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PREFACE 

 

This report reflects the evidence gathered thus far by the House Permanent Select 

Committee on Intelligence, in coordination with the Committee on Oversight and Reform and 

the Committee on Foreign Affairs, as part of the House of Representativesô impeachment inquiry 

into Donald J. Trump, the 45th President of the United States.  

 

The report is the culmination of an investigation that began in September 2019 and 

intensified over the past three months as new revelations and evidence of the Presidentôs 

misconduct towards Ukraine emerged.  The Committees pursued the truth vigorously, but fairly, 

ensuring the full participation of both parties throughout the probe.   

 

Sustained by the tireless work of more than three dozen dedicated staff across the three 

Committees, we issued dozens of subpoenas for documents and testimony and took more than 

100 hours of deposition testimony from 17 witnesses.  To provide the American people the 

opportunity to learn and evaluate the facts themselves, the Intelligence Committee held seven 

public hearings with 12 witnessesðincluding three requested by the Republican Minorityðthat 

totaled more than 30 hours.  

 

At the outset, I want to recognize my late friend and colleague Elijah E. Cummings, 

whose grace and commitment to justice served as our North Star throughout this investigation.  I 

would also like to thank my colleagues Eliot L. Engel and Carolyn B. Maloney, chairs 

respectively of the Foreign Affairs and Oversight and Reform Committees, as well as the 

Members of those Committees, many of whom provided invaluable contributions.  Members of 

the Intelligence Committee, as well, worked selflessly and collaboratively throughout this 

investigation.  Finally, I am grateful to Speaker Nancy Pelosi for the trust she placed in our 

Committees to conduct this work and for her wise counsel throughout. 

 

I also want to thank the dedicated professional staff of the Intelligence Committee, who 

worked ceaselessly and with remarkable poise and ability.  My deepest gratitude goes to Daniel 

Goldman, Rheanne Wirkkala, Maher Bitar, Timothy Bergreen, Patrick Boland, Daniel Noble, 

Nicolas Mitchell, Sean Misko, Patrick Fallon, Diana Pilipenko, William Evans, Ariana 

Rowberry, Wells Bennett, and William Wu.  Additional Intelligence Committee staff members 

also assured that the important oversight work of the Committee continued, even as we were 

required to take on the additional responsibility of conducting a key part of the House 

impeachment inquiry.  Finally, I would like to thank the devoted and outstanding staff of the 

Committee on Oversight and Reform, including but not limited to Dave Rapallo, Susanne 

Sachsman Grooms, Peter Kenny, Krista Boyd, and Janet Kim, as well as Laura Carey from the 

Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

 

* * *  

 

In his farewell address, President George Washington warned of a moment when 

ñcunning, ambitious, and unprincipled men will be enabled to subvert the power of the people 

and to usurp for themselves the reins of government, destroying afterwards the very engines 

which have lifted them to unjust dominion.ò  
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The Framers of the Constitution well understood that an individual could one day occupy 

the Office of the President who would place his personal or political interests above those of the 

nation.  Having just won hard-fought independence from a King with unbridled authority, they 

were attuned to the dangers of an executive who lacked fealty to the law and the Constitution.  

 

In response, the Framers adopted a tool used by the British Parliament for several 

hundred years to constrain the Crownðthe power of impeachment.  Unlike in Britain, where 

impeachment was typically reserved for inferior officers but not the King himself, impeachment 

in our untested democracy was specifically intended to serve as the ultimate form of 

accountability for a duly-elected President.  Rather than a mechanism to overturn an election, 

impeachment was explicitly contemplated as a remedy of last resort for a president who fails to 

faithfully execute his oath of office ñto preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the 

United States.ò 

 

Accordingly, the Constitution confers the power to impeach the president on Congress, 

stating that the president shall be removed from office upon conviction for ñTreason, Bribery, or 

other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.ò  While the Constitutional standard for removal from 

office is justly a high one, it is nonetheless an essential check and balance on the authority of the 

occupant of the Office of the President, particularly when that occupant represents a continuing 

threat to our fundamental democratic norms, values, and laws. 

 

Alexander Hamilton explained that impeachment was not designed to cover only criminal 

violations, but also crimes against the American people.  ñThe subjects of its jurisdiction,ò 

Hamilton wrote, ñare those offenses which proceed from the misconduct of public men, or, in 

other words, from the abuse or violation of some public trust.  They are of a nature which may 

with peculiar propriety be denominated political, as they relate chiefly to injuries done 

immediately to the society itself.ò 

 

Similarly, future Associate Justice of the United States Supreme Court James Wilson, a 

delegate from Pennsylvania at the Constitutional Convention, distinguished impeachable 

offenses from those that reside ñwithin the sphere of ordinary jurisprudence.ò  As he noted, 

ñimpeachments are confined to political characters, to political crimes and misdemeanors, and to 

political punishments.ò  

 

* * *  

 

As this report details, the impeachment inquiry has found that President Trump, 

personally and acting through agents within and outside of the U.S. government, solicited the 

interference of a foreign government, Ukraine, to benefit his reelection.  In furtherance of this 

scheme, President Trump conditioned official acts on a public announcement by the new 

Ukrainian President, Volodymyr Zelensky, of politically-motivated investigations, including one 

into President Trumpôs domestic political opponent.  In pressuring President Zelensky to carry 

out his demand, President Trump withheld a White House meeting desperately sought by the 

Ukrainian President, and critical U.S. military assistance to fight Russian aggression in eastern 

Ukraine.   
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The President engaged in this course of conduct for the benefit of his own presidential 

reelection, to harm the election prospects of a political rival, and to influence our nationôs 

upcoming presidential election to his advantage.  In doing so, the President placed his own 

personal and political interests above the national interests of the United States, sought to 

undermine the integrity of the U.S. presidential election process, and endangered U.S. national 

security. 

 

At the center of this investigation is the memorandum prepared following President 

Trumpôs July 25, 2019, phone call with Ukraineôs President, which the White House declassified 

and released under significant public pressure.  The call record alone is stark evidence of 

misconduct; a demonstration of the Presidentôs prioritization of his personal political benefit over 

the national interest.  In response to President Zelenskyôs appreciation for vital U.S. military 

assistance, which President Trump froze without explanation, President Trump asked for ña 

favor thoughò:  two specific investigations designed to assist his reelection efforts. 

 

Our investigation determined that this telephone call was neither the start nor the end of 

President Trumpôs efforts to bend U.S. foreign policy for his personal gain.  Rather, it was a 

dramatic crescendo within a months-long campaign driven by President Trump in which senior 

U.S. officials, including the Vice President, the Secretary of State, the Acting Chief of Staff, the 

Secretary of Energy, and others were either knowledgeable of or active participants in an effort 

to extract from a foreign nation the personal political benefits sought by the President.  

 

The investigation revealed the nature and extent of the Presidentôs misconduct, 

notwithstanding an unprecedented campaign of obstruction by the President and his 

Administration to prevent the Committees from obtaining documentary evidence and testimony.  

A dozen witnesses followed President Trumpôs orders, defying voluntary requests and lawful 

subpoenas, and refusing to testify.  The White House, Department of State, Department of 

Defense, Office of Management and Budget, and Department of Energy refused to produce a 

single document in response to our subpoenas.   

 

Ultimately, this sweeping effort to stonewall the House of Representativesô ñsole Power 

of Impeachmentò under the Constitution failed because witnesses courageously came forward 

and testified in response to lawful process.  The report that follows was only possible because of 

their sense of duty and devotion to their country and its Constitution.  

 

Nevertheless, there remain unanswered questions, and our investigation must continue, 

even as we transmit our report to the Judiciary Committee.  Given the proximate threat of further 

presidential attempts to solicit foreign interference in our next election, we cannot wait to make a 

referral until our efforts to obtain additional testimony and documents wind their way through 

the courts.  The evidence of the Presidentôs misconduct is overwhelming, and so too is the 

evidence of his obstruction of Congress.  Indeed, it would be hard to imagine a stronger or more 

complete case of obstruction than that demonstrated by the President since the inquiry began.  

 

The damage the President has done to our relationship with a key strategic partner will be 

remedied over time, and Ukraine continues to enjoy strong bipartisan support in Congress.  But 

the damage to our system of checks and balances, and to the balance of power within our three 
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branches of government, will be long-lasting and potentially irrevocable if the Presidentôs ability 

to stonewall Congress goes unchecked.  Any future President will feel empowered to resist an 

investigation into their own wrongdoing, malfeasance, or corruption, and the result will be a 

nation at far greater risk of all three. 

 

* * *  

 

The decision to move forward with an impeachment inquiry is not one we took lightly.  

Under the best of circumstances, impeachment is a wrenching process for the nation.  I resisted 

calls to undertake an impeachment investigation for many months on that basis, notwithstanding 

the existence of presidential misconduct that I believed to be deeply unethical and damaging to 

our democracy.  The alarming events and actions detailed in this report, however, left us with no 

choice but to proceed. 

 

In making the decision to move forward, we were struck by the fact that the Presidentôs 

misconduct was not an isolated occurrence, nor was it the product of a naïve president.  Instead, 

the efforts to involve Ukraine in our 2020 presidential election were undertaken by a President 

who himself was elected in 2016 with the benefit of an unprecedented and sweeping campaign of 

election interference undertaken by Russia in his favor, and which the President welcomed and 

utilized.   

 

Having witnessed the degree to which interference by a foreign power in 2016 harmed 

our democracy, President Trump cannot credibly claim ignorance to its pernicious effects.  Even 

more pointedly, the Presidentôs July call with Ukrainian President Zelensky, in which he 

solicited an investigation to damage his most feared 2020 opponent, came the day after Special 

Counsel Robert Mueller testified to Congress about Russiaôs efforts to damage his 2016 

opponent and his urgent warning of the dangers of further foreign interference in the next 

election. With this backdrop, the solicitation of new foreign intervention was the act of a 

president unbound, not one chastened by experience.  It was the act of a president who viewed 

himself as unaccountable and determined to use his vast official powers to secure his reelection. 

 

 This repeated and pervasive threat to our democratic electoral process added urgency to 

our work.  On October 3, 2019, even as our Committee was engaged in this inquiry, President 

Trump publicly declared anew that other countries should open investigations into his chief 

political rival, saying, ñChina should start an investigation into the Bidens,ò and that ñPresident 

Zelensky, if it were me, I would recommend that they start an investigation into the Bidens.ò 

When a reporter asked the President what he hoped Ukraineôs President would do following the 

July 25 call, President Trump, seeking to dispel any doubt as to his continuing intention, 

responded:  ñWell, I would think that, if they were honest about it, theyôd start a major 

investigation into the Bidens.  Itôs a very simple answer.ò 

 

By doubling down on his misconduct and declaring that his July 25 call with President 

Zelensky was ñperfect,ò President Trump has shown a continued willingness to use the power of 

his office to seek foreign intervention in our next election.  His Acting Chief of Staff, Mick 

Mulvaney, in the course of admitting that the President had linked security assistance to Ukraine 

to the announcement of one of his desired investigations, told the American people to ñget over 
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it.ò  In these statements and actions, the President became the author of his own impeachment 

inquiry.  The question presented by the set of facts enumerated in this report may be as simple as 

that posed by the President and his chief of staffôs brazenness:  is the remedy of impeachment 

warranted for a president who would use the power of his office to coerce foreign interference in 

a U.S. election, or is that now a mere perk of the office that Americans must simply ñget overò? 

 

* * *  

 

 Those watching the impeachment hearings might have been struck by how little 

discrepancy there was between the witnesses called by the Majority and Minority.  Indeed, most 

of the facts presented in the pages that follow are uncontested.  The broad outlines as well as 

many of the details of the Presidentôs scheme have been presented by the witnesses with 

remarkable consistency.  There will always be some variation in the testimony of multiple people 

witnessing the same events, but few of the differences here go to the heart of the matter.  And so, 

it may have been all the more surprising to the public to see very disparate reactions to the 

testimony by the Members of Congress from each party.  

 

 If there was one ill the Founding Founders feared as much as that of an unfit president, it 

may have been that of excessive factionalism.  Although the Framers viewed parties as 

necessary, they also endeavored to structure the new government in such a way as to minimize 

the ñviolence of faction.ò  As George Washington warned in his farewell address, ñthe common 

and continual mischiefs of the spirit of party are sufficient to make it the interest and duty of a 

wise people to discourage and restrain it.ò 

 

 Today, we may be witnessing a collision between the power of a remedy meant to curb 

presidential misconduct and the power of faction determined to defend against the use of that 

remedy on a president of the same party.  But perhaps even more corrosive to our democratic 

system of governance, the President and his allies are making a comprehensive attack on the very 

idea of fact and truth.  How can a democracy survive without acceptance of a common set of 

experiences? 

 

           America remains the beacon of democracy and opportunity for freedom-loving people 

around the world.  From their homes and their jail cells, from their public squares and their 

refugee camps, from their waking hours until their last breath, individuals fighting human rights 

abuses, journalists uncovering and exposing corruption, persecuted minorities struggling to 

survive and preserve their faith, and countless others around the globe just hoping for a better life 

look to America.  What we do will determine what they see, and whether America remains a 

nation committed to the rule of law. 

 

           As Benjamin Franklin departed the Constitutional Convention, he was asked, ñwhat have 

we got?  A Republic or a Monarchy?ò  He responded simply:  ñA Republic, if you can keep it.ò  

 

 

Adam B. Schiff 

Chairman, House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

The impeachment inquiry into Donald J. Trump, the 45th President of the United States, 

uncovered a months-long effort by President Trump to use the powers of his office to solicit 

foreign interference on his behalf in the 2020 election.  As described in this executive summary 

and the report that follows, President Trumpôs scheme subverted U.S. foreign policy toward 

Ukraine and undermined our national security in favor of two politically motivated investigations 

that would help his presidential reelection campaign.  The President demanded that the newly-

elected Ukrainian president, Volodymyr Zelensky, publicly announce investigations into a 

political rival that he apparently feared the most, former Vice President Joe Biden, and into a 

discredited theory that it was Ukraine, not Russia, that interfered in the 2016 presidential 

election.  To compel the Ukrainian President to do his political bidding, President Trump 

conditioned two official acts on the public announcement of the investigations:  a coveted White 

House visit and critical U.S. military assistance Ukraine needed to fight its Russian adversary. 

 

During a July 25, 2019, call between President Trump and President Zelensky, President 

Zelensky expressed gratitude for U.S. military assistance.  President Trump immediately 

responded by asking President Zelensky to ñdo us a favor thoughò and openly pressed for 

Ukraine to investigate former Vice President Biden and the 2016 conspiracy theory.  In turn, 

President Zelensky assured President Trump that he would pursue the investigation and 

reiterated his interest in the White House meeting.  Although President Trumpôs scheme 

intentionally bypassed many career personnel, it was undertaken with the knowledge and 

approval of senior Administration officials, including the Presidentôs Acting Chief of Staff Mick 

Mulvaney, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo, and Secretary of Energy Rick Perry.  In fact, at a 

press conference weeks after public revelations about the scheme, Mr. Mulvaney publicly 

acknowledged that the President directly tied the hold on military aid to his desire to get Ukraine 

to conduct a political investigation, telling Americans to ñget over it.ò       

 

President Trump and his senior officials may see nothing wrong with using the power of 

the Office of the President to pressure a foreign country to help the Presidentôs reelection 

campaign.  Indeed, President Trump continues to encourage Ukraine and other foreign countries 

to engage in the same kind of election interference today.  However, the Founding Fathers 

prescribed a remedy for a chief executive who places his personal interests above those of the 

country:  impeachment.  Accordingly, as part of the House of Representativesô impeachment 

inquiry, the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, in coordination with the Committees 

on Oversight and Reform and Foreign Affairs, were compelled to undertake a serious, sober, and 

expeditious investigation into whether the Presidentôs misconduct warrants that remedy.  

 

In response, President Trump engaged in an unprecedented campaign of obstruction of 

this impeachment inquiry.  Nevertheless, due in large measure to patriotic and courageous public 

servants who provided the Committees with direct evidence of the Presidentôs actions, the 

Committees uncovered significant misconduct on the part of the President of the United States.  

As required under House Resolution 660, the Intelligence Committee, in consultation with the 

Committees on Oversight and Reform and Foreign Affairs, has prepared this report to detail the 

evidence uncovered to date, which will now be transmitted to the Judiciary Committee for its 

consideration. 
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SECTION IðTHE PRESIDENTôS MISCONDUCT 

 

The President Conditioned a White House Meeting and Military Aid to Ukraine on a 

Public Announcement of Investigations Beneficial to his Reelection Campaign 

 

The Presidentôs Request for a Political Favor 

 

On the morning of July 25, 2019, President Donald Trump settled in to the White House 

Executive Residence to join a telephone call with President Volodymyr Zelensky of Ukraine.  It 

had been more than three months since President Zelensky, a political neophyte, had been swept 

into office in a landslide victory on a platform of rooting out corruption and ending the war 

between his country and Russia.  The day of his election, April 21, President Zelensky spoke 

briefly with President Trump, who had called to congratulate him and invite him to a visit at the 

White House.  As of July 25, no White House meeting had materialized. 

 

 As is typical for telephone calls with other heads of state, staff members from the 

National Security Council (NSC) convened in the White House Situation Room to listen to the 

call and take notes, which would later be compiled into a memorandum that would constitute the 

U.S. governmentôs official record of the call.  NSC staff had prepared a standard package of 

talking points for the President based on official U.S. policy.  The talking points included 

recommendations to encourage President Zelensky to continue to promote anti-corruption 

reforms in Ukraine, a pillar of American foreign policy in the country as far back as its 

independence in the 1990s when Ukraine first rid itself of Kremlin control.  

 

 This call would deviate significantly from that script.  Shortly before he was patched 

through to President Zelensky, President Trump spoke with Gordon Sondland, who had donated 

$1 million to President Trumpôs 2016 presidential inauguration and whom the President had 

appointed as the United States Ambassador to the European Union.  Ambassador Sondland had 

helped lay the groundwork for a very different kind of call between the two Presidents. 

 

Ambassador Sondland had relayed a message to President Zelensky six days earlier that 

ñassurances to run a fully transparent investigationò and ñturn over every stoneò were necessary 

in his call with President Trump.  Ambassador Sondland understood these phrases to refer to two 

investigations politically beneficial to the Presidentôs reelection campaign:  one into former Vice 

President Joe Biden and a Ukrainian gas company called Burisma, on which his son sat on the 

board, and the other into a discredited conspiracy theory alleging that Ukraine, not Russia, 

interfered in the 2016 U.S. election.  The allegations about Vice President Biden were without 

evidence, and the U.S. Intelligence Community had unanimously determined that Russia, not 

Ukraine, interfered in the 2016 election to help the candidacy of Donald Trump.  Despite the 

falsehoods, Ambassador Sondland would make it clear to Ukrainian officials that the public 

announcement of these investigations was a prerequisite for the coveted White House meeting 

with President Trump, an effort that would help the Presidentôs reelection campaign. 

 

The White House meeting was not the only official act that President Trump conditioned 

on the announcement of these investigations.  Several weeks before his phone call with President 

Zelensky, President Trump ordered a hold on nearly $400 million of congressionally-
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appropriated security assistance to Ukraine that provided Kyiv essential support as it sought to 

repel Russian forces that were occupying Crimea and inflicting casualties in the eastern region of 

the country.  The Presidentôs decision to freeze the aid, made without explanation, sent shock 

waves through the Department of Defense (DOD), the Department of State, and the NSC, which 

uniformly supported providing this assistance to our strategic partner.  Although the suspension 

of aid had not been made public by the day of the call between the two Presidents, officials at the 

Ukrainian embassy in Washington had already asked American officials about the status of the 

vital military assistance.  

 

At the outset of the conversation on July 25, President Zelensky thanked President Trump 

for the ñgreat support in the area of defenseò provided by the United States to date.  He then 

indicated that Ukraine would soon be prepared to purchase additional Javelin anti-tank missiles 

from the United States as part of this defense cooperation.  President Trump immediately 

responded with his own request:  ñI would like you to do us a favor though,ò which was ñto find 

out what happenedò with alleged Ukrainian interference in the 2016 election.   

 

President Trump then asked President Zelensky ñto look intoò former Vice President 

Bidenôs role in encouraging Ukraine to remove a prosecutor widely viewed by the United States 

and numerous European partners to be corrupt.  In so doing, President Trump gave currency to a 

baseless allegation that Vice President Biden wanted to remove the corrupt prosecutor because 

he was investigating Burisma, a company on whose board the Vice Presidentôs son sat at the 

time.   

 

 Over the course of the roughly thirty-minute call, President Trump repeated these false 

allegations and pressed the Ukrainian President to consult with his personal attorney, Rudy 

Giuliani, who had been publicly advocating for months for Ukraine to initiate these specific 

investigations.  President Zelensky promised that he would ñwork on the investigation of the 

case.ò  Later in the call, he thanked President Trump for his invitation to join him at the White 

House, following up immediately with a comment that, ñ[o]n the other hand,ò he would ñensureò 

that Ukraine pursued ñthe investigationò that President Trump had requested. 

 

During the call, President Trump also disparaged Marie Yovanovitch, the former U.S. 

ambassador to Ukraine, who championed anti-corruption reforms in the country, and whom 

President Trump had unceremoniously removed months earlier following a smear campaign 

waged against her by Mr. Giuliani and others.  President Trump claimed that she was ñbad newsò 

and was ñgoing to go through some things.ò  He praised the current prosecutor at the time, who 

was widely viewed as corrupt and who helped initiate the smear campaign against her, calling 

him ñvery goodò and ñvery fair.ò  

 

Hearing the call as it transpired, several White House staff members became alarmed.  

Far from giving the ñfull-throated endorsement of the Ukraine reform agendaò that had been 

hoped for, the President instead demanded a political investigation into an Americanðthe 

presidential candidate he evidently feared most, Joe Biden.   

 

Lieutenant Colonel Alexander Vindman, an NSC staff member responsible for Ukraine 

policy who listened to the call, immediately reported his concerns to NSC lawyers.  His 
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supervisor, NSC Senior Director for Europe and Russia Timothy Morrison, also reported the call 

to the lawyers, worrying that the call would be ñdamagingò if leaked publicly.  In response, the 

lawyers placed the memorandum summarizing the call onto a highly classified server, 

significantly limiting access to the materials.     

 

The call record would not remain hidden forever.  On September 25, 2019, facing 

immense public pressure to reveal the contents of the call and following the announcement the 

previous day of a formal impeachment inquiry in the House of Representatives into President 

Trumpôs actions toward Ukraine, the White House publicly released the memorandum of the 

July 25 call.   

 

The record of the call would help explain for those involved in Ukraine policy in the U.S. 

government, the Congress, and the public why President Trump, his personal attorney, Mr. 

Giuliani, his hand-picked appointees in charge of Ukraine issues, and various senior 

Administration officials would go to great lengths to withhold a coveted White House meeting 

and critical military aid from Ukraine at a time when it served as a bulwark against Russian 

aggression in Europe.   

 

The answer was as simple as it was inimical to our national security and election 

integrity:  the President was withholding officials acts while soliciting something of value to his 

reelection campaignðan investigation into his political rival. 

 

The story of that scheme follows. 

 

* * *  

 

The President Removed Anti-Corruption Champion Ambassador Yovanovitch 

 

On April 24, 2019, President Donald Trump abruptly called back to Washington the 

United States Ambassador to Ukraine, Marie ñMashaò Yovanovitch, after a ruthless smear 

campaign was waged against her.  She was known throughout Ukraine and among her peers for 

aggressively advocating for anti-corruption reforms consistent with U.S. foreign policy and only 

recently had been asked to extend her stay in Ukraine.  Her effectiveness in anti-corruption 

efforts earned her enemies in Kyiv and in Washington.  As Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 

George Kent testified in praising Ambassador Yovanovitch:  ñYou canôt promote principled 

anticorruption action without pissing off corrupt people.ò   

 

Beginning on March 20, The Hill newspaper published several op-eds attacking 

Ambassador Yovanovitch and former Vice President Joe Biden, relying on information from a 

Ukrainian prosecutor, Yuriy Lutsenko, who was widely viewed to be corrupt.  Mr. Lutsenko had 

served as the chief prosecutor in Ukraine under the then-incumbent president who lost to 

Volodymyr Zelensky in April 2019.  Although he would later recant many of his allegations, Mr. 

Lutsenko falsely accused Ambassador Yovanovitch of speaking negatively about President 

Trump and giving Mr. Lutsenko a ñdo-not-prosecute list.ò   
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The attacks against Ambassador Yovanovitch were amplified by prominent, close allies 

of President Trump, including Mr. Giuliani and his associates, Sean Hannity, and Donald Trump 

Jr.  President Trump tweeted the smears himself just a month before he recalled the Ambassador 

from Ukraine.  In the face of attacks driven by Mr. Lutsenko and the Presidentôs allies, 

Ambassador Yovanovitch and other senior State Department officials asked Secretary of State 

Mike Pompeo to issue a statement of support for her and for the U.S. Embassy in Ukraine.  The 

Secretary declined, fearing that President Trump might publicly undermine those efforts, 

possibly through a tweet. 

 

Following a ceremony in which she presented an award of courage to the family of a 

young female anti-corruption activist killed in Ukraine for her work, Ambassador Yovanovitch 

received an urgent call from the State Department regarding her ñsecurity,ò and imploring her to 

take the first plane back to Washington.  When she arrived, she was informed that she had done 

nothing wrong, but that the President had lost confidence in her.  She was told to leave her post 

as soon as possible. 

 

In her place, the President would designate three new agents to spearhead Ukraine policy, 

political appointees far more willing to engage in an improper ñdomestic political errandò than 

an ambassador known for her efforts to fight corruption. 

 

The Presidentôs Hand-Picked Agents Began the Scheme 

 

Just three days before Ambassador Yovanovitchôs abrupt recall to Washington, President 

Trump had his first telephone call with President-elect Zelensky.  During that conversation, 

President Trump congratulated the Ukrainian leader on his victory, complimented him on his 

countryôs Miss Universe Pageant contestants, and invited him to visit the White House.  A White 

House meeting would help demonstrate the United Statesô strong support for Ukraine as it fought 

a hot war with Russia and attempted to negotiate an end to the conflict with Russian President 

Vladimir Putin, as well as to bolster President-elect Zelenskyôs standing with his own people as 

he sought to deliver on his promised anti-corruption agenda.  Although the White Houseôs public 

summary of the call included some discussion of a commitment to ñroot out corruption,ò 

President Trump did not mention corruption at all. 

 

Shortly after the conversation, President Trump asked Vice President Mike Pence to 

attend President Zelenskyôs inauguration.  Vice President Pence confirmed directly to President 

Zelensky his intention to attend during a phone conversation on April 23, and Vice President 

Penceôs staff and the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv began preparations for the trip.   

 

At the same time, President Trumpôs personal attorney, Mr. Giuliani, intensified his 

campaign to pressure Ukraineôs newly-elected President to initiate investigations into Joe Biden, 

who had officially entered the race for the Democratic nomination on April 25, and the baseless 

conspiracy theory about Ukrainian interference in the 2016 election.  On May 9, the New York 

Times published an article in which Mr. Giuliani declared that he intended to travel to Ukraine 

on behalf of his client, President Trump, in order to meddle in an investigation.  After public 

backlash, Mr. Giuliani canceled the trip, blaming ñsome bad peopleò around President Zelensky.  

Days later, President Trump rescinded the plans for Vice President Pence to attend President 
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Zelenskyôs inauguration, which had not yet been scheduled.  The staff member planning the trip 

was not provided an explanation for the about-face, but staff in the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv were 

disappointed that President Zelensky would not receive a ñhigh levelò show of support from the 

United States.  

 

In Vice President Penceôs stead, Secretary of Energy Rick Perry led the American 

delegation to the Ukrainian Presidentôs inauguration.  Ambassador Sondland, Special 

Representative for Ukraine Negotiations Ambassador Kurt Volker, and Lt. Col. Vindman also 

attended.  In comments that would foreshadow troubling events to come, Lt. Col. Vindman 

warned President Zelensky to stay out of U.S. domestic politics to avoid jeopardizing the 

bipartisan support Ukraine enjoyed in Congress. 

 

The delegation returned to the United States impressed with President Zelensky, 

especially his focus on anti-corruption reforms.  Ambassador Sondland quickly organized a 

meeting with President Trump in the Oval Office on May 23, attended by most of the other 

members of the delegation.  The three political appointees, who would describe themselves as 

the ñThree Amigos,ò relayed their positive impression of President Zelensky to President Trump 

and encouraged him to schedule the Oval Office meeting he promised in his April 21 phone call 

with the new leader.   

 

President Trump reacted poorly to the suggestion, claiming that Ukraine ñtried to take me 

downò in 2016.  In order to schedule a White House visit for President Zelensky, President 

Trump told the delegation that they would have to ñtalk to Rudy.ò  Ambassador Sondland 

testified that he understood the Presidentôs instruction to be a directive to work with Mr. Giuliani 

if they hoped to advance relations with Ukraine.  President Trump directed the three senior U.S. 

government officials to assist Mr. Giulianiôs efforts, which, it would soon become clear, were 

exclusively for the benefit of the Presidentôs reelection campaign.   

 

As the Three Amigos were given responsibility over the U.S. governmentôs Ukraine 

portfolio, Bill Taylor, a former Ambassador to Ukraine, was considering whether to come out of 

retirement to accept a request to succeed Ambassador Yovanovitch in Kyiv.  As of May 26, 

Ambassador Taylor was ñstill struggling with the decision,ò and, in particular, whether anyone 

can ñhope to succeed with the Giuliani-Biden issue swirling.ò  After receiving assurances from 

Secretary Pompeo that U.S. policy toward Ukraine would not change, Ambassador Taylor 

accepted the position and arrived in Kyiv on June 17.  Ambassador Taylor would quickly come 

to observe an ñirregular channelò led by Mr. Giuliani that, over time, began to undermine the 

official channel of diplomatic relations with Ukraine.  Mr. Giuliani would prove to be, as the 

Presidentôs National Security Advisor Ambassador John Bolton would tell a colleague, a ñhand 

grenade that was going to blow everyone up.ò 

 

The President Froze Vital Military Assistance 

 

For fiscal year 2019, Congress appropriated and authorized $391 million in security 

assistance to Ukraine:  $250 million in funds administered by DOD and $141 million in funds 

administered by the State Department.  On June 18, DOD issued a press release announcing its 

intention to provide $250 million in taxpayer-funded security assistance to Ukraine following the 
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certification that all legitimate conditions on the aid, including anti-corruption reforms, had been 

met.  Shortly after this announcement, however, both the Office of Management and Budget 

(OMB) and DOD received inquiries from the President related to the funds.  At that time, and 

throughout the next few months, support for Ukraine security assistance was overwhelming and 

unanimous among all of the relevant agencies and within Congress. 

 

By July 3, OMB blocked a Congressional notification which would have cleared the way 

for the release of $141 million in State Department security assistance funds.  By July 12, 

President Trump had placed a hold on all military support funding for Ukraine.  On July 18, 

OMB announced the hold to all of the relevant agencies and indicated that it was directed by the 

President.  No other reason was provided.   

 

During a series of policy meetings involving increasingly senior officials, the uniform 

and consistent position of all policymaking agencies supported the release of funding.  Ukraine 

experts at DOD, the State Department, and the NSC argued that it was in the national security 

interest of the United States to continue to support Ukraine.  As Mr. Morrison testified, ñThe 

United States aids Ukraine and her people so that they can fight Russia over there, and we donôt 

have to fight Russia here.ò   

 

Agency officials also expressed concerns about the legality of President Trumpôs 

direction to withhold assistance to Ukraine that Congress had already appropriated for this 

express purpose.  Two OMB career officials, including one of its legal counsels, would resign, in 

part, over concerns regarding the hold. 

 

By July 25, the date of President Trumpôs call with President Zelensky, DOD was also 

receiving inquiries from Ukrainian officials about the status of the security assistance.  

Nevertheless, President Trump continued to withhold the funding to Ukraine without 

explanation, against the interests of U.S. national security, and over the objections of these career 

experts.     

 

The President Conditioned a White House Meeting on Investigations 

           

By the time Ukrainian officials were first learning about an issue with the anticipated 

military assistance, the Presidentôs hand-picked representatives to Ukraine had already informed 

their Ukrainian counterparts that President Zelenskyôs coveted White House meeting would only 

happen after Ukraine committed to pursuing the two political investigations that President Trump 

and Mr. Giuliani demanded.   

 

Ambassador Sondland was unequivocal in describing this conditionality, testifying, ñI 

know that members of this committee frequently frame these complicated issues in the form of a 

simple question:  Was there a quid pro quo?  As I testified previously with regard to the 

requested White House call and the White House meeting, the answer is yes.ò  Ambassadors 

Sondland and Volker worked to obtain the necessary assurance from President Zelensky that he 

would personally commit to initiate the investigations in order to secure both. 
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On July 2, in Toronto, Canada, Ambassador Volker conveyed the message directly to 

President Zelensky, specifically referencing the ñGiuliani factorò in President Zelenskyôs 

engagement with the United States.  For his part, Mr. Giuliani made clear to Ambassadors 

Sondland and Volker, who were directly communicating with the Ukrainians, that a White 

House meeting would not occur until Ukraine announced its pursuit of the two political 

investigations.  After observing Mr. Giulianiôs role in the ouster of a U.S. Ambassador and 

learning of his influence with the President, Ukrainian officials soon understood that ñthe key for 

many things is Rudi [sic].ò  

 

On July 10, Ambassador Bolton hosted a meeting in the White House with two senior 

Ukrainian officials, several American officials, including Ambassadors Sondland and Volker, 

Secretary Perry, Dr. Fiona Hill, Senior Director for Europe and Russia at the NSC, and Lt. Col. 

Vindman.  As had become customary each time Ukrainian officials met with their American 

counterparts, the Ukrainians asked about the long-delayed White House meeting.  Ambassador 

Bolton demurred, but Ambassador Sondland spoke up, revealing that he had worked out an 

arrangement with Acting Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney to schedule the White House visit after 

Ukraine initiated the ñinvestigations.ò  Ambassador Bolton ñstiffenedò and quickly ended the 

meeting.   

 

Undaunted, Ambassador Sondland ushered many of the attendees to the Ward Room 

downstairs to continue their discussion.  In the second meeting, Ambassador Sondland explained 

that he had an agreement with Mr. Mulvaney that the White House visit would come only after 

Ukraine announced the Burisma/Biden and 2016 Ukraine election interference investigations.  At 

this second meeting, both Lt. Col. Vindman and Dr. Hill objected to intertwining a ñdomestic 

political errandò with official foreign policy, and they indicated that a White House meeting 

would have to go through proper channels.   

 

Following these discussions, Dr. Hill reported back to Ambassador Bolton, who told her 

to ñgo and tell [the NSC Legal Advisor] that I am not part of whatever drug deal Sondland and 

Mulvaney are cooking up on this.ò  Both Dr. Hill and Lt. Col. Vindman separately reported the 

incident to the NSC Legal Advisor.   

 

The Presidentôs Agents Pursued a ñDrug Dealò 

 

Over the next two weeks, Ambassadors Sondland and Volker worked closely with Mr. 

Giuliani and senior Ukrainian and American officials to arrange a telephone call between 

President Trump and President Zelensky and to ensure that the Ukrainian President explicitly 

promised to undertake the political investigations required by President Trump to schedule the 

White House meeting.  As Ambassador Sondland would later testify:  ñMr. Giuliani was 

expressing the desires of the President of the United States, and we knew these investigations 

were important to the President.ò 

 

On July 19, Ambassador Volker had breakfast with Mr. Giuliani and his associate, Lev 

Parnas, at the Trump Hotel in Washington, D.C.  Mr. Parnas would subsequently be indicted for 

campaign finance violations as part of an investigation that remains ongoing.  During the 

conversation, Ambassador Volker stressed his belief that the attacks being leveled publicly 
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against Vice President Biden related to Ukraine were false and that the former Vice President 

was ña person of integrity.ò  He counseled Mr. Giuliani that the Ukrainian prosecutor pushing 

the false narrative, Mr. Lutsenko, was promoting ña self-serving narrative to preserve himself in 

power.ò  Mr. Giuliani agreed, but his promotion of Mr. Lutsenkoôs false accusations for the 

benefit of President Trump did not cease.  Ambassador Volker also offered to help arrange an in-

person meeting between Mr. Giuliani and Andriy Yermak, one of President Zelenskyôs most 

trusted advisors, which would later take place in Madrid, Spain in early August.   

 

After the breakfast meeting at the Trump Hotel, Ambassador Volker reported back to 

Ambassadors Sondland and Taylor about his conversation with Mr. Giuliani, writing in a text 

message that, ñMost impt [sic] is for Zelensky to say that he will help investigationðand address 

any specific personnel issuesðif there are any,ò likely referencing President Zelenskyôs decision 

to remove Mr. Lutsenko as prosecutor general, a decision with which Mr. Giuliani disagreed.  

The same day, Ambassador Sondland spoke with President Zelensky and recommended that the 

Ukrainian leader tell President Trump that he ñwill leave no stone unturnedò regarding the 

political investigations during the upcoming presidential phone call.   

 

Ambassador Sondland emailed several top Administration officials, including Secretary 

of State Pompeo, Acting Chief of Staff Mulvaney, and Secretary Perry, stating that President 

Zelensky confirmed that he would ñassureò President Trump that ñhe intends to run a fully 

transparent investigation and will óturn over every stone.ôò  According to Ambassador Sondland, 

he was referring in the email to the Burisma/Biden and 2016 election interference investigations. 

Secretary Perry and Mr. Mulvaney responded affirmatively that the call would soon take place, 

and Ambassador Sondland testified later that ñeveryone was in the loopò on plans to condition 

the White House meeting on the announcement of political investigations beneficial to President 

Trump.  The arrangement troubled the Ukrainian President, who ñdid not want to be used as a 

pawn in a U.S. reelection campaign.ò   

 

The President Pressed President Zelensky to Do a Political Favor 

 

On the morning of July 25, Ambassador Volker sent a text message to President 

Zelenskyôs top aide, Mr. Yermak, less than 30 minutes before the presidential call.  He stated:  

ñHeard from White Houseðassuming President Z convinces trump he will investigate / óget to 

the bottom of what happenedô in 2016, we will nail down date for visit to Washington.  Good 

luck!ò  Shortly before the call, Ambassador Sondland spoke directly with President Trump.  

