?

A No. He said to conduct -- again, to the best of my
recollection, to conduct these investigations or continue these
investigations. And my immediate reaction was, what investigations?
There's no active investigation.

Q Okay. And then the second time Sondland referenced
investigations was in the Ward Room?

A Correct.
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Q And what do you recall specifically of what Sondland said
to the Ukrainians --

A Right.

Q -- in the Ward Room?

A  So that is right, the conversation unfolded with Sondland
proceeding to kind of, you know, review what the deliverable would be
in order to get the meeting, and he talked about the investigation into
the Bidens, and, frankly, I can't 100 percent recall because I didn't

take notes of it, but Burisma, that it seemed -- I mean, there was no

ambiguity, I guess, in my mind. He was calling for something, calling

for an investigation that didn't exist into the Bidens and Burisma.

Q Okay. Ambiguity in your mind is different from what you --

A Sure.
Q -- actually heard?
& Right., <Correct.

Q What did you hear Sondland say?
A  That the Ukrainians would have to deliver an investigation
into the Bidens.
Q Into the Bidens. So in the Ward Room he mentioned the word
"Bidens"?
A  To the best of my recollection, yes.
Okay. Did he mention 2016?

Q

A I den't recall.

Q Did he mention Burisma?
A

My visceral reaction to what was being called for suggested
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that it was explicit. There was no ambiguity.

Q I'm just saying, did he mention like investigations
generically?

A No. It wasn't just investigation generically.

Q Did he mention 2016?

A This was all part of the same consistent narrative, 2016
elections --

Q Just what you heard though, in the Ward Room.

A Again, based on my visceral reaction, it was explicit what
he was calling for. And to the best of my recollection, he did
specifically say "investigation of the Bidens.”

Q Okay. But not Bidens and Burisma?

THE CHAIRMAN: Counsel, you're being a bit repetitive. The
witness has been asked this question now five, six times.

[Discussion off of the record.]

LT. COL. VINDMAN: That's right. So --

MR. CASTOR: These are two different meetings though we're
talking about.

THE CHAIRMAN: I understand.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: So the meeting that occurred in the Ward Room
referenced investigations into the Bidens, to the best of my
recollection, Burisma and 2016.

BY MR. CASTOR:
Q Okay. So 2016 was mentioned in the Ward Room?

A To the best of my recollection.
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Q Okay. And then Dr. Hill comes into the meeting at some
point?

A  She did. After she completed her meeting with Ambassador
Bolton, she joined the meeting.

Q Now, when she joined the meeting, were the Ukrainians still
in the meeting or had they --

A They had stepped out.

Q They had stepped out?

A Yes. Ambassador Sondland had --

Q And what did Dr. Hill say to you in that Ward Room?

A So as soon as she came in, I took the opportunity to very
quickly lay out that there was a discussion on these investigations
that Ambassador Bolton was attempting to kind of lay out the
deliverable --

[Discussion off of the record.]

LT. COL. VINDMAN: Yeah. Good. Thank you. Ambassador
Sondland, yes, she had returned from the meeting with Ambassador
Bolton. I very quickly caught her up on the conversation I was having
with Ambassador Sondland, in which he was laying out the deliverable.
And as soon as she heard it, she said the same thing I said, this is
inappropriate. It had nothing to do with national security.

BY MR. CASTOR:
Q Okay. When did the photo happen?
A That happened between the post meeting and the meeting in

Ambassador Bolton's office.
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Q Okay. So Ambassador Bolton ends the meeting abruptly?

A Yes.

Q Okay. He didn't go ballistic, did he?
A No.

Q He was professional and courteous?

A He was professional and courteous.

Q So he ends the meeting?

A Correct.

Q Was it earlier than scheduled, or was it on time?

A Just a few minutes -- oh, probably -- I said the meeting went
for about 30, 35 minutes or so, so we allocated about 45 for this. So
he did end it a little early.

Q Okay. And are you 100 percent certain that he ended it
because he was uncomfortable, or he may have ended it because he had
another calendar appointment?

A He ended it abruptly. And at that time, I frankly didn't
know exactly why he ended it. It became clear from what Dr. Hill told
me later that he was actually fairly distressed by what had occurred.

Q Okay. Dr. Hill told you Ambassador Bolton was distressed?

A Yes.

Q What did she tell you?

A She said that he was upset with what Ambassador Sondland was
attempting to orchestrate. And in her account to me, she did
specifically say, you know, he was a live hand grenade, or something

to that extent.
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Q Who was a live hand grenade?

