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Officeofthe Deputy Attomey General
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July 26,2021
Jeffrey A. Rosen
‘Washington, D.C.
Via email to Counsel

Dear Mr. Rosen:

‘The Departmentof Justice (Department) understands that you have been requested by the
USS. House of Representatives Committee on Oversight and Reform (House Oversight
Committee) and the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee to provide transcribed interviews to the
Committees relating to your service as the Deputy Attorney General and Acting Attomey
General. In these interviews, you are authorized to provide information you learned while at the
Department as described more fully below.

According to information provided to you and to the Department by the House.
Oversight Committee, the focus ofits investigation is on “any efforts by President Trump or any
DOJofficials to advance unsubstantiated allegations of voter fraud, challenge the 2020 clection
results, stop Congress's countofthe Electoral College vote, or overturn President Biden's
certified victory. In ts letterto you, the Committee identified specific areasofinquiry about
‘which you were asked during your appearance before them on May 12, 2021, and the Committee
has asked that you appear fora transcribed interview to answer questions concerning those:
areas.?

Based upon information provided to you and to the Department from the Senate Judiciary
Committee, the Department understands that the scope of that Committees inquiry is very
similar to thatof the House Oversight Committee. The leter to the Department dated January
23,2021, explained that the Senate Judiciary Committee is conducting oversight into public
reporting about “an alleged plot between then-President Donald Trump and then-Acting
Assistant Attorney Generalofthe Civil Division Jeffrey Bossert Clark to use the Department of
Justice to further Trump's efforts to subvert the resultsofthe 2020 presidential election™—events
that the letter described as raising “deeply troubling questions regarding the Justice Department's
role” in those purported efforts.’ In addition, the Senate Judiciary Comittee has represented to

* Lete from Carolyn B. Maloney, Chairwoman, House Committee on Oversight and Reform, to Jeffey A. Rosen,
May21,202,at 1.
fdas,
* Letter from Richard J. Durbin et al., Senate Judiciary Commitee, o Monty Wilkinson, Acting Attomey General,
Dep'tof Justice, January 23, 2021, a 1, bps judiciary.senategovipressden reasessnate-udicary:
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the Department that the scope ofts interview will cover your knowledge of attempts to involve.
the Department in efforts to challenge or overturn the 2020 election results. This includes your
knowledgeofany such attempts by Department officials or by White House officials to engage
in such efforts. The Committee has further represented thatthetime frame for its inquiry will
begin following former Attomey General William Bar's December 14, 2021, resignation
announcement.

Department attomeys, including those who have left the Department,areobligated to
protect non-public information they learned in the courseoftheir work. Such information could
be subject to various privileges, including law enforcement, deliberative process, attomey work
product, attomey-client, and presidential communications privileges. The Department has a
longstanding policyofclosely protecting the confidentialityof decision-making communications
among senior Department officials. Indeed, the Department generally does not disclose
documents relating to such internal deliberations. For decades and actoss administrations,
however, the Departmenthassoughttobalancethe Executive Branch’s confidentiality interests
with Congress's legitimate need to gather information.

‘The extraordinary events in this matter constitute exceptional circumstances warranting
‘an accommodation to Congress in this case.Congresshas articulated compelling legislative
interests in the matters being investigated, and the information the Committees have requested
from you bears directly on Congress's interest in understanding these extraordinary events:
‘namely, the question whether former President Trump sought tocause the Department to use its
law enforcement and litigation authorities to advance his personal political interests with respect
10 the resultsofthe 2020 presidential election. After balancing the Legislative and Executive
Branch interests, a required under the accommodation process, it is the Executive Branch’s
view that this presents an exceptional situation in which the congressional need for information
outweighs the Executive Branch’s interest in maintaining confidentiality.

‘The Executive Branch reached this view consistent with established practice. Because of
the natureofthe privilege, the Department has consulted with the White House Counsel's Office.
in considering whether to authorize you to provide information that may implicate the
presidential communications privilege. The Counsel's Office conveyed to the Department that
President Biden has decided that it would not be appropriate to assert executive privilege with
respect to communications with former President Trump and his advisors andstaff on matters
related to the scopeofthe Committees” proposed interviews, notwithstanding the viewof former
President Trump's counsel that executive privilege should be asserted to prevent testimony
regarding these communications. See Nixon v. Administrator ofGeneral Servs., 433 U.S. 425,
449 (1977) (“[1Jt must be presumed that the incumbent President is vitally concerned with and in
the best position to assess the present and future needs ofthe Executive Branch, and to support
invocationofthe privilege accordingly.”); see also id. (explaining that the presidential

“See Letter for Rep. John Linder, Chairman, Subcommitteeo Rules and Organization, from Robert Raben,
Assistant Attomey General, Offce ofLegistative Ars at 2 (Jan. 27,2000) (Linder Let”) (“In implementing.
the longstanding policyofthe Executive Branch to comply with Congressional requests for information to the fullest
extent consistent with the Constitutional and statutory obligations ofthe Executive Branch, the Departments goal in
all cases istosatisty legitimate legislative interests while protecting Executive Branch confidentiality ineress.”.
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‘communications privilege “is not for the benefitof the President as an individual, but for the
benefit ofthe Republic”) (internal citation omitted).