 

President Zelensky followed this advice during his conversation with President Trump.  

President Zelensky assured that he would pursue the investigations that President Trump had 

discussedðinto the Bidens and 2016 election interferenceðand, in turn, pressed for the White 

House meeting that remained outstanding.   

 

The following day, Ambassadors Volker, Sondland, and Taylor met with President 

Zelensky in Kyiv.  The Ukrainian President told them that President Trump had mentioned 

ñsensitive issuesò three times during the previous dayôs phone call.  Following the meeting with 

the Ukrainian leader, Ambassador Sondland had a private, one-on-one conversation with Mr. 

Yermak in which they discussed ñthe issue of investigations.ò  He then retired to lunch at an 
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outdoor restaurant terrace with State Department aides where he called President Trump directly 

from his cellphone.  The White House confirmed that the conversation lasted five minutes.   

 

At the outset of the call, President Trump asked Ambassador Sondland whether President 

Zelensky ñwas going to do the investigationò that President Trump had raised with President 

Zelensky the day before.  Ambassador Sondland stated that President Zelensky was ñgoing to do 

itò and ñwould do anything you ask him to.ò  According to David Holmes, the State Department 

aide sitting closest to Ambassador Sondland and who overheard the Presidentôs voice on the 

phone, Ambassador Sondland and President Trump spoke only about the investigation in their 

discussion about Ukraine.  The President made no mention of other major issues of importance 

in Ukraine, including President Zelenskyôs aggressive anti-corruption reforms and the ongoing 

war it was fighting against Russian-led forces in eastern Ukraine. 

 

After hanging up the phone, Ambassador Sondland explained to Mr. Holmes that 

President Trump ñdid not give a shit about Ukraine.ò  Rather, the President cared only about ñbig 

stuffò that benefitted him personally, like ñthe Biden investigation that Mr. Giuliani was 

pitching,ò and that President Trump had pushed for in his July 25 call with the Ukrainian leader.  

Ambassador Sondland did not recall referencing Biden specifically, but he did not dispute Mr. 

Holmesô recollection of the call with the President or Ambassador Sondlandôs subsequent 

discussion with Mr. Holmes.  

 

The Presidentôs Representatives Ratcheted up Pressure on the Ukrainian President 

 

In the weeks following the July 25 call, the Presidentôs hand-picked representatives 

increased the Presidentôs pressure campaign on Ukrainian government officialsðin person, over 

the phone, and by text messageðto secure a public announcement of the investigations 

beneficial to President Trumpôs reelection campaign.   

 

In discussions with Ukrainian officials, Ambassador Sondland understood that President 

Trump did not require that Ukraine conduct investigations as a prerequisite for the White House 

meeting so much as publicly announce the investigationsðmaking clear that the goal was not 

the investigations, but the political benefit Trump would derive from their announcement and the 

cloud they might put over a political opponent.   

 

On August 2, President Zelenskyôs advisor, Mr. Yermak, traveled to Madrid to meet Mr. 

Giuliani in person.  There, they agreed that Ukraine would issue a public statement, and they 

discussed potential dates for a White House meeting.  A few days later, Ambassador Volker told 

Mr. Giuliani that it ñwould be goodò if Mr. Giuliani would report to ñthe boss,ò President Trump, 

about ñthe resultsò of his Madrid discussion so that President Trump would finally agree to a 

White House visit by President Zelensky. 

 

On August 9, Ambassador Volker and Mr. Giuliani spoke twice by phone, and 

Ambassador Sondland spoke twice to the White House for a total of about 20 minutes.  In a text 

message to Ambassador Volker later that day, Ambassador Sondland wrote, ñI think potus [sic] 

really wants the deliverable,ò which Ambassador Sondland acknowledged was the public 
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statement announcing the two political investigations sought by President Trump and Mr. 

Giuliani. 

 

The following day, Ambassador Sondland briefed State Department Counselor Ulrich 

Brechbuhl, a top advisor to Secretary Pompeo, on these discussions about President Zelensky 

issuing a statement that would include an announcement of the two political investigations.  

Ambassador Sondland also emailed Secretary Pompeo directly, copying the State Departmentôs 

executive secretary and Mr. Brechbuhl, to inform them about the agreement for President 

Zelensky to give the press conference.  He expected to see a draft of the statement, which would 

be ñdelivered for our review in a day or two.ò  Ambassador Sondland noted his hope that the 

draft statement would ñmake the boss happy enough to authorize an invitation.ò   

 

On August 12, Mr. Yermak sent the proposed statement to Ambassador Volker, but it 

lacked specific references to the two investigations politically beneficial to President Trumpôs 

reelection campaign.  The following morning, Ambassadors Sondland and Volker spoke with 

Mr. Giuliani, who made clear that if the statement ñdoesnôt say Burisma and 2016, itôs not 

credible.ò  Ambassador Volker revised the statement following this direction to include those 

references and returned it to the Ukrainian Presidentôs aide.   

 

Mr. Yermak balked at getting drawn into U.S. politics and asked Ambassador Volker 

whether the United States had inquired about investigations through any appropriate Department 

of Justice channels.  The answer was no, and several witnesses testified that a request to a 

foreign country to investigate a U.S. citizen ñfor political reasonsò goes ñagainst everythingò the 

United States sought to promote in eastern Europe, specifically the rule of law.  Ambassador 

Volker eventually agreed with Mr. Yermak that the announcement of the Biden/Burisma and 

2016 elections investigations would ñlook like it would play into our domestic politics,ò so the 

statement was temporarily ñshelved.ò   

 

Nevertheless, Ambassador Sondland, in accordance with President Trumpôs wishes, 

continued to pursue the statement into early September 2019. 

 

Ukrainians Inquired about the Presidentôs Hold on Security Assistance 

 

Once President Trump placed security assistance on hold in July, ñit was inevitable that it 

was eventually going to come out.ò  On July 25, DOD officials learned that diplomats at the 

Ukrainian Embassy in Washington had made multiple overtures to DOD and the State 

Department ñasking about security assistance.ò  Separately, two different contacts at the 

Ukrainian Embassy approached Ambassador Volkerôs special advisor, Catherine Croft, to ask 

her in confidence about the hold.  Ms. Croft was surprised at the effectiveness of their 

ñdiplomatic tradecraft,ò noting that they ñfound out very early onò that the United States was 

withholding critical military aid to Ukraine.  By mid-August, before the freeze on aid became 

public, Lt. Col. Vindman had also received inquiries from an official at the Ukrainian Embassy.  

  

The hold remained in place throughout August against the unanimous judgment of 

American officials focused on Ukraine policy.  Without an explanation for the hold, which ran 

contrary to the recommendation of all relevant agencies, and with President Trump already 
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conditioning a White House visit on the announcement of the political investigations, it became 

increasingly apparent to multiple witnesses that the military aid was also being withheld in 

exchange for the announcement of those.  As both Ambassador Sondland and Mr. Holmes would 

later testify, it became as clear as ñtwo plus two equals four.ò 

  

On August 22, Ambassador Sondland emailed Secretary Pompeo again, recommending a 

plan for a potential meeting between President Trump and President Zelensky in Warsaw, Poland 

on September 1.  Ambassador Sondland noted that President Zelensky should ñlook him in the 

eyeò and tell President Trump that once new prosecutorial officials were in place in Ukraine, 

ñZelensky should be able to move forward publicly and with confidence on those issues of 

importance to Potus and the U.S.ò  Ambassador Sondland testified that this was a reference to 

the political investigations that President Trump discussed on the July 25 call, that Secretary 

Pompeo had listened to.  Ambassador Sondland hoped this would ñbreak the logjamòðthe hold 

on critical security assistance to Ukraine.  Secretary Pompeo replied three minutes later:  ñYes.ò  

 

The Presidentôs Security Assistance Hold Became Public 

 

On August 28, Politico published a story revealing President Trumpôs weeks-long hold 

on U.S. military assistance to Ukraine.  Senior Ukrainian officials expressed grave concern, 

deeply worried about the practical impact on their efforts to fight Russian aggression, but also 

about the public message it sent to the Russian government, which would almost certainly seek 

to exploit any real or perceived crack in U.S. resolve toward Ukraine.     

  

On August 29, at the urging of National Security Advisor Bolton, Ambassador Taylor 

wrote a first-person cable to Secretary Pompeo.  This was the only first-person cable the 

Ambassador had ever sent in his decades of government service.  He explained the ñfollyò of 

withholding security assistance to Ukraine as it fought a hot war against Russia on its borders.  

He wrote that he ñcould not and would not defend such a policy.ò  Ambassador Taylor stated that 

Secretary Pompeo may have carried the cable with him to a meeting at the White House.   

 

The same day that Ambassador Taylor sent his cable, President Trump cancelled his 

planned trip to Warsaw for a World War II commemoration event, where he was scheduled to 

meet with President Zelensky.  Vice President Pence traveled in his place.  Ambassador 

Sondland also traveled to Warsaw and, at a pre-briefing discussion with the Vice President 

before he met President Zelensky, Ambassador Sondland raised the issue of the hold on security 

assistance.  He told Vice President Pence that he was concerned that the security assistance ñhad 

become tied to the issue of investigationsò and that ñeverything is being held up until these 

statements get made.ò  Vice President Pence nodded in response, apparently expressing neither 

surprise nor dismay at the linkage between the two. 

  

At the meeting, President Zelensky expressed concern that even an appearance of 

wavering support from the United States for Ukraine could embolden Russia.  Vice President 

Pence reiterated U.S. support for Ukraine, but could not promise that the hold would be lifted.  

Vice President Pence said he would relay his support for lifting the hold to President Trump so a 

decision could be made on security assistance as soon as possible.  Vice President Pence spoke 

with President Trump that evening, but the hold was not lifted. 
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Following this meeting, Ambassador Sondland pulled aside President Zelenskyôs advisor, 

Mr. Yermak, to explain that the hold on security assistance was conditioned on the public 

announcement of the Burisma/Biden and the 2016 election interference investigations.  After 

learning of the conversation, Ambassador Taylor texted Ambassador Sondland:  ñAre we now 

saying that security assistance and WH meeting are conditioned on investigations?ò   

 

The two then spoke by phone.  Ambassador Sondland explained that he had previously 

made a ñmistakeò in telling Ukrainian officials that only the White House meeting was 

conditioned on a public announcement of the political investigations beneficial to President 

Trump.  He clarified that ñeverythingòðthe White House meeting and hundreds of millions of 

dollars of security assistance to Ukraineðwas now conditioned on the announcement.  President 

Trump wanted President Zelensky in a ñpublic box,ò which Ambassador Taylor understood to 

mean that President Trump required that President Zelensky make a public announcement about 

the investigations and that a private commitment would not do.   

 

On September 7, President Trump and Ambassador Sondland spoke.  Ambassador 

Sondland stated to his colleagues that the President said, ñthere was no quid pro quo,ò but that 

President Zelensky would be required to announce the investigations in order for the hold on 

security assistance to be lifted, ñand he should want to do it.ò  Ambassador Sondland passed on a 

similar message directly to President Zelensky and Mr. Yermak that, ñalthough this was not a 

quid pro quo, if President Zelensky did not clear things up in public, we would be at a 

stalemate,ò referring to the hold on security assistance.  Arrangements were made for the 

Ukrainian President to make a public statement during an interview on CNN. 

 

After speaking with Ambassador Sondland, Ambassador Taylor texted Ambassadors 

Sondland and Volker:  ñAs I said on the phone, I think itôs crazy to withhold security assistance 

for help with a political campaign.ò  Notwithstanding his long-held understanding that the White 

House meeting was conditioned on the public announcement of two political investigations 

desired by President Trumpðand not broader anti-corruption concernsðAmbassador Sondland 

responded hours later:  

 

Bill, I  believe you are incorrect about President Trumpôs intentions.  The President has 

been crystal clear:  no quid pro quoôs of any kind.  The President is trying to evaluate 

whether Ukraine is truly going to adopt the transparency and reforms that President 

Zelensky promised during his campaign.  I suggest we stop the back and forth by text.  If 

you still have concerns, I recommend you give Lisa Kenna or [Secretary Pompeo] a call 

to discuss with them directly.  Thanks.  

 

Ambassador Sondlandôs subsequent testimony revealed this text to be a false 

exculpatoryðan untruthful statement that can later be used to conceal incriminating 

information.  In his public testimony, Ambassador Sondland testified that the Presidentôs 

direction to withhold a presidential telephone call and a White House meeting for President 

Zelensky were both quid pro quos designed to pressure Ukraine to announce the 

investigations.  He also testified that he developed a clear understanding that the military aid was 

also conditioned on the investigations, that it was as simple as 2+2=4.  Sondland confirmed that 
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his clear understanding was unchanged after speaking with President Trump, which he then 

communicated to the UkrainiansðPresident Zelensky had to publicly announce the two 

investigations if he wanted to get the meeting or the military aid.  

 

In Ambassador Sondlandôs testimony, he was not clear on whether he had one 

conversation with the President in which the subject of a quid pro quo came up, or two, or on 

precisely which date the conversation took place during the period of September 6 through 9.  In 

one version of the conversation which Ambassador Sondland suggested may have taken place on 

September 9, he claimed that the President answered an open question about what he wanted 

from Ukraine with an immediate denialðñno quid pro quo.ò  In another, he admitted that the 

President told him that President Zelensky should go to a microphone and announce the 

investigations, and that he should want to do soðeffectively confirming a quid pro quo.   

 

Both Ambassador Taylor and Mr. Morrison, relying on their contemporaneous notes, 

testified that the call between Ambassador Sondland and President Trump occurred on 

September 7, which is further confirmed by Ambassador Sondlandôs own text message on 

September 8 in which he wrote that he had ñmultiple convosò with President Zelensky and 

President Trump.  A call on September 9, which would have occurred in the middle of the night, 

is at odds with the weight of the evidence and not backed up by any records the White House 

was willing to provide Ambassador Sondland.  Regardless of the date, Ambassador Sondland did 

not contest telling both Mr. Morrison and Ambassador Taylor of a conversation he had with the 

President in which the President reaffirmed Ambassador Sondlandôs understanding of the quid 

pro quo for the military aid. 

 

 As Ambassador Sondland acknowledged bluntly in his conversation with Mr. Holmes, 

President Trumpôs sole interest with respect to Ukraine was the ñbig stuffò that benefited him 

personally, such as the investigations into former Vice President Biden, and not President 

Zelenskyôs promises of transparency and reform.  

  

The Presidentôs Scheme Unraveled 

 

By early September, President Zelensky was ready to make a public announcement of the 

two investigations to secure a White House meeting and the military assistance his country 

desperately needed.  He proceeded to book an interview on CNN during which he could make 

such an announcement, but other events soon intervened. 

 

On September 9, the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, the Committees 

on Oversight and Reform, and the Committee on Foreign Affairs announced an investigation into 

the scheme by President Trump and his personal attorney, Mr. Giuliani ñto improperly pressure 

the Ukrainian government to assist the Presidentôs bid for reelection.ò  The Committees sent 

document production and preservation requests to the White House and the State Department 

related to the investigation.  NSC staff members believed this investigation might have had ñthe 

effect of releasing the holdò on Ukraine military assistance because it would have been 

ñpotentially politically challengingò to ñjustify that hold.ò  
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Later that day, the Inspector General of the Intelligence Community (ICIG) sent a letter 

to Chairman Schiff and Ranking Member Nunes notifying the Committee that a whistleblower 

had filed a complaint on August 12 that the ICIG had determined to be both an ñurgent concernò 

and ñcredible.ò  Nevertheless, the Acting Director of National Intelligence (DNI) took the 

unprecedented step of withholding the complaint from the Congressional Intelligence 

Committees, in coordination with the White House and the Department of Justice.   

 

The White House had been aware of the whistleblower complaint for several weeks, and 

press reports indicate that the President was briefed on it in late August.  The ICIGôs notification 

to Congress of the complaintôs existence, and the announcement of a separate investigation into 

the same subject matter, telegraphed to the White House that attempts to condition the security 

assistance on the announcement of the political investigations beneficial to President Trumpð

and efforts to cover up that misconductðwould not last.   

 

On September 11, in the face of growing public and Congressional scrutiny, President 

Trump lifted the hold on security assistance to Ukraine.  As with the implementation of the hold, 

no clear reason was given.  By the time the President ordered the release of security assistance to 

Ukraine, DOD was unable to spend approximately 14 percent of the funds appropriated by 

Congress for Fiscal Year 2019.  Congress had to pass a new law to extend the funding in order to 

ensure the full amount could be used by Ukraine to defend itself.   

 

Even after the hold was lifted, President Zelensky still intended to sit for an interview 

with CNN in order to announce the investigationsðindeed, he still wanted the White House 

meeting.  At the urging of Ambassador Taylor, President Zelensky cancelled the CNN interview 

on September 18 or 19.  The White House meeting, however, still has not occurred. 

 

The Presidentôs Chief of Staff Confirmed Aid was Conditioned on Investigations 

 

The conditioning of military aid to Ukraine on the investigations sought by the President 

was as clear to Ambassador Sondland as ñtwo plus two equals four.ò  In fact, the Presidentôs own 

Acting Chief of Staff, someone who meets with him daily, admitted that he had discussed 

security assistance with the President and that his decision to withhold it was directly tied to his 

desire to get Ukraine to conduct a political investigation. 

 

On October 17, at a press briefing in the White House, Acting Chief of Staff Mick 

Mulvaney confirmed that President Trump withheld the essential military aid for Ukraine as 

leverage to pressure Ukraine to investigate the conspiracy theory that Ukraine had interfered in 

the 2016 U.S. election.  As Dr. Hill made clear in her testimony, this false narrative has been 

promoted by President Putin to deflect away from Russiaôs systemic interference in our election 

and to drive a wedge between the United States and a key partner.   

 

According to Mr. Mulvaney, President Trump ñ[a]bsolutelyò mentioned ñcorruption 

related to the DNC serverò in connection with the security assistance during his July 25 call.  Mr. 

Mulvaney also stated that the server was part of ñwhy we held up the money.ò  After a reporter 

attempted to clarify this explicit acknowledgement of a quid pro quo, Mr. Mulvaney replied:  
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ñWe do that all the time with foreign policy.ò  He added, ñI have news for everybody:  get over 

it.  There is going to be political influence in foreign policy.ò   

 

Ambassador Taylor testified that in his decades of military and diplomatic service, he had 

never seen another example of foreign aid conditioned on the personal or political interests of the 

President.  Rather, ñwe condition assistance on issues that will improve our foreign policy, serve 

our foreign policy, ensure that taxpayersô money is well-spent,ò not specific investigations 

designed to benefit the political interests of the President of the United States.   

 

In contrast, President Trump does not appear to believe there is any such limitation on his 

power to use White House meetings, military aid or other official acts to procure foreign help in 

his reelection.  When asked by a reporter on October 3 what he had hoped President Zelensky 

would do following their July 25 call, President Trump responded:  ñWell, I would think that, if 

they were honest about it, theyôd start a major investigation into the Bidens.  Itôs a very simple 

answer.ò  
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SECTION IIðTHE PRESIDENTôS OBSTRUCTION OF THE  

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVESô IMPEACHMENT INQUIRY 

 

The President Obstructed the Impeachment Inquiry by Instructing 

Witnesses and Agencies to Ignore Subpoenas for Documents and Testimony  

 

An Unprecedented Effort to Obstruct an Impeachment Inquiry 

 

Donald Trump is the first President in the history of the United States to seek to 

completely obstruct an impeachment inquiry undertaken by the House of Representatives under 

Article I of the Constitution, which vests the House with the ñsole Power of Impeachment.ò  He 

has publicly and repeatedly rejected the authority of Congress to conduct oversight of his actions 

and has directly challenged the authority of the House to conduct an impeachment inquiry into 

his actions regarding Ukraine. 

 

President Trump ordered federal agencies and officials to disregard all voluntary requests 

for documents and defy all duly authorized subpoenas for records.  He also directed all federal 

officials in the Executive Branch not to testifyðeven when compelled.   

 

No other President has flouted the Constitution and power of Congress to conduct 

oversight to this extent.  No President has claimed for himself the right to deny the Houseôs 

authority to conduct an impeachment proceeding, control the scope of a power exclusively 

vested in the House, and forbid any and all cooperation from the Executive Branch.  Even 

President Richard Nixonðwho obstructed Congress by refusing to turn over key evidenceð

accepted the authority of Congress to conduct an impeachment inquiry and permitted his aides 

and advisors to produce documents and testify to Congressional committees.   

 

Despite President Trumpôs unprecedented and categorical commands, the House gathered 

overwhelming evidence of his misconduct from courageous individuals who were willing to 

follow the law, comply with duly authorized subpoenas, and tell the truth.  In response, the 

President engaged in a brazen effort to publicly attack and intimidate these witnesses. 

 

If left unanswered, President Trumpôs ongoing effort to thwart Congressô impeachment 

power risks doing grave harm to the institution of Congress, the balance of power between our 

branches of government, and the Constitutional order that the President and every Member of 

Congress have sworn to protect and defend. 

 

Constitutional Authority for Congressional Oversight and Impeachment 

 

The Houseôs Constitutional and legal authority to conduct an impeachment inquiry is 

clear, as is the duty of the President to cooperate with the Houseôs exercise of this authority.  

 

Article I of the U.S. Constitution gives the House of Representatives the ñsole Power of 

Impeachment.ò  The Framers intended the impeachment power to be an essential check on a 

President who might engage in corruption or abuse of power.  Congress is empowered to conduct 

oversight and investigations to carry out its authorities under Article I.  Because the 



29 

 

impeachment power is a core component of the nationôs Constitutional system of checks and 

balances, Congressô investigative authority is at its zenith during an impeachment inquiry.   

 

The Supreme Court has made clear that Congressô authority to investigate includes the 

authority to compel the production of information by issuing subpoenas, a power the House has 

delegated to its committees pursuant to its Constitutional authority to ñdetermine the Rules of its 

Proceedings.ò    

 

Congress has also enacted statutes to support its power to investigate and oversee the 

Executive Branch.  These laws impose criminal and other penalties on those who fail to comply 

with inquiries from Congress or block others from doing so, and they reflect the broader 

Constitutional requirement to cooperate with Congressional investigations.   

 

Unlike President Trump, past Presidents who were the subject of impeachment 

inquiriesðincluding Presidents Andrew Johnson, Richard Nixon, and Bill Clintonðrecognized 

and, to varying degrees, complied with information requests and subpoenas.   

  

President Nixon, for example, agreed to let his staff testify voluntarily in the Senate 

Watergate investigation, stating:  ñAll members of the White House Staff will appear voluntarily 

when requested by the committee.  They will testify under oath, and they will answer fully all 

proper questions.ò  President Nixon also produced documents in response to the Houseôs 

subpoenas as part of its impeachment inquiry, including more than 30 transcripts of White House 

recordings and notes from meetings with the President.  When President Nixon withheld tape 

recordings and produced heavily edited and inaccurate records, the House Judiciary Committee 

approved an article of impeachment for obstruction.    

 

The Presidentôs Categorical Refusal to Comply 

 

Even before the House of Representatives launched its investigation regarding Ukraine, 

President Trump rejected the authority of Congress to investigate his actions, proclaiming, 

ñWeôre fighting all the subpoenas,ò and ñI have an Article II, where I have the right to do 

whatever I want as president.ò 

 

When the Intelligence, Oversight and Reform, and Foreign Affairs Committees began 

reviewing the Presidentôs actions as part of the Houseôs impeachment inquiry, the President 

repeatedly challenged the legitimacy of the investigation in word and deed.  His rhetorical 

attacks appeared intended not only to dispute reports of his misconduct, but to persuade the 

American people that the House lacks authority to investigate the President.   

 

On September 26, President Trump argued that Congress should not be ñallowedò to 

impeach him under the Constitution and that there ñshould be a way of stopping itðmaybe 

legally, through the courts.ò  A common theme of his defiance has been his claims that Congress 

is acting in an unprecedented way and using unprecedented rules.  However, the House has been 

following the same investigative rules that Republicans championed when they were in control. 
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On October 8, White House Counsel Pat Cipollone sent a letter to House Speaker Nancy 

Pelosi and the Chairmen of the investigating Committees confirming that President Trump 

directed his entire Administration not to cooperate with the Houseôs impeachment inquiry.  Mr. 

Cipollone wrote:  ñPresident Trump cannot permit his Administration to participate in this 

partisan inquiry under these circumstances.ò   

 

Mr. Cipolloneôs letter advanced remarkably politicized arguments and legal theories 

unsupported by the Constitution, judicial precedent, and more than 200 years of history.  If 

allowed to stand, the Presidentôs defiance, as justified by Mr. Cipollone, would represent an 

existential threat to the nationôs Constitutional system of checks and balances, separation of 

powers, and rule of law. 

 

The Presidentôs Refusal to Produce Any and All Subpoenaed Documents 

 

 Following President Trumpôs categorical order, not a single document has been produced 

by the White House, the Office of the Vice President, the Office of Management and Budget, the 

Department of State, the Department of Defense, or the Department of Energy in response to 71 

specific, individualized requests or demands for records in their possession, custody, or control.  

These subpoenas remain in full force and effect.  These agencies and offices also blocked many 

current and former officials from producing records directly to the Committees.   

 

Certain witnesses defied the Presidentôs sweeping, categorical, and baseless order and 

identified the substance of key documents.  For example, Ambassador Gordon Sondland attached 

ten exhibits to his written hearing testimony reflecting reproductions of certain communications 

with high-level Administration officials, including Acting White House Chief of Staff Mick 

Mulvaney, former National Security Advisor John Bolton, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo, and 

Secretary of Energy Rick Perry.  Other witnesses identified numerous additional documents that 

the President and various agencies are withholding that are directly relevant to the impeachment 

inquiry. 

 

Like the White House, the Department of State refused to produce a single document in 

response to its subpoena, even though there is no legal basis for the Departmentôs actions.  In 

fact, on November 22, the Department was forced to produce 99 pages of emails, letters, notes, 

timelines, and news articles to a non-partisan, nonprofit ethics watchdog organization pursuant to 

a court order in a lawsuit filed under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).  Although limited 

in scope, this production affirms that the Department is withholding responsive documents from 

Congress without any valid legal basis. 

 

The Presidentôs Refusal to Allow Top Aides to Testify 

 

No other President in history has issued an order categorically directing the entire 

Executive Branch not to testify before Congress, including in the context of an impeachment 

inquiry.  President Trump issued just such an order.   

 

As reflected in Mr. Cipolloneôs letter, President Trump directed government witnesses to 

violate their legal obligations and defy House subpoenasðregardless of their offices or 
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positions.  President Trump even extended his order to former officials no longer employed by 

the federal government.  This Administration-wide effort to prevent all witnesses from providing 

testimony was coordinated and comprehensive. 

 

At President Trumpôs direction, twelve current or former Administration officials refused 

to testify as part of the Houseôs impeachment inquiry, ten of whom did so in defiance of duly 

authorized subpoenas:   

 

¶ Mick Mulvaney, Acting White House Chief of Staff 

¶ Robert B. Blair, Assistant to the President and Senior Advisor to the Chief of Staff 

¶ Ambassador John Bolton, Former National Security Advisor 

¶ John A. Eisenberg, Deputy Counsel to the President for National Security Affairs and 

Legal Advisor, National Security Council 

¶ Michael Ellis, Senior Associate Counsel to the President and Deputy Legal Advisor, 

National Security Council 

¶ Preston Wells Griffith, Senior Director for International Energy and Environment, 

National Security Council 

¶ Dr. Charles M. Kupperman, Former Deputy Assistant to the President for National 

Security Affairs, National Security Council 

¶ Russell T. Vought, Acting Director, Office of Management and Budget 

¶ Michael Duffey, Associate Director for National Security Programs, Office of 

Management and Budget 

¶ Brian McCormack, Associate Director for Natural Resources, Energy, and Science, 

Office of Management and Budget  

¶ T. Ulrich Brechbuhl, Counselor, Department of State 

¶ Secretary Rick Perry, Department of Energy 

 

These witnesses were warned that their refusal to testify ñshall constitute evidence that 

may be used against you in a contempt proceedingò and ñmay be used as an adverse inference 

against you and the President.ò   

 

The Presidentôs Unsuccessful Attempts to Block Other Key Witnesses 

 

Despite President Trumpôs orders that no Executive Branch employees should cooperate 

with the Houseôs impeachment inquiry, multiple key officials complied with duly authorized 

subpoenas and provided critical testimony at depositions and public hearings.  These officials not 

only served their nation honorably, but they fulfilled their oath to support and defend the 

Constitution of the United States. 

  

In addition to the Presidentôs broad orders seeking to prohibit all Executive Branch 

employees from testifying, many of these witnesses were personally directed by senior political 

appointees not to cooperate with the Houseôs impeachment inquiry.  These directives frequently 

cited or enclosed copies of Mr. Cipolloneôs October 8 letter conveying the Presidentôs order not 

to comply. 
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For example, the State Department, relying on President Trumpôs order, attempted to 

block Ambassador Marie Yovanovitch from testifying, but she fulfilled her legal obligations by 

appearing at a deposition on October 11 and a hearing on November 15.  More than a dozen 

current and former officials followed her courageous example by testifying at depositions and 

public hearings over the course of the last two months.  The testimony from these witnesses 

produced overwhelming and clear evidence of President Trumpôs misconduct, which is described 

in detail in the first section of this report. 

 

The Presidentôs Intimidation of Witnesses 

 

 President Trump publicly attacked and intimidated witnesses who came forward to 

comply with duly authorized subpoenas and testify about his misconduct, raising grave concerns 

about potential violations of criminal laws intended to protect witnesses appearing before 

Congressional proceedings.  For example, the President attacked: 

 

¶ Ambassador Marie Yovanovitch, who served the United States honorably for decades as 

a U.S. diplomat and anti-corruption advocate in posts around the world under six 

different Presidents; 

 

¶ Ambassador Bill Taylor, who graduated at the top of his class at West Point, served as an 

infantry commander in Vietnam, and earned a Bronze Star and an Air Medal with a V 

device for valor; 

 

¶ Lieutenant Colonel Alexander Vindman, an active-duty Army officer for more than 20 

years who earned a Purple Heart for wounds he sustained in an improvised explosive 

device attack in Iraq, as well as the Combat Infantryman Badge; and 

 

¶ Jennifer Williams, who is Vice President Mike Penceôs top advisor on Europe and Russia 
and has a distinguished record of public service under the Bush, Obama, and Trump 

Administrations.  

 

The President engaged in this effort to intimidate these public servants to prevent them 

from cooperating with Congressô impeachment inquiry.  He issued threats, openly discussed 

possible retaliation, made insinuations about their character and patriotism, and subjected them 

to mockery and derisionðwhen they deserved the opposite.  The Presidentôs attacks were 

broadcast to millions of Americansðincluding witnessesô families, friends, and coworkers.   

 

It is a federal crime to intimidate or seek to intimidate any witness appearing before 

Congress.  This prohibition applies to anyone who knowingly ñuses intimidation, threatens, or 

corruptly persuadesò another person in order to ñinfluence, delay, or prevent the testimony of any 

person in an official proceeding.ò  Violations of this law can carry a criminal sentence of up to 

20 years in prison. 

 

In addition to his relentless attacks on witnesses who testified in connection with the 

Houseôs impeachment inquiry, the President also repeatedly threatened and attacked a member 

of the Intelligence Community who filed an anonymous whistleblower complaint raising an 
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ñurgent concernò that ñappeared credibleò regarding the Presidentôs conduct.  The whistleblower 

filed the complaint confidentially with the Inspector General of the Intelligence Community, as 

authorized by the relevant whistleblower law.  Federal law prohibits the Inspector General from 

revealing the whistleblowerôs identity.  Federal law also protects the whistleblower from 

retaliation. 

 

In more than 100 public statements about the whistleblower over a period of just two 

months, the President publicly questioned the whistleblowerôs motives, disputed the accuracy of 

the whistleblowerôs account, and encouraged others to reveal the whistleblowerôs identity.  Most 

chillingly, the President issued a threat against the whistleblower and those who provided 

information to the whistleblower regarding the Presidentôs misconduct, suggesting that they 

could face the death penalty for treason.   

 

The Presidentôs campaign of intimidation risks discouraging witnesses from coming 

forward voluntarily, complying with mandatory subpoenas for documents and testimony, and 

disclosing potentially incriminating evidence in this inquiry and future Congressional 

investigations. 
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KEY FINDINGS OF FACT  

 

Based on witness testimony and evidence collected during the impeachment inquiry, the 

Intelligence Committee has found that: 

 

I. Donald J. Trump, the 45th President of the United Statesðacting personally and through 

his agents within and outside of the U.S. governmentðsolicited the interference of a 

foreign government, Ukraine, in the 2020 U.S. presidential election.  The President 

engaged in this course of conduct for the benefit of his reelection, to harm the election 

prospects of a political opponent, and to influence our nationôs upcoming presidential 

election to his advantage.  In so doing, the President placed his personal political interests 

above the national interests of the United States, sought to undermine the integrity of the 

U.S. presidential election process, and endangered U.S. national security. 

 

II.  In furtherance of this scheme, President Trumpðdirectly and acting through his agents 

within and outside the U.S. governmentðsought to pressure and induce Ukraineôs 

newly-elected president, Volodymyr Zelensky, to publicly announce unfounded 

investigations that would benefit President Trumpôs personal political interests and 

reelection effort.  To advance his personal political objectives, President Trump 

encouraged the President of Ukraine to work with his personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani. 

 

III.  As part of this scheme, President Trump, acting in his official capacity and using his 

position of public trust, personally and directly requested from the President of Ukraine 

that the government of Ukraine publicly announce investigations into (1) the Presidentôs 

political opponent, former Vice President Joseph R. Biden, Jr. and his son, Hunter Biden, 

and (2) a baseless theory promoted by Russia alleging that Ukraineðrather than 

Russiaðinterfered in the 2016 U.S. election.  These investigations were intended to harm 

a potential political opponent of President Trump and benefit the Presidentôs domestic 

political standing.   

 

IV. President Trump ordered the suspension of $391 million in vital military assistance 

urgently needed by Ukraine, a strategic partner, to resist Russian aggression.  Because the 

aid was appropriated by Congress, on a bipartisan basis, and signed into law by the 

President, its expenditure was required by law.  Acting directly and through his 

subordinates within the U.S. government, the President withheld from Ukraine this 

military assistance without any legitimate foreign policy, national security, or anti-

corruption justification.  The President did so despite the longstanding bipartisan support 

of Congress, uniform support across federal departments and agencies for the provision 

to Ukraine of the military assistance, and his obligations under the Impoundment Control 

Act. 

 

V. President Trump used the power of the Office of the President and exercised his authority 

over the Executive Branch, including his control of the instruments of the federal 

government, to apply increasing pressure on the President of Ukraine and the Ukrainian 

government to announce the politically-motivated investigations desired by President 

Trump.  Specifically, to advance and promote his scheme, the President withheld official 
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acts of value to Ukraine and conditioned their fulfillment on actions by Ukraine that 

would benefit his personal political interests:   

 

A. President Trumpðacting through agents within and outside the U.S. 

governmentðconditioned a head of state meeting at the White House, which the 

President of Ukraine desperately sought to demonstrate continued United States 

support for Ukraine in the face of Russian aggression, on Ukraine publicly 

announcing the investigations that President Trump believed would aid his 

reelection campaign. 

 

B. To increase leverage over the President of Ukraine, President Trump, acting 

through his agents and subordinates, conditioned release of the vital military 

assistance he had suspended to Ukraine on the President of Ukraineôs public 

announcement of the investigations that President Trump sought. 

 

C. President Trumpôs closest subordinates and advisors within the Executive Branch, 

including Acting Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo, 

Secretary of Energy J. Richard Perry, and other senior White House and 

Executive Branch officials had knowledge of, in some cases facilitated and 

furthered the Presidentôs scheme, and withheld information about the scheme 

from the Congress and the American public.   

 

VI.  In directing and orchestrating this scheme to advance his personal political interests, 

President Trump did not implement, promote, or advance U.S. anti-corruption policies.  

In fact, the President sought to pressure and induce the government of Ukraine to 

announce politically-motivated investigations lacking legitimate predication that the U.S. 

government otherwise discourages and opposes as a matter of policy in that country and 

around the world.  In so doing, the President undermined U.S. policy supporting anti-

corruption reform and the rule of law in Ukraine, and undermined U.S. national security.  

 

VII.  By withholding vital military assistance and diplomatic support from a strategic foreign 

partner government engaged in an ongoing military conflict illegally instigated by Russia, 

President Trump compromised national security to advance his personal political 

interests.  

 

VIII.  Faced with the revelation of his actions, President Trump publicly and repeatedly 

persisted in urging foreign governments, including Ukraine and China, to investigate his 

political opponent.  This continued solicitation of foreign interference in a U.S. election 

presents a clear and present danger that the President will continue to use the power of his 

office for his personal political gain. 

 

IX. Using the power of the Office of the President, and exercising his authority over the 

Executive Branch, President Trump ordered and implemented a campaign to conceal his 

conduct from the public and frustrate and obstruct the House of Representativesô 

impeachment inquiry by:  
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A. refusing to produce to the impeachment inquiryôs investigating Committees 

information and records in the possession of the White House, in defiance of a 

lawful subpoena; 

  

B. directing Executive Branch agencies to defy lawful subpoenas and withhold the 

production of all documents and records from the investigating Committees; 

  

C. directing current and former Executive Branch officials not to cooperate with the 

Committees, including in defiance of lawful subpoenas for testimony; and  

 

D. intimidating, threatening, and tampering with prospective and actual witnesses in 

the impeachment inquiry in an effort to prevent, delay, or influence the testimony 

of those witnesses.  

 

In so doing, and despite the fact that the Constitution vests in the House of 

Representatives the ñsole Power of Impeachment,ò the President sought to arrogate to 

himself the right to determine the propriety, scope, and nature of an impeachment inquiry 

into his own misconduct, and the right to deny any and all information to the Congress in 

the conduct of its constitutional responsibilities. 
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SECTION I . 

 

THE PRESIDENTôS MISCONDUCT 
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1. The President Forced Out the U.S. Ambassador to Ukraine 

 

 

The President forced out the United States Ambassador to Ukraine, Marie Yovanovitch, 

following a baseless smear campaign promoted by President Trumpôs personal attorney, 

Rudy Giuliani, and others.  The campaign publicized conspiracy theories that benefited the 

Presidentôs personal political interests and undermined official U.S. policy, some of which 

the President raised during his July 25 call with the President of Ukraine.  