A  So, I guess, let me complete that logic. So that Ambassador
Sondland was trying to orchestrate an investigation being called by
Mayor Giuliani who was a live hand grenade.

Q Okay. So that's what Dr. Hill related to you?

A Correct.

Q Relating something Ambassador Bolton told her?

A That's right.

Q Okay. So the meeting ended. Then the parties went out for

the photograph?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And then Ambassador Bolton went to his next calendar
appointment or he --

A He pulled Dr. Hill into a short meeting.

Q Was she in the picture?

A She was not.
Q Okay. Where was she during the picture?
A She was off to the side, and I was off to the side.

Q Okay. So she was out there with you?

A Yeah. All of us were out there. So I was actually taking
the photo, so I was, I guess, less focused on what she was doing. It's
possible -- I mean, you know, I've been there for a year and a half.
It's quite possible she stayed behind and --

Q Okay. I'm just trying to --

A  -- talking to the exec sec -- the upper suite folks to, you
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know, determine what else she had on the plate. I don't know. But
I don't recall exactly what she was doing, frankly.

Q Okay. So then the parties went to the Ward Room?

A Uh-huh.

Q And then at some point Dr. Hill joined you?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Did she instruct you at that point to go talk with
John Eisenberg?

A At that point we were still --

MR. VOLKOV: Excuse me, which point?

MR. CASTOR: After the meeting.

MR. VOLKOV: Okay. After the meeting, okay.

MR. CASTOR: Yeah.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Yeah.

A So after the parties broke up and I was getting ready to,
if I recall correctly, escort our Ukrainian guests out, we had a short
conversation, and I think we agreed that, you know, there was something
to talk about. And I do believe she told me to talk to Mr. Eisenberg.

Q Okay. Did she tell you to talk with Mr. Eisenberg in the
Ward Room or after you had escorted the Ukrainians out?

A I think it was after we were escorting the -- so you exit
the Ward Room. You're going out of the White House West Wing, and,
you know, that's not a very long walk, but there's enough time to have

a short conversation. So in that period of time we had a brief

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

conversation, and as far as I can recall, that's when she said we should

talk to legal, I think.

Q Okay. And then how did you get to Eisenberg?

A I think --

Q Did you just walk into his office? Did you get an
appointment?

A No. I'mnot 100 percent certain if he was immediately there
right after the -- you know, he's also quite busy. So I think after
I made it back into the building I went into legal to see if he was
available, and I don't recall if I got a meeting with him -- I mean,
I didn't have to schedule it. I just --

Q Sure.

A It's kind of informal. I either met with him right there
and then or very shortly thereafter.

Q Okay. And who was in the meeting with you and Eisenberg?

A Just me and Mr. Eisenberg.

Q So Mr. Ellis was not in the meeting?

A No.
Q Okay. And how long did the meeting last?
A  Probably about 15 to 20 minutes.

Q Now, were you like reporting a crime? Were you reporting
that you felt uncomfortable? Were you reporting misconduct by
Ambassador Sondland?

A I was not -- I did not believe I was reporting a crime. What

I was doing is what I normally would do in a situation where I felt
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uncomfortable, felt something was inappropriate. I'd voice my
concerns with the appropriate, you know, people in the chain of command.

Q Okay. So at this time you didn't think it was illegal. You
just thought inartful?

A I thought it was wrong. I thought it was wrong to call -- to
basically have -- to organize a situation in which you're asking a
foreign power to investigate a matter. Again, it wasn't an active
investigation, so they would have to start an investigation and then,
you know --

Q Was it starting an investigation or continuing an
investigation?

A -- in exchange for a meeting.

Q Okay. Was it starting an investigation or continuing an
investigation?

A There was no investigation, so they would have to start --1I
guess, I apologize. I don't know what the right answer would be from
a legal perspective. There was no active investigation, so you could
call it restart or continue. At the time, I wasn't aware of any active
investigation, and this is something I looked into because I needed
to get a handle on what the issues were.

Q Now, you mentioned your view of Ambassador Sondland that he
was acting -- I mean, he thought he was doing the right thing?

A I think so, yes.

Q Okay. So is it possible that his moves here were, you know,

he thought this is the way things are done? I mean, he is not an
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experienced diplomat.

A I think that is very possible that he thought he was doing

the right thing. And, you know, again, with the best of intentions,

he was attempting to normalize a relationship between the Russian -- I

mean, I've got a lot of Russia experience in my background, so -- he

was attempting to organize a meeting between the Ukrainian and the U.S.
President, so he was doing what he thought he needed to to get the
Ukrainians off the ax, normalize the relationship.