‘Therefore, given these extraordinary circumstances, including President Biden's
determination on executive privilege, and having reviewed the scopeofthe Committees”
requested interviews, the Department authorizes you to provide unrestricted testimony to the
‘Committees, irrespectiveofpotential privilege, So long as the testimony is confined to the scope
ofthe interviewsas set forth by the Committeesand as limitedin the penultimate paragraph
below.* This accommodation is unique to the facts and circumstancesofthis particular matter
and the legislative interests that the Committees have articulated. The Department previously
authorized you on May 9, 2021, to provide testimonyaboutthe Department's planning or
preparations for January 6, and the Department's responseonthedayofthe attacks. That
authorization remains in effect.

Consistent with appropriate governmental privileges, the Department expects that you
will decline to respond to questions outside the scopeofthe interview as outlined above and
instead will advise the Committees to contact the Department's OfficeofLegislative Affairs
should they seek information that you are unable to provide.

Please note that it is important that you not discuss Department deliberations concerning
investigationsandprosecutions that were ongoing while you served in the Department. The
Department has a longstanding policy not to provide congressional testimony concerning
prosecutorial deliberations. Ifprosecutors knew that their deliberations would become “subject
to Congressional challenge and scrutiny, we would face a grave danger that they would be
chilled from providing the candid and independent analysis essential to just and effective law
enforcement or, just as troubling, that they might err on the sideofprosecution simply to avoid
‘public second-guessing.” Linder Letter. Discussionofpending criminal cases and possible
charges also could violate court rules and potentially implicate rulesof professional conduct
governing extra-judicial statements. We assume, moreover, that such Department deliberations
are not within the scopeofthe requested testimony as defined by the Committees.

Accordingly, consistent with standard practice, you should decline to answer any such.
questions and instead advise the Committees to contact the Department's OfficeofLegislative:
Affairsifthey wish to follow up on the questions. Responding in such a way would afford the
Department the full opportunity to consider particular questions and possible accommodations
that may fulfill the Committees” legitimate need for information while protecting Executive
Branch confidentiality interests regarding investigations and prosecutions. —

Singerely, /

Bradley Weinsheimer

You ar not authorized to reveal information the disclosure ofwhic i prohibited by law or cour order, including
classified information and information subject o Federal Rule ofCriminal Procedure 6(6)
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® U.S. Department of Justice

Officeof the Deputy Attorney General

Brady Weinsheimer Washingon. D.C. 20530
soca Deputy Atomey General

July 26,2021

Richard P. Donoghue
New York, NY
Via email to Counsel

Dear Mr. Donoghue:

‘The Departmentof Justice (Department) understands that you have been requested by the
U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Oversight and Reform (House Oversight
Committee) and the U.S. Senate Judiciary Comittee to provide transcribed interviews to the
Committees relating to your service as Principal Associate Deputy Attorney General. In these
interviews, you are authorized to provide information you learned while at the Department as
described more fully below.

According to information provided to you and the Department by the House Oversight
‘Committee, its focus is on “examining President Trump's efforts topressurethe Department of
Justice (DOJ) to take official action to challenge the resultsof the presidential election and
advance unsubstantiated allegations of voter fraud.” The House Oversight Committee has stated
that they wish to ask you questions “regarding any efforts by President Trump and others to
advance unsubstantiated allegationsofvoter fraud, challenge the 2020 election results, interfere
with Congress's countof the Electoral College vote, or overturn PresidentBiden'scertified
victory.”

Based upon information provided to you and to the Department from the Senate Judiciary
Committee, the Department understands that the scopeof that Comittee’s inquiry is very
similartothatof the House Oversight Committee. The letter to the Department dated January
23,2021, explained that the Senate Judiciary Committee is conducting oversight into public
reporting about “an alleged plot between then-President Donald Trump and then-Acting
Assistant Attorney Generalof the Civil Division Jeffrey Bossert Clark to use the Department of
Justice to further Trump's efforts to subvert the resultsof the 2020 presidentialelection” —events
that the letter described as raising “deeply troubling questions regarding the Justice Department's
role” in those purported efforts.* In addition, the Senate Judiciary Committee has represented to

! Letterfrom Carolyn B. Maloney, Chairwoman, House Commitie on Oversight and Reform, to Richard .
Donoghue, June 14, 2021.
tu
Lette fom RichardJ.Durbin eal, Senate Judiciary Commie, to Monty Wilkinson, Acing Attoney General,

Dep'tof Justice, January 23,2021, at Ihitps:/sve judiciary. senate.gov/pres/demyeleasessenate-udiciay-



the Department that the scope ofits interview will cover your knowledgeofattempts to involve.
the Department in efforts to challenge or overturn the 2020 election results. This includes your
knowledgeofany such attempts by Department officials or by White House officials to engage
in such efforts. The Committee has further represented that the time frame for its inquiry will
begin following former Attorney General William Barr's December 14, 2021,resignation
announcement.