 

 

Overview 

 

On April 24, 2019, President Donald J. Trump abruptly recalled the U.S. Ambassador to 

Ukraine, Marie Yovanovitch.  Ambassador Yovanovitch, an award-winning 33-year veteran 

Foreign Service officer, aggressively advocated for anti-corruption reforms in Ukraine consistent 

with U.S. foreign policy.  President Trump forced her out following a baseless smear campaign 

promoted by his personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani, associates of Mr. Giuliani, and corrupt 

Ukrainians.   

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch was told by the State Department that President Trump had 

lost confidence in her, but she was never provided a substantive justification for her removal.  

Her ouster set the stage for other U.S. officials appointed by President Trump to work in 

cooperation with Mr. Giuliani to advance a scheme in support of the Presidentôs reelection.   

 

Mr. Giuliani and his associates promoted false conspiracy theories about Ukraine 

colluding with Democrats to interfere in the 2016 U.S. election.  This false claim was promoted 

by Russian President Vladimir Putin in February 2017ðless than a month after the unanimous 

U.S. Intelligence Community assessment that Russia alone was responsible for a covert influence 

campaign aimed at helping President Trump during the 2016 election.  Mr. Giuliani also made 

discredited public allegations about former Vice President Joe Biden and his son, Hunter, in an 

apparent effort to hurt President Trumpôs political rival in the 2020 presidential election.  Mr. 

Giulianiôs associates, with their own ties to President Trump, also worked to enter into 

arrangements with current and former corrupt Ukrainian officials to promote these false 

allegationsðthe same unfounded allegations President Trump requested that Ukraine investigate 

on his July 25 call with Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky.  

 

President Trump amplified these baseless allegations by tweeting them just a month 

before he recalled Ambassador Yovanovitch.  Despite requests from Ambassador Yovanovitch 

and other senior State Department officials, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo refused to issue a 

statement of support for the Ambassador or the U.S. Embassy in Ukraine for fear of being 

undermined by a tweet by President Trump. 

 

The removal of Ambassador Yovanovitch left a vacuum in the leadership of the U.S. 

Embassy in Ukraine at an important time.  A new president had just been elected on an anti-

corruption platform, and the country was in a period of transition as it continued to defend itself 

against Russia-led military aggression in the east.   
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Anti-Corruption Ceremony Interrupted to Recall Anti-Corruption Ambassador 

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch represented the United States of America as the U.S. 

Ambassador to Ukraine from 2016 to 2019.  She is a non-partisan career public servant, first 

selected for the American Foreign Service in 1986.  President George W. Bush named her as his 

Ambassador twice, to the Kyrgyz Republic and Armenia, and President Barack Obama 

nominated her for the posting in Kyiv.1   

 

On the evening of April 24, Ambassador Yovanovitch approached a podium in front of 

gold drapes at the U.S. Ambassadorôs residence in Ukraineôs capital city.  She was hosting an 

event to present an award of courage to the father of Kateryna Handziuk, who was brutally 

murdered by people who opposed her efforts to expose and root out public corruption in 

Ukraine.  In 2018, attackers threw sulfuric acid at Ms. Handziuk, burning more than 30 percent 

of her body.  After months of suffering and nearly a dozen surgeries, she died at the age of 33.2  

Her attackers have still not been held to account.3  

  

Ambassador Yovanovitch began her speech by noting that Ms. Handziuk ñwas a woman 

of courage who committed herself to speaking out against wrongdoing.ò  She lamented how Ms. 

Handziuk had ñpaid the ultimate price for her fearlessness in fighting against corruption and for 

her determined efforts to build a democratic Ukraine.ò  She pledged that the United States would 

ñcontinue to stand with those engaged in the fight for a democratic Ukraine free of corruption, 

where people are held accountableò and commended Ukrainians who ñhave demonstrated to the 

world that they are willing to fight for a better system.ò4 

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch concluded her remarks by holding Ms. Handziukôs story up as 

an inspiration to the many Ukrainians striving to chart a new course for their country in the face 

of Russian interference and aggression: 

 

I think we can all see what a remarkable woman Kateryna Handziuk was, but she 

continues to inspire all of us to fight for justice.  She was a courageous woman, who 

wanted to make Ukraine a better place.  And she is continuing to do so.  And Iôll just 

leave you with one thought that was expressed in Washington at the ceremonyðthat 

courage is contagious.  I think we saw that on the Maidan in 2014, we see that on the 

front lines every day in the Donbas, we see it in the work that Kateryna Handziuk did 

here in Ukraine.  And we see it in the work of all of youðday in, day outðfighting for 

Ukraine and the future of Ukraine.5 

 

Ambassador Yovanovitchôs evening was interrupted around 10:00 p.m. by a telephone 

call from the State Departmentôs headquarters in Washington, D.C.   

 

Director General of the Foreign Service and Director of Human Resources Ambassador 

Carol Perez warned that the Departmentôs leaders had ñgreat concernò and ñwere worriedò about 

her.  Ambassador Yovanovitch testified that it is ñhard to know how to react to something like 

that.ò  Ambassador Perez said she did not know what the concerns were but pledged she would 

ñtry to find out moreò and would try to call back ñby midnight.ò6 
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Finally, at 1:00 a.m. in Kyiv, Ambassador Perez called again:  The ñconcernsò were from 

ñup the streetò at the White House.  Ambassador Perez said that Ambassador Yovanovitch 

needed to ñcome home immediately, get on the next plane to the U.S.ò  She warned that there 

were concerns about Ambassador Yovanovitchôs ñsecurity.ò  When Ambassador Yovanovitch 

asked if Ambassador Perez was referring to her physical safety, Ambassador Perez relayed that 

she ñhadnôt gotten that impression that it was a physical security issue,ò but that Ambassador 

Yovanovitch ñneeded to come home right away.ò7   

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch asked Ambassador Perez specifically whether this order had 

anything to do with President Trumpôs personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani, who had been making 

unfounded allegations against her in the media.  Ambassador Perez said she ñdidnôt know.ò8  

Ambassador Yovanovitch argued that this order to return to Washington, D.C. was ñextremely 

irregularò and that no one had provided her a reason.9  In the end, however, Ambassador 

Yovanovitch swiftly returned to Washington.10 

 

Rudy Giuliani , on Behalf of President Trump, Led a Smear Campaign 

to Oust Ambassador Yovanovitch 

 

Ambassador Yovanovitchôs recall followed a concerted smear campaign by Mr. Giuliani 

and his associates, promoted by President Trump.  The campaign was largely directed by Rudy 

Giuliani, President Trumpôs personal attorney since early 2018.11  A cast of supporting 

characters, which included corrupt Ukrainian prosecutors, now-indicted middlemen, 

conservative media pundits, and attorneys close to President Trump, assisted Mr. Giuliani.  

Among those associates were two U.S. citizens, Lev Parnas and Igor Fruman.  Mr. Parnas and 

Mr. Fruman were Florida-based businessmen who were represented by Mr. Giuliani ñin 

connection with their personal and business affairsò and who also ñassisted Mr. Giuliani in 

connection with his representation of President Trump.ò12  Both Mr. Parnas and Mr. Fruman 

were criminally indicted in the Southern District of New York in October and face charges of 

conspiring to violate the federal ban on foreign donations and contributions in connection with 

federal and state elections.13  Dr. Fiona Hill, former Deputy Assistant to the President and Senior 

Director for Europe and Russian Affairs, National Security Council (NSC), learned from her 

colleagues that ñthese guys were notorious in Florida and that they were bad news.ò14  

 

The campaign was also propelled by individuals in Ukraine, including two prosecutors 

general.  Yuriy Lutsenko served as the Prosecutor General of Ukraine under former Ukrainian 

President Petro Poroshenkoðthe incumbent who lost to President Zelensky in April 2019ðand 

previously was the head of President Poroshenkoôs faction in the Ukrainian parliament.15  Viktor 

Shokin was Mr. Lutsenkoôs predecessor and was removed from office in 2016.16  Mr. Shokin has 

been described as ña typical Ukraine prosecutor who lived a lifestyle far in excess of his 

government salary, who never prosecuted anybody known for having committed a crime,ò and 

ñcovered up crimes that were known to have been committed.ò17   

 

In late 2018, Ukrainian officials informed Ambassador Yovanovitch about Mr. Giulianiôs 

and Mr. Lutsenkoôs plans to target her.  They told her that Mr. Lutsenko ñwas in communication 

with Mayor Giulianiò and that ñthey were going to, you know, do things, including to me.ò18  
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Soon thereafter, Ambassador Yovanovitch learned that ñthere had been a number of meetingsò 

between Mr. Giuliani and Mr. Lutsenko, who was looking to ñhurtò her ñin the U.S.ò19   

 

The allegations against Ambassador Yovanovitch, which later surfaced publicly, 

concerned false claims that she had provided a ñdo-not-prosecute listò to Mr. Lutsenko and made 

disparaging comments about President Trump.20  

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch inferred that Mr. Lutsenko was spreading ñfalsehoodsò about 

her because she was ñeffective at helping Ukrainians who wanted reform, Ukrainians who 

wanted to fight against corruption, and é that was not in his interest.ò21  Anti-corruption reform 

was not in Mr. Lutsenkoôs interest because he himself was known to be corrupt.22  David 

Holmes, Counselor for Political Affairs at the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv, Ukraine, explained that: 

 

In mid-March 2019, an Embassy colleague learned from a Ukrainian contact that Mr. 

Lutsenko had complained that Ambassador Yovanovitch had, quote, unquote, destroyed 

him, with her refusal to support him until he followed through with his reform 

commitments and ceased using his position for personal gain.23   

 

 Deputy Assistant Secretary of State George Kent similarly summarized Mr. Lutsenkoôs 

smear campaign against Ambassador Yovanovitch, which was facilitated by Mr. Giuliani and his 

associates, as motivated by revenge: 

 

Over the course of 2018 and 2019, I became increasingly aware of an effort by Rudy 

Giuliani and others, including his associates Lev Parnas and Igor Fruman, to run a 

campaign to smear Ambassador Yovanovitch and other officials at the U.S. Embassy in 

Kyiv.  The chief agitators on the Ukrainian side of this effort were some of those same 

corrupt former prosecutors I had encountered, particularly Yuriy Lutsenko and Viktor 

Shokin.  They were now peddling false information in order to extract revenge against 

those who had exposed their misconduct, including U.S. diplomats, Ukrainian 

anticorruption officials, and reform-minded civil society groups in Ukraine.24   

 

Mr. Kent succinctly summarized, ñ[y]ou canôt promote principled anti-corruption efforts 

without pissing off corrupt people.ò25  By doing her job, Ambassador Yovanovitch drew Mr. 

Lutsenkoôs ire. 

 

In late 2018 and early 2019, Mr. Lutsenko also risked losing his job as Prosecutor 

General and possible criminal investigation, if then-candidate Volodymyr Zelensky won the 

presidency.  Special Representative for Ukraine Negotiations, Ambassador Kurt Volker, 

explained:  

 

As is often the case in Ukraine, a change in power would mean change in prosecutorial 

powers as well, and there have been efforts in the past at prosecuting the previous 

government.  I think Mr. Lutsenko, in my estimation, and I said this to Mayor Giuliani 

when I met with him, was interested in preserving his own position.  He wanted to avoid 

being fired by a new government in order to prevent prosecution of himself, possible 

prosecution of himself.26 
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Officials in Ukraine have also speculated that Mr. Lutsenko cultivated his relationship 

with Mr. Giuliani in an effort to hold on to his position.27  Ambassador Yovanovitch described 

Mr. Lutsenko as an ñopportunistò who ñwill ally himself, sometimes simultaneously é with 

whatever political or economic forces he believes will suit his interests best at the time.ò28   

 

Mr. Lutsenko promoted debunked conspiracy theories that had gained traction with 

President Trump and Mr. Giuliani.  Those debunked conspiracy theories alleged that the 

Ukrainian governmentðnot Russiaðwas behind the hack of the Democratic National 

Committee (DNC) server in 2016, and that former Vice President Biden had petitioned for the 

removal of Mr. Shokin to prevent an investigation into Burisma Holdings, a Ukrainian energy 

company for which Vice President Bidenôs son, Hunter, served as a board member.   

 

Both conspiracy theories served the personal political interests of President Trump 

because they would help him in his campaign for reelection in 2020.  The first would serve to 

undercut Special Counsel Robert Muellerôs investigation, which was still underway when Mr. 

Giuliani began his activities in Ukraine and was denounced as a ñwitch huntò by the President 

and his supporters.29  The second would serve to damage Democratic presidential candidate Vice 

President Biden. 

 

These conspiracies lacked any basis in fact.  The Intelligence Community, the Senate 

Select Committee on Intelligence, both the Majority and Minority of the House Permanent Select 

Committee on Intelligence, and the investigation undertaken by Special Counsel Robert Mueller 

concluded that Russia was responsible for interfering in the 2016 election.30  President Trumpôs 

former Homeland Security Advisor, Tom Bossert, said that the idea of Ukraine hacking the DNC 

server was ñnot only a conspiracy theory, it is completely debunked.ò31   

 

Russia has pushed the false theory that Ukraine was involved in the 2016 election to 

distract from its own involvement.32  Mr. Holmes testified that it was to President Putinôs 

advantage to promote the theory of Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. elections for several 

reasons:  

 

First of all, to deflect from the allegations of Russian interference.  Second of all, to drive 

a wedge between the United States and Ukraine which Russia wants to essentially get 

back into its sphere of influence.  Thirdly, to besmirch Ukraine and its political 

leadership, [and] to degrade and erode support for Ukraine from other key partners in 

Europe and elsewhere.33 

 

The allegations that Vice President Biden inappropriately pressured the Ukrainians to 

remove Mr. Shokin also are without merit.  Mr. Shokin was widely considered to be ineffective 

and corrupt.34  When he urged the Ukrainian government to remove Mr. Shokin, Vice President 

Biden was advocating for anti-corruption reform and pursuing official U.S. policy.35  Moreover, 

Mr. Shokinôs removal was supported by other countries, the International Monetary Fund, and 

the World Bank, and was ñwidely understood internationally to be the right policy.ò36  In May 

2019, even Mr. Lutsenko himself admitted that there was no credible evidence of wrongdoing by 

Hunter Biden or Vice President Biden.37 
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Nevertheless, Mr. Giuliani engaged with both Mr. Lutsenko and Mr. Shokin regarding 

these baseless allegations.  According to documents provided to the State Department Office of 

Inspector General, in January 23, 2019, Mr. Giuliani, Mr. Parnas, and Mr. Fruman participated in 

a conference call with Mr. Shokin.  According to notes of the call, Mr. Shokin made allegations 

about Vice President Biden and Burisma.  Mr. Shokin also claimed that Ambassador 

Yovanovitch had improperly denied him a U.S. visa and that she was close to Vice President 

Biden.38 

 

Mr. Giuliani separately met with Mr. Lutsenko in New York.39  Over the course of two 

days, on January 25 and 26, Mr. Giuliani, Mr. Lutsenko, Mr. Parnas, and Mr. Fruman, reportedly 

discussed whether Ambassador Yovanovitch was ñloyal to President Trump,ò as well as 

investigations into Burisma and the Bidens.40  For his part, Mr. Lutsenko later said he 

ñunderstood very wellò that Mr. Giuliani wanted Mr. Lutsenko to investigate former Vice 

President Biden and his son, Hunter.  ñI have 23 years in politics,ò Lutsenko said. ñI knew. é 

Iôm a political animal.ò41   

 

Mr. Giuliani later publicly acknowledged that he was seeking information from 

Ukrainians on behalf of his client, President Trump.  On October 23, Mr. Giuliani tweeted 

ñeverything I did was to discover evidence to defend my client against false charges.ò42  Then, in 

a series of tweets on October 30, Mr. Giuliani stated: 

 

All of the information I obtained came from interviews conducted as é private defense 

counsel to POTUS, to defend him against false allegations.  I began obtaining this 

information while Mueller was still investigating his witch hunt and a full 5 months 

before Biden even announced his run for Pres.43 

 

President Trump and Mr. Giulianiôs efforts to investigate alleged Ukrainian interference 

in the 2016 U.S. election and Vice President Biden negatively impacted the U.S. Embassy in 

Kyiv.  Mr. Holmes testified: 

 

Beginning in March 2019, the situation at the Embassy and in Ukraine changed 

dramatically.  Specifically, the three priorities of security, economy, and justice and our 

support for Ukrainian democratic resistance to Russian aggression became overshadowed 

by a political agenda promoted by former New York City Mayor Rudy Giuliani and a 

cadre of officials operating with a direct channel to the White House.44 

 

U.S. national interests in Ukraine were undermined and subordinated to the personal, political 

interests of President Trump.  

 

The Smear Campaign Accelerated in Late March 2019 

 

 The smear campaign entered a more public phase in the United States in late March 2019 

with the publication of a series of opinion pieces in The Hill.  

 

On March 20, 2019, John Solomon penned an opinion piece quoting a false claim by Mr. 

Lutsenko that Ambassador Yovanovitch had given him a do-not-prosecute list.45  Mr. Lutsenko 
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later retracted the claim.46  Mr. Solomonôs work also included false allegations that Ambassador 

Yovanovitch had ñmade disparaging statements about President Trump.ò47  Ambassador 

Yovanovitch called this allegation ñfictitious,ò and the State Department issued a statement 

describing the allegations as a ñfabrication.ò48 

 

The Committees uncovered evidence of close ties and frequent contacts between Mr. 

Solomon and Mr. Parnas, who was assisting Mr. Giuliani in connection with his representation 

of the President.  Phone records show that in the 48 hours before publication of The Hill opinion 

piece, Mr. Parnas spoke with Mr. Solomon at least six times.49  In addition, The Hill piece cited a 

letter dated May 9, 2018, from Representative Pete Sessions (R-Texas) to Secretary Pompeo, in 

which Rep. Sessions accused Ambassador Yovanovitch of speaking ñprivately and repeatedly 

about her disdain for the current administration.ò50  A federal criminal indictment alleges that in 

or about May 2018, Mr. Parnas sought a congressmanôs assistance to remove Ambassador 

Yovanovitch, at the request of one or more Ukrainian government officials.51   

 

On March 20, 2019, the day The Hill opinion piece was published, Mr. Parnas again 

spoke with Mr. Solomon for 11 minutes.52  Shortly after that phone call, President Trump 

promoted Mr. Solomonôs article in a tweet.53   

 

Following President Trumpôs tweet, the public attacks against Ambassador Yovanovitch 

were further amplified on social media and were merged with the conspiracy theories regarding 

both Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. election and the Bidens.  On March 22, 2019, Mr. 

Giuliani tweeted: ñHillary, Kerry, and Biden people colluding with Ukrainian operatives to make 

money and affect 2016 election.ò  He also gave an interview to Fox News in which he raised 

Hunter Biden and called for an investigation.54  Then, on March 24, Donald Trump Jr. called 

Ambassador Yovanovitch a ñjokerò on Twitter and called for her removal.55   

 

This campaign reverberated in Ukraine.  Mr. Kent testified that ñstarting in mid-Marchò 

Mr. Giuliani was ñalmost unmissableò during this ñcampaign of slanderò against Ambassador 

Yovanovitch.56  According to Mr. Kent, Mr. Lutsenkoôs press spokeswoman retweeted Donald 

Trump, Jr.ôs tweet attacking the Ambassador.57  

 

Concerns About President Trump Kept State Department from Issuing Statement of Support 

 

At the end of March, as this smear campaign intensified, Ambassador Yovanovitch sent 

Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs David Hale an email identifying her concerns with 

the false allegations about her and asking for a strong statement of support from the State 

Department.  She explained that, otherwise, ñit makes it hard to be a credible ambassador in a 

country.ò58  Ambassador Hale had been briefed on the smears in a series of emails from Mr. 

Kent.59  Ambassador Hale agreed that the allegations were without merit.60 

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch was told that State Department officials were concerned that if 

they issued a public statement supporting her, ñit could be underminedò by ñ[t]he President.ò61  

Ambassador Hale explained that a statement of support ñwould only fuel further negative 

reactionò and that ñit might even provoke a public reaction from the President himself about the 
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Ambassador.ò62  In short, State Department officials were concerned ñthat the rug would be 

pulled out from underneath the State Department.ò63 

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch turned to the U.S. Ambassador to the European Union, Gordon 

Sondland, for advice.  According to Ambassador Yovanovitch, Ambassador Sondland suggested 

that, in response to the smear campaign, she make a public statement in support of President 

Trump.  She said Ambassador Sondland told her, ñyou need to go big or go homeò and ñtweet 

out there that you support the President, and that all these are lies and everything else.ò64  

Ambassador Yovanovitch said she felt that this ñwas advice that I did not see how I could 

implement in my role as an Ambassador, and as a Foreign Service officer.ò65   

 

Ultimately, Secretary Pompeo refused to issue a public statement of support for 

Ambassador Yovanovitch.  At the same time Secretary Pompeo was refusing to issue a 

statement, he was communicating with one of the individuals involved in the smear campaign 

against her.  State Department records show that Secretary Pompeo spoke to Mr. Giuliani on 

March 26 and 28, not long after Mr. Solomonôs first article in The Hill.66 

 

The Smear Campaign was a Coordinated Effort by Mr. Giuliani, His Associates,  

and One or More Individuals at the White House 

 

In April, Mr. Solomon continued to publish opinion pieces about Ambassador 

Yovanovitch and other conspiracy theories being pursued by Mr. Giuliani on behalf of President 

Trump.  Mr. Solomon was not working alone.  As further described below, there was a 

coordinated effort by associates of President Trump to push these false narratives publicly, as 

evidenced by public statements, phone records, and contractual agreements.   

 

On April 1, Mr. Solomon published an opinion piece in The Hill alleging that Vice 

President Biden had inappropriately petitioned for the removal of Mr. Shokin to protect his son, 

Hunter.67  The opinion piece was entitled, ñJoe Bidenôs 2020 Ukrainian Nightmare:  A Closed 

Probe is Revived.ò  Many of the allegations in the piece were based on information provided by 

Mr. Lutsenko.  The following day, Donald Trump, Jr. retweeted the article.68   

 

Phone records obtained by the Committees show frequent communication between key 

players during this phase of the scheme.  Between April 1 and April 7, Mr. Parnas exchanged 

approximately 16 calls with Mr. Giuliani (longest duration approximately seven minutes) and 

approximately 10 calls with Mr. Solomon (longest duration approximately nine minutes).69   

 

On April 7, Mr. Solomon followed up with another opinion piece.  The piece accused 

Ambassador Yovanovitch of preventing the issuance of U.S. visas for Ukrainian officials who 

wished to travel to the United States to provide purported evidence of wrongdoing by ñAmerican 

Democrats and their allies in Kiev.ò70  One of those Ukrainian officials allegedly denied a visa 

was Konstiantyn Kulyk, a deputy to Mr. Lutesenko.  Mr. Kulyk participated in a ñwide-ranging 

interviewò with Mr. Solomon and was extensively quoted.71 

 

These Ukrainian officials claimed to have evidence of wrongdoing about Vice President 

Bidenôs efforts in 2015 to remove Mr. Shokin, Hunter Bidenôs role as a Burisma board member, 
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Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. election in favor of Hillary Clinton, and the 

misappropriation and transfer of Ukrainian funds abroad.72  The opinion piece also made clear 

that Mr. Giuliani was pursuing these very same theories on behalf of the President:   

 

More recently, President Trumpôs private attorney Rudy Giulianiðformer mayor and 

former U.S. attorney in New York Cityðlearned about some of the allegations while, on 

behalf of the Trump legal team, he looked into Ukrainian involvement in the 2016 

election.  

 

According to Mr. Solomonôs piece, Mr. Lutsenko was reported to have sufficient evidence, 

ñparticularly involving Biden, his family and money spirited out of Ukraineðto warrant a 

meeting with U.S. Attorney General William Barr.ò73  

 

 On the same day that Mr. Solomon published these allegations, Mr. Giuliani appeared on 

Fox News.  Mr. Giuliani discussed how he learned about alleged Ukrainian interference in the 

2016 U.S. elections and the Bidensô purported misconduct in Ukraine:  

 

Let me tell you my interest in that.  I got information about three or four months ago that 

a lot of the explanations for how this whole phony investigation started will be in the 

Ukraine, that there were a group of people in the Ukraine that were working to help 

Hillary Clinton and were colluding reallyð[LAUGHTER]ðwith the Clinton campaign.   

And it stems around the ambassador and the embassy, being used for political purposes. 

So I began getting some people that were coming forward and telling me about that.  And 

then all of a sudden, they revealed the story about Burisma and Bidenôs son é [Vice 

President Biden] bragged about pressuring Ukraineôs president to firing [sic] a top 

prosecutor who was being criticized on a whole bunch of areas but was conducting 

investigation of this gas company which Hunter Biden served as a director.74 

 

The next day, April 8, Mr. Giuliani tweeted about Mr. Solomonôs opinion piece.75 

 

Over the course of the four days following the April 7 article, phone records show 

contacts between Mr. Giuliani, Mr. Parnas, Representative Devin Nunes, and Mr. Solomon.  

Specifically, Mr. Giuliani and Mr. Parnas were in contact with one another, as well as with Mr. 

Solomon.76  Phone records also show contacts on April 10 between Mr. Giuliani and Rep. 

Nunes, consisting of three short calls in rapid succession, followed by a text message, and ending 

with a nearly three minute call.77  Later that same day, Mr. Parnas and Mr. Solomon had a four 

minute, 39 second call.78   

 

Victoria Toensing, a lawyer who, along with her partner Joseph diGenova, once briefly 

represented President Trump in connection with Special Counsel Robert Muellerôs 

investigation,79 also was in phone contact with Mr. Giuliani and Mr. Parnas at the beginning of 

April.80   

 

Beginning in mid-April, Ms. Toensing signed retainer agreements between diGenova & 

Toensing LLP and Mr. Lutsenko, Mr. Kulyk, and Mr. Shokinðall of whom feature in Mr. 

Solomonôs opinion pieces.81  In these retainer agreements, the firm agreed to represent Mr. 
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Lutsenko and Mr. Kulyk in meetings with U.S. officials regarding alleged ñevidenceò of 

Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. elections, and to represent Mr. Shokin ñfor the purpose 

of collecting evidence regarding his March 2016 firing as Prosecutor General of Ukraine and the 

role of Vice President Biden in such firing, and presenting such evidence to U.S. and foreign 

authorities.ò82  On July 25, President Trump would personally press President Zelensky to 

investigate these very same matters. 

 

On April 23, Mr. Parnas had a call with Mr. Solomon, and multiple phone contacts with 

Mr. Giuliani.83  On that same day, Mr. Giuliani had a series of short phone calls (ranging from 11 

to 18 seconds) with a phone number associated with the White House, followed shortly 

thereafter by an eight minute, 28 second call with an unidentified number that called him.84  

Approximately half an hour later, Mr. Giuliani had a 48 second call with a phone number 

associated with Ambassador John Bolton, National Security Advisor to the President.85    

 

That same day, Mr. Giuliani tweeted:  

 

Hillary is correct the report is the end of the beginning for the second time...NO 

COLLUSION.  Now Ukraine is investigating Hillary campaign and DNC conspiracy 

with foreign operatives including Ukrainian and others to affect 2016 election.  And 

thereôs no Comey to fix the result.86 

 

The next day, on the morning of April 24, Mr. Giuliani appeared on Fox and Friends, 

lambasting the Mueller investigation.  Mr. Giuliani also promoted the false conspiracy theories 

about Ukraine and Vice President Biden: 

 

And I ask you to keep your eye on Ukraine, because in Ukraine, a lot of the dirty work 

was done in digging up the information.  American officials were used, Ukrainian 

officials were used.  Thatôs like collusion with the Ukrainians.  And, or actually in this 

case, conspiracy with the Ukrainians.  I think youôd get some interesting information 

about Joe Biden from Ukraine.  About his son, Hunter Biden.  About a company he was 

on the board of for years, which may be one of the most crooked companies in Ukraine.  

é And Biden bragged about the fact that he got the prosecutor general fired.  The 

prosecutor general was investigating his son and then the investigation went south.87 

 

Later that day, Mr. Giuliani had three phone calls with a number associated with OMB, and eight 

calls with a White House number.88  One of the calls with the White House was four minutes, 53 

seconds, and another was three minutes, 15 seconds.   

 

 Later that evening, the State Department phoned Ambassador Yovanovitch and abruptly 

called her home because of ñconcernsò from ñup the streetò at the White House.89 

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch Was Informed That the President ñLost Confidenceò in Her 

 

When Ambassador Yovanovitch returned to the United States at the end of April, Deputy 

Secretary of State John Sullivan informed her that she had ñdone nothing wrong,ò but ñthere had 

been a concerted campaignò against her and that President Trump had ñlost confidenceò in her 
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leadership.90  He also told her that ñthe President no longer wished me to serve as Ambassador to 

Ukraine, and that, in fact, the President had been pushing for my removal since the prior 

summer.ò91  Ambassador Philip T. Reeker, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for the Bureau of 

European and Eurasian Affairs, offered a similar assessment.  He explained to Ambassador 

Yovanovitch that Secretary Pompeo had tried to ñprotectò her, but ñwas no longer able to do 

that.ò92   

 

Counselor of the Department of State T. Ulrich Brechbuhl, who had been handling 

Ambassador Yovanovitchôs recall, refused to meet with her.93   

 

Ambassador Yovanovitchôs final day as U.S. Ambassador to Ukraine was May 20, 2019.  

This was the same day as President Zelenskyôs inauguration, which was attended by Secretary of 

Energy Rick Perry, Ambassador Sondland, and Ambassador Volker.94  Rather than joining the 

official delegation at the inaugural festivities, she finished packing her personal belongings and 

boarded an airplane for her final flight home.  Three days later, President Trump met in the Oval 

Office with his hand-picked delegation and gave them the ñdirectiveò to ñtalk with Rudy 

[Giuliani]ò about Ukraine.95 

 

The President Provided No Rationale for the Recall of Ambassador Yovanovitch 

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch testified that she was never provided a justification for why 

President Trump recalled her.96  Only two months earlier, in early March 2019, Ambassador 

Yovanovitch had been asked by Ambassador Hale to extend her assignment as Ambassador to 

Ukraine until 2020.97   

 

Ambassador Hale testified that Ambassador Yovanovitch was ñan exceptional officer 

doing exceptional work at a very critical embassy in Kyiv.ò98  He added, ñI believe that she 

shouldôve been able to stay at post and continue to do the outstanding work that she was 

doing.ò99 

 

During her more than three-decade career, Ambassador Yovanovitch received a number 

of awards, including:  the Presidential Distinguished Service Award, the Secretaryôs Diplomacy 

in Human Rights Award, the Senior Foreign Service Performance Award six times, and the State 

Departmentôs Superior Honor Award five times.100   

 

Career foreign service officer Ambassador P. Michael McKinley, former Senior Advisor 

to Secretary Pompeo, testified that Ambassador Yovanovitchôs reputation was ñexcellent, 

serious, committed.ò101  Ambassador Reeker described her as an ñ[o]utstanding diplomat,ò ñvery 

precise, veryðvery professional,ò ñan excellent mentor,ò and ña good leader.ò102 

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch Strongly Advocated for the U.S. Policy to Combat Corruption 

 

Throughout the course of her career, and while posted to Kyiv, Ambassador Yovanovitch 

was a champion of the United Statesô longstanding priority of combatting corruption.   
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Mr. Kent described U.S. foreign policy in Ukraine as encompassing the priorities of 

ñpromoting the rule of law, energy independence, defense sector reform, and the ability to stand 

up to Russia.ò103  Ambassador Yovanovitch testified that it ñwasðand remainsða top U.S. 

priority to help Ukraine fight corruptionò because corruption makes Ukraine more ñvulnerable to 

Russia.ò104  Additionally, she testified that an honest and accountable Ukrainian leadership 

makes a U.S.-Ukrainian partnership more reliable and more valuable to the United States.105 

 

Mr. Holmes testified that Ambassador Yovanovitch was successful in implementing anti-

corruption reforms in Ukraine by achieving, for example, ñthe hard-fought passage of a law 

establishing an independent court to try corruption cases.ò106  Mr. Holmes said Ambassador 

Yovanovitch was ñ[a]s good as anyone known forò combatting corruption.107  The  reforms 

achieved by Ambassador Yovanovitch helped reduce the problem faced by many post-Soviet 

countries of selective corruption prosecutions to target political opponents.108   

 

There was a broad consensus that Ambassador Yovanovitch was successful in helping 

Ukraine combat pervasive and endemic corruption.   

 

Presidentôs Authority Does Not Explain Removal of Yovanovitch 

 

While ambassadors serve at the pleasure of the president, the manner and circumstances 

of Ambassador Yovanovitchôs removal were unusual and raise questions of motive.109 

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch queried ñwhy it was necessary to smear my reputation 

falsely.ò110  She found it difficult to comprehend how individuals ñwho apparently felt stymied 

by our efforts to promote stated U.S. policy against corruptionò were ñable to successfully 

conduct a campaign of disinformation against a sitting ambassador using unofficial back 

channels.ò 111   

 

 Dr. Hill similarly testified that while the President has the authority to remove an 

ambassador, she was concerned ñabout the circumstances in which [Ambassador Yovanovitchôs] 

reputation had been maligned, repeatedly, on television and in all kinds of exchanges.ò  Dr. Hill 

ñfelt that that was completely unnecessary.ò112  

 

Recall of Yovanovitch Threatened U.S.-Ukraine Policy 

 

The smear campaign questioning Ambassador Yovanovitchôs loyalty undermined U.S. 

diplomatic efforts in Ukraine, a key U.S. partner and a bulwark against Russiaôs expansion into 

Europe.  As Ambassador Yovanovitch explained: 

 

Ukrainians were wondering whether I was going to be leaving, whether we really 

represented the President, U.S. policy, et cetera.  And so I think it wasðyou know, it 

really kind of cut the ground out from underneath us.113 

 

Summarizing the cumulative impact of the attacks, she emphasized:  ñIf our chief representative 

is kneecapped it limits our effectiveness to safeguard the vital national security interests of the 

United States.ò114 
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 President Trumpôs recall of Ambassador Yovanovitch left the U.S. Embassy in Ukraine 

without an ambassador at a time of electoral change in Ukraine and when the Embassy was also 

without a deputy chief of mission.  Mr. Kent explained: 

 

During the late spring and summer of 2019, I became alarmed as those efforts bore fruit.  

They led to the outer [ouster] of Ambassador Yovanovitch and hampered U.S. efforts to 

establish rapport with the new Zelensky administration in Ukraine.115   

é 

One of the unfortunate elements of the timing was that we were also undergoing a 

transition in my old job as deputy chief of mission.  The person who replaced me had 

already been moved early to be our DCM and Charge in Sweden, and so we had a 

temporary acting deputy chief of mission.  So that left the embassy not only withoutðthe 

early withdrawal of Ambassador Yovanovitch left us not only without an Ambassador 

but without somebody who had been selected to be deputy chief of mission.116 

 

It was not until late May that Secretary Pompeo asked Ambassador Bill  Taylor, who had 

previously served as Ambassador to Ukraine, to return to Kyiv as Charg® dôAffaires to lead the 

embassy while it awaited a confirmed Ambassador.  Ambassador Taylor did not arrive in Kyiv 

until June 17, more than a month after Ambassador Yovanovitch officially left Kyiv.117  His 

mission to carry out U.S. objectives there would prove challenging in the face of ongoing efforts 

by Mr. Giuliani and othersðat the direction of the Presidentðto secure investigations demanded 

by the President to help his reelection. 
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2. The President Put Giuliani and the Three Amigos in Charge of Ukraine Issues 

 

 

After President Trump recalled Ambassador Yovanovitch, his personal agent, Rudy 

Giuliani, intensified the Presidentôs campaign to pressure Ukraineôs newly-elected president 

to interfere in the 2020 U.S. election.  President Trump directed his own political appointees 

to coordinate with Mr. Giuliani on Ukraine, while National Security Council officials 

expressed alarm over the efforts to pursue a ñdomestic political errandò for the political 

benefit of the President.  Officials at the highest levels of the White House and Trump 

Administration were aware of the Presidentôs scheme.  

 

 

Overview 

 

On April 21, 2019, the day that Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky was elected as 

president of Ukraine, President Trump called to congratulate him.  After a positive callðin 

which Mr. Zelensky complimented President Trump and requested that President Trump attend 

his inaugurationðPresident Trump instructed Vice President Mike Pence to lead the U.S. 

delegation to the inauguration.  However, on May 13ðbefore the inauguration date was even 

setðPresident Trump instructed Vice President Pence not to attend.   

 

Rudy Giuliani also announced a plan to visit Ukraine in mid-May 2019ðnot on official 

U.S. government business, but instead to pursue on behalf of his client, President Trump, the 

debunked conspiracy theories about alleged Ukrainian interference in the 2016 election and 

discredited claims about the Bidens.  After public scrutiny in response to his announced visit, 

Mr. Giuliani cancelled his trip and alleged that President-elect Zelensky was surrounded by 

ñenemies of the President.ò 

 

 Secretary of Energy Rick Perry, Ambassador to the European Union Gordon Sondland, 

and Ambassador Kurt Volker, Special Representative for Ukraine Negotiations, ultimately led 

the U.S. delegation to President Zelenskyôs inauguration.  Upon returning to Washington, D.C., 

the three U.S. officialsðwho dubbed themselves the ñThree Amigosòðdebriefed the President 

in the Oval Office and encouraged him to engage with President Zelensky.  Instead of accepting 

their advice, President Trump complained that Ukraine is ña terrible place, all corrupt, terrible 

people,ò and asserted that Ukraine ñtried to take me down in 2016.ò  The President instructed the 

ñThree Amigosò to ñtalk to Rudyò and coordinate with him on Ukraine matters.  They followed 

the Presidentôs orders.  