Q So at this point it's possible that Ambassador Sondland was
being inartful, he was being, you know, not elegant?

A Yeah. Well, I can tell you, sir, that I felt it was
inappropriate, and I voiced my -- as I recounted a couple times, I
thought it was inappropriate and I then proceeded to express my concerns
to my chain of command.

Q Okay. After you spoke with Eisenberg, who else did you
communicate to about this meeting?

A So my kid brother, my twin brother is on the White House
National Security Council legal team. And I --

Q Is he your kid brother or your twin brother?

A He's 9 minutes younger. He's my kid brother, whether he
likes it or not. I told him I was going to get that in there.

MR. VOLKOV: Just for the record, his twin brother who has told
the --

MR. CONNOLLY: Use the microphone.

MR. VOLKOV: Just for the record, his twin brother, you can tell
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them apart because he wears the glasses. The twin brother doesn't.
He is actually the chief ethics counsel on the NSC.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: So for me, frankly, it seemed both as my twin
brother and, you know, my most trusted person in my life besides my
wife, you know, being able to bounce an idea off of him, who's also
the chief ethics official, it seemed completely appropriate. I wanted
to get his professional, you know, view on the situation and see if
he had anything to --

MR. CASTOR: Okay. What's your brother's name.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: Yevgeny.

MR. VOLKOV: Eugene. For the record, he goes by Eugene.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: He goes by Eugene or Yev, Y-e-v or
Y-e-v-g-e-n-y. Nine minutes younger.

BY MR. CASTOR:
Q Was he the next person you spoke to about this meeting?

A That's it.

| Q Okay. So you spoke with Dr. Hill. You spoke with
Eisenberg. You spoke with your brother.
A  Right.
Q Anybody else? Did you subsequently speak to Dr. Hill about

your communications --

A Yes.

Q -- with your brother --
A Yes.

Q -- with Eisenberg?
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A I don't know if I specifically mentioned my brother, but I

definitely spoke toDr. Hill about this. And that is the point inwhich

she kind of laid out the irritation that Ambassador Bolton felt about
this situation, and that's when she relayed kind of the, you know, the
Giuliani narrative, live hand grenade type of thing.

Q Was there any game plan here at circling back with Ambassador
Sondland to --

A  Afterwards? Oh --

Q No, just to communicate NSC's concerns.

MR. VOLKOV: To your knowledge.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: To my knowledge, I don't recall. I'm
thinking, I know I've had a couple of interactions with him. He's not
in my portfolio. Our interactions were because of the fact that he
took an active role in Ukraine. So, I mean, I think we were pretty
clear in the Ward Room with our position.

I don't know -- and I guess it wouldn't necessarily have been my
place at that point to circle back with him because there are senior
people that typically interact with him that could circle back. I just
wanted to make sure that, you know, he understood, I guess, my concerns.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q But did any of your superiors make a point to communicate
with Sondland that there's a disconnect here, and what Sondland said
was not something that the NSC officials condoned?

A So I recall probably -- I mean, I certainly recall it. I

can't pin it down exactly the timeframe, but we did talk about
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Ambassador Sondland and his, you know, while good-intentioned
propensity to, you know, do things that were not typical, conduct, you
know, a normal coordination and his willingness to just go directly
over the NSC folks.

Because the Ambassadors typically do one of two things: Our U.S.
Ambassadors in a foreign country do one of two -- typically they'll
either work through the director responsible for their country or
they'll work with the senior director, which in certain ways is the
more appropriate level of interaction.

That did not -- while that might be the case in normal business
throughout the rest of the Europe portfolio, that was not necessarily
the case for Ambassador Sondland who more often than not would go over
the directorate and either reach directly to Ambassador Bolton or go
to the chief of staff's office. He had a pipeline.

Q I'm just wondering whether there was a plan that Dr. Hill

would communicate with Sondland or whether Ambassador Bolton would

or --
A I'm not aware of such a plan.
Q Like did NSC have a plan to change the course here with
Sondland?

A I don't ==

[Discussion off of the record.]

LT. COL. VINDMAN: Yeah. To my knowledge, I don't think so. I
don't think, frankly, the thinking was that there was a way

to -- because of his access, which is not a bad thing, an Ambassador
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that has access has a lot more credibility with the host nation and
is able to carry the President's message more effectively, so that's
not a criticism.