Department attorneys, including those who have left the Department, are obligated to
protect non-public information they leamed in the courseof their work. Such information could
be subject to various privileges, including law enforcement, deliberative process, attorney work
product, attomey-client, and presidential communications privileges. The Department has a
longstanding policyofclosely protecting the confidentialityofdecision-making communications
among senior Department officials. Indeed, the Department generally does not disclose
documents relating to such internal deliberations. For decades and across administrations,
however, the Department has soughtto balance the Executive Branch’s confidentiality interests
with Congress's legitimate need to gather information.

‘The extraordinary events in this matter constitute exceptional circumstances warranting
an accommodation to Congress in this case. Congress has articulated compelling legislative
interests in the matters being investigated,andthe information the Committees have requested
from you bears directly on Congress's interest in understanding these extraordinary events:
namely, the question whether former President Trumpsoughtto cause the Department to use its
law enforcement and litigation authorities to advance his personal political interests with respect
to the resultsofthe 2020 presidential election. After balancing the Legislative and Executive
Branch interests, a required under the accommodation process, it is the Excoutive Branch’s
view that this presents an exceptional situation in which the congressional need for information
outweighs the Executive Branch’s interest in maintaining confidentiality.

‘The Executive Branch reached this view consistent with established practice. Because of
the natureofthe privilege, the Department has consulted with the White House Counsel's Office
in considering whether to authorize you t0 provide information that may implicate the
presidential communications privilege. The Counsel’s Office conveyed to the Department that
President Biden has decided that it would not be appropriate to assert executive privilege with
respect to communications with former President Trump and his advisors andstaffon matters
related to the scopeofthe Committees’ proposed interviews, notwithstanding the viewof former
President Trump's counsel that executive privilege should be asserted to prevent testimony
regarding these communications. See Nixon v. Administrator ofGeneral Servs., 433 USS. 425,
449 (1977) (“{1]t must be presumed that the incumbent President is vitally concerned with and in
thebestpositionto assess the present and future needsofthe Executive Branch, and to support

See Letter for Rep. John Linder, Chairman, Subcommittee on Rules and Organization, from Robert Raben,
Assistant Attomey Gener, OffceofLegislative Affairs at 2 (an. 27, 2000) ("Linder Let”) ("ln implementingthe longstandingpolicy ofthe Executive Branch to comply with Congressional requests for information fo the fullestextent consistent with the Constitutional and statutory obligations ofthe Executive Branch, the Department's goal in
al cases is o satisfy legitimate legislative intrest while protecting Executive Branch confidentiality interests”.
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invocationofthe privilege accordingly.”); see also id. (explaining that the presidential
‘communications privilege “isnot forthe benefit of the President as an individual, but for the
benefitofthe Republic”) (intemal citation omitted).

‘Therefore, given these extraordinary circumstances, including President Biden's
determination on executive privilege, and having reviewed the scopeofthe Committees”
requested interviews, the Department authorizes you to provide unrestricted testimony to the
Committees, irrespectiveofpotential privilege, 50 long as the testimony is confined to the scope
ofthe interviews as set forth by the Committees and as limited in the penultimate paragraph
below.® This accommodation is unique to the facts and circumstancesofthis particular matter
and the legislative interests that the Committees have articulated.

Consistent with appropriate governmental privileges, the Department expects that you
will decline to respond to questions outside the scopeof the interview as outlined above and
instead wil advise the Committees to contact the Department's OfficeofLegislative Affairs
should they seek information that you are unable to provide.

Please note that it is important that you not discuss Department deliberations concerning
investigations and prosecutions that were ongoing while you served in the Department. The
Department has a longstanding policy not to provide congressional testimony conceming
prosecutorial deliberations. Ifprosecutors knew that their deliberations would become “subject
to Congressional challenge and scrutiny, we would face a grave danger that they would be
chilledfromproviding the candid and independent analysis essential to just and effective law
enforcement or, just as troubling, that they might err on the sideofprosecution simply to avoid
‘public second-guessing.” Linder Letter. Discussionofpending criminal cases and possible
charges also could violate court rules and potentially implicate rules ofprofessional conduct
‘governing extra-judicial statements. We assume, moreover, that such Department deliberations
are not within the scopeofthe requested testimony as defined by the Committees.

Accordingly, consistent with standard practice, you should decline to answer any such
questions and instead advise the Committees to contact the Department's OfficeofLegislative:
Affairsifthey wish to follow up on the questions. Responding insuch a way would afford the
Department the full opportunity to consider particular questions and possible accommodations
that may fulfill the Committees’ legitimate need for information while protecting Executive
Branch confidentiality interests regarding investigations and prosecutions.

Sincerely, LC

Bradley Weinsheimer

#You are notauthorized to reveal information th disclosureofwhichis prohibited by aworcourtorder, including
classified information and information subject o Federal RuleofCriminal Procedure 6().
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® U.S. Department of Justice

Officeof the Deputy Attorney General

Brady Weinshemer Washington D.C. 20530
Associ Deputy Atoncy General

July 26,2021

Patrick Hovakimian
Washington, DC
Via email to Counsel

Dear Mr. Hovakimian:

‘The Departmentof Justice (Department) understands that you have been requested by the
USS. House of Representatives Committee on Oversight and Reform (House Oversight
Committee or Committee) to provide a transcribed interview to the Committee relating to your
service as an Associate Deputy Attomey General. In this interview, you are authorized to
provide information you learned while at the Department as described more fully below.