 

Dr. Fiona Hill, Deputy Assistant to the President and Senior Director for Europe and 

Russian Affairs at the National Security Council, would later observe that Ambassador Sondland 

ñwas being involved in a domestic political errand, and we [the NSC staff] were being involved 

in national security foreign policy, and those two things had just diverged.ò 
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A Political Newcomer Won Ukraineôs Presidential Election on an Anti-Corruption Platform  

 

On April 21, popular comedian and television actor, Volodymyr Zelensky, won a 

landslide victory in Ukraineôs presidential election, earning the support of 73 percent of voters 

and unseating the incumbent Petro Poroshenko.  Mr. Zelensky, who had no prior political 

experience, told voters a week before his victory: ñIôm not a politician.  Iôm just a simple person 

who came to break the system.ò118  Five years earlier, in late 2013, Ukrainians had gathered in 

Kyiv and rallied against the corrupt government of former President Viktor Yanukovych, 

eventually forcing him to flee to the safety of Vladimir Putinôs Russia.  Mr. Zelenskyôs victory in 

April 2019 reaffirmed the Ukrainian peopleôs strong desire to overcome an entrenched system of 

corruption and pursue closer partnership with the West.119  

 

Following the election results, at 4:29 p.m. Eastern Time, President Trump was 

connected by telephone to President-elect Zelensky and congratulated him ñon a job well done 

é a fantastic election.ò  He declared, ñI have no doubt you will be a fantastic president.ò120    

 

According to a call record released publicly by the White House, President Trump did not 

openly express doubts about the newly-elected leader.121  And contrary to a public readout of the 

call originally issued by the White House, President Trump did not mention corruption in 

Ukraine, despite the NSC staff preparing talking points on that topic.122  Indeed, ñcorruptionò 

was not mentioned once during the April 21 conversation, according to the official call record.123  

 

In the call, President-elect Zelensky lauded President Trump as ña great exampleò and 

invited him to visit Ukraine for his upcoming inaugurationða gesture that President Trump 

called ñvery nice.ò124  President Trump told Mr. Zelensky:  

 

Iôll look into that, and wellðgive us the date and, at a very minimum, weôll have a great 

representative.  Or more than one from the United States will be with you on that great 

day.  So, we will have somebody, at a minimum, at a very, very high level, and they will 

be with you.125  

 

Mr. Zelensky persisted. ñWords cannot describe our country,ò he went on, ñso it would 

be best for you to see it yourself.  So, if you can come, that would be great.  So again, I invite 

you to come.ò126  President Trump responded, ñWell, I agree with you about your country and I 

look forward to it.ò127  In a nod to his past experience working with Ukraine as a businessman, 

President Trump added, ñWhen I owned Miss Universe é Ukraine was always very well 

represented.ò128 

 

President Trump then invited Mr. Zelensky to the White House to meet, saying: ñWhen 

youôre settled in and ready, Iôd like to invite you to the White House.  Weôll have a lot of things 

to talk about, but weôre with you all the way.ò  Mr. Zelensky promptly accepted the Presidentôs 

invitation, adding that the ñwhole team and I are looking forward to that visit.ò129    

 

Mr. Zelensky then reiterated his interest in President Trump attending his inauguration, 

saying, ñit will be absolutely fantastic if you could come and be with us.ò  President Trump 
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promised to let the Ukrainian leader know ñvery soonò and added that he would see Mr. 

Zelensky ñvery soon, regardless.ò130 

 

Shortly after the April 21 call, Jennifer Williams, Special Advisor to the Vice President 

for Europe and Russia, learned that President Trump asked Vice President Pence to attend Mr. 

Zelenskyôs inauguration.131  Ms. Williams testified that in a separate phone call between Vice 

President Pence and President-elect Zelensky two days later, ñthe Vice President accepted that 

invitation from President Zelensky, and looked forward to being able to attend é if the dates 

worked out.ò132  Ms. Williams and her colleagues began planning for the Vice Presidentôs trip to 

Kyiv.133 

 

Rudy Giuliani and his Associates Coordinated Efforts to Secure and Promote the 

Investigations with Ukrainian President Zelensky 

 

As previously explained in Chapter 1, Mr. Giuliani, acting on behalf of President Trump, 

had for months engaged corrupt current and former Ukrainian officials, including Ukrainian 

Prosecutor General Yuriy Lutsenko.  The April election of Mr. Zelensky, however, raised the 

possibility that Mr. Lutsenko might lose his job as Prosecutor General once Mr. Zelensky took 

power.     

 

In the immediate aftermath of President-elect Zelenskyôs election, Mr. Giuliani continued 

publicly to project confidence that Ukraine would deliver on investigations related to the Bidens.  

On April 24ðbefore Ambassador Yovanovitch received calls abruptly summoning her back to 

WashingtonðMr. Giuliani stated in an interview on Fox and Friends that viewers should, 

 

[K]eep your eye on Ukraineé I think youôd get some interesting information about Joe 

Biden from Ukraine.  About his son, Hunter Biden.  About a company he was on the 

board of for years, which may be one of the most crooked companies in Ukraine.134 

 

Behind the scenes, however, Mr. Giuliani was taking steps to engage the new Ukrainian 

leader and his aides. 

 

The day before, on April 23, the same day that Vice President Pence confirmed his plans 

to attend President-elect Zelenskyôs inauguration, Mr. Giuliani dispatched his own delegationð

consisting of Lev Parnas and Igor Frumanðto meet with Ihor Kolomoisky, a wealthy Ukrainian 

with ties to President-elect Zelensky.  Instead of going to Kyiv, they booked tickets to Israel, 

where they met with Mr. Kolomoisky.135  Mr. Kolomoisky owned Ukraineôs largest bank until 

2016, when Ukrainian authorities nationalized the failing financial institution.  Although he 

denied allegations of committing any crimes, Mr. Kolomoisky subsequently left Ukraine for 

Israel, where he remained until President Zelensky assumed power.136  

 

Mr. Kolomoisky confirmed to The New York Times that he met with Mr. Parnas and Mr. 

Fruman in late April 2019.  He claimed they sought his assistance in facilitating a meeting 

between Mr. Giuliani and President-elect Zelensky, and he told them, ñyouôve ended up in the 

wrong place,ò and declined to arrange the requested meeting.137   
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Mr. Giuliani was not deterred.   

 

During the time surrounding Ambassador Yovanovitchôs recall, Mr. Giuliani and Mr. 

Parnas connected over a flurry of calls around a planned trip to Ukraine by Mr. Giuliani, which 

he would eventually cancel after growing public scrutiny.  As previously described in Chapter 1, 

call records obtained by the Committees show a series of contacts on April 23 and 24 between 

Mr. Giuliani, the White House, Mr. Parnas, and John Solomon, among others.138   

 

On April 25, 2019, former Vice President Biden publicly announced his campaign for the 

Democratic nomination for President of the United States and launched his effort to unseat 

President Trump in the 2020 election.139   

 

That evening, Mr. Solomon published a new opinion piece in The Hill entitled, ñHow the 

Obama White House Engaged Ukraine to Give Russia Collusion Narrative an Early Boost.ò Like 

Mr. Solomonôs previous work, this April 25 piece repeated unsubstantiated conspiracy theories 

about alleged Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. presidential election. 140   

 

Meanwhile, in Kyiv, David Holmes, Counselor for Political Affairs at U.S. Embassy 

Kyiv, learned on April 25 that Mr. Giuliani had reached out to Mr. Zelenskyôs campaign chair, 

Ivan Bakanov, seeking a channel to the newly-elected leader.  Mr. Bakanov told Mr. Holmes 

ñthat he had been contacted by, quote, someone named Giuliani, who said he was an advisor to 

the Vice President, unquote.ò141  Mr. Holmes clarified that Mr. Bakanov was ñspeaking in 

Russianò and that he did not ñknow what he [Bakanov] meantò by his reference to the Vice 

President, ñbut thatôs what he [Bakanov] said.ò142  Regardless of Mr. Bakanovôs apparent 

confusion as to who Mr. Giuliani represented, Mr. Holmes explained that by this point in time, 

Ukrainian officials seemed to think that Mr. Giuliani ñwas a significant person in terms of 

managing their relationship with the United States.ò143   

 

At 7:14 p.m. Eastern Time on April 25, Mr. Giuliani once again received a call from an 

unknown ñ-1ò number, which lasted four minutes and 40 seconds.144  Minutes later, Mr. Giuliani 

held a brief 36 second call with Sean Hannity, a Fox News opinion host. 145   

 

 On the night of April 25, President Trump called into Mr. Hannityôs prime time Fox 

News show.  In response to a question about Mr. Solomonôs recent publication, President Trump 

said: 

 

It sounds like big stuff.  It sounds very interesting with Ukraine.  I just spoke to the new 

president a little while ago, two days ago, and congratulated him on an incredible race.  

Incredible run.  A big surprise victory.  Thatôs 75 percent of the vote.  But that sounds 

like big, big stuff.  Iôm not surprised.146  

 

As Mr. Holmes later learned on July 26 from Ambassador Sondland, President Trump 

did not care about Ukraine, he cared about this ñbig stuffòðsuch as the investigation into Vice 

President Biden.147 
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In the same Fox News interview, Mr. Hannity asked President Trump whether America 

needed to see the purported evidence possessed by the unnamed Ukrainians noted in Mr. 

Solomonôs piece.  The President replied, invoking Attorney General William P. Barr: 

 

Well, I think we do.  And, frankly, we have a great new attorney general who has done an 

unbelievable job in a very short period of time.  And he is very smart and tough and I 

would certainly defer to him.  I would imagine he would want to see this.  People have 

been saying this wholeðthe concept of Ukraine, they have been talking about it actually 

for a long time.  You know that, and I would certainly defer to the attorney general.  And 

weôll see what he says about it.  He calls them straight.  Thatôs one thing I can tell you.148 

 

Ukraineôs current Prosecutor General Ruslan Ryaboshapka, who assumed his new 

position in late August 2019, told The Financial Times in late November 2019 that Attorney 

General Barr had made no contact regarding a potential investigation into allegations of 

wrongdoing by former Vice President Biden.149  In an apparent reference to President Trumpôs 

demand for Ukrainian interference in U.S. elections, Mr. Ryaboshapka stated:  ñItôs critically 

important for the west not to pull us into some conflicts between their ruling elites, but to 

continue to support so that we can cross the point of no return.ò150 

 

President Trump Promoted False Information About Former Vice President Joe Biden 

 

In early May, Mr. Giuliani continued his outreach to President-elect Zelensky and 

promoted the need for Ukrainian investigations into former Vice President Biden that served 

President Trumpôs political needs.   

 

On May 2, at 6:21 a.m. Eastern Time, President Trump retweeted a link to an article in 

The New York Times, which assessed that Mr. Giulianiôs efforts underscored ñthe Trump 

campaignôs concern about the electoral threat from the former vice presidentôs presidential 

campaignò and noted that ñMr. Giulianiôs involvement raises questions about whether Mr. 

Trump is endorsing an effort to push a foreign government to proceed with a case that could hurt 

a political opponent at home.ò151   

 

Later that evening, in an interview with Fox News at the White House, President Trump 

referenced the false allegations about the firing of a corrupt former Ukrainian prosecutor, Viktor 

Shokin, that Mr. Giuliani had been promoting.  He was asked, ñShould the former vice president 

explain himself on his feeling in Ukraine and whether there was a conflict é with his sonôs 

business interests?ò152  President Trump replied:    

 

Iôm hearing itôs a major scandal, major problem.  Very bad things happened, and weôll 

see what that is.  They even have him on tape, talking about it.  They have Joe Biden on 

tape talking about the prosecutor.  And Iôve seen that tape.  A lot of people are talking 

about that tape, but thatôs up to them.  They have to solve that problem.153 

 

ñThe tapeò President Trump referenced in his interview was a publicly available video of 

former Vice President Biden speaking in January 2018 at an event hosted by the Council on 

Foreign Relations (CFR), a nonpartisan think-tank focused on foreign policy matters.  During an 
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interview with the CFR president, Vice President Biden detailed how the United Statesð

consistent with the policy of its European allies and the International Monetary Fund (IMF)ð

withheld $1 billion in loan guarantees until the Ukrainian government acceded to uniform 

American and international demands to fire the corrupt prosecutor.154 

 

By late 2015, Ukrainians were agitating for Mr. Shokinôs removal, and in March 2016, 

Ukraineôs parliament voted to dismiss the prosecutor general.155  Multiple witnesses testified that 

Mr. Shokinôs dismissal in 2016 made it moreðnot lessðlikely that Ukrainian authorities might 

investigate any allegations or wrongdoing at Burisma or other allegedly corrupt companies.156  

Nonetheless, President Trump and his supporters sought to perpetuate the false narrative that Mr. 

Shokin should not have been removed from office and that Vice President Biden had acted 

corruptly in carrying out U.S. policy.   

 

Rudy Giuliani Was ñMeddling in an Investigationò on Behalf of President Trump 

 

On May 7, 2019, Christopher Wray, the Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 

testified before the U.S. Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, Science, 

and Related Agencies regarding foreign interference in U.S. elections: 

 

My view is that, if any public official or member of any campaign is contacted by any 

nation-state or anybody acting on behalf of a nation-state about influencing or interfering 

with our election, then that is something that the FBI would want to know about. 157   

 

Mr. Giuliani nonetheless pressed forward with his plan to personally convey to President-

elect Zelensky, on behalf of his client President Trump, the importance of opening investigations 

that would assist President Trumpôs reelection campaign. 

 

On the morning of May 8, Mr. Giuliani called the White House Switchboard and 

connected for six minutes and 26 seconds with someone at the White House.158  That same day, 

Mr. Giuliani also connected with Mr. Solomon for almost six minutes, with Mr. Parnas, and with 

Derek Harvey, a member of Representative Nunesô staff on the Intelligence Committee.159  

 

During a meeting that same day, Ukraine Minister of Interior Arsen Avakov disclosed to 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State George Kent that Mr. Parnas and Mr. Fruman would soon 

visit Kyiv ñand that they were coming with their associate, the Mayor Giuliani.ò160  Minister 

Avakov confided to Mr. Kent that ñMayor Giuliani had reached out to him and invited him to 

come and meet the group of them in Floridaò in February 2019.161  Although he declined that 

offer, Minister Avakov indicated that he intended to accept their new invitation to meet in 

Kyiv.162 

 

The next day, on May 9, The New York Times publicized Mr. Giulianiôs plan to visit 

Ukraine.163  Mr. Giuliani confirmed that he planned to meet with President Zelensky and press 

the Ukrainians to pursue investigations that President Trump promoted only days earlier on Fox 

News.164  The New York Times described Mr. Giulianiôs planned trip as:  
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[P]art of a monthslong effort by the former New York mayor and a small group of Trump 

allies working to build interest in the Ukrainian inquiries. Their motivation is 

toéundermine the case against Paul Manafort, Mr. Trumpôs imprisoned former 

campaign chairman; and potentially to damage Mr. Biden, the early front-runner for the 

2020 Democratic presidential nomination.165   

 

Mr. Giuliani claimed, ñWeôre not meddling in an election, weôre meddling in an investigation, 

which we have a right to do.ò166   

 

Only a few days after Director Wrayôs public comments about foreign interference in 

U.S. elections, Mr. Giuliani acknowledged that ñ[s]omebody could say itôs improperò to pressure 

Ukraine to open investigations that would benefit President Trump.  But, Mr. Giuliani argued:  

 

[T]his isnôt foreign policyðIôm asking them to do an investigation that theyôre doing 

already, and that other people are telling them to stop.  And Iôm going to give them 

reasons why they shouldnôt stop it because that information will be very, very helpful to 

my client, and may turn out to be helpful to my government.167   

 

Mr. Giulianiôs ñclientò was President Trump, as Mr. Giuliani repeatedly stated publicly.  

According to Mr. Giuliani, the President fully supported putting pressure on Ukraine to open 

investigations that would benefit his 2020 reelection campaign.168  Mr. Giuliani emphasized that 

President Trump ñbasically knows what Iôm doing, sure, as his lawyer.ò169  Underscoring his 

commitment to pressuring Ukraine until it opened the investigations President Trump promoted 

on Fox News, Mr. Giuliani told The Washington Post that he would ñmake sure that nothing 

scuttles the investigation that I want.ò170  

 

On May 9, following public revelation of his trip by the New York Times, Mr. Giuliani 

connected in quick succession with Mr. Solomon and then Mr. Parnas for several minutes at a 

time.171  Mr. Giuliani then made brief connections with the White House Switchboard and 

Situation Room several times, before connecting at 1:43 p.m. Eastern Time with someone at the 

White House for over four minutes.172  He connected, separately, thereafter with Mr. Parnas 

several times in the afternoon and into the evening.173        

 

That evening, Mr. Giuliani tweeted: 

 

If you doubt there is media bias and corruption then when Democrats conspiring with 

Ukrainian officials comes out remember much of the press, except for Fox, the Hill, and 

NYT, has suppressed it. If it involved @realDonaldTrump or his son it would have been 

front page news for weeks.174  

 

Shortly thereafter, on the night of May 9, he made an appearance on Fox News and 

reiterated that his trip to Ukraine was intended to further the Presidentôs personal and political 

interests by pressuring the Ukrainian government to investigate the Bidens:   
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Itôs a big story.  Itôs a dramatic story.  And I guarantee you, Joe Biden will not get to 

election day without this being investigated, not because I want to see him investigated.  

This is collateral to what I was doing.175 

 

The next morning, on May 10, amidst the press coverage of his trip, Mr. Giuliani 

tweeted: 

 

Explain to me why Biden shouldnôt be investigated if his son got millions from a Russian 

loving crooked Ukrainian oligarch while He was VP and point man for Ukraine. 

Ukrainians are investigating and your fellow Dems are interfering. Election is 17 months 

away. Letôs answer it now176 

 

He then had another flurry of calls with Mr. Parnas.  Shortly after 2:00 p.m., Eastern 

Time, Mr. Giuliani also spoke with Ambassador Volker on the phone. 177 Ambassador Volker 

had learned that Mr. Giuliani intended to travel to Ukraine ñto pursue these allegations that 

Lutsenko had made, and he was going to investigate these thingsòðspecifically, the debunked 

story that Vice President Biden had improperly pressured Ukraine to fire a corrupt prosecutor 

general, as well as the Russian-backed conspiracy that the Ukrainians interfered in the 2016 U.S. 

election.178  Ambassador Volker testified that he had a simple warning for Mr. Giuliani: 

Prosecutor General Lutsenko ñis not credible.  Donôt listen to what he is saying.ò179  Call records 

obtained by the Committees reveal that their call lasted more than 30 minutes.180   

 

Call records also show that around midday on May 10, Mr. Giuliani began trading 

aborted calls with Kashyap ñKashò Patel, an official at the National Security Council who 

previously served on Ranking Member Devin Nunesô staff on the Intelligence Committee.  Mr. 

Patel successfully connected with Mr. Giuliani less than an hour after Mr. Giulianiôs call with 

Ambassador Volker.  Beginning at 3:23 p.m., Eastern Time, Mr. Patel and Mr. Giuliani spoke for 

over 25 minutes.181  Five minutes after Mr. Patel and Mr. Giuliani disconnected, an unidentified  

ñ-1ò number connected with Mr. Giuliani for over 17 minutes.182  Shortly thereafter, Mr. Giuliani 

spoke with Mr. Parnas for approximately 12 minutes.183   

 

That same afternoon, President Trump conducted a 15-minute long phone interview with 

Politico.  In response to a question about Mr. Giulianiôs upcoming visit to Kyiv, the President 

replied, ñI have not spoken to him at any great length, but I will é I will speak to him about it 

before he leaves.ò184   

 

Recently, when asked what Mr. Giuliani was doing in Ukraine on his behalf, the 

President responded:  ñWell, you have to ask that to Rudy, but Rudy, I donôt, I donôt even know.  

I know he was going to go to Ukraine, and I think he canceled a trip.ò185  Prior to that, on 

October 2, the President publicly stated;  ñAnd just so you know, weôve been investigating, on a 

personal basisðthrough Rudy and others, lawyersðcorruption in the 2016 election.ò186  On 

October 4, the President publicly stated:  ñIf we feel thereôs corruption, like I feel there was in 

the 2016 campaignðthere was tremendous corruption against meðif we feel thereôs corruption, 

we have a right to go to a foreign country.ò187 
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By the evening of May 10, Mr. Giuliani appeared to have concerns about the incoming 

Ukrainian president.  He appeared on Fox News and announced, ñIôm not going to goò to 

Ukraine ñbecause I think Iôm walking into a group of people that are enemies of the 

President.ò188  In a text message to Politico, Mr. Giuliani alleged the original offer for a meeting 

with Mr. Zelensky was a ñset upò orchestrated by ñseveral vocal criticsò of President Trump who 

were advising President-elect Zelensky.189  Mr. Giuliani declared that President-elect Zelensky 

ñis in [the] hands of avowed enemies of Pres[ident] Trump.ò190 

 

Like Mr. Giuliani, President Trump would express hostility toward Ukraine in the days 

and weeks to come. 

 

Russian President Putin and Hungarian Prime Minister Orban  

Counseled President Trump on Ukraine  

 

In early May, Mr. Giuliani was not the only person who conveyed his skepticism of 

Ukraine to President Trump.  The President reportedly discussed Ukraine with Russian President 

Vladimir Putin when they spoke by phone on May 3.  President Trump posted on Twitter that he 

ñ[h]ad a long and very good conversation with President Putin of Russiaò and discussed ñeven 

the óRussian Hoaxôòðan apparent reference to the unanimous finding by the U.S. Intelligence 

Community that Russia interfered in the 2016 election with the aim of assisting President 

Trumpôs candidacy.191  Mr. Kent subsequently heard from Dr. Hill, the NSCôs Senior Director 

for Europe and Russia, that President Putin also expressed negative views about Ukraine to 

President Trump.  He testified that President Putinôs motivation in undercutting President-elect 

Zelensky was ñvery clearò: 

 

He denies the existence of Ukraine as a nation and a country, as he told President Bush in 

Bucharest in 2008.  He invaded and occupied 7 percent of Ukraineôs territory and heôs led 

to the death of 13,000 Ukrainians on Ukrainian territory since 2014 as a result of 

aggression.  So thatôs his agenda, the agenda of creating a greater Russia and ensuring 

that Ukraine does not survive independently.192 

 

On May 13, President Trump met one-on-one for an hour with Hungarian Prime Minister 

Viktor Orban.  President Trump offered the leader a warm reception in the Oval Office and 

claimed Prime Minister Orban had ñdone a tremendous job in so many different ways.  Highly 

respected.  Respected all over Europe.ò193  The European Union and many European leaders, 

however, have widely condemned Mr. Orban for undermining Hungaryôs democratic institutions 

and promoting anti-Semitism and xenophobia.194 

 

Mr. Kent explained to the Committees that Prime Minister Orbanôs ñanimus towards 

Ukraine is well-known, documented, and has lasted now two years.ò  Due to a dispute over the 

rights of 130,000 ethnic Hungarians who live in Ukraine, Kent noted that Prime Minister Orban 

ñblocked all meetings in NATO with Ukraine at the ministerial level or above,ò undercutting 

U.S. and European efforts to support Ukraine in its war against Russia.195  Nonetheless, President 

Trump told reporters prior to his meeting with Prime Minister Orban to not ñforget theyôre a 

member of NATO, and a very good member of NATO.ò196 
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Commenting on what Dr. Hill shared with him following the May 3 call and May 13 

meeting, Mr. Kent said he understood President Trumpôs discussions about Ukraine with 

President Putin and Prime Minister Orban ñas being similar in tone and approach.ò  He explained 

that ñboth leadersò had ñextensively talked Ukraine down, said it was corrupt, said Zelensky was 

in the thrall of oligarchsò the effect of which was ñnegatively shaping a picture of Ukraine, and 

even President Zelensky personally.ò197  The veteran State Department diplomat concluded, 

ñ[T]hose two world leaders [Putin and Orban], along with former Mayor Giuliani, their 

communications with President Trump shaped the Presidentôs view of Ukraine and Zelensky, 

and would account for the change from a very positive first call on April 21 to his negative 

assessment of Ukraine.ò198 

 

President Trump Instructs Vice President Pence Not to Attend  

President Zelenskyôs Inauguration 

 

On Monday, May 13, at approximately 11:00 a.m. Eastern Time, Ms. Williams received 

a call from an assistant to the Vice Presidentôs chief of staff.199  President Trump, the assistant 

relayed, had ñdecided that the Vice President would not attend the inauguration in Ukraine,ò 

despite the fact that Vice President Pence previously had accepted the invitation.200  Ms. 

Williams was never given a reason for the change in President Trumpôs decision.201  

 

Mr. Holmes later testified that: 

 

[The U.S. Embassy in Kyiv had] gone back and forth with NSC staff about proposing a 

list of potential members of the delegation.  It was initially quite a long list. We had 

asked who would be the senior [U.S.] member of that delegation.  We were told that Vice 

President Pence was likely to be that senior member, it was not yet fully agreed to.  And 

so we were anticipating that to be the case. And then the Giuliani event happened, and 

then we heard that he was not going to play that role.202   

 

Asked to clarify what he meant by ñthe Giuliani event,ò Mr. Holmes replied, ñthe interview 

basically saying that he had planned to travel to Ukraine, but he canceled his trip because there 

were, quote, unquote, enemies of the U.S. President in Zelenskyôs orbit.ò203 

 

One of the individuals around President-elect Zelensky whom Mr. Giuliani publicly 

criticized was the oligarch Mr. Kolomoisky, who had refused to set up a meeting between Mr. 

Giuliani and President Zelensky.  On May 18, Mr. Giuliani complained on Twitter that the 

oligarch ñreturned from a long exile and immediately threatened and defamed two Americans, 

Lev Parnas and Igor Fruman. They are my clients and I have advised them to press charges.ò204   

 

Mr. Kolomoisky responded to Mr. Giuliani in a televised interview and declared, ñLook, 

there is Giuliani, and two clowns, Lev Parnas and Igor Fruman, who were engaging in nonsense. 

They are Giulianiôs clients.ò  He added:  ñThey came here and told us that they would organize a 

meeting with Zelensky. They allegedly struck a deal with [Prosecutor-General Yuriy] Lutsenko 

about the fate of this criminal caseðBurisma, [former Vice President] Biden, meddling in the 

U.S. election and so on.ò205  He warned that a ñbig scandal may break out, and not only in 
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Ukraine, but in the United States.  That is, it may turn out to be a clear conspiracy against 

Biden.ò206 

 

Despite Ukraineôs significance to U.S. national security as a bulwark against Russian 

aggression and the renewed opportunity that President Zelenskyôs administration offered for 

bringing Ukraine closer to the United States and Europe, President Trump did not ask Secretary 

of State Michael Pompeo, Acting Secretary of Defense Patrick Shanahan, or National Security 

Advisor John Bolton to lead the delegation to President Zelenskyôs inauguration.  Instead, 

according to Mr. Holmes, the White House ñultimately whittled back an initial proposed list for 

the official delegation to the inauguration from over a dozen individuals to just five.ò207  

 

Topping that list was Secretary Perry.  Accompanying him were Ambassador Sondland, 

U.S. Special Representative for Ukraine Negotiations Ambassador Volker, and NSC Director for 

Ukraine Lt. Col. Alexander Vindman.208  Acting Deputy Chief of Mission (Charg® dôAffaires) of 

U.S. Embassy Kyiv Joseph Pennington joined the delegation, in place of outgoing U.S. 

Ambassador to Ukraine Marie Yovanovitch.  U.S. Senator Ron Johnson also attended the 

inauguration and joined several meetings with the presidential delegation.  When asked if this 

delegation was ña good group,ò Mr. Holmes replied that it ñwas not as senior a delegation as we 

[the U.S. embassy] might have expected.ò209 

  

Secretary Perry, Ambassador Volker, and Ambassador Sondland subsequently began to 

refer to themselves as the ñThree Amigos.ò  During the delegationôs meeting with President 

Zelensky, Mr. Holmes recounted that ñSecretary Perry passed President Zelensky a list of, quote, 

ópeople he trustsô from whom Zelensky could seek advice on energy sector reform, which was 

the topic of subsequent meetings between Secretary Perry and key Ukrainian energy sector 

contacts, from which Embassy personnel were excluded by Secretary Perryôs staff.ò210   

 

Mr. Holmes assessed that the delegationôs visit proceeded smoothly, although ñat one 

point during a preliminary meeting of the inaugural delegation, someone in the group wondered 

aloud about why Mr. Giuliani was so active in the media with respect to Ukraine.ò211  

Ambassador Sondland responded:  ñDammit, Rudy.  Every time Rudy gets involved he goes and 

effs everything up.ò 212  Mr. Holmes added:  ñHe used the óFô word.ò213   

 

By the time of the inauguration, Mr. Holmes assessed that President Zelensky and the 

Ukrainians were already starting to feel pressure to conduct political investigations related to 

former Vice President Biden.214  Lt. Col. Vindman also was concerned about the potentially 

negative consequences of Mr. Giulianiôs political efforts on behalf of President Trumpðboth for 

U.S. national security and also Ukraineôs longstanding history of bipartisan support in the U.S. 

Congress.215   

 

During the U.S. delegationôs meeting with President Zelensky on the margins of the 

inauguration, Lt. Col. Vindman was the last person to speak.216  He ñoffered two pieces of 

adviceò to President Zelensky.  First, he advised the new leader, ñbe particularly cautious with 

regards to Russia, and its desire to provoke Ukraine.ò 217  And second, Lt. Col. Vindman warned, 

ñstay out of U.S. domestic é politics.ò 218  Referencing the activities of Mr. Giuliani, Lt. Col 

Vindman explained:  
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[I] n the March and April timeframe, it became clear that there wereðthere were actors in 

the U.S., public actors, nongovernmental actors that were promoting the idea of 

investigations and 2016 Ukrainian interference.  And it was consistent with U.S. policy to 

advise any country, all the countries in my portfolio, any country in the world, to not 

participate in U.S. domestic politics.  So I was passing the same advice consistent with 

U.S. policy.219  

 

U.S. Officials Briefed President Trump About their Positive Impressions of Ukraine 

 

Ambassadors Volker and Sondland left Kyiv with ña very favorable impressionò of the 

new Ukrainian leader.220  They believed it was important that President Trump ñpersonally 

engage with the President of Ukraine in order to demonstrate full U.S. support for him,ò 

including by inviting him to Washington for a meeting in the Oval Office.221  It was agreed that 

the delegation would request a meeting with President Trump and personally convey their 

advice.  They were granted time with President Trump on May 23.   

 

According to Mr. Kent, the delegation was able to secure the Oval Office meeting shortly 

after the return from Kyiv because of Ambassador Sondlandôs ñconnectionsò to Acting White 

House Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney and President Trump.222  Christopher Anderson, Special 

Advisor to Ambassador Kurt Volker, also attributed the delegationôs ability to quickly confirm a 

meeting with President Trump to Ambassador Sondlandôs ñconnections to the White House.ò223  

 

 At the May 23 meeting, Ambassadors Sondland and Volker were joined by Secretary 

Perry, Senator Johnson, and Dr. Charles M. Kupperman, the Deputy National Security Advisor.  

Mr. Mulvaney may have also participated.224  

 

Lt. Col. Vindman, who had represented the White House at President Zelenskyôs 

inauguration, did not participate in the meeting.  Dr. Hill directed him not to join, because she 

had learned that ñthere was some confusionò from the President ñover who the director for 

Ukraine is.ò225  Specifically, Dr. Hill testified that around the time of the May 23 debriefing in 

the Oval Office, she ñbecame aware by chance and accidentò that President Trump had requested 

to speak with the NSCôs Ukraine director about unspecified ñmaterials.ò226  A member of the 

NSC executive secretaryôs staff stated that in response to the Presidentôs request, ñwe might be 

reaching out to Kash.ò227   

 

Dr. Hill testified that she understood the staff to be referring to Mr. Patel, who then 

served as a director in the NSCôs directorate of International Organizations and Alliances, not the 

directorate of Europe and Russia.228  She subsequently consulted with Dr. Kupperman and 

sought to clarify if Mr. Patel ñhad some special é Ambassador Sondland-like representational 

role on Ukraineò that she had not been informed about, but ñcouldnôt elicit any information about 

that.ò229  All Dr. Kupperman said was that he would look into the matter.230  Dr. Hill also 

testified that she never saw or learned more about the Ukraine-related ñmaterialsò that the 

President believed he had received from Mr. Patel, who maintained a close relationship with 

Ranking Member Nunes after leaving his staff to join the NSC.231   
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President Trump Put the Three Amigos in Charge of the United Statesô Ukraine Relationship 

and Directed Them to ñTalk to Rudyò About Ukraine 

 

According to witness testimony, the May 23 debriefing with the President in the Oval 

Office proved consequential for two reasons.  President Trump authorized Ambassador 

Sondland, Secretary Perry, and Ambassador Volker to lead engagement with the President 

Zelenskyôs new administration in Ukraine.  He instructed them, however, to talk to and 

coordinate with his personal attorney, Mr. Giuliani.  

 

Ambassador Sondland, Ambassador Volker, Secretary Perry, and Senator Johnson ñtook 

turnsò making their case ñthat this is a new crowd, itôs a new Presidentò in Ukraine who was 

ñcommitted to doing the right things,ò including fighting corruption.232  According to 

Ambassador Sondland, the group ñemphasized the strategic importance of Ukraineò and the 

value to the United States of strengthening the relationship with President Zelensky.233  They 

recommended that President Trump once again call President Zelensky and follow through on 

his April 21 invitation for President Zelensky to meet with him in the Oval Office.234   

 

President Trump reacted negatively to the positive assessment of Ukraine.  Ambassador 

Volker recalled that President Trump said Ukraine is ña terrible place, all corrupt, terrible 

peopleò and was ñjust dumping on Ukraine.ò235  This echoed Mr. Giulianiôs public statements 

about Ukraine during early May.   

 

According to both Ambassadors Volker and Sondland, President Trump also alleged, 

without offering any evidence, that Ukraine ñtried to take me downò in the 2016 election.236  The 

President emphasized that he ñdidnôt believeò the delegationôs positive assessment of the new 

Ukrainian president, and added ñthatôs not what I hearò from Mr. Giuliani.237  President Trump 

said that Mr. Giuliani ñknows all of these thingsò and knows that President Zelensky has ñsome 

bad people around him.ò238  Rather than committing to an Oval Office meeting with the 

Ukrainian leader, President Trump directed the delegation to ñ[t]alk to Rudy, talk to Rudy.ò239   

 

Ambassador Sondland testified that the ñThree Amigosò saw the writing on the wall and 

concluded ñthat if we did not talk to Rudy, nothing would move forward on Ukraine.ò240  He 

continued:  

 

[B]ased on the Presidentôs direction we were faced with a choice.  We could abandon the 

goal of a White House meeting for President Zelensky, which we all believed was crucial 

to strengthening U.S.-Ukrainian ties é or we could do as President Trump directed and 

talk to Mr. Giuliani to address the Presidentôs concerns.  We chose the latter path.241 

 

Ambassador Volker reached a similar conclusion.  He believed ñthat the messages being 

conveyed by Mr. Giuliani were a problem, because they were at variance with what our official 

message to the President was, and not conveying that positive assessment that we all had.  And 

so, I thought it was important to try to step in and fix the problem.ò242  Ultimately, however, the 

ñproblemò posed by the Presidentôs instruction to coordinate regarding Ukraine with his personal 

attorney persisted and would become more acute. 
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After the May 23 meeting, Ambassador Sondland stayed behind with President Trump 

and personally confirmed that the Three Amigos ñwould be working on the Ukraine file.ò243   

 

Multiple witnesses testified about this shift in personnel in charge of the Ukraine 

relationship.244  Mr. Kent recalled that, after the Oval Office meeting, Secretary Perry, 

Ambassador Sondland, and Ambassador Volker began ñasserting that, going forward, they 

would be the drivers of the relationship with Ukraine.ò245  Catherine Croft, Special Advisor to 

Ambassador Kurt Volker, recalled that ñSondland, Volker, and sort of Perry, as a troika, or as the 

Three Amigos, had been sort of tasked with Ukraine policyò by President Trump.246  Under 

Secretary of State for Political Affairs David Hale testified about his understanding of the 

meeting, ñ[I]t was clear that the President, from the readout I had received, the President had 

tasked that group, members of that delegation to pursue these objectives:  the meeting, and the 

policy goals that I outlined earlier.  So I was, you know, knowing I was aware that Ambassador 

Volker and Ambassador Sondland would be doing that.ò247 

 

On a June 10 conference call with the Three Amigos, ñSecretary Perry laid out for 

Ambassador Bolton the notion thatò they ñwould assist Ambassador Taylor on Ukraine and be 

there to supportò him as the U.S.-Ukraine relationship ñmove[ed] forward.ò248  

 

 This de facto change in authority was never officially communicated to other officials, 

including Dr. Hill, who had responsibility for Ukraine at the National Security Council.249  

 

U.S. Officials Collaborated with Rudy Giuliani to Advance the Presidentôs Political Agenda  

 

Ambassador Sondland testified that in the weeks and months after the May 23 Oval 

Office meeting, ñeveryone was in the loopò regarding Mr. Giulianiôs role in advancing the 

Presidentôs scheme regarding Ukraine.250  The ñThree Amigosò did as the President ordered and 

began communicating with Mr. Giuliani.  E-mail messages described to the Committees by 

Ambassador Sondland showed that he informed Mr. Mulvaney, Ambassador Bolton, and 

Secretaries Pompeo and Perry, as well as their immediate staffs, of his Ukraine-related efforts on 

behalf of the President.251   

 

According to Ambassador Sondland, Secretary Perry agreed to reach out to Mr. Giuliani 

first ñgiven their prior relationship.ò252  Secretary Perry discussed with Mr. Giuliani the political 

concerns that President Trump articulated in the May 23 meeting.253   

 

Dr. Hill testified that Ambassador Volker, Ambassador Sondland, and Secretary Perry 

ñgave us every impression that they were meeting with Rudy Giuliani at this point, and Rudy 

Giuliani was also saying on the television, and indeed has said subsequently, that he was closely 

coordinating with the State Department.ò254  These meetings ran counter to Ambassador Boltonôs 

repeated declarations that ñnobody should be meeting with Giulianiò255   

 

Like Dr. Hill, Ambassador Bolton also closely tracked Mr. Giulianiôs activities on behalf 

of the President.  According to Dr. Hill, Ambassador Bolton closely monitored Mr. Giulianiôs 

public statements and repeatedly referred to Mr. Giuliani as a ñhand grenade that was going to 

blow everyone up.ò256  During a meeting on June 13, Ambassador Bolton made clear that he 
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supported more engagement with Ukraine by senior White House officials but warned that ñMr. 