But because of his access and, you know, his desire to leverage
that access that, you know, it was necessarily reasonable to try
to -- certainly at our level.

I am aware that over the course of Ms. Hill's tenure, Dr. Hill's
tenure, she had attempted to talk to Ambassador Sondland and, you know,
kind of bring him into the process on a more habitual basis. And my
impression is that she was frustrated with her lack of success in that
regard.

Q So at this point, NSC officials, yourself, Dr. Hill,
Ambassador Bolton are just noting their concern for the record?

A& That"s right.

Q Okay.

A I mean, I don't know if there was any forethought on doing
it for the record, like a cover your, you know --

Q Well, I wasn't suggesting that. I was just -- you're just
noting your concern?

A Right.

Q Okay. Anybody else you talked to about this event other than
your brother, Dr. Hill?

A So in the normal course of my duties, I would, for all the
countries in my portfolio, I'd make it a habit to read out appropriate

material to the embassy teams.
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Q Okay?

A So, frankly, I know that at that time we were having regular
conversations with the Ambassador, Ambassador Taylor. He's the Charge
d'affaires, but title-wise he's Ambassador. We were having quite
regular conversations with Ambassador Taylor, you know, if not multiple
times a week, certainly on a weekly basis to catch him up on what's
going on because of the various issues that were relevant.

Q If I may, who did you speak to about Sondland's comments that
made you feel uncomfortable? The Sondland comments that made you feel
uncomfortable, who did you speak to?

A Who else did I speak to? I don't recall a specific
conversation. Frankly, I'm not one to, you know -- if it's in the
course -- I go intowork. I sit behind my desk. I domy job. I don't
socialize. You know, that's -- I focus on what I need to do. So in
terms of like, you know, going over and talking to people, hey, you
should hear what happened at this meeting, that's not something I do.

So I don't specifically recall, you know, having conversations,
but it's quite possible that in the course of my normal coordination,
the people I speak to on a normal basis to read out key meetings would
be George Kent, the DAS for State, you know, the appropriate
representatives within the Intel Community.

Q Who is that?

A There are a number of folks that I communicate on a regular
basis.

Q Who?

UNCLASSIFTIED




UNCLASSIFIED

A You know --

MR. VOLKOV: Wait. Well, there's aconcernthatIhave. Idon't
want him to go into specific individuals in the Intelligence Community.

MR. CONNOLLY: Would you use the microphone, please?

MR. VOLKOV: Oh, I'm sorry. I apologize again.

My concern, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Ranking Member, I do not want

him to get into specific names of people in the Intelligence Community.

I know there's been a lot of controversy about who the whistleblower
is or et cetera, but I think, as he said in his statement, he is not

comfortable speculating as to it, guessing to it. We're not going

to -- I'm not going to allow him to go down a list of names or anything
like that. So --

MR. CASTOR: I'm not asking a list of names. I'm asking what
about who he had communications with about the 7/10 meeting?

THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me. Excuseme. Let me just state this for
the record. The whistleblower has a statutory right to anonymity.
There are concerns about -- and I'm --

MR. MEADOWS: Mr. Chairman, point of order.

MR. SWALWELL: Hey, Mr. Meadows, he's the chairman. He
finishes.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Meadows, when I'm finished --

MR. MEADOWS: I have a point of order.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Meadows, you may make your --

MR. SWALWELL: He's the chairman. He finishes.

MR. MEADOWS: Shut up.
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THE CHAIRMAN: Hey, Mr. Meadows, you --

MR. MEADOWS: I have a point of order. Mr. Chairman, I have a
point of order.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Meadows, you'll be recognized after I finish
what I have to say.

I am concerned about a bad-faith effort -- I'mnot accusing anyone
in this room. I am concerned about a bad-faith effort to out a
whistleblower who has a statutory right to remain anonymous. And I
would urge you or I would certainly accept your desire not to be a party
to the outing of the whistleblower.

And so you have every right to refuse to answer a question that
would identify an Intelligence Community employee, detailee, or
contractor. We will not be a party to the attacks on the whistleblower.
We will not put this whistleblower's life at risk or anymore risk than
it already is.

If you have a parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Meadows?

MR. MEADOWS: I appreciate the chairman. The statute, the
whistleblower statute --

MR. GOLDMAN: Sorry. Can you speak into a microphone,

Mr. Meadows? Sorry.

MR. MEADOWS: You couldn't hear me?