According to information provided to you and the Department by the House Oversight
‘Committ, ts focus is on “examining President Trump's efforts to pressure the Department of
Justice (DOJ) to take official action to challenge the resultsof the presidential election and
advance unsubstantiated allegationsofvoter fraud.” The House Oversight Committee has
stated that they wish to ask you questions “regarding any efforts by President Trump and others
10 advance unsubstantiated allegationsofvoter fraud, challenge the 2020 election results,
interfere with Congress's count of the Electoral College vote, or overturn President Biden's
certified victory.”

Department atiomeys, including those who have left the Department, are obligated to
protect non-public information they learned in the courseof their work. Such information could
be subject to various privileges, including law enforcement, deliberative process, attorney work
product, attomey-client, and presidential communications privileges. The Department has a
longstanding policy of closely protecting the confidentialityofdecision-making communications
among senior Department officials. Indeed, the Department generally does not disclose
documents relating to such intemal deliberations. For decades and across administrations,
however, the Department has sought to balance the Executive Branch’s confidentiality interests
with Congress's legitimate need to gather information.

* Let from Carolyn B. Maloney, Chairwoman, House Committee on Oversight and Reform, to Patrick
Hovakimian, June 14, 2021
tu
? See Leter for Rep. John Linder, Chaiman, Subcommitieon Rules and Organization, from Robert Rabe,Assistant Attorney General, OfficeofLegisiative Affairs at 2 Jan. 27, 2000) (“Linder Letter) (‘In implementing
the longstanding policy ofthe Executive Branch to comply with Congressional requests for information to th fullest
extent consistent with the Constitutional and satutory obligations ofthe Executive Branch, the Department's goa in



‘The extraordinary events in this matter constitute exceptional circumstances warranting
‘anaccommodationto Congress in this case. Congress has articulated compelling legislative
interests in the matters being investigated, and the information the Committee has requested from
you bears directly on Congress's interest in understanding these extraordinary events: namely,
he question whether former President Trump sought to cause the Department to use ts law.
enforcement and litigation authorities to advance his personal political interests with respect to
the results of the 2020 presidential election. After balancing the Legislative and Executive
Branch interests, as required under the accommodation process, i is the Executive Branch’s
view that this presents an exceptional situation in which the congressional need for information
outweighs the Executive Branch’s interest in maintaining confidentiality.

‘The Executive Branch reached this view consistent with established practice. Because of
the nature of the privilege, the Department has consulted with the White House Counsel’s Office
in considering whether to authorize you to provide information that may implicate the
presidential communications privilege. The Counsel's Office conveyed to the Department that
President Biden has decided that it would not be appropriate to assert executive privilege with
respect to communications with former President Trump and his advisors andstaff on matters
related 10 the scopeofthe Committee's proposed interview, notwithstanding the view of former
President Trump's counsel that executive privilege should be asserted to prevent testimony
regarding these communications. See Nixon v. AdministratorofGeneral Servs., 433 U.S. 425,
449 (1977) (“[1Jt must be presumed that the incumbent President is vitally concerned with and in
thebest position to assessthepresent and future needsofthe Executive Branch,andto support
invocationofthe privilege accordingly.”); see also id. (explaining that the presidential
communications privilege “is not for the benefitofthe President as an individual, but for the
benefitofthe Republic”) (internal citation omitted).

‘Therefore, given these extraordinary circumstances, including President Biden's
determination on executive privilege, and having reviewed the scopeofthe Comittee’s
requested interview, the Department authorizes you to provide unrestricted testimony to the
Committee, irrespectiveofpotential privilege, 50 long as the testimony is confined to the scope
ofthe interview as set forth by the Committeeand as limited inthepenultimate paragraph
below." This accommodation is unique to the facts and circumstancesofthis particular matter
and the legislative interests that the Committee has articulated.

Consistent with appropriate governmental privileges, the Department expects that you
will decline to respond to questions outside the scopeof the interview as outlined above and
instead will advise the Committeetocontact the Department's OfficeofLegislative Affairs
should they seek information that you are unable to provide.

Please note that it is important that you not discuss Department deliberations concerning
investigations and prosecutions that were ongoing while you served in the Department. The

all cases is to satisfy legitimate lgilativinterests while protecting Executive Branch confidentiality interest.)
“You are not authrized to reveal information the disclosureof which i prohibited by lawo court order, including
classified information and information subject to Federal Rule ofCriminal Procedure 6(¢).
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Department has a longstanding policy not to provide congressional testimony concerning
‘prosecutorial deliberations. Ifprosecutors knew that their deliberations would become “subject
to Congressional challenge and scrutiny, we would face a grave danger that they would be
chilled from providing the candid and independent analysis essential to just and effective law
enforcement or, just as troubling, that they might err on the sideofprosecution simply to avoid
public second-guessing.” Linder Letter. Discussion of pending criminal cases and possible
charges also could violate court rules and potentially implicate rulesofprofessional conduct
governing extra-judicial statements. We assume, moreover, that such Department deliberations
are not within the scopeofthe requested testimony as defined by the Committee.