Giuliani was a key voice with the President on Ukraine.ò257  According to Ambassador Bolton, 

Mr. Giulianiôs influence ñcould be an obstacle to increased White House engagement.ò258  

Ambassador Bolton joked that ñevery time Ukraine is mentioned, Giuliani pops up.ò259 

 

Ambassador Bolton also reportedly joined Dr. Hill in warning Ambassador Volker 

against contacting Mr. Giuliani.260  Dr. Hill was particularly concerned about engagement with 

Mr. Giuliani because ñthe more you engage with someone who is spreading untruths, the more 

validity you give to those untruths.ò261  She further testified that she also discussed Mr. 

Giulianiôs activities with Dr. Kupperman, specifically her concern that ñUkraine was going to be 

played by Giuliani in some way as part of the campaign.ò262 

 

On June 18, Ambassador Volker, Acting Assistant Secretary of State Ambassador Philip 

T. Reeker, Secretary Perry, Ambassador Sondland, and State Department Counselor T. Ulrich 

Brechbuhl participated in a meeting at the Department of Energy to follow up to the May 23 

Oval Office meeting.263  Ambassador Bill Taylor, Chargé dôAffaires for U.S. Embassy in Kyiv, 

who had arrived in Ukraine just the day before, participated by phone from Kyiv.264  The group 

agreed that a meeting between President Trump and President Zelensky would be valuable.265  

However, Ambassadors Volker and Sondland subsequently relayed to Ambassador Taylor that 

President Trump ñwanted to hear from Zelensky before scheduling the meeting in the Oval 

Office.ò266  Ambassador Taylor testified that he did not understand, at that time, what the 

President wanted to hear from his Ukrainian counterpart.267  However, Ambassador Volkerôs 

assistant, Mr. Anderson, recalled ñvague discussionsò about addressing ñMr. Giulianiôs 

continued calls for a corruption investigation.ò268   

 

The quid pro quoðconditioning the Oval Office meeting that President Trump first 

offered the Ukrainian leader during their April 21 call on the Ukrainiansô pursuit of 

investigations that would benefit President Trump politicallyðwas beginning to take shape.  As 

Ambassador Sondland testified, the conditions put on the White House meeting and on Ukraineôs 

continued engagement with the White House would get ñmore insidiousò with the passage of 

time.269 

 

President Trump Invited Foreign Interference in the 2020 Election 

 

As U.S. officials debated how to meet the Presidentôs demands as articulated by Mr. 

Giuliani, President Trump publicly disclosed on June 12 in an Oval Office interview with ABC 

Newsô anchor George Stephanopoulos that there was ñnothing wrong with listeningò to a foreign 

power who offered political dirt on an opponent.  The President added, ñI think Iôd want to hear 

it.ò   

 

Mr. Stephanopoulos then pressed the President directly, ñYou want that kind of 

interference in our elections?ò to which President Trump replied, ñItôs not an interference, they 

have information.  I think Iôd take it.ò270  President Trump also made clear that he did not think a 

foreign power offering damaging information on an opponent was necessarily wrong, and said 

only that he would ñmaybeò contact the FBI ñif I thought there was something wrong.ò271   
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President Trumpôs willingness to accept foreign interference in a U.S. election during his 

interview with Mr. Stephanopoulos was consistent with tweets and interviews by Mr. Giuliani at 

this time.  For example, on June 21, Mr. Giuliani tweeted: 

 

New Pres of Ukraine still silent on investigation of Ukrainian interference in 2016 

election and alleged Biden bribery of Pres Poroshenko.  Time for leadership and 

investigate both if you want to purge how Ukraine was abused by Hillary and Obama 

people.272   

 

On June 18, Dr. Hill met with Ambassador Sondland at the White House.  She ñasked him 

quite bluntlyò what his role was in Ukraine.  Ambassador Sondland replied that ñhe was in 

charge of Ukraine.ò273  Dr. Hill was taken aback and a bit irritated.  She prodded Ambassador 

Sondland again and asked, ñWho put you in charge of Ukraine?ò  Dr. Hill testified:  ñAnd, you 

know, Iôll admit, I was a bit rude.  And thatôs when he told me the President, which shut me 

up.ò274   

 

Dr. Hill tried to impress upon Ambassador Sondland the ñimportance of coordinatingò 

with other national security officials in the conduct of Ukraine policy, including the NSC staff 

and the State Department.  Ambassador Sondland ñretortedò that he was ñcoordinating with the 

Presidentò and Mr. Mulvaney, ñfilling inò Ambassador Bolton, and talking to State Department 

Counselor Ulrich Brechbuhl.  Ambassador Sondland asked:  ñWho else did he have to 

inform?ò275  

 

Dr. Hill stated that, in hindsight, with the benefit of the sworn testimony by others during 

the impeachment inquiry and seeing documents displayed by witnesses, she realized that she and 

Ambassador Sondland were working on two fundamentally different tasks.  Dr. Hill testified: 

 

But it struck me when yesterday, when you put up on the screen Ambassador Sondland's 

emails and who was on these emails, and he said, These are the people who need to 

know, that he was absolutely right.  Because he was being involved in a domestic 

political errand, and we were being involved in national security foreign policy, and those 

two things had just diverged.  So he was correct.  And I had not put my finger on that at 

the moment, but I was irritated with him and angry with him that he wasn't fully 

coordinating.  And I did say to him, Ambassador Sondland, Gordon, I think this is all 

going to blow up.  And here we are. 276   

 

Reflecting on her June 18 conversation with Ambassador Sondland, Dr. Hill concluded:  

 

Ambassador Sondland is not wrong that he had been given a different remit than we had 

been.  And it was at that moment that I started to realize how those things had diverged.  

And I realized, in fact, that I wasnôt really being fair to Ambassador Sondland, because 

he was carrying out what he thought he had been instructed to carry out, and we were 

doing something that we thought was just asðor perhaps even more important, but it 

wasnôt in the same channel.277   
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3. The President Froze Military Assistance to Ukraine 

 

 

The President froze military assistance to Ukraine against U.S. national security interests 

and over the objections of career experts. 

 

 

Overview 

 

Since 2014, the United States has maintained a bipartisan policy of delivering hundreds 

of millions of dollars in security assistance to Ukraine each year.  These funds benefit the 

security of the United States and Europe by ensuring that Ukraine is equipped to defend itself 

against Russian aggression.  In 2019, that bipartisan policy was undermined when President 

Trump ordered, without justification, a freeze on military assistance to Ukraine.  

 

For fiscal year 2019, Congress authorized and appropriated $391 million in security 

assistance:  $250 million through the Department of Defenseôs (DOD) Ukraine Security 

Assistance Initiative and $141 million through the State Departmentôs Foreign Military 

Financing program.  In July 2019, however, President Trump ordered the Office of Management 

and Budget (OMB) to put a hold on all $391 million in security assistance to Ukraine.   

 

The hold surprised experts from DOD and the State Department.  DOD had already 

announced its intent to deliver security assistance to Ukraine after certifying that the country had 

implemented sufficient anti-corruption reforms, and the State Department was in the process of 

notifying Congress of its intent to deliver foreign military financing to Ukraine.  In a series of 

interagency meetings, every represented agency other than OMB (which is headed by Mick 

Mulvaney, who is also the Presidentôs Acting Chief of Staff) supported the provision of 

assistance to Ukraine and objected to President Trumpôs hold.  Ukraine experts at DOD, the 

State Department, and the National Security Council (NSC) argued that it was in the national 

security interest of the United States to continue to support Ukraine.  Agency experts also 

expressed concerns about the legality of President Trump withholding assistance to Ukraine that 

Congress had already appropriated for this express purpose.   

 

Despite these concerns, OMB devised a plan to implement President Trumpôs hold on the 

assistance.  On July 25, 2019, OMB began using a series of footnotes in funding documents to 

notify DOD that the assistance funds were temporarily on hold to allow for interagency review.  

Throughout August and September, OMB continued to use this method and rationale to maintain 

the hold, long after the final interagency meeting on Ukraine assistance occurred on July 31.  The 

hold continued despite concerns from DOD that the hold would threaten its ability to fully spend 

the money before the end of the fiscal year, as legally required.   

 

On July 25ðthe same day as President Trumpôs call with President Zelenskyðofficials 

at Ukraineôs embassy emailed DOD to ask about the status of the hold.  By mid-August, officials 

at DOD, the State Department, and the NSC received numerous questions from Ukrainian 

officials about the hold.  President Trumpôs hold on the Ukraine assistance was publicly reported 

on August 28, 2019.   
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Security Assistance to Ukraine is Important to U.S. National Security Interests 

 

The United States has an interest in providing security assistance to Ukraine to support 

the country in its longstanding battle against Russian aggression and to shore it up as an 

independent and democratic country that can deter Kremlin influence in both Ukraine and other 

European countries.  In early 2014, in what became known as the Revolution of Dignity, 

Ukrainian citizens demanded democratic reforms and an end to corruption, thereby forcing the 

ouster of pro-Kremlin Viktor Yanukovych as Ukraineôs president.  Shortly thereafter, Russian 

military forces and their proxies began an incursion into Ukraine that led to Russiaôs illegal 

annexation of the Crimean Peninsula of Ukraine, as well as the ongoing, Russian-led armed 

conflict in the Donbass region of eastern Ukraine.  Approximately 13,000 people have been 

killed as a result of the conflict and over 1.4 million people have been displaced.278   

 

Former U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, Nikki Haley, noted that ñmilitants in 

eastern Ukraine report directly to the Russian military, which arms them, trains them, leads them, 

and fights alongside them.ò279  Similarly, then-Secretary of Defense James Mattis, during a visit 

to Ukraine in 2017, chided Russia, stating that ñdespite Russiaôs denials, we know they are 

seeking to redraw international borders by force, undermining the sovereign and free nations of 

Europe.ò280   

 

In response to Russiaôs aggression, the international community imposed financial and 

visa sanctions on Russian individuals and entities, and committed to providing billions of dollars 

in economic, humanitarian, and security assistance to Ukraine to continue to support its 

sovereignty and democratic development.   

 

The European Union is the single largest contributor of total foreign assistance to 

Ukraine, having provided ú15 billion in grants and loans since 2014.281  In addition to economic 

and humanitarian assistance, the United States has contributed a substantial amount of security 

assistance, mostly lethal and non-lethal military equipment and training, to Ukraine.  In fact, the 

United States is the largest contributor of security assistance to Ukraine.  Since 2014, the United 

States has delivered approximately $1.5 billion in security assistance to Ukraine.282 

 

Multiple witnessesðincluding Ambassador William Taylor, Deputy Assistant Secretary 

of State George Kent, Lt. Col. Alexander Vindman, and Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 

Laura Cooperðtestified that this security assistance to Ukraine is vital to the national security of 

the United States and Europe.283  As Ambassador Taylor noted:  

 

[R]adar and weapons and sniper rifles, communication, that saves lives.  It makes the 

Ukrainians more effective.  It might even shorten the war.  Thatôs what our hope is, to 

show that the Ukrainians can defend themselves and the Russians, in the end, will say 

ñOkay, weôre going to stop.ò284  

 

State Department Special Advisor for Ukraine, Catherine Croft, further emphasized that 

Ukrainians currently ñface casualties nearly every day in defense of their own territory against 

Russian aggression.ò285  Ambassador Taylor testified that American aid is a concrete 

demonstration of the United Statesô ñcommitment to resist aggression and defend freedom.ò286   
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Witnesses also testified that it is in the interest of the United States for Russian 

aggression to be halted in Ukraine.  In the 20th century, the United States fought two bloody 

wars to resist the aggression of a hostile power that tried to change the borders of Europe by 

force.  As Ambassador Taylor put it, Russian aggression in Ukraine ñdismissed all the principles 

that have kept the peace and contributed to prosperity in Europe since World War II.ò287   

 

Timothy Morrison, former Senior Director for Europe and Russia at the NSC, put the 

importance of U.S. assistance in stark terms:  

 

Russia is a failing power, but it is still a dangerous one.  The United States aids Ukraine 

and her people so that they can fight Russia over there, and we donôt have to fight Russia 

here.288 

 

Bipartisan Support for Security Assistance to Ukraine 

 

Congressional support for security assistance to Ukraine has been overwhelming and 

bipartisan.  Congress provided $391 million in security assistance to Ukraine for fiscal year 

2019:  $250 million through the DOD-administered Ukraine Security Assistance Initiative 

(USAI) and $141 million through the State Department-administered Foreign Military Financing 

program. 

 

On September 26, 2018, Congress appropriated $250 million for the Ukraine Security 

Assistance Initiative, which is funded through DOD.  The funding law made clear that the 

funding was only ñavailable until September 30, 2019.ò  President Trump signed the bill into law 

on September 28, 2018.289 

 

The Ukraine Security Assistance Initiativeða Congressionally-mandated program 

codifying portions of the European Reassurance Initiative, which was originally launched by the 

Obama Administration in 2015ðauthorizes DOD to provide ñsecurity assistance and 

intelligence support, including training, equipment, and logistics support, supplies and services, 

to military and other security forces of the Government of Ukraine.ò290  Recognizing that 

strengthening Ukraineôs institutions, in addition to its military, is vital to helping it break free of 

Russiaôs influence, Congress imposed conditions upon DOD before it could spend a portion of 

the security assistance funds.  Half of the money was held in reserve until the Secretary of 

Defense, in coordination with the Secretary of State, certified to Congress that Ukraine had 

undertaken sufficient anti-corruption reforms, such as in civilian control of the military and 

increased transparency and accountability.291  

 

On February 28, 2019, John C. Rood, Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, notified 

Congress that DOD intended to deliver the first half ($125 million) of assistance appropriated in 

September 2018 to Ukraine, including ñmore than $50 million of assistance to deliver counter-

artillery radars and defensive lethal assistance.ò292  Congress cleared the Congressional 

notification, which enabled DOD to begin obligating (spending) funds.293  

 

For Ukraine to qualify to receive the remaining $125 million of assistance, Congress 

required that the Secretary of Defense, in coordination with the Secretary of State, certify that the 



70 

 

Government of Ukraine had taken substantial anticorruption reform actions.294  Ms. Cooper and 

others at DOD conducted a review to evaluate whether Ukraine had met the required 

benchmarks.295  Ms. Cooper explained that the review involved ñpulling in all the views of the 

key experts on Ukraine defense, and coming up with a consensus view,ò which was then run ñup 

the chain in the Defense Department, to ensure we have approval.ò296    

 

On May 23, 2019, Under Secretary Rood certified to Congress that Ukraine had 

completed the requisite defense institutional reforms to qualify for the remaining $125 million in 

funds.  He wrote:  

 

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, and in coordination with the Secretary of State, I 

have certified that the Government of Ukraine has taken substantial actions to make 

defense institutional reforms for the purposes of decreasing corruption, increasing 

accountability, and sustaining improvements of combat capability enabled by U.S. 

assistance.297 

 

Congress then cleared the related Congressional notification, which enabled DOD to begin 

obligating the remaining $125 million in funds.298  

 

On June 18, 2019, DOD issued a press release announcing its intention to provide $250 

million in security assistance funds to Ukraine ñfor additional training, equipment, and advisory 

efforts to build the capacity of Ukraineôs armed forces.ò  DOD announced that the security 

assistance would provide Ukraine with sniper rifles, rocket-propelled grenade launchers, and 

counter-artillery radars, command and control, electronic warfare detection and secure 

communications, military mobility, night vision, and military medical treatment.299 

 

On February 15, 2019, Congress also appropriated $115 million for Ukraine through the 

State Department-administered Foreign Military Financing Program (FMF).300  The Foreign 

Military Financing Program is administered by the State Department and provides grants or 

loans to foreign countries to help them purchase military services or equipment manufactured by 

U.S. companies in the United States.  In addition to the $115 million appropriated for fiscal year 

2019, approximately $26 million carried over from fiscal year 2018.301  Thus, the total amount of 

foreign military financing available for Ukraine was approximately $141 million.   

 

Before a country receives foreign military financing, the State Department must first seek 

Congressional approval through a notification to Congress.302  The State Department never sent 

the required Congressional notification to Congress in the spring or summer of 2019.  As 

described below, OMB blocked the notification.303 

 

President Trump Had Questions About Ukraine Security Assistance 

 

The day after DOD issued its June 18 press release announcing $250 million in security 

assistance funds for Ukraine, President Trump started asking OMB questions about the funding 

for Ukraine.  On June 19, Mark Sandy, Deputy Associate Director for National Security 

Programs at OMB, was copied on an email from his boss, Michael Duffey, Associate Director 

for National Security Programs at OMB, to Elaine McCusker, Deputy Under Secretary of 
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Defense (Comptroller) that said that ñthe President had questions about the press report and that 

he was seeking additional information.ò304  Notably, the same day, President Trump gave an 

interview on Fox News where he raised the so-called ñCrowdstrikeò conspiracy theory that 

Ukraine, rather than Russia, had interfered in the 2016 election, a line he would repeat during his 

July 25 call with the Ukrainian president.305    

 

On June 20, in response to the Presidentôs inquiry, Ms. McCusker responded to President 

Trumpôs inquiry by providing Mr. Sandy information on the security assistance program.306  Mr. 

Sandy shared the document with Mr. Duffey, who had follow-up questions about the ñfinancial 

resources associated with the program, in particular,ò the ñhistory of the appropriations, [and] 

any more details about the intent of the program.ò307  Mr. Sandy said that his staff provided the 

relevant information to Mr. Duffey, but he did not know whether Mr. Duffey shared the 

information with the White House.308   

 

Ms. Cooper also recalled receiving an email inquiring about DOD-administered Ukraine 

security assistance a ñfew daysò after DODôs June 18, 2019 press release.309  The email was from 

the Secretary of Defenseôs Chief of Staff, ñasking for follow-up on a meeting with the 

President.ò  The email contained three questions:   

 

And the one question was related to U.S. industry.  Did U.Sðis U.S. industry providing 

any of this equipment?  The second question that I recall was related to international 

contributions.  It asked, what are other countries doing, something to that effect.  And 

then the third question, I donôt recallðI mean, with any of these I donôt recall the exact 

wording, but it was something to the effect of, you know, who gave this money, or who 

gave this funding?310 

 

Like Mr. Sandy, Ms. Cooper believed that the Presidentôs inquiries were spurred by 

DODôs June 18 press release.  She testified, ñwe did get that series of questions just within a few 

days after the press release and after that one article that had the headline.ò311  Ms. Cooper noted 

that it was ñrelatively unusualò to receive questions from the President, and that she and her staff 

at the DOD responded ñas quicklyò as they could.312  According to Ms. Cooper, DOD officials 

included in their answers that security assistance funding ñhas strong bipartisan support,ò but 

never received a response.313   

 

President Trump Froze Military Assistance 

 

Despite the fact that DOD experts demonstrated that the security assistance was crucial 

for both Ukraine and U.S. national security and had strong bipartisan support in Congress, 

President Trump ordered OMB to freeze the funds in July.  

 

On July 3, the State Department notified DOD and NSC staff that OMB was blocking the 

State Department from transmitting a Congressional notification for the provision of State 

Department-administered security assistance to Ukraine (i.e., the $141 million in foreign military 

financing).314  Because the State Department is legally required to transmit such a notification to 

Congress before spending funds, blocking the Congressional notification effectively barred the 

State Department from spending the funding.315  Ms. Williams testified that she saw the news in 
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a draft email that was being prepared as part of the nightly update for the National Security 

Advisor.316  She agreed that the hold came ñout of the blueò because it had not been discussed 

previously by OMB or the NSC.317 

 

On or about July 12, 2019, President Trump directed that a hold be placed on security 

assistance funding for Ukraine.  That day, Robert Blair, Assistant to the President and Senior 

Advisor to the Chief of Staff, sent an email to Mr. Duffey at OMB about Ukraine security 

assistance.318  Mr. Sandy, who was on personal leave at the time but later received a copy of the 

email from Mr. Duffey, testified that in the July 12 email, Mr. Blair communicated ñthat the 

President is directing a hold on military support funding for Ukraine.ò319  The email mentioned 

no concerns about any other country, security assistance package, or aid of any sort.320 

 

On or about July 15, Mr. Morrison learned from Deputy National Security Advisor 

Charles Kupperman ñthat it was the Presidentôs direction to hold the assistance.ò321  On or about 

July 17 or 18, 2019, Mr. Duffey and Mr. Blair again exchanged emails about Ukraine security 

assistance.322  Mr. Sandy later received a copy of the emails, which showed that when Mr. 

Duffey asked Mr. Blair about the reason for the hold, Mr. Blair provided no explanation and 

instead said, ñwe need to let the hold take placeò and then ñrevisitò the issue with the 

President.323  

 

On July 18 or 19, when he returned from two weeks of personal leave, Mr. Sandy learned 

for the first time that the President had placed a hold on Ukraine security assistance from Mr. 

Duffey.324  According to Mr. Sandy, Mr. Duffey was not aware of the reason but ñthere was 

certainly a desire to learn more about the rationaleò for the hold.325   

 

Agency Experts Repeatedly Objected to the Hold on Security Assistance 

 

Between July 18 and July 31, 2019, the NSC staff convened a series of interagency 

meetings, at which the hold on security assistance was discussed in varying degrees of detail.  

Over the course of these meetings, it became evident that:  

 

¶ the President directed the hold through OMB;  

 

¶ no justification was provided for the hold;  

 

¶ with the exception of OMB, all represented agencies supported Ukraine security 

assistance because it was in the national security interests of the United States; and  

 

¶ there were concerns about the legality of the hold.  

 

The first interagency meeting was held on July 18 at the Deputy Assistant Secretary level 

(i.e., a ñsub-Policy Coordination Committeeò).  It was supposed to be a ñroutine Ukraine policy 

meeting.ò 326  Ambassador Taylor, Lt. Col. Vindman, Ms. Croft, and Mr. Kent were among the 

attendees.  Witnesses testified that OMB announced at the meeting that President Trump had 

directed a hold on Ukraine security assistance.  Mr. Kent testified that at the meeting, an OMB 

staff person announced that Acting White House Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney ñat the direction 
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of the President had put a hold on all security assistance to the Ukraine.ò327  Ambassador Taylor 

testified that the ñdirective had come from the President to the Chief of Staff to OMBò and that 

when he learned of the hold on military assistance, he ñrealized that one of the key pillars of our 

strong support for Ukraine was threatened.ò328   

 

According to Ms. Croft, when Mr. Kent raised the issue of security assistance, it ñblew 

up the meeting.ò329  Ambassador Taylor testified that he and others on the call ñsat in 

astonishmentò when they learned about the hold.330  David Holmes, Political Counselor at the 

U.S. Embassy in Kyiv, was also on the call.  He testified he was ñshockedò and thought the hold 

was ñextremely significant.ò331  He thought the hold undermined what he had understood to be 

longstanding U.S. policy in Ukraine.332 

 

Ms. Croft testified that ñthe only reason given was that the order came at the direction of 

the President.ò333  Ms. Cooper, who did not participate but received a readout of the meeting, 

testified that the fact that the hold was announced without explanation was ñunusual.ò334  Mr. 

Kent testified that ñ[t]here was great confusion among the rest of us because we didnôt 

understand why that had happened.ò335  He explained that ñ[s]ince there was unanimity that this 

[security assistance to Ukraine] was in our national interest, it just surprised all of us.ò336   

 

With the exception of OMB, all agencies present at the July 18 meeting advocated for the 

lifti ng of the hold.337   

 

There was also a lack of clarity as to whether the hold applied only to the State 

Department-administered Foreign Military Financing to Ukraine or whether it also applied to the 

DOD-administered Ukraine Security Assistance Initiative funding.338  Ms. Cooper and her 

colleagues at the DOD were ñconcernedò about the hold.339  After the meeting, DOD sought 

further clarification from the NSC and State Department about its impact on the DOD-

administered funding.340  However, there was no ñspecific guidance for DOD at the time.ò341   

 

The second interagency meeting to discuss the hold on Ukraine security assistance was 

held at the Assistant Secretary level (i.e., a ñPolicy Coordination Committeeò) on July 23, 

2019.342  The meeting was chaired by Mr. Morrison.343  Ms. Cooper, who participated via secure 

video teleconference, testified that ñthe White House chief of staff ha[d] conveyed that the 

President has concerns about Ukraine and Ukraine security assistance.ò344  Jennifer Williams, 

Special Advisor to Vice President Pence for Europe and Eurasia, who also attended the meeting 

on behalf of the Vice President, testified that the ñOMB representative conveyed that they had 

been directed by the Chief of Staff, the White House Chief of Staff, to continue holding it [the 

Ukraine security assistance] until further notice.ò345  Similar to the July 18 meeting, the July 23 

meeting did not provide clarity about whether the Presidentôs hold applied to the DOD-

administered funding or only to the funds administered by the State Department.346   

 

Again, no reason was provided for the hold.347  Mr. Sandy did not attend the July 23 

meeting as the representative for OMB, but he received a readout that other agencies expressed 

concerns about the hold.  Specifically, the concerns related to the lack of rationale for the hold, 

the holdôs implications on U.S. assistance and ñoverall policy toward Ukraineò and ñsimilar legal 

questions.ò348  
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Mr. Morrison also testified that there was a discussion at the July 23 meeting about the 

legality of the hold, and specifically whether it is ñactually legally permissible for the President 

to not allow for the disbursement of the funding.ò349  Mr. Morrison recalled that DOD raised 

concerns about possible violations of the Impoundment Control Act.350  The Impoundment 

Control Act gives the President the authority to delay spending, or not spend, funds only if 

Congress is notified of those intentions and approves the proposed action (see below for further 

discussion of the act).351  

 

With the exception of OMB, all agencies present at the July 23rd meeting advocated for 

the lifting of the hold.352  Ambassador Taylor explained that the State Department ñmade a 

strong statement about the importance of this assistanceò and that Ms. Cooper, on behalf of 

DOD, ñmade a very strong case and continued to make a very strong case for the effectivenessò 

of the security assistance.353  Lt. Col. Vindman, who also attended the meeting, testified that 

there was agreement that the issue should be elevated to the Agency deputies ñas quickly as 

possible to recommend a release of security assistance.ò354   

 

The third interagency meeting, a Deputies Small Group meeting at the Cabinet Deputies 

level, was held on July 26, 2019.  Mr. Duffey was the OMB representative, and Mr. Sandy 

prepared Mr. Duffey for the meeting.355  Mr. Sandy explained that he prepared Mr. Duffey to get 

policy guidance on six critical issues:  (1) the reason for the hold; (2) the extent of the hold; (3) 

the duration of the hold; (4) the Congressional affairs approach; (5) the public affairs approach; 

and (6) and the diplomatic approach.356  Mr. Sandy testified that on July 26, OMB still did not 

have an understanding of the reason for the hold.357  According to Mr. Sandy, at that time, there 

was no discussion within OMB about the amount of money that was being contributed to 

Ukraine by other countries, or whether that topic was the reason for the Presidentôs hold.358   

 

Mr. Morrison, Lt. Col. Vindman, Ms. Cooper, Under Secretary of State for Political 

Affairs David Hale, and Mr. Duffey attended the July 26 meeting.  At the meeting, OMB stated 

that ñthey had guidance from the President and from Acting Chief of Staff Mulvaney to freeze 

the assistance.ò359  It also was ñstated very clearlyò that the hold applied to both the State 

Department and Defense Department security assistance funds.360  Ambassador Hale, as the 

representative for the Department of State, ñadvocated strongly for resuming the assistance,ò as 

did representatives from all agencies other than OMB.361 

 

Mr. Morrison testified that, at the meeting, ñOMB represented thatðand the Chief of 

Staffôs Office was presentðthat the President was concerned about corruption in Ukraine, and 

he wanted to make sure that Ukraine was doing enough to manage that corruption.ò362  Ms. 

Cooper had a similar recollection but received no further understanding of what OMB meant by 

ñcorruption.ò363  Ms. Cooper recalled that the deputies did not consider corruption to be a 

legitimate reason for the hold because they unanimously agreed that Ukraine was making 

sufficient progress on anti-corruption reforms, as had been certified by DOD on May 23.364 

 

President Trump Continued the Hold Despite Agency Concerns About Legality 

 

Prior to the passage of the Impoundment Control Act, presidents had frequently 

impoundedði.e., refused to spendðCongressionally-appropriated funds to enforce their policy 
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priorities when they diverged from Congressô.  However, most of these impoundments were 

small (i.e., no more than a few percent of the total program budget) or temporary (i.e., funds 

were released in time for them to be spent before the end of the fiscal year) and rooted in policy, 

rather than political interests of the President.  It was not until President Nixon that presidential 

impoundment of funds would prompt Congress to take action citing constitutional concerns.365 

 

Unlike his predecessors, Nixon undertook impoundments that were both substantial and, 

in some cases, permanent, which raised concerns for Congress over its Article I powers.  In fact, 

between 1969 and 1972, Nixon impounded between 15% and 20% of Congressionally-

appropriated funds in various accounts.366  

 

To reassert Congressional authority over the budget, in 1973, Congress established the 

Joint Study Committee on Budget Control, which held a series of hearings and produced more 

than 4,600 pages of testimony and reports.  The Joint Study Committeeôs findings ultimately led 

to the overwhelmingly bipartisan passageðover President Nixonôs vetoðof the Impoundment 

Control Act of 1974, one of a series of reform bills designed to reign in presidential power.  

Looking back at that moment in history, Rep. Bill Archer (R-TX), a fiscal conservative who 

served 30 years in the House of Representatives, including as the Chairman of the Ways and 

Means Committee, remarked, ñthe culture then was that the president had too much poweréthe 

president is abusing his power.ò367 

 

In addition to establishing the Congressional Budget Committees and the independent 

Congressional Budget Office, the Impoundment Control Act also limits the circumstances under 

which a president can legally impound Congressionally-appropriated funds.  According to the 

Act, although the President may request authority from Congress to withhold or permanently 

cancel the availability of budget authority, such an action is not allowed without Congressional 

approval.  Any amount of budget authority proposed to be deferred (i.e., temporarily withheld) or 

rescinded (i.e., permanently withheld) must be made available for obligation unless Congress, 

within 45 legislative days, completes action on a bill rescinding all or part of the amount 

proposed for rescission.368  The Impoundment Control Act does not permit the withholding of 

funds through their date of expiration, which would be a de facto rescission without 

Congressional approval.369 

 

At the July 26 interagency meeting, senior agency officials raised serious concerns about 

the legality of the hold under the Impoundment Control Act.  Ms. Cooper testified: 

  

A: Well, Iôm not an expert on the law, but in that meeting immediately deputies 

began to raise concerns about how this could be done in a legal fashion because 

there was broad understanding in the meeting that the fundingðthe State 

Department funding related to an earmark for Ukraine and that the DOD funding 

was specific to Ukraine security assistance.  So the comments in the room at the 

deputiesô level reflected a sense that there was not an understanding of how this 

could legally play out.  And at that meeting the deputies agreed to look into the 

legalities and to look at what was possible.   

Q: Okay.  So is it fair to say the deputies thought the President was not authorized to 

place a hold on these funds?  
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A: They did not use that term, but the expression in the room that I recall was a sense 

that there was not an available mechanism to simply not spend money that has 

been in the case of USAI [DOD security assistance] already notified to 

Congress.370  

 

Lt. Col. Vindman testified that the issue needed to be ñelevated to a PC [Principals 

Committee] as quickly as possible to release the hold on security assistanceò so that the funds 

could be obligated before the end of the fiscal year.371 

 

A Principals Committee meeting was never convened.372  According to Mr. Morrison, 

National Security Advisor John Bolton ñbelieved that it was unnecessary, that he already had a 

reasonable idea of where the principals were, and he wanted to get directly to the President as 

early as possible in the most effective way.ò373  Ambassador Bolton understood that the 

principals ñwere all supportive of the continued disbursement of the aid.ò 374  As had been clear 

since the very first interagency meeting on July 18, the lifting of the hold was ñthe unanimous 

position of the entire interagency.ò375  At this point, it remained unclear to many officials why 

the President continued to hold the funds. 

 

On July 31, 2019, a fourth and final interagency meeting was held at the Policy 

Coordination Committee level.  Ms. Cooper attended the meeting on behalf of DOD.  According 

to Ms. Cooper, the agenda ñwas largely focused on just routine Ukraine business, postelection 

follow up,ò and ñsecurity assistance was not actually an explicit agenda item.ò376  Ms. Cooper 

nevertheless raised security assistance and expressed her understanding, after consulting with 

DOD counsel, that there were only two legally available options to implement the hold: a 

Presidential rescission notice to Congress (i.e., requesting that Congress ñtake backò funds it had 

already appropriated) or for the Defense Department to do a reprogramming action (i.e., use 

Congressionally-appropriated funds for a different purpose).377  In either case, the law requires 

that the Executive Branch notify, and seek approval from, Congress before taking any action.378 

 

At the July 31 meeting, Ms. Cooper emphasized to the participants that because ñthere 

are only two legally available options and we do not have direction to pursue either,ò DOD 

would have to start obligating the funds on or about August 6.379  She explained at her deposition 

that DOD would have had to begin obligating the funds by that date or risk violation of the 

Impoundment Control Act.380  

 

The Administration, however, never proposed a rescission or reprogramming of funds for 

Ukraine security assistance and never notified Congress of its intent to withhold funds.381  

 

OMB Used Unusual Process to Implement Presidentôs Hold, Skirting Legal Concerns 

 

OMB plays a critical role in the release of security assistance funding.  The 

Antideficiency Act requires that, before any department or agency may spend Congressionally-

appropriated funding, the Director of OMB or his delegates must ñapportionò (i.e., make 

available to spend) the funds in writing.382  Through this mechanism, OMB has the ability to 

directly impact security assistance funding or funding of any kind that is appropriated by 

Congress. 
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In parallel with the interagency meetings that occurred during the latter half of July 2019, 

OMB devised a way to implement the Presidentôs hold on security assistance to Ukraine, 

notwithstanding DODôs Congressional notifications of February 28 and May 23.  Over the 

course of his twelve-year career at OMB, Mr. Sandy could not recall any other time when a hold 

had been placed on security assistance after a Congressional notification had been sent.383   

 

When speaking with Mr. Duffey on or about July 18 or 19, Mr. Sandy immediately raised 

concerns about how to implement the hold without violating the Impoundment Control Act, 

which required that the funds be obligated (i.e. spent) before they expired at the end of the fiscal 

year, on September 30.384  In light of that legal requirement, the hold would have to be 

temporary.385  An additional hurdle was the fact that OMB had already authorized DOD to spend 

the security assistance funds DOD administered for fiscal year 2019.386  Therefore, when 

President Trump directed the hold in July, OMB scrambled to reverse that prior authorization.   

 

From July 19 through July 24, Mr. Sandy consulted with the OMB Office of General 

Counsel as well as Ms. McCusker at DOD on how to legally implement a hold on the funds.387  

Mr. Sandyôs staff at OMB also conferred with OMBôs Budget Review Division.388  Based on 

these consultations, OMB decided to implement the hold through a series of nine funding 

documents, known legally as ñapportionments.ò389  Apportionments typically are used to convey 

authority to an agency to spend funds, not to withhold funds; thus, in order to bar DOD from 

spending money, these particular apportionments included footnotes that would impose the holds 

while using creative language to skirt legal concerns.  Mr. Sandy testified that ñthe purpose of 

the footnote was to preclude obligation for a limited period of time but enable planning and 

casework to continue.ò390  He also testified that this use of footnotes was unusual and that in his 

12 years of OMB experience, he could ñnot recall another event like it.ò391   

 

On July 25, OMB issued the first funding document implementing the hold.  In this 

document, the relevant footnote notified DOD that the Ukraine Security Assistance Initiative 

funds ñare not available for obligation until August 5, 2019, to allow for an interagency process 

to determine the best use of such funds.ò  The footnote also stated that: 

 

Based on OMBôs communication with DOD on July 25, 2019, OMB understands from 

the Department that this brief pause in obligations will not preclude DODôs timely 

execution of the final policy direction.  DOD may continue its planning and casework for 

the Initiative during this period.392 

 

Mr. Sandy explained that the ñinteragency processò referenced in the footnote referred to 

the NSC-led interagency meetings convened during the latter half of July, and that the August 5 

date provided a ñreasonable timeframe for an interagency processò to produce ñclear guidanceò 

on the hold.393  The August 5 date was determined in consultation with Mr. Duffey at OMB and 

Ms. McCusker at DOD.394 

 

Mr. Sandy further testified that the second sentence in the footnoteðwhich states, in 

relevant part, that ñOMB understands from the Department that this brief pause in obligations 

will not preclude DODôs timely execution of the final policy directionòðwas critical to the 

implementation of the hold:  
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Well, that gets to the heart of that issue about ensuring that we donôt run afoul of the 

Impoundment Control Act, which means that you have to allow for the timely execution.  

And this reflects my conversation withðconversations plural with Elaine McCusker that 

they can confirm that, during this brief period, they would not foresee any problem fully 

executing the program by the end of the fiscal year.395  

 

The sentence, in effect, affirmed that if the hold remained in place only until August 5, DOD 

would still have sufficient time to spend all security assistance funds by September 30, 2019.  

President Trump, however, would continue the hold long past August 5.  

 

Trump Appointee Took Over Signing Authority from Career Budget Expert 

 

Since becoming Deputy Associate Director for National Security in 2013, Mr. Sandy was 

responsible for approving release of the funding for programs within his portfolio, including the 

Ukraine Security Assistance Initiative.396  Mr. Sandy approved and signed the July 25 funding 

document.397  On July 29, however, Mr. Duffeyða political appointee of President Trump 

whose prior position had been as Executive Director of the Republican Party of Wisconsinðtold 

Mr. Sandyða career civil servant with decades of experience in this areaðthat he would no 

longer be responsible for approving the release of funding for Ukraine Security Assistance 

Initiative.398  Mr. Duffey also revoked the authority for approving the release of funding for 

Foreign Military Financing from Mr. Sandyôs colleague at OMB.399  Instead, Mr. Duffey would 

himself assume authority for the $250 million in DOD-administered Ukraine security assistance 

and authority for approving the release of funding for the $141 million in State Department-

administered Foreign Military Financing to Ukraine. 400   

 

Mr. Duffey did not tell Mr. Sandy whether he requested this change in authority but did 

say that ñit was in essence a joint decision reflecting both guidance from the Acting Director and 

also his support.ò401  Over the course of several days, Mr. Duffey explained to Mr. Sandy and 

others in the National Security Division that ñthere was interest among the leadership in tracking 

the uses of moneys [sic] closely.ò402  Mr. Duffey expressed an ñinterest in being more involved 

in daily operationsò and ñregarded this responsibility as a way for him to learn more about 

specific accounts within his area.ò403   

 

Mr. Sandy testified that prior to July 29, he had never heard Mr. Duffey state any interest 

in approving the release of funding.404  Furthermore, when they learned that Mr. Duffey was 

taking on this new responsibility, Mr. Sandy and other staff relayed their concerns to Mr. Duffey 

that it was a substantial workload.405  Mr. Sandy also testified that ñpeople were curious what he 

thought he would learn from apportionments about the accounts as opposed to the other, you 

know, sources of information.ò406  Mr. Sandy agreed that there are more efficient ways of 

learning about accounts and programs, and that ñI can think of other waysðother materials that I 

personally would find more informative.ò407   

 

Mr. Sandy was not aware of any prior instance when a political appointee assumed this 

kind of funding approval authority.408 
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After the July 31 interagency meeting at which Ms. Cooper announced that DOD would 

have to start obligating the funds on or about August 6, Mr. Duffey sought clarification. 409  Ms. 