MR. GOLDMAN: I can always hear you, but --

MR. MEADOWS: I would refer the chairman to the statute. The
chairman's issue of a condition of anonymity is not accurate, and I

would point that out having been involved with literally hundreds of
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whistleblowers.

The statute does allow for the lack of retaliation, and I would
clarify that. But to make that statement, I would ask that the
chairman, for the record, clarify his remarks.

THE CHAIRMAN: If the parliamentary inquiry is an objection, the
objection is overruled.

The witness may --

MR. MEADOWS: I appeal the ruling of the chair.

CHAIRMAN: The witness may refrain --
MR. MEADOWS: I appeal the ruling of the chair.

THE CHAIRMAN: The witness may refrain from identifying any

employee, detailee, or contractor of the Intelligence Community.

MR. JORDAN: Mr. Chairman, just a second? Mr. Chairman? Our
counsel was not asking about the whistleblower. He wasn't even asking

about the call, the July 25 call. He was simply asking the witness

who he talked to subsequent to the July 10 meeting.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jordan, I made my ruling. You may continue
with your argument, but it will take up a portion of your questioning
time. The clock continues to run.

MR. JORDAN: Well, we would like the time restored that you took
up from our time. What we've said will count against our time; we
understand it. But the time you took from us, we would like to restore
it. He is simply asking about the July 10 meeting, nothing about the
call.

THE CHAIRMAN: I'm happy to restore the time that I spoke, but
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any further time will be deducted from questioning.
BY MR. CASTOR:

Q I think we're jumping ahead here. 1I'm simply asking whether
you related the Sondland comments from the July 10 meeting with any
other individual?

A I don't recall specifically. I was just merely outlining
the counterparts that I talked to about key meetings on a habitual
basis. I don't recall --

Q Did you read out Kent?

A Quite possibly, yes.

Q Okay. And then who else did you read out or may have read
out?

MR. VOLKOV: I'mgoing to object. 1It's not may. Does he recall
who he read out to? I'm sorry.

Does he recall who he read out to? Let's ask precise questions.
And I don't want to have speculative questions of who he might have
talked to or whatnot. The question has to be, who did you recall
talking to? 1It's either a yes -- you know, you have somebody or you
don't. Okay?

LT. COL. VINDMAN: I don't recall specifically who I read out on
this particular meeting.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q In the ordinary course of business, who would you ordinarily

read out with significant events?

A Sure. Principally, it would be the State Department. It
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would be the -- on a regular basis, it would also be the Embassy in
Kyiv, or I would ask the State Department to circle back with them and
just make sure that they were informed on the conversation because
everybody is busy. If it was a defense-related matter, it would be
representatives from the Defense Department, Intelligence Community,
and frankly, that's about it.

Q Okay. Now, the Intelligence Community, is that somebody i}
[ K

THE CHAIRMAN: Counsel, we've gone through this.

MR. JORDAN: Mr. Chairman, his lawyer can serve as his lawyer.
You can just serve as the chairman. We can ask the questions we want
to ask.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jordan, we have an obligation to protect
whistleblowers.

MR. CASTOR: Is the whistleblower [N’

THE CHAIRMAN: We have an obligation -- well, we're not going to
have him go through every agency, counsel. That would be bad faith.
And so that's not going to be permitted. You may continue with the
advisory that pursuant to the instructions of the witness' counsel,
he will not go into questions about Intelligence Community employees,
detailees, or contractors.

BY MR. CASTOR:
. Q Anybody else you would ordinarily read out?
A I covered it. I think those are the principle folks that

I talked to.
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Q Okay. And you don't remember reading any of those out?

A I don't specifically recall reading out this particular
meeting.

Q Okay. Did the events of the 7/10 meeting subsequently ever
come up again with Dr. Hill, with Ambassador Sondland, anybody else?

A So I could tell you that I'm -- I've kept myself apprised
of what's going on here, and I do recall seeing something about
Ambassador Taylor referencing this particular matter at some point,
this particular call, the 7/18 call.

Q But you didn't have a discussion with the Ambassador?

A I don't recall. I don't recall having that conversation,
frankly. I do recall having a conversation with Ambassador Hill -- I
mean, sorry, Dr. Hill and the Ambassador. But, I guess, I don't recall
specifically reading out this particular call.

Q Okay. When --

MR. VOLKOV: When you say call, you mean meeting?

LT. COL. VINDMAN: Yes. Yes.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q When Dr. Hill left, replaced by Tim Morrison, did you ever
have any communications with Morrison about the 7/10 meeting?

A I do not believe so.