Accordingly, consistent with standard practice, you should decline to answer any such
questions and instead advise the Committee to contact the Department's OfficeofLegislative
Affairsifthey wish to follow up on the questions. Responding in such away would afford the
Department the full opportunity to consider particular questions and possible accommodations
that may fulfill the Committee's legitimate need for information while protecting Executive
Branch confidentiality interests regarding investigations and prosecutions.

Sincerely, Ihr 3

Bradley Weinsheimer
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® US. Department of Justice

Officeofthe Deputy Attomey General

Brady Weisheiner Washington, D.C 20530
Asoc Deputy Atom General

July 26,2021

Byung J. “Blay” Pak
Atlanta, GA
Via email to Counsel

Dear Mr. Pek:

‘The Departmentof Justice (Department) understands that you have been requested by the
USS. HouseofRepresentatives Committee on Oversight and Reform (House Oversight
Committee) and the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee to provide transcribed interviews to the
Committees relating to your service as the U.S. Attomey for the Northern District of Georgia. In
these interviews, you are authorized to provide information you learmed while at the Department
asdescribed more fully below.

According to information provided to you and the Department by the House Oversight
Committee, its focus is on “examining President Trump'sefforts topressurethe Department of
Justice (DOJ) to take official action to challenge the resultsofthe presidential election and
advance unsubstantiated allegationsofvoter fraud.” Both Committees have explained that their
interesti in learning about the facts and circumstances surrounding your departure from the
Department in January 2021, as well as about any pressure that was placed on you from the
‘White House or from Department leadership offices to investigate specific instancesofalleged
‘voter fraud or voting irregularities concerning the 2020 presidential election.

Department attorneys, including those who have left the Department, are obligated to
protect non-public information they leamed in the courseoftheir work. Such information could
be subject to various privileges, including law enforcement, deliberative process, attorney work
product, attomey.-client, and presidential communications privileges. The Department has a.
longstanding policyof closely protecting the confidentialityofdecision-making communications
among senior Department officials. Indeed, the Department generally does not disclose:
documents relating to such intemal deliberations. For decades and across administrations,
however, the Department has sought to balance the Executive Branch’s confidentiality interests
with Congress's legitimate need to gather information.

! Letter from Carolyn B. Maloney, Chairwoman, House Committee on Oversightand Reform, to ByungJ. “Bly”
Pak, June 14, 2021.
2.ee Letter for Rep, John Linder, Chairman, Subcommites on Rules and Organization, from Robert Raben,Assistant Attomey General, OfficeofLegislative Affairs at 2 (an. 27, 2000) (Linder Lette’) (In implementing
the longstanding policy ofthe Executive Branch to comply with Congressional requests for information toth fullest
extent consistent with the Constitutional and statutory obligationsof th Executive Branch, the Department’ goal in



‘The extraordinary events in this matter constitute exceptional circumstances warranting
an accommodation to Congressinthis case. Congress has articulated compelling legislative
interests in the matters being investigated, and the information the Committees have requested
from you bears directly onCongress's interest in understanding these extraordinary events:
namely, the question whether former President Trump sought to cause the Department to use its
law enforcementand litigation authoritiesto advance his personal political interests with respect
to the resultsofthe 2020 presidential election. After balancing the Legislative and Executive
Branch interests, as requiredunderthe accommodation process, i s the Executive Branch's
‘view that this presents an exceptional situation in which the congressional need for information
outweighs the Executive Branch’s interest in maintaining confidentiality.

‘The Executive Branch reached this view consistent with established practice. Because of
the natureofthe privilege, the Department has consulted with the White House Counsel's Office
in considering whether to authorize you to provide information that may implicate the
presidential communications privilege. The Counsel's Office conveyed to the Department that
President Biden has decided that it would not be appropriate to assert executive privilege with
respect to communications with former President Trump and his advisors andstaffon matters
related to the scopeofthe Committees’ proposed interviews, notwithstanding the viewof former
President Trump's counsel that executive privilege should be asserted to prevent testimony
regarding these communications. See Nixon v. AdministratorofGeneral Servs., 433 U.S. 425,
449 (1977) (“(1}t must be presumedthatthe incumbent President is vitally concernedwithand in
the best position to assess thepresentand future needs of the Executive Branch,andto support
invocationofthe privilege accordingly.”); see also id. (explaining that the presidential
communications privilege “is not for the benefit ofthe President as an individual, but for the
benefitofthe Republic”) (intemal citation omitted).

‘Therefore, given these extraordinary circumstances, including President Biden's
determination on executive privilege, and having reviewed the scopeofthe Committees”
requested interviews, the Department authorizes you to provide unrestricted testimony to the
‘Committees, imespectiveofpotential privilege, so long as the testimony is confined to the scope
ofthe interviewsas set forth by the Committees and as limitedinthe penultimate paragraph
‘below. This accommodation is unique to the facts and circumstancesofthis particular matter
and the legislative interests that the Committees have articulated.