Cooper explained to Mr. Duffey that at a certain point DOD would not have sufficient time to 

fully obligate the funds before they expired at the end of the fiscal year.  In response, Mr. Duffey 

ñwanted more information on the precise nature of how long does it take to obligate, and how 

many cases, and that sort of thing.ò 410  Ms. Cooper referred Mr. Duffey to the DOD comptroller 

and to the Defense Security Cooperation Agency.411  During the month of August, Mr. Duffey 

and Ms. McCusker communicated about the implementation of the hold on the Ukraine Security 

Assistance Initiative funds.412  

 

On August 6 and August 15, Mr. Duffey approved two more funding documents that 

contained footnotes with language nearly identical to the footnote in the July 25 funding 

document that initiated the hold; the only difference was that the date funds would become 

available for spending was changed from August 5 to August 12.413   

 

The August 6 and 15 footnotes, and all subsequent footnotes through September 10, 

continued to state that the hold was in place ñto allow for an interagency process to determine the 

best use of such funds,ò even though the final interagency meeting regarding Ukraine security 

assistance occurred on July 31.414  Not only was there no active interagency process after July, 

but Ms. Cooper also was not aware of any review of the funding conducted by DOD in July, 

August, or September.415  In fact, Ms. Cooper noted that months before, DOD had completed its 

review of whether Ukraine ñhad made sufficient progress in meeting defense reform and 

anticorruption goals consistent with the NDAA,ò and certified to Congress in May 2019 that 

Ukraine had met the requirements to receive funding.416  Similarly, Mr. Kent testified that the 

State Department did not conduct, and was never asked to conduct, a review of the security 

assistance funding administered by the State Department.417   

 

At the same time that OMB was implementing the Presidentôs hold through the funding 

footnotes, officials inside OMB were advocating for release of the funds.  On August 7, the 

National Security Division, International Affairs Division, and Office of Legal Counsel of OMB 

drafted and transmitted a memo on Ukraine security assistance to OMB Acting Director Vought 

ñin anticipation of a principals-level discussion to address the topic.ò418  The National Security 

Divisionôs portion of the memorandum recommended to remove the hold because (1) the 

assistance was consistent with the national security strategy in terms of supporting a stable, 

peaceful Europe; (2) the aid countered Russian aggression; and (3) there was bipartisan support 

for the program.419  Mr. Duffey approved the memorandum and agreed with the policy 

recommendation.420   

 

Sometime in mid-August, DOD raised concerns that it might not be able to fully obligate 

the Defense Department administered funds before the end of the fiscal year.421  Ms. Cooper 

testified that the Defense Security Cooperation Agency estimated that $100 million of aid might 

not be obligated in time and was at risk.422  

 

Because of this, DOD concluded that it could no longer support OMBôs claim in the 

footnote that ñthis brief pause in obligations will not preclude DODôs timely execution of the 
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final policy direction.ò423  As mentioned above, Mr. Sandy testified that this sentence was at ñthe 

heart of that issue about ensuring that we donôt run afoul of the Impoundment Control Act.ò 424   

 

As a result of DODôs concerns, all of the subsequent footnotes issued by OMB during the 

pendency of the holdðapproved by Mr. Duffey on August 20, 27, and 31, and September 5, 6, 

and 10ðremoved the sentence regarding DODôs ability to fully obligate by the end of the fiscal 

year.425  Each footnote extended the hold for a period of two to six days.426  

 

Mr. Sandy and his staff ñcontinued to express concerns [to Mr. Duffey] about the 

potential implications vis-à-vis the Impoundment Control Act,ò427 and advised Mr. Duffey to 

consult with OMBôs Office of General Counsel ñon every single footnote.ò428  Mr. Sandy was 

copied on emails with the Office of General Counsel on these topics. 429  Although Mr. Sandy 

understood that the Office of General Counsel supported the footnotes, he noted that there were 

dissenting opinions within the Office of General Counsel.430  Concerns about whether the 

Administration was bending, if not breaking, the law by holding back this vital assistance 

contributed to at least two OMB officials resigning, including one attorney in the Office of 

General Counsel.431  Mr. Sandy testified that the resignation was motivated in part by concerns 

about the way OMB was handling the hold on Ukraine security assistance.432  According to Mr. 

Sandy, the colleague disagreed with the Office of General Counsel about the application of the 

Impoundment Control Act to the hold on Ukraine security assistance.433  

 

Nevertheless, at the direction of the President, OMB continued to implement the hold 

through September 11.  

 

Senior Officials Failed to Convince President Trump to Release the Aid in August  

 

Sometime prior to August 16, Ambassador Bolton had a one-on-one meeting with 

President Trump about the aid.434  According to Mr. Morrison, at that meeting the President ñwas 

not yet ready to approve the release of the assistance.ò435  Following the meeting, Ambassador 

Bolton instructed Mr. Morrison to look for opportunities to get the principals together ñto have 

the direct, in-person conversation with the President about this topic.ò 436  

 

On or about August 13 or 14, Lt. Col. Vindman was directed to draft a Presidential 

Decision Memorandum for Ambassador Bolton and the other principals to present to President 

Trump for a decision on Ukraine security assistance.437  The memorandum, finalized on August 

15, recommended that the hold should be lifted, explained why, and included the consensus 

views from the July 26 meeting that the funds should be released.438  Lt. Col. Vindman received 

conflicting accounts about whether the memorandum was presented to the President.439   

 

Mr. Morrison, who was Lt. Col. Vindmanôs supervisor at the NSC and agreed with the 

recommendation to lift the hold, testified that the memorandum was never provided to the 

President.440  Mr. Morrison explained that Ambassador Bolton intended to present the 

memorandum to the President during an unrelated meeting in Bedminster, New Jersey, on 

August 15, but the ñother subject matter of that meeting consumed all the time.ò441  However, 

while at Bedminster, the principals ñall represented to Ambassador Bolton that they were 

prepared to tell the President they endorsed the swift release and disbursement of the funding.ò442 
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Mr. Morrison testified that he attempted to gather the ñthe right group of principalsò to 

meet with the President but was unable to do so because of scheduling issues.443  According to 

Mr. Morrison, the next possible opportunity was during a trip to Warsaw, Poland at the 

beginning of September, but President Trump did not end up making that trip.444   

 

Ms. Cooper recalled receiving an email at the end of August from Secretary of Defense 

Esper referencing a meeting or discussion with the President, and that there was ñno decision on 

Ukraine.ò445  

 

Ukrainian Officials Learned About the Hold in July 2019 

 

Witnesses testified that officials in the Ukraine government knew of President Trumpôs 

hold on security assistance before it was publicly reported in the press on August 28, 2019.  Ms. 

Croft testified that after July 18ðwhen the hold was announced by OMB at the interagency 

meetingðit was ñinevitable that it was eventually going to come out.ò446   

 

Two individuals from the Ukrainian Embassy in Washington, D.C., approached Ms. 

Croft approximately a week apart ñquietly and in confidence to ask me about an OMB hold on 

Ukraine security assistance.ò447  Ms. Croft could not precisely recall the dates of these 

conversations, but testified that she was ñvery surprised at the effectiveness of my Ukrainian 

counterpartsô diplomatic tradecraft, as in to say they found out very early on or much earlier than 

I expected them to.ò448  

 

Ms. Croft explained that the Ukrainian officials came to her quietly because they would 

not want the hold to become public:  

 

I think that if this were public in Ukraine it would be seen as a reversal of our policy and 

would, just to say sort of candidly and colloquially, this would be a really big deal, it 

would be a really big deal in Ukraine, and an expression of declining U.S. support for 

Ukraine.449   

 

DOD also received questions from the Ukraine Embassy about the status of the military 

assistance.  Ms. Cooper testified that those occurred on July 25, 2019ðthe same day as President 

Trumpôs call with President Zelensky:  

 

On July 25th, a member of my staff got a question from a Ukraine Embassy contact 

asking what was going on with Ukraine security assistance, because at that time, we did 

not know what the guidance was on USAI [DOD-administered funds].  The OMB notice 

of apportionment arrived that day, but this staff member did not find out about it until 

later.  I was informed that the staff member told the Ukrainian official that we were 

moving forward on USAI, but recommended that the Ukraine Embassy check in with 

State regarding the FMF [State Department-administered funds].450   

 

On July 25, Ms. Cooperôs staff received two emails from the State Department revealing 

that the Ukrainian Embassy was ñasking about security assistanceò and that ñthe Hill knows 

about the FMF situation to an extent, and so does the Ukrainian Embassy.ò451   
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One of Ms. Cooperôs staff members reported that sometime during the week of August 6, 

a Ukrainian Embassy officer stated that ña Ukrainian official might raise concerns about security 

assistance in an upcoming meeting,ò but that the issue was ñnot, in fact, raised.ò452  Ms. Cooperôs 

staff further reported that Ukrainian officials were aware of the hold on security assistance in 

August.453     

 

Lt. Col. Vindman testified that, by mid-August, he too was getting questions from 

Ukrainians about the status of the hold on security assistance:  

 

So to the best of my knowledge, the Ukrainians, first of all, are in general pretty 

sophisticated, they have their network of, you know, Ukrainian interest groups and so 

forth.  They have bipartisan support in Congress.  And certainly there areðit was no 

secret, at least within government and official channels, that security assistance was on 

hold.  And to the best of my recollection, I believe there were some of these light inquires 

in the mid-August timeframe.454 

 

While numerous individuals, including Ukrainians, were aware of the hold, it did not 

become publicly known until a Politico report on August 28, 2019.455   
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4. The Presidentôs Meeting with the Ukrainian President Was Conditioned on An 

Announcement of Investigations 

 

 

President Trump demanded the public announcement by President Zelensky of 

investigations into President Trumpôs political rival and alleged Ukrainian interference in 

the 2016 U.S. election in exchange for an Oval Office meeting.  The Presidentôs 

representatives made that quid pro quo clear to Ukrainian officials. 

 

 

Overview 

 

After ordering the hold on security assistance to Ukraine against the unanimous advice of 

the relevant U.S. government agencies, President Trump used his hand-picked representatives to 

demand that Ukrainian leaders publicly announce investigations into his political rival, former 

Vice President Joe Biden, and into the debunked conspiracy theory that Ukraine, not Russia, 

interfered in the 2016 U.S. election.  President Trump, through his agents, made clear that his 

demand needed to be met before a coveted White House meeting with Ukrainian President 

Volodymyr Zelensky would be scheduled.  A face-to-face meeting with President Trump in the 

Oval Office would have conferred on the new Ukrainian leader much-sought prestige and would 

have signaled to Russia that Ukraine could continue to count on the support of the President of 

the United States, which was particularly important as Russia continued to wage war in eastern 

Ukraine.   

 

To date, the White House meeting for President Zelensky has not occurred.  Following 

the May 23 meeting in the Oval Office, President Trumpôs hand-picked representativesðthe so-

called ñThree Amigosòðworked with the Presidentôs personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani, to 

pressure Ukrainian leaders to announce publicly investigations that would benefit the Presidentôs 

reelection campaign.  Testimony of multiple witnesses and contemporaneous text messages 

exchanged between and among President Trumpôs representatives confirm that the White House 

meetingðand later the release of security assistance for Ukraineðwas conditioned on Ukraine 

acquiescing to the Presidentôs demands.   

 

In the weeks leading up to the July 25 call between President Trump and President 

Zelensky, President Trumpôs representatives repeatedly relayed the message of conditionality to 

Ukrainian government officialsðincluding to President Zelensky himselfðin meetings in Kyiv, 

Toronto, and Washington, D.C.  President Zelensky and his advisors struggled to navigate these 

demands, recognizing that President Trumpôs desire that Ukraine announce these political 

investigations threatened to render Ukraine a ñpawnò in U.S. domestic reelection politics.  

 

An Oval Office Meeting for President Zelensky Was Important to 

Ukraine and U.S. National Security  

 

A face-to-face meeting with the President of the United States in the Oval Office was 

critical to President Zelensky as the newly-elected Ukrainian leader sought U.S. support for his 

ambitious anti-corruption agenda and to repel Russian aggression.  A White House meeting was 
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also important for U.S. national security because it would have served to bolster Ukraineôs 

negotiating position in peace talks with Russia.  It also would have supported Ukraine as a 

bulwark against further Russian advances in Europe.   

 

Multiple witnesses unanimously attested to the importance of a White House meeting for 

Ukraine and the United States.  For example, David Holmes, the Political Counselor at the U.S. 

Embassy in Kyiv , testified that a White House meeting was ñcriticalò to President Zelenskyôs 

ability to ñencourage Russian President Putin to take seriously President Zelenskyôs peace 

efforts.ò456  Likewise, Deputy Assistant Secretary George Kent explained that a White House 

meeting was ñvery importantò for Ukrainians to demonstrate the strength of their relationship 

with ñUkraineôs strongest supporter.ò  He also said that it ñmakes senseò for the United States to 

meet with the Ukrainians as they were on ñthe front lines of Russian malign influence and 

aggression.ò457 

 

Dr. Fiona Hill , Deputy Assistant to the President and Senior Director of European and 

Russian Affairs at the NSC, explained that a White House meeting would supply the new 

Ukrainian Government with ñthe legitimacy that it needed, especially vis-à-vis the Russians,òð

and that the Ukrainians viewed a White House meeting as ña recognition of their legitimacy as a 

sovereign state.ò458  Lt. Col. Alexander Vindman, the NSC Director for Ukraine, testified that a 

White House meeting would provide a ñshow of supportò from ñthe most powerful country in 

the world and Ukraineôs most significant benefactor,ò which would help the Ukrainian President 

ñestablish his bona fidesò and ñimplement his agenda.ò459   

 

Ambassador Kurt Volker, Special Representative for Ukraine Negotiations, also 

recognized that it was ña tremendous symbol of supportò to have President Zelensky visit the 

White House.460  He explained that a meeting ñenhances [President Zelenskyôs] stature, that he is 

accepted, that he is seen at the highest level.  The imagery you get from being at the White 

House is the best in the world, in terms of how it enhances someoneôs image.ò461   

 

President Trump ñWanted to Hear from Zelenskyò Before Scheduling Oval Office Meeting 

 

Ambassador William B. Taylor, Jr. arrived in Ukraine as the new Charg® dôAffaires at 

the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv on June 17, 2019.  After arriving, Ambassador Taylor worked to 

secure an Oval Office meeting between President Trump and President Zelensky.  This was ñan 

agreed-upon goalò of policymakers in both Ukraine and the United States.462  

 

Ambassador Taylor worked with Ambassador Volker and Ambassador to the European 

Union Gordon Sondlandðtwo of the Three Amigosðto try to schedule this meeting.  Just days 

after beginning his new position, Ambassador Taylor learned that President Trump ñwanted to 

hear from Zelenskyò before scheduling the Oval Office meeting, but Ambassador Taylor did not 

understand what that meant at the time.463  On June 27, Ambassador Sondland informed 

Ambassador Taylor that President Zelensky needed to ñmake clearò to President Trump that he, 

President Zelensky, was not ñstanding in the way of óinvestigations.ôò464  Ambassador Taylor 

relayed this conversation to Mr. Holmes, who testified that he understood ñinvestigationsò in that 

context to mean the ñBurisma-Biden investigations that Mr. Giuliani and his associates had been 

speaking aboutò publicly.465 
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On June 28, Secretary of Energy Rick Perryðthe third of the Three Amigosðand 

Ambassadors Sondland, Volker, and Taylor participated in a conference call to prepare for a 

discussion later that day with President Zelensky.  During this preparatory call, Ambassador 

Volker explained that he planned to be ñexplicitò with President Zelensky in an upcoming one-

on-one meeting in Toronto, Canada.  Specifically, Ambassador Volker intended to inform 

President Zelensky that President Trump would require Ukraine to address ñrule of law, 

transparency, but also, specifically, cooperation on investigations to get to the bottom of thingsò 

in order to ñget the meeting in the White House.ò466   

 

For the subsequent call with President Zelensky on June 28, Ambassador Sondland 

sought to limit the number of U.S. government personnel listening in.  According to Ambassador 

Taylor, Ambassador Sondland stated that he did not want to include ñmost of the regular 

interagency participantsò and that ñhe wanted to make sure no one was transcribing or 

monitoringò the call when President Zelensky was patched in.  Ambassador Taylor testified that 

he considered Ambassador Sondlandôs requests to be ñodd.ò467  During that call, President 

Zelensky and the U.S. officials discussed energy policy and the conflict with Russia in eastern 

Ukraine.  The Ukrainian president also noted that he looked forward to the White House visit 

that President Trump had offered in a letter dated May 29.468 

 

The exclusion of State Department staff and notetakers from the June 28 call was an early 

indication to Ambassador Taylor that separate channels of diplomacy related to Ukraine policyð

an official channel and an irregular channelðwere ñdiverging.ò  Ambassador Taylor testified: 

 

This suggested to me that there were the two channels.  This suggested to me that the 

normal channel, where you would have staff on the phone call, was being cut out, and the 

other channel, of people who were working, again, toward a goal which I supported, 

which was having a meeting to further U.S.-Ukrainian relations, I supported, but that 

irregular channel didnôt have a respect for or an interest in having the normal staff 

participate in this call with the head of state.469  

 

 Given Ambassador Sondlandôs efforts to exclude staff on the June 28 call with President 

Zelensky, Ambassador Taylor asked Ambassadors Sondland and Volker by text message how 

they planned to handle informing other U.S. officials about the contents of the call.  Ambassador 

Volker responded:  ñI think we just keep it among ourselves to try to build working relationship 

and just get the d*** date for the meeting!ò470  Ambassador Sondland then texted:  ñAgree with 

KV.  Very close hold.ò471  Nevertheless, Ambassador Taylor informed Mr. Kent about the call 

and wrote a memo for the record dated June 30 that summarized the conversation with President 

Zelensky.472 

 

Ambassador Volker Pressed ñInvestigationsò with President Zelensky in Toronto 

 

On July 2, Ambassador Volker met with President Zelensky and his chief of staff on the 

sidelines of the Ukraine Reform Conference in Toronto.  As he later texted to Ambassador 

Taylor, Ambassador Volker ñpulled the two of them aside at the end and explained the Giuliani 

factor.ò473  Ambassador Volker clarified that by ñthe Giuliani factor,ò he meant ña negative 
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narrative about Ukraineò that was ñbeing amplified by Rudy Giulianiò and was unfavorably 

impacting ñUkraineôs image in the United States and our ability to advance the bilateral 

relationship.ò474  Ambassador Volker later informed Ukraineôs incoming Minister of Foreign 

Affairs, Vadym Prystaiko, about his pull-aside with President Zelensky in Toronto via text 

message:  ñI talked to him privately about Giuliani and impact on president T[rump].ò475 

 

On July 3, the day after his pull-aside with President Zelensky in Toronto, Ambassador 

Volker sent a message to Ambassador Taylor emphasizing that ñThe key thing is to tee up a 

phone call w potus and then get visit nailed down.ò476  Ambassador Volker told Ambassador 

Taylor that during the Toronto conference, he counseled the Ukrainian president about how he 

could ñprepare for the phone call with President Trump.ò  Specifically, Ambassador Volker told 

the Ukrainian leader that President Trump ñwould like to hear about the investigations.ò 477  In 

his public testimony, Ambassador Volker confirmed that he mentioned ñinvestigationsò to 

President Zelensky in Toronto, explaining that he was ñthinking of Burisma and 2016ò in raising 

the subject, and that his ñassumptionò was that Ukrainian officials also understood his reference 

to ñinvestigationsò to be ñBurisma/2016.ò478   

 

Ambassador Volkerôs efforts to prepare President Zelensky for his phone call with 

President Trump appear to have borne fruit.  As discussed further in Chapter 5, during the July 

25 call, President Zelensky expressed his openness to pursuing investigations into President 

Trumpôs political rival, former Vice President Biden, and the conspiracy theory that Ukraine, 

rather than Russia, interfered in the 2016 U.S. election.  President Zelensky also specifically 

referenced ñBurismaò during the call.   

 

Ambassadors Volker and Sondland Worked to Get Mr. Giuliani What He Needed 

 

According to Ambassador Sondland, President Zelenskyôs commitment to make a public 

announcement about investigations into Burisma and the 2016 election was a ñprerequisite[]ò for 

the White House meeting.479  In fact, Ambassador Sondland testified that the announcement of 

the investigationsðand not the investigations themselvesðwas the price President Trump 

sought in exchange for a White House meeting with Ukrainian President Zelensky: 

 

Q:   But he had to get those two investigations if that official act was going to take 

place, correct?   

A: He had to announce the investigations.  He didn't actually have to do them, as I 

understood it.   

Q:   Okay.  President Zelensky had to announce the two investigations the President 

wanted, make a public announcement, correct?   

A: Correct.480   

 

Ambassadors Sondland and Volker understood that they needed to work with Mr. 

Giuliani, who was publicly pressing for the announcement of investigations that would benefit 

President Trump politically.  As discussed in Chapter 2, Ambassador Sondland testified that the 

key to overcoming President Trumpôs skepticism about Ukraine was satisfying the Presidentôs 

personal attorney.  Sondland said, ñNonetheless, based on the Presidentôs direction, we were 

faced with a choice:  We could abandon the efforts to schedule the White House phone call and a 
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White House visitò or ñdo as President Trump had directed and ótalk with Rudyôò because ñit 

was the only constructive path open to us.ò481   

 

Ambassador Volker discussed his intention to contact Mr. Giuliani with Mr. Kent.  

Ambassador Volker explained that he intended to reach out to Mr. Giuliani because it was clear 

that the former mayor ñhad influenceò with President Trump ñin terms of the way the President 

thought of Ukraine.ò482  Ukrainian officials also understood the importance of working through 

Mr. Giuliani, something that was underscored by his successful effort to smear and remove 

Ambassador Marie Yovanovitch from Kyiv in late April.483   

 

In response to Ambassador Volkerôs stated intention to reach out to Mr. Giuliani, Mr. 

Kent raised concerns about Mr. Giulianiôs ñtrack record,ò including ñasking for a visa for a 

corrupt former prosecutor,ò attacking Ambassador Yovanovitch, and ñtweeting that the new 

President needs to investigate Biden and the 2016 campaign.ò  Mr. Kent also warned 

Ambassador Volker that ñasking another country to investigate a prosecution for political 

reasons undermines our advocacy of the rule of law.ò484 

 

On July 10, Ambassador Taylor met with Ukrainian officials in Kyiv, before their 

Ukrainian colleagues were scheduled to meet with National Security Advisor John Bolton at the 

White House later that day.  At the meeting in Kyiv, the Ukrainian officials expressed that they 

were ñvery concernedò because they had heard from former Prosecutor General Yuriy Lutsenko, 

who had learned from Mr. Giuliani, that President Trump had decided not to meet with President 

Zelensky.485   

 

Ambassador Taylor texted Ambassador Volker to explain the situation and advised that 

he had also informed T. Ulrich Brechbuhl, Counselor of the Department of State:    

 

Volker: Good grief.  Please tell Vadym to let the official USG representatives 

speak for the U.S. lutsenko has his own self-Interest hereé 

Taylor:   Exactly what I told them. 

Taylor:   And I said that RG is a private citizen. 

Taylor:   I briefed Ulrich this afternoon on this.486 

 

Despite his text message to Ambassador Taylor that official U.S. government 

representatives should be allowed to ñspeak for the U.S.,ò and notwithstanding Mr. Kentôs 

warnings about engaging with Mr. Giuliani, Ambassador Volker almost immediately reached out 

to Mr. Giuliani.  Four minutes after sending the text message above, Ambassador Volker texted 

Mr. Giuliani to request a meeting to ñupdate you on my conversations about Ukraine.ò  He told 

Mr. Giuliani that he believed he had ñan opportunity to get you what you need.ò487    

 

One hour later, around 9:00 a.m. Eastern Time, Ambassador Volker met Ukrainian 

presidential aide Andriy Yermak for coffee at the Trump Hotel before they traveled down 

Pennsylvania Avenue to their afternoon meetings at the White House.488  Over coffee, Mr. 

Yermak asked Ambassador Volker to connect him to Mr. Giuliani, thus further demonstrating 

the Ukrainiansô understanding that satisfying Mr. Giulianiôs demands was a key to getting what 

they wanted from President Trump, namely the Oval Office meeting.489  
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July 10 White House Meetings:  Ambassador Sondland  

Explicitly Communicated the ñPrerequisite of Investigationsò to Ukrainians 

 

On July 10, during two separate meetings at the White House, Ambassador Sondland 

informed senior Ukrainian officials that there was a ñprerequisite of investigationsò before an 

Oval Office meeting between President Trump and President Zelensky would be scheduled.490     

 

The first meeting took place in Ambassador Boltonôs office.  NSC officials, including 

Ambassador Boltonôs staff responsible for UkraineðDr. Hill and Lt. Col. Vindmanðattended, 

as did the Three Amigos:  Secretary Perry, Ambassador Sondland, and Ambassador Volker.  The 

Ukrainian delegation included Mr. Yermak, a senior aide to President Zelensky, and Oleksandr 

ñSashaò Danyliuk, the incoming Ukrainian National Security Advisor.491  The purpose of the 

meeting was twofold.  The Ukrainians were seeking advice and assistance from Ambassador 

Bolton about how to ñrevampò the Ukrainian National Security Council, and they were also 

ñvery anxious to set up a meeting, a first meeting between President Zelensky and our 

President.ò492 

 

Near the end of the meeting, the Ukrainian officials raised the scheduling of the Oval 

Office meeting for President Zelensky.  According to Dr. Hill, Ambassador Sondland, who is ña 

fairly big guy, kind of leaned overò and then ñblurted out:  Well, we have an agreement with the 

[White House] Chief of Staff for a meeting if these investigations in the energy sector start.ò  Dr. 

Hill described that others in the room looked up from their notes, thinking the comment was 

ñsomewhat odd.ò  Ambassador Bolton ñimmediately stiffenedò and ended the meeting.  Dr. Hill 

recounted that Ambassador Bolton was polite but was ñvery abrupt.  I mean, he looked at the 

clock as if he had, you know, suddenly another meeting and his time was up, but it was obvious 

he ended the meeting,ò she added.493   

 

Lt. Col. Vindman similarly testified that the meeting in Ambassador Boltonôs office 

ñproceeded wellò until Ukrainian officials raised the meeting between President Trump and 

President Zelensky.  The Ukrainians stated that they considered the Oval Office meeting to be 

ñcritically important in order to solidify the support for their most important international 

partner.ò  When Ambassador Sondland mentioned Ukraine ñdelivering specific investigations in 

order to secure the meeting with the President,ò Ambassador Bolton cut the meeting short.494 

 

Although Ambassador Volker did not recall any mention of ñinvestigationsò during the 

July 10 meeting at his deposition,495 he later testified at his public hearing, ñAs I remember, the 

meeting [in Ambassador Boltonôs office] was essentially over when Ambassador Sondland made 

a general comment about investigations.  I think all of us thought it was inappropriateò and ñnot 

what we should be talking about.ò496 

 

After Ambassador Bolton ended the meeting in his office, Ambassador Sondland ñwent 

out into the office in front of Ambassador Boltonò and made ñunusualò arrangements for the 

Ukrainians, Ambassador Volker, Secretary Perry, and others to go to a second meeting in the 

Ward Room of the White House, located near the secure spaces of the White House Situation 

Room.  As Dr. Hill described it, the purpose of the Ward Room meeting was ñto talk to the 
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Ukrainians about next stepsò regarding the Oval Office meeting for President Zelensky.497  As 

Dr. Hill was leaving Ambassador Boltonôs office, he pulled her aside and directed her to attend 

the Ward Room meeting to ñfind out what theyôre talking about and come backò and report to 

him.  Dr. Hill  followed his instruction.498 

 

During the Ward Room meeting, which occurred after a brief photo opportunity outside 

the West Wing, Ambassador Sondland was more explicit in pressing the Ukrainians to undertake 

the investigations in order to secure an Oval Office meeting for President Zelensky.  Lt. Col. 

Vindman testified that when the group entered the Ward Room, Ambassador Sondland began to 

ñreview what the deliverable would be in order to get the meeting,ò and that ñto the best of my 

recollection, he did specifically say óinvestigation of the Bidens.ôò  Lt. Col. Vindman said the 

request ñwas explicit.  There was no ambiguityò and that Ambassador Sondland also mentioned 

ñBurisma.ò499 

 

Dr. Hill entered the Ward Room as the discussion was underway.  She testified that 

ñAmbassador Sondland, in front of the Ukrainians, as I came in, was talking about how he had 

an agreement with Chief of Staff Mulvaney for a meeting with the Ukrainians if they were going 

to go forward with investigations.  And my director for Ukraine [Lt. Col. Vindman] was looking 

completely alarmed.ò500  Dr. Hill recalled that Ambassador Sondland mentioned ñBurismaò in 

the presence of the Ukrainians, in response to which Mr. Danyliuk also appeared ñvery alarmedò 

and as if he did not know what was happening.501   

 

Dr. Hill confronted Ambassador Sondland, informing him that Ambassador Bolton had 

sent her there to ensure that the U.S. officials did not commit ñat this particular junctureò to a 

meeting between President Trump and President Zelensky.  Ambassador Sondland responded 

that he and the Ukrainians already had an agreement that the meeting would go forward.502  At 

Dr. Hillôs urging, however, Ambassador Sondland excused the Ukrainian officials, who moved 

into the corridor near the White House Situation Room.   

 

Dr. Hill  then told Ambassador Sondland:  ñLook, I donôt know whatôs going on here, but 

Ambassador Bolton wants to make it very clear that we have to talk about, you know, how are 

we going to set up this meeting.  It has to go through proper procedures.ò  Lt. Col. Vindman 

relayed his own concerns to Ambassador Sondland in the Ward Room.503  He explained that ñthe 

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.ò504 

 

Ambassador Sondland responded that he had had conversations with Mr. Mulvaney and 

he also mentioned Mr. Giuliani.  Lt. Col. Vindman confirmed that Ambassador Sondland 

described an agreement he had with Mr. Mulvaney about the Oval Office meeting:  ñI heard him 

say that this had been coordinated with White House Chief of Staff Mr. Mick Mulvaney é He 

just said that he had had a conversation with Mr. Mulvaney, and this is what was required in 

order to get a meeting.ò505  Dr. Hill then cut the conversation short because she ñdidnôt want to 

get further into this discussion at all.ò  She testified that Ambassador Sondland ñwas clearly 

annoyed with this, but then, you know, he moved off.  He said he had other meetings.ò506 
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Later on July 10, when Ambassador Taylor asked Ambassador Volker how the meetings 

went with the Ukrainian officials and whether they had resulted in a decision on a presidential 

call, Ambassador Volker replied:  ñNot goodðlets talk.ò507   

 

Following the July 10 White House meetings, Mr. Yermak followed up with Ambassador 

Volker by text message:  ñThank you for meeting and your clear and very logical position.  Will 

be great meet with you before my departure and discuss.  I feel that the key for many things is 

Rudi and I ready to talk with him at any time.ò508 

 

Concerned Officials Reported Details of This ñDrug Dealò to White House Lawyers 

 

 After the Ward Room meeting, Dr. Hill returned to Ambassador Boltonôs office and 

relayed what she had just witnessed.  Ambassador Bolton was ñvery angryò and instructed her to 

report the conversation to John Eisenberg, Deputy Counsel to the President for National Security 

Affairs and the Legal Advisor to the National Security Council: 

 

And he told me, and this is a direct quote from Ambassador Bolton:  You go and tell 

Eisenberg that I am not part of whatever drug deal Sondland and Mulvaney are cooking 

up on this, and you go and tell him what youôve heard and what Iôve said.509  

 

Dr. Hill explained that ñdrug dealò referred to Ambassador Sondlandôs and Mr. 

Mulvaneyôs conditioning of a White House meeting on investigations.510  By this point, Dr. Hill 

explained, it was clear that investigations were ñcode, at least, for Burisma.  Because that had 

been mentioned, you know, in the course of Mr. Giulianiôs appearances on television.ò511  

Numerous U.S. officials, including Ambassadors Sondland, Volker, and Bolton, as well as Lt. 

Col. Vindman and others, were well aware of Mr. Giulianiôs efforts to push Ukraine to pursue 

these political investigations. 

 

Following the meeting with Ambassador Bolton, Dr. Hill reported what had occurred to 

Mr. Eisenberg.  She conveyed to Mr. Eisenberg the details of the two meetings, including 

Ambassador Sondlandôs agreement with Mr. Mulvaney to provide the White House meeting if  

Ukraine agreed to pursue the investigations.512  The initial conversation between Dr. Hill and Mr. 

Eisenberg was brief, and they scheduled a longer discussion for the next day.513   

 

On July 11, Dr. Hill enlisted another NSC official who attended the July 10 meetings, 

Senior Director for International Energy and Environment P. Wells Griffith, to attend the longer 

discussion with Mr. Eisenberg.514  Dr. Hill and Mr. Griffith went over the events of July 10 and 

further explained that Ambassador Sondland said that he had been communicating with Mr. 

Giuliani.  Mr. Eisenberg was ñvery concernedò and stated that he would follow up.  Dr. Hill 

understood that Mr. Eisenberg later discussed the issue with his ñreporting authority,ò 

specifically, White House Counsel Pat Cipollone.515   

 

 Lt. Col. Vindman separately reported his concerns about the July 10 meetings to Mr. 

Eisenberg.  He told Mr. Eisenberg that Ambassador Sondland had asked for investigations into 

ñBidens and Burisma,ò which he thought was ñinappropriate.ò516  Lt. Col. Vindman also reported 

that the investigation ñMr. Giuliani was pushing was now being pulled into a, you know, national 
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security dialogue.ò517  Mr. Eisenberg said that he would look into it and invited Lt. Col. Vindman 

to return if any further concerns arose.  No one from the of the White House Counselôs Office, 

however, followed up with Lt. Col. Vindman on this issue.518   

 

Dr. Hill and Lt. Col. Vindman discussed their reactions and alarm about the July 10 

discussions with each other.  They both believed that Ambassador Sondlandôs statements were 

inappropriate and ñhad nothing to do with national security,ò and that they would not get 

involved with the scheme.519  On July 19, they also shared their concerns about Ambassador 

Sondlandôs comments during the July 10 meetings with Ambassador Taylor.520 

 

Ambassador Sondland Coached President Zelensky on Investigations and  

Kept Senior White House and State Department Officials ñIn the Loopò 

 

In mid-July, Dr. Hill was preparing to depart the NSC and transitioning her role to 

Timothy Morrison, who had been serving in another role at the NSC.521  On July 13, 

Ambassador Sondland emailed Mr. Morrison, explaining that the ñ[s]ole purposeò of a 

presidential call was for President Zelensky to assure President Trump that, ñCorruption ending, 

unbundling moving forward and any hampered investigations will be allowed to move forward 

transparently.ò  In exchange, Ambassador Sondland wrote, the ñGoal is for Potus to invite him to 

Oval.  Volker, Perry, Bolton and I strongly recommend.ò522  Later that evening, Mr. Morrison 

responded, ñThank you.  Tracking.ò523   

 

On July 19, a little over a week after the July 10 meetings at the White House, 

Ambassador Sondland spoke directly to President Zelensky about the upcoming call between the 

two presidents:  ñIt was a short call.  I think I said:  It looks like your call is finally on, and I 

think itôs important that you, you know, give President Trumpðhe wanted thisðsome kind of a 

statement about corruption.ò524   

 

 Following his call with President Zelensky, Ambassador Sondland emailed several senior 

Trump Administration officials, including Mr. Mulvaney, Secretary of State Michael Pompeo, 

Secretary Perry, and their staffs.  The subject line of the July 19 email read:  ñI Talked to 

Zelensky just now.ò  Ambassador Sondland wrote: 

 

He is prepared to receive Potusô call.  Will assure him that he intends to run a fully 

transparent investigation and will ñturn over every stoneò.  He would greatly appreciate a 

call prior to Sunday so that he can put out some media about a ñfriendly and productive 

callò (no details) prior to Ukraine election on Sunday.525 

 

 Secretary Perry responded that Mr. Mulvaney had confirmed a call would be set up ñfor 

tomorrow by NSC,ò526 and Mr. Mulvaney also responded to confirm that he had asked the NSC 

to set up the call between the presidents for the following day, July 20.527   

 

Ambassador Sondland explained that this email chain showed that ñ[e]veryone was in the 

loopò regarding his discussions with Ukrainian officials about the need for the Ukrainian leader 

to confirm to President Trump that he would announce the investigations.  As Ambassador 

Sondland further testified: 
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It was no secret.  Everyone was informed via email on July 19th, days before the 

Presidential call.  As I communicated to the team, I told President Zelensky in 

advance that assurances to run a fully transparent investigation and turn over every 

stone were necessary in his call with President Trump.528   

 

Call records reviewed by the Committees show repeated contact between Ambassador 

Sondland and the White House around this time.  For example, on July 19, at 10:43 a.m. Eastern 

Time, a number associated with the White House dialed Ambassador Sondland.  Four minutes 

later, at 10:47 a.m., Ambassador Sondland called a White House phone number and connected 

for approximately seven minutes.529   

 

Later in the afternoon of July 19, Ambassador Sondland texted Ambassadors Volker and 

Taylor:  ñLooks like Potus call tomorrow.  I spike [sic] directly to Zelensky and gave him a full 

briefing.  Heôs got it.ò530  Ambassador Volker replied:  ñGood. Had breakfast with Rudy this 

morningðteeing up call w Yermak Monday.  Must have helped.  Most impt is for Zelensky to 

say that he will help investigationðand address any specific personnel issuesðif there are 

any.ò531   

 

Mr. Giuliani Met with State Department Officials and Ukrainian Government Officials 

 

 As Ambassador Volker informed Ambassador Sondland in the above text message, on 

July 19, Ambassador Volker met Mr. Giuliani and his now-indicted associate Lev Parnas for 

breakfast at the Trump Hotel in Washington, D.C.532  Ambassador Volker also texted Mr. 