Q Okay. Didyou ever have any calls with Morrison and somebody
else about the 7/10 meeting that you can recall?

A I've had numerous calls with my boss, Tim Morrison, and

counterparts, but not specifically discussing that 7/10 meeting.
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Q Okay. So you don't remember doing a call with Tim Morrison
and the Ambassador, Ambassador Taylor?

A I've done multiple calls with the --

Q About the 7/10 call?

A Not about the 7/10.

Q Okay. Turning the attention back to the 7/25 call record,

I believe there's a question of where the President was during the call.
And I think on the record it indicates he was in the residence?
A Okay.

Q Is that your understanding?

A At the time, I wasn't aware of that, but that's what's in
the record.

Q Okay. And you gave us a roster of folks that was in the
situation room?

A Yes. I think that we covered that, but I could -- I'm happy
to go through it again.

Q I'm not asking you to.

A Okay. It's in the record, I believe, sir.

Q Yeah. I'mnot asking you to go through the list again. Were
the stenographers or the officials that make the record of the call
in the Situation Room too?

A The kind of the logistics behind this is not something that
I guess I've really looked into. My understanding is that somewhere
in the White House Situation Room somebody is, you know, taking notes

or whatever the modality is to capture the call.
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Q Okay. But in this Situation Room at the time of the call,
did you like identify every person in the room?

A No.

Q Okay. Like how many other people were in the room?

A To the best of my recollection, there were, I think, five
of us.

Q Okay. So it sounds like you did identify everyone in the
room?

A Well, I mean, I relayed the people -- inside the room that
I was physically in --

Q VYes.

A -- I think I covered the people that were in there, yes, and
that's in the record.

Q And from the U.S. side of the call, do you know what other
points of access there may have been for the call?

A Ididnot. Idonot. I actually still don't know, frankly,
everybody that was party to it. I just was aware of who was in the
Situation Room with me.

Q Okay. And so the officials that capture the record, they
don't use a court reporting device, do they?

A I don't know. I have no idea.

Q Okay. Do they use one of the devices that they speak into
as the call's appearing?

A Don't know.

Q Okay. But these officials are in the room?
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No, they're not.
Okay. And where are they listening from? Do you know?

The White House Situation Room, you know, office space.

Q Okay. So it's an adjacent room?
A

I don't know, to tell you the truth. Somewhere in that space
probably.

Q Okay. How many of these types of calls have you participated

A I've probably participated in three or four, I'd say.
Q Okay. And so when you were walking us through the process

of how the transcript gets compiled, that's based on three or four

calls?

A That's based on my knowledge of, I guess, things that I have
learned since the call about the process, because there's been a
significant amount of discussion on the process. It's a small -- my
bureau or directorate is relatively small, so I've also -- you know,
I'm well abreast of how the process works, because over the course of
my tenure there there have been dozens of calls. So I understand how
that process works. Fromthere, I think it's multiple different inputs

to understand how the call process works.
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[11:49 a.m.]
BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Okay. But you've been a part of four of them where you might
be called upon to suggest edits?

A Yeah, three or four.

Q Okay. And you walked us through the editing process?

A Uh-huh.

Q Ordinarily you indicated that you go on online or, you know,
onto the server to get the document and put suggested edits in
electronically?

A Uh-huh.

Q But in this instance you couldn't do that?

A Yes. Yes, counsel.

Q But in this particular instance you couldn't do that?

A So this would have been the first time I was in -- I was
participating in a TELCON review, a telephone conference review, where
it was outside of the kind of the -- what I understood to be the normal
format.

Q Okay. How many TELCON reviews have you been a part of?

A At least the three or four that I had been involved in, yes.

Q And so how did this process diverge from the other two or
three?

A Just in the fact that there's a standard system in which the
Presidential -- the President's correspondence, whether that's

meeting or telephone, gets entered into the standard system and then
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it goes through a review process within the NSC.

Q Uh-huh.

A I apologize. Did I answer?

Q And you mentioned your two edits weren't reflected in the
ultimate product?

A Yeah.

Q Who would have decided not to incorporate your edits?

A I'mnot sure if it was, you know, if there was any forethought
necessarily in including them or not including them. I think it could
have simply been, in this case, there was a paper version of it that
was -- maybe even multiple paper versions of it, not in the digital
system.