Consistent with appropriate governmental privileges, the Department expects that you
will decline to respond to questions outside the scopeofthe interview as outlined above and
instead will advise the Committees to contact the Department's OfficeofLegislative Affairs
should they seek information that you are unable to provide.

Please note that it is important that you not discuss Department deliberations conceming
investigations and prosecutions that were ongoing while you served in the Department. The

ll cases is o sais legitimate lgislaiveinecests while protecting Executive Branch confidentiality interests.)
You are not authorized to revel information the disclosureofwhichis prohibited by law or court order, including
classified information and information subject o Federal RuleofCriminal Procedure (0).
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Department has a longstanding policy not to provide congressional testimony concerning
prosecutorial deliberations. Ifprosecutors knew that their deliberations would become “subject

to Congressional challenge and scrutiny, we would face a grave danger that they would be
chilled from providing the candid and independent analysis essential to just and effective aw
enforcementor,just as troubling, that they might err on the sideofprosecution simply to avoid
public second-guessing.” Linder Letter. Discussion ofpending criminal cases and possible

charges also could violate court rules and potentially implicate rulesofprofessional conduct
goveming extra-judicial statements. We assume, moreover, that such Department deliberations
are not within the scopeofthe requested testimony as defined bytheCommittees.

Accordingly, consistent with standard practice, you should decline toanswerany such
questions and instead advise the Committees to contact the Department's OfficeofLegislative
Affiifthey wish to follow up on the questions. Responding in such a way would afford the
Department the full opportunity o consider particular questions and possible accommodations
‘that may fulfill the Committees’ legitimate need for information while protecting Executive

Branch confidentiality interests regarding investigations and prosecutions.

Sincerely, 1

Bradley Weinsheimer
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® U.S. Department of Justice
Officeofthe Deputy Attomey General

Brady Weisheiner Washingon, D.C. 20530
Associate Deputy Atomey General

July 26,2021

Bobby L. Christine
Washington, DC
Via email to Counsel

Dear Mr. Christine:

‘The Departmentof Justice (Department) understands that you have been requested by the
U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Oversight and Reform (House Oversight
Comittee or Committee) to provide a transcribed interview to the Committee relating to your
service as the Acting U.S. Attomey for the Norther Districtof Georgia. In ths interview, you
are authorized to provide information you leamed while at the Department as described more
fully below.

According to information provided to you and the Department by the House Oversight
‘Committee, its focus is on “examining President Trump'sefforts to pressure the Department of
Justice (DO) to take official action to challenge the resultsofthe presidential election and
advance unsubstantiated allegationsofvoter fraud.” The House Oversight Committee has
stated that they wish to ask you questions “regarding any efforts by President Trump and others
10 advance unsubstantiated allegationsofvoter fraud, challenge the 2020 election results,
interfere with Congress's countofthe Electoral College vote, or overturn President Biden's
certified victory.”

Department attorneys, including those who have left the Department, are obligated to
protect non-public information they leamed in the courseof theirwork. Such information could
be subject to various privileges, including law enforcement, deliberative process, attorney work
product, attorney-client, and presidential communications privileges. The Department has a
longstanding policyofclosely protecting the confidentialityof decision-making communications
among senior Department officials. Indeed, the Department generally does not disclose
documents relating to such internal deliberations. For decades and across administrations,
however, the Department has sought to balance the Executive Branch’s confidentiality interests
with Congress’s legitimate need to gather information.®

* Leter from Carolyn B. Maloney, Chairwoman, House Commitee on Oversight and Reform, to Bobby L.
Chrisine, Jun 18, 2021.
ia
?See Letter for Rep. John Linder, Chairman, Subcommitee on Rules and Organization, from Robert Raben,
Assistant Atomey General, OfficeofLegislative Affairs at2 (Jan. 27, 2000) (“Linder Letter” (“In implementing
the longstanding policyofthe Executive Branch to comply with Congressional requess for information o the fullest



‘The extraordinary events in this matter constitute exceptional circumstances warranting
an accommodation to Congress in this case. Congresshas articulated compelling legislative
interests in the matters being investigated, and the information the Committee has requested from
‘you bears directly on Congress's interest in understanding these extraordinary events: namely,
the question whether former President Trump sought to cause the Department to use ts law
enforcement and litigation authorities to advance his personal political interests with respect to
the resultsofthe 2020 presidential election. After balancing the Legislative and Executive
Branch interests, as required under the accommodation process, itis the Executive Branch’s
view that this presents an exceptional situation in which the congressional need for information
outweighs the Executive Branch’s interest in maintaining confidentiality.

‘The Executive Branch reached this view consistent with established practice. Because of
the natureofthe privilege, the Department has consulted with the White House Counsels Office
in considering whether to authorize you to provide information that may implicate the
presidential communications privilege. The Counsel’s Office conveyed to the Department that
President Biden has decided that it would not be appropriate to assert executive privilege with
respect to communications with former President Trump and his advisors andstaff on matters
related to the scopeofthe Committee's proposed interviews, notwithstanding the view of former
President Trump's counsel that executive privilege should be asserted to prevent testimony
regarding these communications. See Nixon v. AdministratorofGeneral Servs., 433 U.S. 425,
449 (1977) (“{T)t must be presumed that the incumbent President is vitally concernedwith and in
the best position to assess the present and future needsofthe Executive Branch, and to support
invocationofthe privilege accordingly.”); see also id. (explaining tha the presidential
‘communications privilege “is not for the benefitofthe President as an individual, but for the
benefit ofthe Republic”) (intemal citation omitted).