Yermak to inform him that he and Mr. Giuliani were meeting that day:  ñHaving our long 

anticipated breakfast todayðwill let you know and try to connect you directly.ò533 

 

During the breakfast, Mr. Giuliani and Ambassador Volker discussed the discredited 

allegations against former Vice President Biden relating to Ukraine.  Ambassador Volker 

testified that he pushed back against the allegations during his breakfast with Mr. Giuliani: 

 

One of the things that I said in that breakfast that I had with Mr. Giuliani, the only time 

Vice President Biden was ever discussed with me, and he was repeatingðhe wasnôt 

making an accusation and he wasnôt seeking an investigationðbut he was repeating all of 

the things that were in the media that we talked about earlier about, you know, firing the 

prosecutor general and his son being on the company and all that.  

 

And I said to Rudy in that breakfast the first time we sat down to talk that it is simply not 

credible to me that Joe Biden would be influenced in his duties as Vice President by 

money or things for his son or anything like that.  Iôve known him a long time, heôs a 

person of integrity, and thatôs not credible.534 

 

 Ambassador Volker further advised Mr. Giuliani during the breakfast that the then-

Ukrainian Prosecutor General, Yuriy Lutsenko, was promoting a ñself-serving narrative to 

preserve himself in power.ò  Mr. Giuliani agreed with Ambassador Volker and stated that he had 

come to that conclusion as well.535 
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Following the breakfast, Ambassador Volker connected Mr. Giuliani with Mr. Yermak 

by text message:   

 

Volker:  Mr Mayor ð really enjoyed breakfast this morning. As discussed, 

connecting you here with Andrey Yermak, who is very close to President 

Zelensky.  I suggest we schedule a call together on Monday ð maybe 

10am or 11am Washington time?  Kurt 

 

Giuliani:  Monday 10 to 11 

 

Yermak:   Ok, thank you 

 

Volker:   I will set up call ð 10 am ð thanks ï Kurt 

 

Yermak:  ấ 536 

 

On the morning of July 22, Mr. Yermak texted Ambassador Volker about the upcoming 

call with Mr. Giuliani, writing that it was ñvery goodò that their discussion would take place 

before the call between President Trump and President Zelensky.537  Later that day, the three men 

spoke by phone.  Ambassador Volker described the July 22 discussion as merely an 

ñintroductory phone call,ò538 although phone records indicate that the call lasted for 

approximately 38 minutes.539   

 

Ambassador Volker testified that during the call, Mr. Giuliani and Mr. Yermak discussed 

plans for an in-person meeting in Madrid in early August.540  Afterward, Ambassador Volker 

texted Mr. Yermak that he thought the call had been ñvery usefulò and recommended that Mr. 

Yermak send Mr. Giuliani a text message to schedule a date for the Madrid meeting.541  Mr. 

Yermak texted Mr. Giuliani later that day about a plan to ñtake this relationship to a new levelò 

and to meet in person as soon as possible.542 

 

Later on July 22, Ambassador Volker updated Ambassador Sondland on the ñgreat callò 

he ñ[o]rchestratedò between Mr. Giuliani and Mr. Yermak, noting that ñRudy is now advocating 

for phone call,ò an apparent reference to the call between President Trump and President 

Zelensky that would occur on July 25.  Ambassador Volker also recommended that Ambassador 

Sondland inform Mr. Mulvaney that ñRudy agrees,ò and that he planned to convey the same 

information to Ambassador Bolton.  Ambassador Sondland replied that Mr. Morrison of the 

White House NSC was also in support of the call.543  Ambassador Volker also told Ambassador 

Sondland that Mr. Giuliani and Mr. Yermak would meet in person in Madrid within a couple of 

weeks.544 

 

President Zelensky Feared Becoming ñA Pawnò in U.S. Reelection Campaign 

 

Around this time, senior Ukrainian officials informed U.S. officials that the new 

Ukrainian president did not want Ukraine to become enmeshed in U.S. domestic reelection 

politics.   
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On July 20, Ambassador Taylor spoke with Mr. Danyliuk, the Ukrainian national security 

advisor, who conveyed that President Zelensky ñdid not want to be used as a pawn in a U.S. 

reelection campaign.ò 545  Ambassador Taylor discussed President Zelenskyôs concern with 

Ambassador Volker and, the next day, texted Ambassador Sondland: 

 

Taylor:  Gordon, one thing Kurt and I talked about yesterday was Sasha Danyliukôs 

point that President Zelenskyy is sensitive about Ukraine being taken 

seriously, not merely as an instrument in Washington domestic, reelection 

politics. 

 

Sondland:  Absolutely, but we need to get the conversation started and the 

relationship built, irrespective of the pretext.  I am worried about the 

alternative.546 

 

Ambassador Taylor explained that his reference to ñWashington domestic reelection 

politicsò was ña reference to the investigations that Mr. Giuliani wanted to pursue.ò547  

According to Ambassador Taylor, President Zelensky understood what President Trump and Mr. 

Giuliani meant by ñinvestigations,ò and ñhe did not want to get involved.ò  Specifically, the 

Ukrainians understood that the ñinvestigations were pursuant to Mr. Giulianiôs request to 

develop information, to find information about Burisma and the Bidens.  This was very well 

known in public.  Mr. Giuliani had made this point clear in several instances in the beginningð

in the springtime.ò548  Ambassador Taylor also testified that the ñwhole thrustò of the activities 

undertaken by Mr. Giuliani and Ambassador Sondland ñwas to get these investigations, which 

Danyliuk and presumably Zelensky were resisting because they didnôt want to be seen to be 

interfering but also to be a pawn.ò549   

 

Despite the Ukrainian resistance, Ambassador Sondland said he believed that the public 

announcement of investigations would ñfixò an impasse between the Ukrainian government and 

President Trump.  When asked what he meant by ñirrespective of the pretextò in his July 21 text 

message to Ambassador Taylor, Ambassador Sondland explained, ñWell, the pretext being the 

agreed-upon interview or the agreed-upon press statement.  We just need to get by it so that the 

two can meet, because, again, it was back to once they meet, all of this will be fixed.ò550   

 

Witnesses Confirmed the President Conditioned an Oval Office Meeting on 

Investigations 

 

Multiple witnesses testified that the conditioning of an Oval Office meeting on President 

Zelenskyôs announcement of investigations to benefit the Presidentôs reelection campaign came 

from the very top:  President Trump.   

 

Ambassador Sondland testified that he, Secretary Perry, and Ambassador Volker worked 

with Mr. Giuliani ñat the express direction of the President of the United States.ò551  Ambassador 

Sondland stated that ñMr. Giuliani was expressing the desires of the President of the United 

States, and we knew these investigations were important to the President.ò552  Ambassador 

Sondland explained that he ñfollowed the directions of the Presidentò and that ñwe followed the 

Presidentôs orders.ò553   
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Ambassador Sondland further testified that President Trump expressedðboth directly 

and through Mr. Giulianiðthat he wanted ña public statement from President Zelensky 

committing to the investigations of Burisma and the 2016 electionò as ñprerequisites for the 

White House call and the White House meeting.ò554  Ambassador Sondland explained: 

 

I know that members of this committee frequently frame these complicated issues in the 

form of a simple question:  Was there a quid pro quo?  As I testified previously with 

regard to the requested White House call and the White House meeting, the answer is 

yes.555 

   

Ambassador Sondland also testified that knowledge of this quid pro quo was widespread 

among the Presidentôs advisers:  ñEveryone was in the loopò about the Presidentôs expectation 

that President Zelensky had to announce these specific investigations to secure an Oval Office 

meeting.  As an example, Ambassador Sondland cited an emailðcopying Senior Advisor to the 

White House Chief of Staff Robert Blair, State Department Executive Secretary Lisa Kenna, 

Chief of Staff to the Secretary of Energy Brian McCormack, Mr. Mulvaney, Secretary Perry, and 

Secretary Pompeoðwhere ñ[e]veryone was informed.ò556  

 

Other U.S. government officials also understood this scheme as a quid pro quo.  

Ambassador Taylor testified that as early as mid-July, it was ñbecoming clearò to him that ñthe 

meeting President Zelensky wanted was conditioned on investigations of Burisma and alleged 

Ukrainian influence in the 2016 electionsò and that ñthis condition was driven by the irregular 

policy channel I had come to understand was guided by Mr. Giuliani.ò557  Mr. Holmes similarly 

understood that by July, ñit was made clear that some action on a Burisma/Biden investigation 

was a precondition for an Oval Office visit.ò558  Dr. Hill testified that this quid pro quo was 

readily apparent after reading the July 25 call summary, explaining that it revealed that the White 

House meeting was used as ñsome kind of assetò that was ñdangled out to the Ukrainian 

Governmentò to secure a political benefit.559 

 

Final Preparation for Trump-Zelensky Call:  Ambassador Volker Counseled Ukrainians and  

Ambassador Sondland Prepped President Trump 

 

Ambassador Taylor testified that the call between President Trump and President 

Zelensky that ultimately occurred on July 25 was not confirmed until the last minute:  ñWe were 

trying to schedule it for about a week in advance, that whole week.  As I say, back and forth, yes, 

no, this time, that time. é it may have been about the day before that it was actually locked 

down, so about the 24th.ò560  According to Ambassador Taylor, at least one person had prescient 

concerns about the call before it occurred:  ñAmbassador Bolton was not interested in havingð

did not want to have the call because he thought it was going to be a disaster.  He thought that 

there could be some talk of investigations or worse on the call.ò561   

 

Before the call took place on July 25, Ambassador Volker had lunch with Mr. Yermak in 

Kyiv .  Ambassador Volker followed up with a text message to Mr. Yermak approximately 30 

minutes before the call, noting that a White House visit was still on the table if, during the call, 

President Zelensky convinced President Trump that Ukraine would ñinvestigateò and ñget to the 

bottom of what happenedò in 2016:  
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Volker:   Good lunch ï thanks. Heard from White Houseðassuming President Z 

convinces trump he will investigate / ñget to the bottom of what 

happenedò in 2016, we will nail down date for visit to Washington.  Good 

luck! See you tomorrow - kurt 

 

Ambassador Volker later informed Ambassador Sondland that he had relayed this 

ñmessageò to Mr. Yermak, which Ambassador Sondland had conveyed to Ambassador Volker 

earlier that day: 

 

Volker:  Hi Gordon - got your message.  Had a great lunch w Yermak and then 

passed your message to him.  He will see you tomorrow.  Think 

everything in place562 

 

Ambassador Sondland testified that the ñmessageò that Ambassador Volker conveyed to 

Mr. Yermak in advance of the July 25 call likely originated from an earlier conversation that 

Ambassador Sondland had with President Trump: 

 

Q: So is it fair to say that this message is what you received from President Trump on 

that phone call that morning?   

A:  Again, if he testified to that, to refresh my own memory, then, yes, likely I would 

have received that from President Trump.  

Q: But the sequence certainly makes sense, right?   

A: Yeah, it does.   

Q: You talked to President Trump.   

A: Yeah. 

Q: You told Kurt Volker to call you.  You left a message for Kurt Volker.  Kurt 

Volker sent this text message to Andriy Yermak to prepare President Zelensky 

and then President Trump had a phone call where President Zelensky spoke very 

similar to what was in this text message, right?   

A: Right.   

Q: And you would agree that the message in thisðthat is expressed here is that 

President Zelensky needs to convince Trump that he will do the investigations in 

order to nail down the date for a visit to Washington, D.C.  Is that correct?   

A: Thatôs correct.563   

 

Ambassador Sondland testified that he spoke with President Trump before the call with 

President Zelensky.564  Mr. Morrison also confirmed that President Trump and Ambassador 

Sondland spoke before President Trumpôs call with President Zelensky.565  Mr. Morrison stated 

that Ambassador Sondland emailed him on the morning of the call and listed ñthree topics that he 

was working on, the first of which was óI spoke to the President this morning to brief him on the 

call.ôò566  According to Mr. Morrison, Ambassador Sondland ñbelievedò that he helped to 

facilitate the July 25 call between President Trump and President Zelensky.567 

 

On July 26, the day after the call between President Trump and President Zelensky, 

Ambassador Volker acknowledged his role in prepping President Zelensky for the call with 
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President Trump in a text to Mr. Giuliani:  ñHi Mr Mayor ï you may have heardðthe President 

has [sic] a great phone call with the Ukrainian President yesterday.  Exactly the right messages 

as we discussed.ò568  
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5. The President Asked the Ukrainian President to Interfere in the 2020 U.S. Election 

by Investigating the Bidens and 2016 Election Interference 

 

 

During a call on July 25, President Trump asked President Zelensky of Ukraine to ñdo us a 

favor thoughò and investigate his political opponent, former Vice President Joe Biden, and a 

debunked conspiracy theory that Ukraine interfered in the 2016 U.S. election.  The next day, 

Ambassador Gordon Sondland informed President Trump that President Zelensky ñwas 

gonna do the investigationò and ñanythingò President Trump asked of him.  

 

 

Overview 

 

During a telephone call on July 25, 2019, President Donald J. Trump asked Ukrainian 

President Volodymyr Zelensky to investigate his political rival, former Vice President Joseph 

Biden, and a debunked conspiracy theory that Ukraine interfered in the 2016 U.S. election.  

President Trump also discussed the removal of Ambassador Marie Yovanovitch, former U.S. 

Ambassador to Ukraine, said that she was ñbad news,ò and warned that she would ñgo through 

some things.ò  Two witnesses who listened to the call testified that they immediately reported the 

details of the call to senior White House lawyers. 

 

When asked by a reporter on October 3, 2019, what he had hoped President Zelensky 

would do following the call, President Trump responded:  ñWell, I would think that, if they were 

honest about it, theyôd start a major investigation into the Bidens.  Itôs a very simple answer.ò  

 

Witnesses unanimously testified that President Trumpôs claims about former Vice 

President Biden and alleged Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. election have been 

discredited.  The witnesses reaffirmed that in late 2015 and early 2016, when former Vice 

President Biden advocated for the removal of a corrupt Ukrainian prosecutor, he acted in 

accordance with a ñbroad-based consensusò and the official policy of the United States, the 

European Union, and major international financial institutions.  Witnesses also unanimously 

testified that the removal of that prosecutor made it more likely that Ukraine would investigate 

corruption, not less likely. 

 

Dr. Fiona Hill, former Deputy Assistant to the President and Senior Director for 

European and Russian Affairs at the National Security Council, testified that the conspiracy 

theories about Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. election touted by President Trump are a 

ñfictional narrative that is being perpetrated and propagated by the Russian security services.ò  

She noted that President Trumpôs former Homeland Security Advisor Tom Bossert and former 

National Security Advisor H.R. McMaster repeatedly advised the President that the so-called 

ñCrowdStrikeò conspiracy theory that President Trump raised in the July 25 call is completely 

ñdebunked,ò and that allegations Ukraine interfered in the 2016 U.S. election are false.   

 

Nonetheless, on July 26, 2019, U.S. Ambassador to the European Union Gordon 

Sondland met with senior Ukrainian officials in Kyiv and then informed President Trump that 

President Zelensky ñwas gonna do the investigationò into former Vice President Biden and 
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alleged Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. election.  Ambassador Sondland added that 

President Zelensky would ñdo anythingò President Trump asked of him.  After the call, 

Ambassador Sondland told David Holmes, Counselor for Political Affairs at the U.S. Embassy in 

Kyiv, that President Trump ñdid not give a shit about Ukraineò and that he only cared about the 

ñbig stuffò that benefits his personal interests, like the ñBiden investigation.ò  

 

President Trumpôs Call with President Zelensky on July 25, 2019 

 

On July 25, 2019, President Zelensky finally had a long-awaited phone call with 

Ukraineôs most important international partner:  The President of the United States.   

 

It had been over three months since the two leaders first spoke.  Despite a warm but 

largely non-substantive call on April 21, President Trump had since declined President 

Zelenskyôs invitation to attend his inauguration and directed Vice President Mike Pence not to 

attend either.569  Ukrainian efforts to set a date for a promised Oval Office meeting with 

President Trump were stalled.  As Mr. Holmes explained, following the April 21 call:  

 

President Zelenskyôs team immediately began pressing to set a date for that visit.  

President Zelensky and senior members of his team made clear that they wanted 

President Zelenskyôs first overseas trip to be to Washington, to send a strong signal of 

American support, and requested a call with President Trump as soon as possible.570   

 

Before scheduling the July 25 call or a White House visit, President Trump met on June 

28 with Russian President Vladimir Putinðwhose armed forces were engaged in a war of 

attrition against U.S.-backed Ukrainian forcesðon the sidelines of the G20 summit in Osaka, 

Japan.571  During their meeting, President Trump and President Putin shared a joke about 

Russiaôs meddling in the 2016 U.S. election.572   

 

On July 25, President Trump joined the call with President Zelensky from the Executive 

Residence at the White House, away from a small group of senior national security aides who 

would normally join him in the Oval Office for a conversation with a foreign head of state.  

President Trump and President Zelensky began to speak at 9:03 a.m. Washington timeð4:03 

p.m. in Kyiv.  According to Tim Morrison, the newly-installed Senior Director for Europe and 

Russia on the NSC, President Zelensky spoke in Ukrainian and occasionally in ñchopped 

English.ò573  Translators interpreted the call on both sides.574  American aides listening to the call 

from the White House Situation Room hoped that what was said over the next 30 minutes would 

provide President Zelensky with the strong U.S. endorsement he needed in order to successfully 

negotiate an end to the five-year-old war with Russia that had killed over 13,000 Ukrainian 

soldiers and to advance President Zelenskyôs ambitious anti-corruption initiatives in Ukraine.575 

 

The Trump Administrationôs subject-matter experts, NSC Director for Ukraine Lt. Col. 

Alexander Vindman and Mr. Morrison, were both on the call.576  They had prepared talking 

points for President Trump and were taking detailed notes of what both leaders said, so that they 

could promptly implement any agreed-upon actions.577  They were joined by Lt. Gen. Keith 

Kellogg, National Security Advisor to the Vice President, and Jennifer Williams, Special 

Advisor to the Vice President for Europe and Russia.  Assistant to the President Robert Blair, a 
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senior aide to Acting Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney, was also present, along with an NSC press 

officer.578  Secretary of State Mike Pompeo listened from a different location, as did Dr. Charles 

M. Kupperman, the Deputy National Security Advisor.579   

 

Notably, Secretary Pompeo did not reveal that he listened to the July 25 call when asked 

directly about it on This Week on September 22.580  Neither Secretary Pompeo nor the State 

Department corrected the record until September 30, when ña senior State Department officialò 

disclosed the Secretary of Stateôs participation in the July 25 call.581 

 

The two presidents first exchanged pleasantries.  President Trump congratulated the 

Ukrainian leader on his partyôs parliamentary victory.  In a nod to their shared experience as 

political outsiders, President Zelensky called President Trump ña great teacherò who informed 

his own efforts to involve ñmany many new peopleò in Ukraineôs politics and ñdrain the swamp 

here in our country.ò582   

 

The discussion turned to U.S. support for Ukraine.  President Trump contrasted U.S. 

assistance to that of Americaôs closest European allies, stating:  ñWe spend a lot of effort and a 

lot of time.  Much more than the European countries are doing and they should be helping you 

more than they are.ò  The call then took a more ominous turn.  President Trump stated that with 

respect to U.S. support for Ukraine, ñI wouldnôt say that itôs reciprocal necessarily because 

things are happening that are not good but the United States has been very very good to 

Ukraine.ò583 

 

President Zelensky, whose government receives billions of dollars in financial support 

from the European Union and its member states, responded that European nations were ñnot 

working as much as they should work for Ukraine,ò including in the area of enforcing sanctions 

against Russia.584  He noted that ñthe United States is a much bigger partner than the European 

Unionò and stated that he was ñvery gratefulò because ñthe United States is doing quite a lot for 

Ukraine.ò585  

 

President Zelensky then raised the issue of U.S. military assistance for Ukraine with 

President Trump:  ñI also would like to thank you for your great support in the area of 

defenseòðan area where U.S. support is vital.586  President Zelensky continued:  ñWe are ready 

to continue to cooperate for the next steps specifically we are almost ready to buy more Javelins 

from the United States for defense purposes.ò587   The Javelin anti-tank missiles, first transferred 

to Ukraine by the United States in 2018, were widely viewed by U.S. officials as a deterrent 

against further Russian encroachment into Ukrainian territory.588 

 

Immediately after the Ukrainian leader raised the issue of U.S. military assistance to 

Ukraine, President Trump replied:  ñI would like you to do us a favor though because our 

country has been through a lot and Ukraine knows a lot about it.ò589  
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Request to Investigate 2016 Election 

 

President Trump then explained the ñfavorò he wanted President Zelensky to do.  He first 

requested that Ukraine investigate a discredited conspiracy theory aimed at undercutting the U.S. 

Intelligence Communityôs unanimous conclusion that the Russian government interfered in the 

2016 U.S. election.590  Specifically, President Trump stated: 

 

I would like you to find out what happened with this whole situation with Ukraine, they 

say Crowdstrike...  I guess you have one of your wealthy people...  The server, they say 

Ukraine has it.  There are a lot of things that went on, the whole situation.  I think youôre 

surrounding yourself with some of the same people.  I would like to have the Attorney 

General call you or your people and I would like you to get to the bottom of it.  As you 

saw yesterday, that whole nonsense ended with a very poor performance by a man named 

Robert Mueller, an incompetent performance, but they say a lot of it started with Ukraine.  

Whatever you can do, itôs very important that you do it if thatôs possible.591 

 

President Trump was referencing the widely debunked conspiracy theory that the 

Ukrainian governmentðand not Russiaðwas behind the hack of Democratic National 

Committee (DNC) servers in 2016, and that the American cybersecurity firm CrowdStrike 

moved the DNCôs servers to Ukraine to prevent U.S. law enforcement from examining them.  

This theory is often referred to in shorthand as ñCrowdStrikeò and has been promoted by the 

Russian government.592   

 

For example, during a press conference in February 2017, just weeks after the U.S. 

Intelligence Community unanimously assessed in a public report that Russia interfered in the 

2016 U.S. election to benefit the candidacy of Donald J. Trump, President Putin falsely asserted 

that ñthe Ukrainian government adopted a unilateral position in favour of one candidate.  More 

than that, certain oligarchs, certainly with the approval of the political leadership, funded this 

candidate, or female candidate, to be more precise.ò593  President Trumpôs reference in his July 

25 telephone call to ñone of your wealthy peopleò tracked closely with President Putinôs 

accusations that ñcertain oligarchsò in Ukraine meddled in the 2016 U.S. election to support 

Democratic candidate Hillary Clinton. 

 

Dr. Hill, an expert on Russia and President Putin, testified that the claim that ñRussia and 

its security services did not conduct a campaign against our country and that perhaps, somehow 

for some reason, Ukraine didò is ña fictional narrative that is being perpetrated and propagated 

by the Russian security services themselves.ò  Dr. Hill reaffirmed that the U.S. Intelligence 

Communityôs January 2017 conclusion that Russia interfered in the 2016 U.S. election is 

ñbeyond dispute, even if some of the underlying details must remain classified.ò594   

 

Tom Bossert, President Trumpôs former Homeland Security Advisor, stated publicly that 

the CrowdStrike theory is ñnot only a conspiracy theory, it is completely debunked.ò595  Dr. Hill 

testified that White House officialsðincluding Mr. Bossert and former National Security 

Advisor H.R. McMasterðñspent a lot of timeò refuting the CrowdStrike conspiracy theory to 

President Trump.  Dr. Hill explained that Mr. Bossert and others ñwho were working on 

cybersecurity laid out to the President the facts about the interference.ò  She affirmed that 
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President Trump was advised that ñthe alternative theory that Ukraine had interfered in the 

election was false.ò596  

 

President Zelensky did not directly address President Trumpôs reference to CrowdStrike 

during the July 25 call, but he tried to assure President Trump that ñit is very important for me 

and everything that you just mentioned earlier.ò597  President Zelensky committed to proceed 

with an investigation, telling President Trump that he had ñnobody but friendsò in the new 

Ukrainian presidential administration, possibly attempting to rebut Rudy Giulianiôs earlier claims 

that President Zelensky was surrounded by ñenemiesò of President Trump.  President Zelensky 

then specifically noted that one of his assistants ñspoke with Mr. Giuliani just recently and we 

are hoping very much that Mr. Giuliani will be able to travel to Ukraine and we will meet once 

he comes to Ukraine.ò598   

 

Significantly, President Zelensky referenced Mr. Giuliani even before President Trump 

had mentioned him, demonstrating the Ukrainian leaderôs understanding that Mr. Giuliani 

represented President Trumpôs interests in Ukraine.  The Ukrainian leader then reassured 

President Trump, ñI also plan to surround myself with great people and in addition to that 

investigationò into the CrowdStrike conspiracy theory.  He said, ñI guarantee as the President of 

Ukraine that all the investigations will be done openly and candidly.  That I can assure you.ò599  

President Trump replied, ñRudy very much knows whatôs happening and he is a very capable 

guy.  If you could speak to him that would be great.ò600   

 

Request to Investigate Bidens 

 

President Trump then returned to his requested ñfavor,ò asking President Zelensky about 

the ñ[t]he other thingò:  that Ukraine investigate President Trumpôs U.S. political rival, former 

Vice President Biden, for allegedly ending an investigation into the Ukrainian energy company 

Burisma Holdings.  Vice President Bidenôs son, Hunter Biden, served as a member of Burismaôs 

board of directors.  President Trump told President Zelensky: 

 

The other thing, Thereôs a lot of talk about Bidenôs son, that Biden stopped the 

prosecution and a lot of people want to find out about that so whatever you can do with 

the Attorney General would be great.  Biden went around bragging that he stopped the 

prosecution so if you can look into it...  It sounds horrible to me.601 

 

President Trump later continued, ñI will have Mr. Giuliani give you a call and I am also 

going to have Attorney General Barr call and we will get to the bottom of it.  Iôm sure you will 

figure it out.ò602 

 

In public remarks on October 3, 2019, a reporter asked President Trump, ñwhat exactly 

did you hope Zelensky would do about the Bidens after your phone call?  Exactly.ò  President 

Trump responded:  ñWell, I would think that, if they were honest about it, theyôd start a major 

investigation into the Bidens.  Itôs a very simple answer.ò603 

 

When President Trump asserted to President Zelensky during the July 25 call that former 

Vice President ñBiden went around bragging that he stopped the prosecution,ò President Trump 
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was apparently referring to Vice President Bidenôs involvement in the removal of the corrupt 

former Ukrainian prosecutor general, Viktor Shokin.   

 

Multiple witnessesðincluding Dr. Hill, former U.S. Ambassador to Ukraine Marie 

Yovanovitch, Mr. Holmes, and Deputy Assistant Secretary of State George Kentðtestified that 

they were not aware of any credible evidence to support the claim that former Vice President 

Biden acted inappropriately when he advocated for the removal of Mr. Shokin.604  To the 

contrary, those witnesses confirmed that it was the official policy of the United States, the 

European Union, and major international financial institutions, to demand Mr. Shokinôs 

dismissal.  As Mr. Kent testified, there was ña broad-based consensusò that Mr. Shokin was ña 

typical Ukraine prosecutor who lived a lifestyle far in excess of his government salary, who 

never prosecuted anybody known for having committed a crimeò and who ñcovered up crimes 

that were known to have been committed.ò605  Mr. Kent further explained: 

 

What former Vice President Biden requested of former President of Ukraine Poroshenko 

was the removal of a corrupt prosecutor general, Viktor Shokin, who had undermined a 

program of assistance that we had spent, again, U.S. taxpayer money to try to build an 

independent investigator unit to go after corrupt prosecutors.606 

 

As Ambassador Yovanovitch testified, the removal of a corrupt Ukrainian prosecutor 

general, who was not prosecuting enough corruption, increased the chance that alleged 

corruption in companies in Ukraine could be investigated.607 

 

Mr. Shokin was a known associate of Mr. Giuliani.  As described in Chapter 1, Mr. 

Giuliani had been communicating with Mr. Shokin since at least 2018.608  Mr. Giuliani also 

lobbied the White House on behalf of Mr. Shokin to intervene earlier in 2019 when the State 

Department rejected a visa application for Mr. Shokin to visit the United States based upon Mr. 

Shokinôs notorious corrupt conduct.609  Ambassador Kurt Volker, U.S. Special Representative 

for Ukraine Negotiations, testified that he explicitly warned Mr. Giulianiðto no availðagainst 

pursuing ñthe conspiracy theory that Vice President Biden would have been influenced in his 

duties as Vice President by money paid to his son.ò610  Ambassador Volker affirmed that former 

Vice President Biden is ñan honorable man, and I hold him in the highest regard.ò611 

 

Attacks Against Ambassador Yovanovitch 

 

During the July 25 call, President Trump also attacked Ambassador Yovanovitch, whom 

he had ousted as the U.S. Ambassador to Ukraine three months earlier after a concerted smear 

campaign perpetuated by Mr. Giuliani.  As described in Chapter 1, Mr. Giuliani viewed 

Ambassador Yovanovitchða decorated diplomat who had championed Ukrainian anti-

corruption officials and activistsðas an impediment to his activities in Ukraine.612  President 

Trump told President Zelensky:  ñThe former ambassador from the United States, the woman, 

was bad news and the people she was dealing with in the Ukraine were bad news so I just want 

to let you know that.ò  He later added:  ñWell, sheôs going to go through some things.ò613 

 

Ambassador Yovanovitch described her visceral reaction when she first read the call 

record, after the White House released it publicly on September 25, 2019.  She testified, ñI was 
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shocked.  I mean, I was very surprised that President Trump wouldðfirst of all, that I would 

feature repeatedly in a Presidential phone call, but secondly, that the President would speak 

about me or any ambassador in that way to a foreign counterpart.ò614  When asked whether she 

felt ñthreatenedò by President Trumpôs statement that ñsheôs going to go through some things,ò 

Ambassador Yovanovitch answered that she did.615 

 

Praise of Corrupt Former Ukrainian Prosecutor 

 

After disparaging Ambassador Yovanovitch, who had an extensive record of combatting 

corruption, President Trump praised an unnamed former Ukrainian prosecutor generalðreferring 

to Yuriy Lutsenkoðwho was widely considered to be corrupt and had promoted false allegations 

against Ambassador Yovanovitch.616  President Trump told President Zelensky:  ñGood because 

I heard you had a prosecutor who was very good and he was shut down and thatôs really unfair.  

A lot of people are talking about that, the way they shut your very good prosecutor down and 

you had some very bad people involved.ò617  He later added, ñI heard the prosecutor was treated 

very badly and he was a very fair prosecutor so good luck with everything.ò618 

 

At the time of the July 25 call, Mr. Lutsenkoðwho was collaborating with Mr. Giuliani 

to smear Ambassador Yovanovitch and the Bidensðwas still the Ukrainian prosecutor general.  

Mr. Holmes testified that Mr. Lutsenko ñwas not a good partner.  He had failed to deliver on the 

promised reforms that he had committed to when he took office, and he was using his office to 

insulate and protect political allies while presumably enriching himself.ò619  By July 2019, Mr. 

Holmes assessed that Mr. Lutsenko was ñtrying to angle to keep his jobò under the new Zelensky 

Administration and that part of his strategy was ñappealing to Rudy Giuliani and Donald Trump 

by pushing out these false theories about the Bidens and the 2016 election.ò620 

 

Multiple witnesses testified that another former Ukrainian prosecutor, Mr. Shokin, was 

also considered to be corrupt.  For example, Mr. Kent testified during his deposition that Mr. 

Lutsenko and Mr. Shokin were ñcorrupt former prosecutorsò who were ñpeddling false 

information in order to extract revenge against those who had exposed their misconduct, 

including U.S. diplomats, Ukrainian anticorruption officials, and reform-minded civil society 

groups in Ukraine.ò621  Ambassador Volker testified at his public hearing that Mr. Lutsenko was 

ñnot credible, and was acting in a self-serving capacity.ò622  Mr. Holmes further noted that Mr. 

Lutsenko ñresisted fully empowering truly independent anticorruption institutions that would 

help ensure that no Ukrainians, however powerful, were above the law.ò623 

 

 After the call, the White House press office issued a short and incomplete summary of the 

call, omitting major elements of the conversation.  The press statement read:  

 

Today, President Donald J. Trump spoke by telephone with President Volodymyr 

Zelenskyy of Ukraine to congratulate him on his recent election.  President Trump and 

President Zelenskyy discussed ways to strengthen the relationship between the United 

States and Ukraine, including energy and economic cooperation.  Both leaders also 

expressed that they look forward to the opportunity to meet.624 
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Concerns Raised by Lieutenant Colonel Alexander Vindman 

 

Prior to President Trumpôs July 25 call with President Zelensky, Lt. Col. Vindman had 

preparedðwith Mr. Morrisonôs review and approvalða call briefing package, including talking 

points for President Trumpôs use.  This was consistent with the NSCôs regular process of 

preparing for the Presidentôs phone calls with foreign leaders.625  The NSC-drafted talking points 

did not include any reference to Biden, Burisma, CrowdStrike, or alleged Ukrainian interference 

in the 2016 U.S. election.626 

 

Lt. Col. Vindman testified during his deposition that, prior to the July 25 call, he was 

aware of concerns from former National Security Advisor John Bolton and other U.S. officials 

that President Trump might raise these discredited issues with President Zelensky.627  Indeed, 

Ambassador Bolton had resisted scheduling the call because he believed it might be a 

ñdisaster.ò628   

 

As he sat in the White House Situation Room listening to the leaders, Lt. Col. Vindman 

quickly recognized that the Presidentôs conversation was diverging from the talking points he 

helped prepare based on the interagency policy process, and ñstrayingò into an ñunproductive 

narrativeò promoted by Mr. Giuliani and other ñexternal and nongovernmental influencersò629ð

topics that Lt. Col. Vindman dubbed ñstray voltage.ò630 

 

Lt. Col. Vindman knew immediately that he had a duty to report the contents of the call 

to the White House lawyers.  He explained, ñI had concerns, and it was my duty to report my 

concerns to the properðproper people in the chain of command.ò631  Lt. Col. Vindman testified 

that President Trumpôs request that a foreign leader dependent on the United States open an 

investigation into his U.S. political opponent constituted a ñdemandò that President Zelensky had 

to meet in order to secure a White House meeting: 

 

So, Congressman, the power disparity between the President of the United States and the 

President of Ukraine is vast, and, you know, in the President asking for something, it 

becameðthere wasðin return for a White House meeting, because thatôs what this was 

about.  This was about getting a White House meeting.  It was a demand for him to fulfill 

hisðfulfill this particular prerequisite in order to get the meeting.632 

 

Lt. Col. Vindman further testified that President Trumpôs demand of the Ukrainian leader 

was ñinappropriateò and ñimproper,ò and that it would undermine U.S. national security: 

 

Chairman, as I said in my statement, it was inappropriate.  It was improper for the 

President to requestðto demand an investigation into a political opponent, especially a 

foreign power where thereôs, at best, dubious belief that this would be a completely 

impartial investigation, and that this would have significant implications if it became 

public knowledge, and it would be perceived as a partisan play.  It would undermine our 

Ukraine policy, and it would undermine our national security.633 

 

Within an hour of the call ending, Lt. Col. Vindman reported his concerns to John A. 

Eisenberg, the Deputy Counsel to the President for National Security Affairs and the Legal 
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Advisor to the NSC , and Michael Ellis, a Senior Associate Counsel to the President and the 

Deputy Legal Advisor to the NSC.634  Lt. Col. Vindman recounted the content of the call based 

on his handwritten notes and told the lawyers that he believed it was ñwrongò for President 

Trump to ask President Zelensky to investigate Vice President Biden.635 

 

Concerns Raised by Timothy Morrison 

 

After 17 years as a Republican Congressional staffer and approximately a year serving 

elsewhere on the NSC staff, Mr. Morrison assumed his position as the NSCôs Senior Director for 

Europe and Russia on July 15, 2019, only 10 days before President Trumpôs call with President 

Zelensky.636   

 

Before he transitioned into his new role, Mr. Morrison met with his predecessor, Dr. Hill.  

She advised him to stay away from efforts orchestrated by Mr. Giuliani and Ambassador 

Sondland to pressure Ukraine into investigating a ñbucket of issuesò that included ñBurisma the 

company,ò and ñHunter Biden on the board.ò637  Dr. Hill also warned Mr. Morrison before the 

July 25 call about the Presidentôs interest in alleged Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. 

election related to the DNC server.638   

 

Mr. Morrison testified that he had no knowledge of any investigations at the time, but 

after performing a Google search of ñwhat is Burisma?ò and seeing the name Hunter Biden, Mr. 

Morrison decided to ñstay away.ò639  Even though he was new to the portfolio, Mr. Morrison 

promptly concluded that because ñBurismaò involved Hunter Biden, and because former Vice 

President Biden was running for President, such investigations could be a ñproblematicò area.640  

Mr. Morrison further explained that he tried to stay away from requests related to Burisma and 

the 2016 U.S. election because these investigations were not related to ñthe proper policy process 

that I was involved in on Ukraine,ò and ñhad nothing to do with the issues that the interagency 

was working on.ò641 

 

With that background in mind, Mr. Morrison admitted he was ñconcernedò when, while 

listening to the call on July 25, he heard President Trump raise ñissues related to the [DNC] 

server.ò  Ultimately, Mr. Morrison said, ñthe call was not the full-throated endorsement of the 

Ukraine reform agenda that I was hoping to hear.ò642 

 

In ñfairly short order,ò Mr. Morrison reported the contents of the call to Mr. Eisenberg 

and Mr. Ellis, the NSC lawyers.  He asked them to review the call, which he feared would be 

ñdamagingò if leaked.643  Mr. Morrison stated that at the time of the call, he ñdid not have a 

viewò on whether the call was ñappropriate and proper.ò644  He also stated that he ñwas not 

concerned that anything illegal was discussed.ò 645  During his deposition, however, Mr. 