In the digital system I would go in, I would make the edits, I
would do it in a kind of a track change format and then somebody else
would choose to accept them or not accept them. And this one I just
wrote it on paper referencing my notes to the transcript, made those
edits, and then handed it back to -- you know -- I recall handing it
to my leadership, Tim Morrison, to take a look at, and I think after
that I took it over to the executive secretary for them to do. But
there could have been other copies that were also being reviewed, I
don't know.

Again, I apologize, I don't think anybody intentionally
necessarily did something by not putting them in there, but they just
didn't make the final version.

Q Okay. So you have no concerns that these two edits weren't
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incorporated?

A No, not really. No.

Q Okay. And if the word Burisma had been inserted instead of
the word company, would that have changed anything in your view?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So that would be significant?

A It would be significant.

Q Okay. And why?

A Because -- because, frankly, the President of Ukraine would
not necessarily know anything about this company Burisma. I mean, he
would certainly understand some of this -- some of these elements
because the story had been developing for some time, but the fact that
he mentioned specifically Burisma seemed to suggest to me that he was
prepped for this call.

Q Okay.

MS. STEFANIK: I just want to drill down on the -- on your
knowledge of the typical call. So you said three and four. There are
two calls here, what were the third and fourth?

MR. VOLKOV: First off, I don't know who you are, if you could
identify yourself for the record. But second off, could you be
specific as to two calls? We're talking about one call here.

MR. CASTOR: This is Representative Stefanik.

MS. STEFANIK: 1I'm on the House Intelligence Committee.

MR. VOLKOV: Okay. I don't know who you were. I apologize --

MS. STEFANIK: Yeah. I'm from New York. I'm a third term
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member.

MR. CASTOR: There's no staffers talking except for me and the

Members.

MR. VOLKOV: I understand that and I appreciate that, I just
didn't --

MS. STEFANIK: I get asked this a lot.

MR. VOLKOV: Oh, that's good.

MS. STEFANIK: No, it's not good. But I will continue my line
of questioning, which is, the witness testified --

MR. VOLKOV: When you said two telephone conversations --

MS. STEFANIK: Right.

MR. VOLKOV: We're talking about one.

MS. STEFANIK: Let me start from the beginning.

MR. VOLKOV: Okay.

MS. STEFANIK: The witness just testified that he had experience
with three or four calls of this nature. So Heads of State calls.
There are two here, April 21st and the July 25th call. I'm asking --

MR. VOLKOV: When you say here, what are you referring to?
You're referring to a document. This is one conversation. We're not
talking about two calls.

MR. JORDAN: She's talking about his opening statement. The
April 21st call between President Trump and President Zelensky, the
July 25th call between President Trump and President Zelensky. The
witness has said there are one or two others. She wants to know what

those one or two others are.
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MR. VOLKOV: Okay. Thank you. That makes it clear.

LT. COL. VINDMAN: So for my portfolio I cover other countries.
And for Presidential phone calls, I've sat in on other conversations
with other State leaders, Heads of State.

MS. STEFANIK: Sure. And those additional two calls, were they
prior to the April 21st call?

LT. COL. VINDMAN: Yes.

MS. STEFANIK: Okay. And just to clarify on the editing. The
first opportunity you had to edit, this was your testimony, was on
either the April 21st or the July 25th call?

LT. COL. VINDMAN: You know, the April 21st call is notable in
my mind because it was actually a very good call. It was exactly what
we had -- we were hoping for. So I don't, frankly -- I'm sure I had
to -- actually, now that I think about it, I do recall reviewing that
transcript, but there was nothing normal, it was just -- everybody was
happy, high-fiving from that call because we were moving in the right
direction for Ukraine. I did review the transcript for that one.

MS. STEFANIK: And no edits on that one. That was your first
opportunity to edit?

LT. COL. VINDMAN: I don't recall if I put any edits in there.
There could have been -- sorry, I'm a heritage speaker and a linguist
in Russian and Ukrainian, and Mr. Zelensky, the President of Ukraine,
he carried on his conversation in Ukrainian. He attempted to use
Russian -- I mean, I'msorry, English in the first one. He did a pretty

good job for somebody that didn't speak the language. So I think I
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probably made some notations in the record to make sure, you know, that
whatever he was saying was accurately translated, it was in the actual
historical record.

MS. STEFANIK: Okay. Yield back.

MR. JORDAN: Can I just -- I still don't think you answered her
first question -- Ms. Stefanik's first question. Who were the other
one or two calls that you were on?

LT. COL. VINDMAN: I mean, so it was with -- it was with the
President of Russia.