‘Therefore, given these extraordinary circumstances, including President Biden's
determination on executive privilege, and having reviewed the scopeofthe Committee's
requested interview, the Department authorizes you to provide unrestricted testimony to the
Commies, irrespectiveofpotential privilege, so long as the testimony is confined to the scope
ofthe interview as set orth by the Committee and as limited in the penultimate paragraph
below: This accommodation is unique to the facts and circumstancesofthis particular matter
and the legislative intereststhatthe Committee has articulated.

Consistent with appropriate governmental privileges, the Department expects that you
will decline to respond to questions outside the scopeofthe interview es outlined above and
instead will advise the Committee to contact the Department's OfficeofLegislative Affairs
should they seek information that you are unable to provide.

extentconsistentwith the Constitutional and statutory obligations ofthe Executive Branch, the Department’ goal in
all cases is o satisfy legitimate legislative interests while protecting Executive Branch confidentiality interests”).
You are not authorized t reveal information the disclosureofwhich is prohibited by law or court order, including,

classified information an information subject to Federal Rule ofCriminal Procedure 6c).
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Please note that it is important that you not discuss Department deliberations concerning
investigations and prosecutions thatwereongoing while you served in the Department. The
Department has a longstanding policy not to provide congressional testimony concerning
prosecutorial deliberations.Ifprosecutors knew that their deliberations would become “subject
to Congressional challenge and scrutiny, we would face a grave danger that they would be
chilled from providing the candid and independent analysis essential to just and effective law
enforcement or, just as troubling, that they might err on the side of prosecution simply to avoid
‘public second-guessing.” Linder Letter. Discussionofpending criminal cases and possible
charges also could violate court rules and potentially implicate rulesofprofessional conduct
goveming extra-judicial statements. We assume, moreover, that such Department deliberations
are not within the scopeofthe requested testimonyasdefined by the Committee

Accordingly, consistent with standard practice, you should decline to answer any such
questions and instead advise the Committee to contact the Department's OfficeofLegislative
Affairsifthey wish to follow up on the questions. Responding in suchaway wouldaffordthe
Department the full opportunity to consider particular questions and possible accommodations
that may fulfil the Committees legitimate needfor information while protecting Executive
Branch confidentiality interests regarding investigations and prosecutions.

Sincerely, LAD

Bradley an
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® U.S. Departmentof Justice

Officeofthe Deputy Attomey General

Brady Weisheimer Washington D.C. 20530
Associate Deputy Attorney General

July 26,2021

Jeffrey B. Clark
Lorton, VA
Via email to Counsel

Dear Mr. Clark:

‘The Departmentof Justice (Department) understands that you have been requested by the
U.S. Houseof Representatives Committee on Oversight and Reform (House Oversight
Committee), and the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee to provide transcribed interviews to the
‘Committees relating to your service as Assistant Attorney General for the Environment and
Natural Resources Division and Acting Assistant Attorney General for the Civil Division. In
these interviews, you are authorized to provide information you leamed while at the Department
as described more fully below.

According to information provided to you and the Department by the House Oversight
Comittee, its focus is on “examining President Trump's efforts to pressure the Department of
Justice (DOJ) to take official action to challenge the results of the presidential election and
advance unsubstantiated allegations of voter fraud.” The House Oversight Committee has stated
that they wish to ask you questions “regarding any efforts by President Trump and others to
advance unsubstantiated allegationsof voter fraud, challenge the 2020 election results, interfere
with Congress's countofthe Electoral College vote, or overtum President Biden's certified
victory.”

Based upon information provided to you and to the Department from the Senate Judiciary
Committee, the Department understands that the scopeofthat Committee’s inquiry is very
similar to thatof the House Oversight Committee. The letter to the Department dated January
23,2021, explained that the Senate Judiciary Committee is conducting oversight into public
reporting about “an alleged plot between then-President Donald Trump and [you] to use the
DepartmentofJustice to further Trump'sefforts to subvert the results of the 2020 presidential

election”—events that the leter described as raising “deeply troubling questions regarding the
Justice Department's role” in those purported efforts.’ In addition, the Senate Judiciary

! Letter from Carolyn B. Maloney, Chairwoman, House Commitee on Oversight and Reform,o Jeffrey B. Clark,
June 14,2021
tu
?Letter from Richard J. Durbin et a, Senate Judiciary Commitee, to Monty Wilkinson, Acting Atomey Genera,
Dep't of Justice, January 23, 2021,a 1,hips:Awwudicary senate,sovpress/demreleasessenate-judicary:
‘commitie-demoerat.seck-answers.about-doj-role-n-tramps-scheme-o-overtur-the-2020-election.



Committee has represented to the Department that the scopeof ts interview will cover your
knowledgeofattempts to involve the Department in effort to challenge or overturn the 2020
election results. This includes your knowledge of any such attempts by Department officials or
by White House officials to engage in such efforts. The Committee has further represented that
the time frame for its inquiry will begin following former Attorney General William Barr's
December 14, 2021, resignation announcement.

‘Department attomeys, including those who have left the Department, are obligated to
protect non-public information they leared in the courseoftheir work. Such information could
be subject to various privileges, including law enforcement, deliberative process, attorney work
product, attomey-client, and presidential communications privileges. The Department has a
longstanding policyofclosely protecting the confidentialityofdecision-making communications
among senior Department officials. Indeed, the Department generally does not disclose
documents relating to such internal deliberations. For decades and across administrations,
however, the Department has sought to balance the Executive Branch’ confidentiality interests
with Congress's legitimate need to gather information.

‘The extraordinary events in this matter constitute exceptional circumstances warranting
an accommodation to Congress in this case. Congresshas articulated compelling legislative
interests in the matters being investigated, and the information the Committees have requested
from you bears directly on Congress's interest in understanding these extraordinary events:
namely, the question whether former President Trump sought to cause the Department to use its
law enforcement and litigation authorities to advance his personal political interests with respect
0 the resultsofthe 2020 presidential election. After balancing the Legislative and Executive
Branch interests, as required under the accommodation process, it is the Executive Branch’s
view that this presents an exceptional situation in which the congressional need for information
outweighs the Executive Branch’s interest in maintaining confidentiality.

The Executive Branch reached this view consistent with established practice. Because of
the natureof the privilege, the Department has consulted with the White House Counsel's Office
in considering whether to authorize you to provide information that may implicate the
presidential communications privilege. The Counsel’ Office conveyed to theDepartmentthat
President Biden has decided that it would not be appropriateto assert executive privilege with
respect to communications with former President Trump and his advisors and staffon matters
related to the scopeofthe Committees” proposed interviews, notwithstanding the viewof former
President Trump's counsel that executive privilege should be asserted to prevent testimony
regarding these communications. See Nixon v. Administratorof General Servs., 433 USS. 425,
449 (1977) (“{1}t must be presumed that the incumbent President is vitally concemed with and in
the best position to assess thepresentand future needsofthe Executive Branch, and to support

See Letter for Rep. John Linder, Chairman, Subcommitiee o Rules and Organization, rom Robert Raben,
Assistant Atiomey General, OfficeofLegislative Affairs at 2 (an. 27, 200) (Linder Let”) (‘ln implementing
the longstanding policy ofthe Executive Branch to comply with Congressional requestsfo information to the fullest
extentconsistentwith the Constitutional and statutory obligationsofthe Executive Branch, theDepartment'sgoal in
all cass is to satisty legitimate legislative interests while protecting Excutive Branch confidentiality interests”).
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invocationofthe privilege accordingly.”); see also id. (explaining that the presidential
communications privilege “i not for the benefit ofthe President as an individual, but for the
benefitof the Republic”) (intemal citation omitted).

‘Therefore, given these extraordinary circumstances, including President Biden's
determination on executive privilege, and having reviewed the scopeofthe Committees”
requested interviews, the Department authorizes you to provide unrestricted testimony to the
Committees, irrespectiveofpotential privilege, so long as the testimony is confined to the scope.
ofthe interviews as set forthbythe Committeesand as limited in the penultimate paragraph
‘below. This accommodation is unique to the facts and circumstancesofthis particular matter
‘and the legislative interests that the Committees have articulated.

Consistent with appropriate governmental privileges, the Department expects that you
will decline to respond to questions outside the scopeofthe interview as outlined above and
instead will advise the Committees to contact the Department's Office of Legislative Affairs
should they seek information that you are unable to provide.

Please note that it is important that you not discuss Department deliberations concerning
investigations and prosecutions that were ongoing while you served in the Department. The
Department has a longstanding policy not to provide congressional testimony concerning
prosecutorial deliberations. Ifprosecutors knew that their deliberations would become “subject
to Congressional challengeand scrutiny, we would face a grave dangerthat they would be
chilled from providing the candid and independent analysis essential to just and effective law
enforcement or, just as troubling, that they might err on the sideofprosecution simply to avoid
public second-guessing.” Linder Letter. Discussionofpending criminal cases and possible
charges also could violate court rules and potentially implicate rulesofprofessional conduct
‘governing extra-judicial statements. We assume, moreover, that such Department deliberations
are not within the scopeofthe requested testimonyasdefined bythe Committees.

Accordingly, consistent with standard practice, you should decline to answer any such
questions and instead advise the Committees to contact the Department's Officeof Legislative
Affairsifthey wish tofollowupon the questions. Responding in such away would afford the
Department the full opportunity to consider particular questions and possible accommodations
that may fulfill the Committees” legitimate need for information while protecting Executive
Branch confidentiality interests regarding investigations and prosecutions.

Sincerely, bo ~~

rade Weimshamer

#You ar not authorized to reveal information th disclosureofwhich s prohibited by law orcourtorder, including
lasifed information and information subjectto Federal RuleofCriminal Procedure 6(6)
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