BY MR. CASTOR:

Q So when you're listening to the call, you --

A I'msorry. Correction. So therewas -- these calls the way
they're organized, they also include sometimes -- it also includes
Ambassador Bolton having similar conversations. So I think when I said
three or four, I think at least one of those I recall now, you know,
we can say -- it was between the National Security advisors also. So
that would be -- it would kind of follow a roughly similar pattern where
you'd also take a look at the call and make sure it's accurate.

Q So we've got two calls between the President Trump and
President Zelensky, right?

A Uh-huh.

Q And then a third call you just said --

A Yes.

Q Then a third call that you've been involved with where you

listened on the call and then you had an opportunity to supply edits --
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A Uh-huh.
Q -- was a call that Ambassador Bolton was on?
A That's the one that I specifically recall, yes.
Q With one of his counterparts with Russia?
A With his Russian counterpart, yes.
Q Okay. And can you remember a fourth call --
A Um --
Q -- that you listened in on, that you had an opportunity to

supply edits?

A Over the course of the year -- frankly, I don't recall
specifically.

Q Okay. Fair enough. When you are in the Situation Room on
July 25th listening to this call, at what point during the call did
you first experience concern?

A Actually, pretty early on in the call. You know, I guess
the first thing I'd note is that the tone between the April 21st call
and the July 25th call was very different. And besides, you know, the
first couple of paragraphs that talk about, congratulations and

exchange of pleasantries, it goes very quickly into the President

saying that the U.S. has done -- which is accurate, the U.S. has done
a lot for Ukraine -- the Europeans haven't done more. I started to
get, I guess -- this was not in the preparation material that I had
offered.

So, you know, I guess once we strayed from that material, not that

the President is in any way obligated to follow that, he's the President
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of the United States, he can sets the policy, but I kind of saw
increasing risk as we moved on.

Q But when did you become concerned about something you heard
on the call, not something that, you know, the talking points were being
diverged from?

A Quite early onI guess. Let me review the transcript quickly
and I can tell you. Okay. In the middle paragraph of page 2, the last
sentence: I wouldn't say that it's reciprocal necessarily because
things are happening that are not good, but the United States has been
very, very good to Ukraine.

Q Okay. And what concerned you about that?

A This was straying into the territory of -- this
narrative -- this unproductive narrative that was emerging from what
I referred to in my statement as influencers, external and
nongovernmental influencers.

Q Okay. And anybody else in the room at that point have
concern that you know of?

A It would be speculation I guess on my part.

Q Did you exchange glances or pass a note?

A I'd say at some point, you know, I thought that maybe Mr.
Morrison also was becoming concerned.

Q Okay.

A  But at that time he only joined the team a week ago, so, you
know, I'm not sure.

Q Okay. At any point during the call did you detect that other
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persons in the room were concerned or shared your concern?

A Certainly at the end of the call when we were doing -- when
we were doing the review of the press statement that's going to be
released, we had one that was based on kind of the national security
content, it went through all the things we were hoping to discuss, and
basically we struck almost all the materials from that statement
because we hadn't covered any of the terrain that we thought we were
going to.

Q But during the course of the call did you exchange a glance
or pass a note to anybody in the room expressing concern?

A I certainly didn't pass a note. I'm also diligently trying
to take notes on this call.

Q Okay.

A And it's not moving slowly, so I'm focused on doing that.

Q Fair enough. Did you detect anyone -- did anyone have any
non-verbal reactions, any grimaces, or facial expressions that would
indicate to you somebody else in the room was concerned during the call?

A The only person that I, you know, occasionally would take
a glance at would be my boss.

Q Okay.

A And I perceived, at least, that he was also potentially
concerned.

Q And how did you perceive that he was concerned? Just by the
look on his face?

A Yes.
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Q But nothing from Kupperman, Kellogg, Williams, or [N’
A I wasn't paying that close -- I just wasn't paying attention
to what they were doing.

Q Fair enough.

A I was taking notes.

Q Okay. After the call, did you have any discussions with Mr.

Morrison about your concerns?

A  After the call I -- per the exercise in the chain of command
and expressing concerns, I immediately went to the senior NSC legal
counsel and shared those concerns.

Q Okay. Back to John Eisenberg?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Who was in that meeting?

A It was my twin brother and I and then --

Q How did your twin brother get there?

A  Because I also pulled him in.

Q Okay. You picked him up on the way to Eisenberg?

A It'sroughly adjacent offices. A couple offices in between.

Q Okay. So you have a meeting with your brother, Mr.
Eisenberg. Anybody else in that meeting?
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