Morrison clarified, ñI did not then and I do not now opine é as to the legalityò of what happened 

on the call.646 

 

In a second meeting with Mr. Eisenberg, Mr. Morrison requested that access to the 

electronic files of the call record be restricted.  This was an unusual request.  Mr. Morrison 

confirmed to the Committee that he had never before asked the NSC Legal Advisor to restrict 

access to a presidential call record.647  It was also unusual because Mr. Morrison raised 
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restricting access with Mr. Eisenberg despite the fact that Mr. Morrison himself had the 

authority, as an NSC senior director, to recommend restrictions on the relevant files to the NSCôs 

Executive Secretariat.   

 

Lt. Col. Vindman also discussed restricting access to the July 25 call summary with Mr. 

Eisenberg and Mr. Ellis.  At some point after the call, Lt. Col. Vindman discussed with the NSC 

lawyers the ñsensitivityò of the matters raised on the call and ñthe fact that é there are constant 

leaks.ò648  Lt. Col. Vindman explained that ñ[f]rom a foreign policy professional perspective, all 

of these types of calls would inherently be sensitive.ò649  But the July 25 call was particularly 

sensitive because it could ñundermine our relationship with the Ukrainiansò given that it ñwould 

implicate a partisan play.ò650  The NSC lawyers, therefore, believed that it was ñappropriate to 

restrict access for the purpose of the leaksò and ñto preserv[e] the integrityò of the transcript.651  

Lt. Col. Vindman recalled that Mr. Ellis raised the idea of placing the call summary on the 

NSCôs server for highly classified information and Mr. Eisenberg ñgave the go-ahead.ò652 

 

Some weeks after his discussions with the NSC attorneys, Mr. Morrison could not locate 

the call record.  He contacted the staff of the NSCôs Executive Secretariat in search of an 

explanation and was informed that ñJohn Eisenberg had directed it to be moved to a different 

serverò utilized by the NSC staff for highly classified information.653  This transfer occurred 

despite Mr. Morrisonôs view that the call record did not meet the requirements to be placed on 

the highly classified system.654   

 

Mr. Eisenberg later told Mr. Morrison that the call record had been placed on the highly 

classified system by ñmistake.ò655  Even after Mr. Eisenberg stated that the call record was 

moved to the highly classified system by ñmistake,ò it nevertheless remained on that system until 

at least the third week of September 2019, shortly before its declassification and public release 

by the White House.656 

 

Concerns Raised by Jennifer Williams 

 

Vice President Penceôs advisor, Ms. Williams, had listened to nearly a dozen phone calls 

between President Trump and other heads of state prior to July 25, 2019, as well as Vice 

President Penceôs April 23 call with President Zelensky.657  As she sat listening to President 

Trumpôs July 25 call, she was struck by his requests relating to Vice President Biden.  She stated 

that she believed that President Trumpôs comments were ñunusual and inappropriate.ò658   

 

Ms. Williams testified that she thought that ñreferences to specific individuals and 

investigations, such as former Vice President Biden and his sonò were ñpolitical in nature, given 

that the former Vice President is a political opponent of the President.ò659  The comments struck 

her as ñmore specific to the President in nature, to his personal political agenda,ò as opposed to 

ña broader foreign policy objective of the United States.ò660  She added, ñit was the first time I 

had heard internally the President reference particular investigations that previously I had only 

heard about through Mr. Giulianiôs press interviews and press reporting.ò661   
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Significantly, Ms. Williams, who had learned about the hold on security assistance for 

Ukraine on July 3, also said that the Trump-Zelensky call ñshed some light on possible other 

motivations behind a security assistance hold.ò662 

 

ñBurismaò Omitted from Call Record 

 

Mr. Morrison, Lt. Col. Vindman, and Ms. Williams all agreed that the publicly released 

record of the call was substantially accurate, but Lt. Col. Vindman and Ms. Williams both 

testified that President Zelensky made an explicit reference to ñBurismaò that was not included 

in the call record.  Specifically, Lt. Col. Vindman testified that his notes indicated President 

Zelensky used the word ñBurismaòðinstead of generically referring to ñthe companyòðwhen 

discussing President Trumpôs request to investigate the Bidens.663  Ms. Williamsô notes also 

reflected that President Zelensky had said ñBurismaò later in the call when referring to a 

ñcase.ò664 

 

Lt. Col. Vindman indicated that President Zelenskyôs mention of ñBurismaò was notable 

because it suggested that the Ukrainian leader was ñprepped for this call.ò  He explained that 

ñfrankly, the President of Ukraine would not necessarily know anything about this company 

Burisma.ò  Lt. Col. Vindman continued, ñhe would certainly understand some of thisðsome 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.ò665 

 

The Substance of the Call Remained Tightly Controlled 

 

Ms. Williams testified that staff in the Office of the Vice President placed the draft call 

record in the Vice Presidentôs nightly briefing book on July 25.666 

 

Separately, and following established protocols for coordinating U.S. government 

activities toward Ukraine, Lt. Col. Vindman provided Mr. Kent at the State Department with a 

readout.  Because Mr. Kent had worked on Ukraine policy for many years, Lt. Col. Vindman 

sought Mr. Kentôs ñexpert viewò on the investigations requested by the President.  Mr. Kent 

informed him that ñthere was no substanceò behind the CrowdStrike conspiracy theory and ñtook 

note of the fact that there was a call to investigate the Bidens.ò667  Recalling this conversation, 

Mr. Kent testified that Lt. Col. Vindman said ñhe could not share the majority of what was 

discussed [on the July 25 call] because of the very sensitive nature of what was discussed,ò but 

that Lt. Col. Vindman noted that the call ñwent into the direction of some of the most extreme 

narratives that have been discussed publicly.ò668 

 

Ambassador Sondland Followed Up on President Trumpôs Request for Investigations 

 

Soon after arriving in Kyiv from Brussels on July 25, Ambassador Sondland asked the 

U.S. Embassy to arrange a meeting the next day with Ukrainian presidential aide Andriy 

Yermak.669 

 

On the morning of July 26, Ambassadors Sondland, Volker and Taylorðaccompanied by 

Mr. Holmes, who acted as their official notetakerðwent to the Presidential Administration 
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Building in central Kyiv for meetings with Ukrainian officials.670  Contrary to standard 

procedure, Mr. Holmes and Ambassador Taylor did not receive readouts of the July 25 call, so 

they were unaware of what President Trump and President Zelensky had discussed.671  

Ambassador Volker also did not receive an official readout of the July 25 call from the NSC 

staff.  He testified that Andriy Yermak, a senior aide to President Zelensky, simply characterized 

it as a ñgood callò in which ñPresident Zelensky did reiterate his commitment to reform and 

fighting corruption in Ukraine.ò672   

 

The first meeting on July 26 was with Chief of Staff to President Zelensky Andriy 

Bohdan.673  Regarding the July 25 call, Mr. Holmes recalled Mr. Bohdan sharing that ñPresident 

Trump had expressed interest é in President Zelenskyôs personnel decisions related to the 

Prosecutor Generalôs office [PGO].ò674  Mr. Holmes further testified that Mr. Bohdan then 

ñstarted asking é about individuals Iôve since come to understand they were considering 

appointing to different roles in the PGO.ò675  Mr. Holmes explained that he ñdidnôt understand 

it,ò and that ñ[i]t wasnôt until I read the July 25th phone call transcript that I realized that the 

President [Trump] had mentioned Mr. Lutsenko in the call.ò676 

 

Subsequently, Ambassadors Sondland, Taylor, and Volker met with President Zelensky 

and other senior officials.  Mr. Holmes once again took notes.677  He testified  ñDuring the 

meeting, President Zelensky stated that, during the July 25th call, President Trump had, quote, 

óthree times raised some very sensitive issuesô and that he would have to follow upðhe, 

Zelenskyðwould have to follow up on those issues when he and President Trump met in 

person.ò678  After he read the transcript of the July 25 call, Mr. Holmes determined that President 

Zelenskyôs mention of ñsensitive issuesò was a reference to President Trumpôs demands for a 

ñBurisma Biden investigation.ò679   

 

Catherine Croft, Special Advisor to Ambassador Kurt Volker, was also in Kyiv on July 

26.  Although she did not attend the meeting with President Zelensky, she received a readout 

from Ambassadors Volker and Taylor later that day, as they were traveling in an embassy 

vehicle.  Ms. Croft testified that her handwritten notes from that readout indicate ñthe President 

[Trump] had raised investigations multiple timesò in his July 25 call with President Zelensky.680  

Ambassadors Sondland and Taylor told the Committee that they did not recall President 

Zelenskyôs comments about investigations.681  Ambassador Volker similarly did not recall that 

the issue of investigations was discussed, but testified that he did not dispute the validity of 

ñnotes taken contemporaneously at the meeting.ò682   

 

Ambassador Sondland Met One-on-One with Ukrainian Presidential Aide 

 

The meeting with President Zelensky ended around noon.683  After the meeting, 

Ambassadors Taylor and Volker departed the Presidential Administration building for a visit to 

the front lines of the war with Russia in eastern Ukraine.684  Ambassador Sondland separately 

headed for Mr. Yermakôs office.  Mr. Holmes testified that, at the last minute, he received 

instruction from his leadership at the U.S. Embassy to join Ambassador Sondland.685  By that 

point, Mr. Holmes recalled, he ñwas a flight of stairs behind Ambassador Sondland as he headed 

to meet with Mr. Yermak.ò686  Mr. Holmes continued, ñWhen I reached Mr. Yermakôs office, 

Ambassador Sondland had already gone in to the meeting.ò687  Mr. Holmes then ñexplained to 
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Mr. Yermakôs assistant that I was supposed to join the meeting as the Embassyôs representative 

and strongly urged her to let me in, but she told me that Ambassador Sondland and Mr. Yermak 

had insisted that the meeting be one on one with no note taker.ò688  Mr. Holmes ñthen waited in 

the anteroom until the meeting ended, along with a member of Ambassador Sondlandôs staff and 

a member of the U.S. Embassy Kyiv staff.ò689 

 

Ambassador Sondlandôs meeting with Mr. Yermak lasted approximately 30 minutes.690  

When it ended, Ambassador Sondland did not provide Mr. Holmes an explanation of what they 

discussed.691  Ambassador Sondland later testified that he did not ñrecall the specificsò of his 

conversation with Mr. Yermak, but he believed ñthe issue of investigations was probably a part 

of that agenda or meeting.ò692   

 

Call Between President Trump and Ambassador Sondland on July 26, 2019 

 

After a busy morning of meetings with Ukrainian officials on July 26, Ambassador 

Sondland indicated that he wanted to get lunch.  Mr. Holmes interjected that he would ñbe happy 

to joinò Ambassador Sondland and two other State Department colleagues accompanying him ñif 

he wanted to brief me out on his meeting with Mr. Yermak or discuss other issues.ò693  

Ambassador Sondland accepted the offer.  The diplomats proceeded ñto a nearby restaurant and 

sat on an outdoor terrace.ò694  Mr. Holmes ñsat directly across from Ambassador Sondland,ò 

close enough that they could ñshare an appetizer.ò695 

 

Mr. Holmes recounted that ñat first, the lunch was largely social.  Ambassador Sondland 

selected a bottle of wine that he shared among the four of us, and we discussed topics such as 

marketing strategies for his hotel business.ò696  Later during the meal, Ambassador Sondland 

ñsaid that he was going to call President Trump to give him an update.ò697  Ambassador 

Sondland then placed a call on his unsecure mobile phone.  Mr. Holmes was taken aback.  He 

told the Committee, ñit was, like, a really extraordinary thing, it doesnôt happen very oftenòða 

U.S. Ambassador picking up his mobile phone at an outdoor cafe and dialing the President of the 

United States.698   

 

Mr. Holmes, who was sitting directly opposite from Ambassador Sondland, said he 

ñheard him announce himself several times, along the lines of, óGordon Sondland, holding for 

the President.ô  It appeared that he was being transferred through several layers of switchboards 

and assistants, and I then noticed Ambassador Sondlandôs demeanor changed and understood 

that he had been connected to President Trump.ò699   

 

Mr. Holmes stated he was able to hear the first part of Ambassador Sondlandôs 

conversation with President Trump because it was ñquite loudò and ñquite distinctiveò when the 

President began speaking.  When President Trump started speaking, Ambassador Sondland ñsort 

of winced and held the phone away from his ear,ò and ñdid that for the first couple 

exchanges.ò700 

 

Recounting the conversation that followed, Mr. Holmes testified: 
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I heard Ambassador Sondland greet the President and explain he was calling from Kyiv.  

I heard President Trump then clarify that Ambassador Sondland was in Ukraine.  

Ambassador Sondland replied, yes, he was in Ukraine, and went on to state that President 

Zelensky, quote, ñloves your ass.ò  I then heard President Trump ask, ñSo heôs going to 

do the investigation?ò  Ambassador Sondland replied that he is going to do it, adding that 

President Zelensky will do ñanything you ask him to do.ò701 

 

President Trump has denied that he spoke to Ambassador Sondland on July 26 and told 

reporters, ñI know nothing about that.ò702  But in his public testimony before the Committee, 

Ambassador Sondland noted that White House call records made available to his legal counsel 

confirmed that the July 26 call in fact occurred.703  Ambassador Sondland further explained that 

Mr. Holmesôs testimonyðspecifically, a ñreference to A$AP Rockyòðrefreshed his recollection 

about the July 26 call, which Ambassador Sondland had not originally disclosed to the 

Committee.704   

 

Although Ambassador Sondland did not believe he mentioned the Bidens by name, he 

testified that with regard to the substance of his July 26 conversation with President Trump:  ñI 

have no reason to doubt that this conversation included the subject of investigations.ò705  He 

added that he had ñno reasonò to doubt Mr. Holmesô testimony about the contents of the call, and 

that he would ñhave been more surprised if President Trump had not mentioned investigations, 

particularly given what we were hearing from Mr. Giuliani about the Presidentôs concerns.ò706  

Asked about his statement to President Trump that President Zelensky ñloves your ass,ò 

Ambassador Sondland replied:  ñThat sounds like something I would say.  Thatôs how President 

Trump and I communicate, a lot of four-letter words, in this case three letter.ò707 

 

After the call between Ambassador Sondland and President Trump ended, Ambassador 

Sondland remarked to Mr. Holmes that ñthe President was in a bad mood,ò as ñwas often the 

case early in the morning.ò708  Mr. Holmes, who had learned about the freeze on U.S. security 

assistance days earlier, was attempting to clarify the Presidentôs thinking, and said he ñtook the 

opportunity to ask Ambassador Sondland for his candid impression of the Presidentôs views on 

Ukraineò: 

 

In particular, I asked Ambassador Sondland if it was true that the President did not give a 

shit about Ukraine.  Ambassador Sondland agreed that the President did not give a shit 

about Ukraine.  I asked, why not, and Ambassador Sondland stated, the President only 

cares about, quote, unquote, ñbig stuff.ò  I noted there was, quote, unquote, big stuff 

going on in Ukraine, like a war with Russia.  And Ambassador Sondland replied that he 

meant, quote, unquote, ñbig stuffò that benefits the President, like the, quote, unquote, 

ñBiden investigationò that Mr. Giuliani was pushing.  The conversation then moved on to 

other topics.709   

 

Ambassador Sondland did not dispute the substance of Mr. Holmesô recollection of this 

discussion.  He stated, ñI donôt recall my exact words, but clearly the President, beginning on 

May 23, when we met with him in the Oval Office, was not a big fanò of Ukraine.  Asked 

whether President Trump ñwas a big fan of the investigations,ò Ambassador Sondland replied:  

ñApparently so.ò710  Asked to clarify if, during his July 26 conversation with Mr. Holmes, he 
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recalled ñat least referring to an investigation that Rudy Giuliani was pushing,ò Ambassador 

Sondland replied, ñI would have, yes.ò711 

 

Mr. Holmes Informed U.S. Embassy Leadership about 

President Trumpôs Call with Ambassador Sondland 

 

After the lunch, Mr. Holmes dropped off Ambassador Sondland at his hotel, the Hyatt 

Regency Kyiv.  Mr. Holmes then returned to the U.S. Embassy.712  Ambassador Taylor, the 

acting Ambassador in Kyiv, was still visiting the front line.  So when he arrived at the Embassy, 

Mr. Holmes briefed his immediate supervisor, Kristina Kvien, Deputy Chief of Mission at U.S. 

Embassy Kyiv, about the Presidentôs call with Ambassador Sondland and Ambassador 

Sondlandôs subsequent description of President Trumpôs priorities for Ukraine.713   

 

After taking a long-planned vacation from July 27 to August 5, Mr. Holmes told 

Ambassador Taylor about his lunch with Ambassador Sondland on the first day he returned to 

work, August 6.714  Mr. Holmes told the Committee that he did not brief the call in detail to 

Ambassador Taylor because ñit was obvious what the President was pressing forò: 

 

Of course thatôs whatôs going on.  Of course the President is pressing for a Biden 

investigation before heôll do these things the Ukrainians want.  There was nodding 

agreement.  So did I go through every single word in the call?  No, because everyone by 

that point agreed, it was obvious what the President was pressing for.715   

 

In October 2019, following the public release of testimony by several witnesses pursuant 

to the Committeeôs impeachment inquiry, Mr. Holmes reminded Ambassador Taylor about 

Ambassador Sondlandôs July 26 conversation with President Trump.  Ambassador Taylor was 

preparing to return to Washington and testify publicly before the Committee.  Mr. Holmes had 

been following news coverage of the inquiry and realized he had unique, firsthand evidence that 

ñpotentially bore on the question of whether the President did, in fact, have knowledgeò of 

efforts to press the Ukrainian President to publicly announce investigations: 

 

I came to realize that I had firsthand knowledge regarding certain events on July 26 that 

had not otherwise been reported and that those events potentially bore on the question of 

whether the President did, in fact, have knowledge that those senior officials were using 

the levers of diplomatic power to influence the new Ukrainian President to announce the 

opening of a criminal investigation against President Trumpôs political opponent.  It is at 

that point that I made the observation to Ambassador Taylor that the incident I had 

witnessed on July 26th had acquired greater significance, which is what he reported in his 

testimony last week and is what led to the subpoena for me to appear here today.716   

 

Mr. Holmes testified that the July 26 call became ñsort of a touchstone piece of 

informationò for diplomats at the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv who ñwere trying to understand why we 

werenôt able to get the meetingò between President Trump and President Zelensky and ñwhat 

was going on with the security hold.ò717  He elaborated: 
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I would refer back to it repeatedly in our, you know, morning staff meetings.  Weôd talk 

about what weôre trying to do.  Weôre trying to achieve this, that.  Maybe it will convince 

the President to have the meeting.  And I would say, óWell, as we know, he doesnôt really 

care about Ukraine.  He cares about some other things.  And weôre trying to keep Ukraine 

out of our politics and so, you know, thatôs what weôre up against.ô  And I would referð

use that repeatedly as a refrain.718 
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6. The President Wanted Ukraine to Announce the Investigations Publicly 

 

 

In the weeks following the July 25 call, President Trumpôs hand-picked representatives 

carried out his wishes to condition a coveted White House meeting for the Ukrainian 

President on the public announcement of investigations beneficial to President Trump.  Top 

U.S. officials, including the Secretary of State and Secretary of Energy, were ñin the loop.ò   

 

 

Overview 

 

In the weeks following the July 25 call, during which President Trump had pressed 

Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky to ñdo us a favor though,ò the Presidentôs 

representatives worked to secure from the Ukrainian President a public announcement about the 

requested investigations as a condition for the White House meeting.   

 

That meeting would have conferred vital support on a new president who relied on the 

United States to help defend his nation militarily, diplomatically, and politically against Russian 

aggression.  U.S. Ambassador to the European Union Gordon Sondland provided testimony and 

quoted from documents demonstrating that he kept everyone ñin the loopò about the plan, 

including the Secretaries of State and Energy. 

 

Ambassadors Sondland and Volker worked closely with Mr. Giuliani, the Presidentôs 

personal lawyer, to help draft Ukraineôs public statement.  They sought to ensure that President 

Zelensky explicitly used the words ñBurismaòða reference to allegations about former Vice 

President Biden and his sonðand ñ2016 elections.ò   

 

Ukrainian officials were ñvery uncomfortableò with the provision of this statement, 

which they understood to be a requirement and a ñdeliverableò demanded by President Trump.  

The Ukrainian President was elected on a platform of rooting out public corruption, and so he 

resisted issuing the statement.  Instead, President Zelenskyôs aides asked whether an official 

request for legal assistance with investigations had been made through appropriate channels at 

the U.S. Department of Justice.  No such formal request was ever made.  Consequently, 

Ukrainian officials made clear to Ambassador Volker that they did not support issuing a public 

statement because it could ñplay intoò U.S. domestic politics.  Nevertheless, U.S. efforts to 

secure a public statement continued. 

 

Giuliani Met with Ukrainian Presidential Aide Andriy Yermak in 

Madrid and Discussed a White House Meeting  

 

On July 26, the day after the call between President Trump and President Zelensky, 

Ambassador Volker wrote to Mr. Giuliani to confirm that he would soon be meeting with Andriy 

Yermak, a Ukrainian presidential aide, to ñhelpò efforts.719   

 

Ambassador Volker texted:  ñPlease send dates when you will be in Madrid.  I am seeing 

Yermak tomorrow morning.  He will come to you in Madrid.  Thanks for your help!  Kurt.ò720  
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Mr. Giuliani replied that he would travel to Spain from August 1 to 5, and Ambassador Volker 

affirmed that he would tell the Ukrainian presidential aide to ñvisit with you there.ò721  

Ambassador Volker kept himself apprised of plans, texting Mr. Yermak on August 1 to ensure 

that everything was ñon trackò for the meeting in Spainôs capital.  He also asked whether Mr. 

Yermak planned to visit Washington.722   

 

On August 2, Mr. Yermak and Mr. Giuliani met in Madrid.723  Ambassador Volker 

received a meeting summary from Mr. Yermak the same day:  ñMy meeting with Mr. Mayor was 

very good.ò  Mr. Yermak added:  ñWe asked for White House meeting during week start [sic] 16 

Sept. Waiting for confirmation.  Maybe you know the date?ò724 

 

The Madrid meeting set off a ñseries of discussionsò among Mr. Giuliani, Ambassador 

Volker, and Ambassador Sondland about the need for President Zelensky to issue a public 

statement about the investigations into Burisma and the 2016 election conspiracy theory in order 

to secure a White House meeting with President Trump.725  Ambassador Volker first spoke to 

Mr. Giuliani, who said that he thought Ukraine ñshould issue a statement.ò726  Ambassador 

Volker then spoke to Mr. Yermak, who affirmed that the Ukrainian leader was ñprepared to 

make a statementò that ñwould reference Burisma and 2016 in a wider context of bilateral 

relations and rooting out corruption anyway.ò727   

  

Mr. Giuliani, acting as President Trumpôs personal attorney, exerted significant influence 

in the process.  On August 4, Mr. Yermak inquired again about the presidential meeting.  

Ambassador Volker replied that he would speak with Mr. Giuliani later that day and would call 

the Ukrainian aide afterward.728  Ambassador Volker texted the former mayor about the Madrid 

meeting and asked for a phone call.  Mr. Giuliani replied:  ñIt was excellent I can call a little 

later.ò729   

 

Phone records obtained by the Committees show a 16 minute call on August 5 between 

Ambassador Volker and Mr. Giuliani.730  Ambassador Volker texted Mr. Yermak:  ñHi 

Andreyðhad a good long talk w Rudyðcall anytimeðKurt.ò731  During the same period, 

Ambassador Volker informed Ambassador Sondland that ñGiuliani was happy with that 

meeting,ò and ñit looks like things are turning around.ò732   

 

ñPotus Really Wants the Deliverableò Before Scheduling a 

White House Visit for President Zelensky 

 

Things had not turned around by August 7.  Ambassador Volker texted Mr. Giuliani to 

recommend that he report to ñthe bossòðPresident Trumpðabout his meeting with Mr. Yermak 

in Madrid.  He wrote:  

 

Hi Rudyðhope you made it back safely.  Letôs meet if you are coming to 

DC.  And would be good if you could convey results of your meeting in 

Madrid to the boss so we can get a firm date for a visit.733 

 

The Committees did not find evidence that Mr. Giuliani responded to Ambassador 

Volkerôs text message.   
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However, call records show that the next day, on August 8, Mr. Giuliani connected with 

the White House Situation Room switchboard in the early afternoon, Eastern Time, for 42 

seconds, and then again for one minute, 25 seconds.734  

 

 The same day, Mr. Giuliani texted several times with a number associated with the White 

House.  The Committees were unable to identify the official associated with the phone number.  

In the mid-afternoon, someone using a telephone number associated with the Office of 

Management and Budget (OMB) called Mr. Giuliani, and the call lasted for nearly 13 minutes.  

Mr. Giuliani called the OMB number and the White House Situation Room several more times 

that evening, but each time connected for only a few seconds or not at all.   

 

Rudy Giuliani Call History, August 8 

 

Date 

Connect-

ing Time 

(EDT) 

Duration 

of Call 
Caller Recipient 

08/08/19 12:44:56 0:42 Giuliani, Rudy 

White House Switchboard 

(Situation Room)735 

08/08/19 12:45:38 1:25 Giuliani, Rudy 

White House Switchboard 

(Situation Room)736 

08/08/19 13:02:37 TEXT Giuliani, Rudy White House Number737 

08/08/19 13:02:37 TEXT Giuliani, Rudy White House Number738 

08/08/19 13:02:57 TEXT Giuliani, Rudy White House Number739 

08/08/19 14:14:53 TEXT White House Number Giuliani, Rudy740 

08/08/19 14:15:17 TEXT Giuliani, Rudy White House Number741 

08/08/19 14:21:13 TEXT Giuliani, Rudy White House Number742 

08/08/19 15:13:05 12:56 OMB Number Giuliani, Rudy743 

08/08/19 15:56:44 0:00 Giuliani, Rudy OMB Number744 

08/08/19 15:56:51 0:00 Giuliani, Rudy OMB Number745 

08/08/19 15:57:05 0:00 Giuliani, Rudy OMB Number746 

08/08/19 15:57:21 0:22 Giuliani, Rudy 

White House Switchboard 

(Situation Room)747 

08/08/19 17:20:33 0:17 Giuliani, Rudy 

White House Switchboard 

(Situation Room)748 

08/08/19 19:14:48 0:00 Giuliani, Rudy 

White House Switchboard 

(Situation Room)749 

 

Approximately 30 minutes after his text to Mr. Giuliani on August 7, Ambassador Volker 

received a text message from Mr. Yermak:  ñDo you have some news about White House 
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meeting date?ò750  Ambassador Volker responded that he had asked Mr. Giuliani to ñweigh in,ò 

presumably with the President, ñfollowing your meeting,ò and that Ambassador Sondland would 

be speaking with President Trump on Friday, August 9.  Ambassador Volker added:  ñWe are 

pressing this.ò751  The next day, on August 8, Mr. Yermak texted Ambassador Volker to report 

that he had ñsome news.ò752  Ambassador Volker replied that he was available to speak at that 

time.753   

 

Later on the evening of August 8, Eastern Time, Mr. Giuliani sent a text message to a 

phone number associated with the White House.  Approximately one hour 15 minutes later, 

someone using an unidentified number (ñ-1ò) dialed Mr. Giuliani three times in rapid succession.  

Less than three minutes later, Mr. Giuliani dialed the White House switchboard for the White 

House Situation Room.  When the call did not connect, Mr. Giuliani immediately dialed another 

general number for the White House switchboard and connected for 47 seconds.  Approximately 

16 minutes later, someone using the ñ-1ò number called Mr. Giuliani and connected for just over 

four minutes.754   

 

Rudy Giuliani Call History, August 8, cont. 

 

Date 

Connect-

ing Time 

(EDT) 

Duration 

of Call 
Caller Recipient 

08/08/19 20:53:13 TEXT Giuliani, Rudy White House Number755 

08/08/19 22:09:31 0:00 ñ-1ò Giuliani, Rudy756 

08/08/19 22:09:32 0:05 ñ-1ò Giuliani, Rudy757 

08/08/19 22:09:46 0:00 ñ-1ò Giuliani, Rudy (Cell 2)758 

08/08/19 22:09:47 0:02 ñ-1ò Giuliani, Rudy (Cell 2)759 

08/08/19 22:10:08 0:05 ñ-1ò Giuliani, Rudy760 

08/08/19 22:11:52 0:00 Giuliani, Rudy OMB Number761 

08/08/19 22:12:16 0:00 Giuliani, Rudy 

White House Switchboard 

(Situation Room)762 

08/08/19 22:12:25 0:47 Giuliani, Rudy 

White House 

Switchboard763 

08/08/19 22:28:51 4:06 ñ-1ò Giuliani, Rudy764 

 

 Late the next morning Washington time, on August 9, Ambassador Volker texted Mr. 

Giuliani and Ambassador Sondland:  

 

Hi Mr. Mayor!  Had a good chat with Yermak last night.  He was pleased 

with your phone call.  Mentioned Z [President Zelensky] making a 

statement.  Can we all get on the phone to make sure I advise Z [President 



118 

 

Zelensky] correctly as to what he should be saying?  Want to make sure 

we get this done right.  Thanks!765 

 

It is unclear which ñphone callò Ambassador Volker was referencing.   

 

Text messages and call records obtained by the Committees show that Ambassador 

Volker and Mr. Giuliani connected by phone twice around noon Eastern Time on August 9 for 

several minutes each.766  Following the calls with Mr. Giuliani, Ambassador Volker created a 

three-way group chat using WhatsApp that included Ambassador Volker, Ambassador Sondland, 

and Mr. Yermak.767   

 

At 2:24 p.m. Eastern Time on August 9, Ambassador Volker texted the group:  ñHi 

Andreyðwe have all consulted here, including with Rudy.  Can you do a call later today or 

tomorrow your afternoon time?ò768  Ambassador Sondland texted that he had a call scheduled for 

3 p.m. Eastern Time ñfor the three of us.  [State Department] Ops will call.ò769   

 

Call records obtained by the Committees show that on August 9, Ambassador Sondland 

twice called numbers associated with the White House, once in early afternoon for 

approximately 18 minutes, and once in late afternoon for two minutes, 25 seconds with a number 

associated with OMB.770   

  

By early evening, minutes after his second call with OMB number, Ambassador Volker 

and Ambassador Sondland discussed a breakthrough they had reached in obtaining a date for a 

White House visit, noting that President Trump really wanted ñthe deliverableò: 

 

Sondland:   [Tim] Morrison ready to get dates as soon as Yermak confirms. 

Volker:   Excellent!!  How did you sway him? :) 

Sondland:   Not sure i did. I think potus really wants the deliverable 

Volker:   But does he know that? 

Sondland:   Yep 

Sondland:   Clearly lots of convos going on 

Volker:  Okðthen thatôs good itôs coming from two separate sources771 

 

Ambassador Sondland told the Committees that the ñdeliverableò required by President 

Trump was a press statement from President Zelensky committing to ñdo the investigationsò 

pushed by President Trump and Mr. Giuliani.772  

 

To ensure progress, immediately after their text exchange, Ambassador Sondland 

recommended to Ambassador Volker that Mr. Yermak share a draft of the press statement to 

ñavoid misunderstandingsò and so they would know ñexactly what they propose to cover.ò  

Ambassador Sondland explained:  ñEven though Ze [President Zelensky] does a live presser 

[press event] they can still summarize in a brief statement.ò  Ambassador Volker agreed.773   

 

As they were negotiating the language that would appear in a press statement, ñthere was 

talk about having a live interview or a live broadcastò during which President Zelensky would 

make the agreed-upon statement.774  Ambassador Sondland suggested reviewing a written 
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summary of the statement because he was ñconcernedò that President Zelensky would ñsay 

whatever he would say on live television and it still wouldnôt be good enough for Rudy, slash, 

the President [Trump].ò775   

 

ñEveryone Was in the Loopò About Plan for Ukrainians to Deliver a 

Public Statement about Investigations in Exchange for a White House Visit 

 

As negotiations continued, on August 10, Mr. Yermak texted Ambassador Volker in an 

attempt to schedule a White House meeting before the Ukrainian president made a public 

statement in support of investigations into Burisma and the 2016 election.  He wrote:   

 

I think itôs possible to make this declaration and mention all these things.  Which we 

discussed yesterday.  But it will be logic [sic] to do after we receive a confirmation of 

date.  We inform about date of visit about our expectations and our guarantees for future 

visit.  Let [sic] discuss it776 

 

Ambassador Volker responded that he agreed, but that first they would have to ñiron out 

[a] statement and use that to get [a] date,ò after which point President Zelensky would go 

forward with making the statement.777  They agreed to have a call the next day, and to include 

Ambassador Sondland.  Mr. Yermak texted: 

 

Excellent.  Once we have a date, will call for a press briefing, announcing upcoming visit 

and outlining vision for the reboot of the US-UKRAINE relationship, including, among 

other things, Burisma and election meddling in investigations.778 

 

Ambassador Volker forwarded the message to Ambassador Sondland, and they agreed to 

speak with Mr. Yermak the next day.779   

 

Ambassador Sondland testified that ñeveryone was in the loopò regarding this plan.780  

Also on August 10, Ambassador Sondland informed Ambassador Volker that he briefed T. 

Ulrich Brechbuhl, Counselor of the Department of State, noting:  ñI briefed Ulrich.  All good.ò781  

Ambassador Sondland testified that he ñmay have walked [Mr. Brechbuhl] through where we 

were.ò782  When asked if Mr. Brechbuhl briefed Secretary Pompeo, Ambassador Sondland noted 

that it was Mr. Brechbuhlôs ñhabitò to ñconsult with Secretary Pompeo frequently.ò783   

 

Secretary of Energy Rick Perry was also made aware of efforts to pressure Ukraine to 

issue a public statement about political investigations in exchange for a White House meeting.  

Ambassador Sondland testified:   

 

Mr. Giuliani conveyed to Secretary Perry, Ambassador Volker, and others that President 

Trump wanted a public statement from President Zelensky committing to investigations 

of Burisma and the 2016 election.  Mr. Giuliani expressed those requests directly to the 

Ukrainians.  Mr. Giuliani also expressed those requests directly to us.  We all understood 

that these prerequisites for the White House call and the White House meeting reflected 

President Trumpôs desires and requirements.784 



120 

 

On August 11, Ambassador Volker requested a phone call with Ambassador Sondland 

and Mr. Giuliani, noting that he had heard from Mr. Yermak that the Ukrainians were  

ñwriting the statement now and will send to us.ò785  According to call records obtained by the 

Committees, Ambassador Volker and Mr. Giuliani connected for 34 seconds.786   

 

The same day, Ambassador Sondland updated Mr. Brechbuhl and Lisa Kenna, Executive 

Secretary of the State Department, about efforts to secure a public statement and a ñbig presserò 

from President Zelensky, which he hoped might ñmake the boss happy enough to authorize an 

invitation.ò  He addressed the email to Secretary Pompeo:  

 

Mike, 

Kurt [Volker] and I negotiated a statement from Zelensky to be delivered for our review 

in a day or two. The contents will hopefully make the boss happy enough to authorize an 

invitation.  Zelensky plans to have a big presser on the openness subject (including 

specifics) next week.787 

 

Ambassador Sondland made clear in his hearing testimony that by ñspecifics,ò he meant 

the ñ2016 and the Burismaò investigations; ñthe bossò referred to ñPresident Trump;ò and ñthe 

invitationò referred to ñthe White House meeting.ò788  Ms. Kenna replied to Ambassador 

Sondland that she would ñpass to S [Secretary Pompeo].  Thank you.ò789  Ambassador Sondland 

cited the email as evidence that ñeveryone was in the loopò on plans to condition a White House 

meeting on a public statement about political investigations.790   

 

President Trumpôs Agents Negotiated a Draft Statement about the Investigations 

 

In the evening of the next day, August 12, Mr. Yermak texted Ambassador Volker an 

initial version of the draft statement, which read:   

 

Special attention should be paid to the problem of interference in the political processes 

of the United States, especially with the alleged involvement of some Ukrainian 

politicians.  I want to declare that this is unacceptable.  We intend to initiate and complete 

a transparent and unbiased investigation of all available facts and episodes, which in turn 

will prevent the recurrence of this problem in the future.791   

 

The draft statement did not explicitly mention Burisma or 2016 election interference, as 

expected.  

 

On August 13, around 10 a.m. Eastern Time, Ambassador Volker texted Mr. Giuliani: 

ñMr mayorðtrying to set up call in 5 min via state Dept.  If now is not convenient, is there a 

time later today?ò792  Phone records show that, shortly thereafter, someone using a State 

Department number called Mr. Giuliani and connected for more than nine minutes.793  

Ambassador Volker told the Committees that, during the call, Mr. Giuliani stated:  ñIf [the 

statement] doesnôt say Burisma and 2016, itôs not credible, because what are they hiding?ò794  

Ambassador Volker asked whether inserting references to ñBurisma and 2016ò at the end of the 

statement would make it ñmore credible.ò  Mr. Giuliani confirmed that it would.795 
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Two minutes after the call ended, Ambassador Volker sent a WhatsApp message to 

Ambassador Sondland and Mr. Yermak:  ñHi Andreyðwe spoke with Rudy.  When is good to 

call you?ò796  Ambassador Sondland replied that it was, ñImportant.  Do you have 5 mins.ò797  

They agreed to a call approximately 10 minutes later.798  When Ambassador Sondland suggested 

having his ñoperatorò in Brussels dial in the group, Ambassador Volker asked if they could ñdo 

this one on whatôs App?ò799  Text messages and calls in the WhatsApp cell phone application are 

encrypted from end-to-end, ensuring that WhatsApp employees and third parties cannot listen in 

or retrieve deleted communications.800    

  

Shortly before the call, Ambassador Volker sent a revised draft of the proposed statement 

to Ambassador Sondland.  It had been edited to include reference to Burisma and the 2016 

elections: 

 

Special attention should be paid to the problem of interference in the political processes 

of the United States, especially with the alleged involvement of some Ukrainian 

politicians.  I want to declare that this is unacceptable.  We intend to initiate and complete 

a transparent and unbiased investigation of all available facts and episodes including 

those involving Burisma and the 2016 US elections, which in turn will prevent the 

recurrence of this problem in the future.801 

 

Ambassador Sondland replied: ñPerfect.  Lets send to Andrey after our call.ò802 

 

Following the call, Ambassador Volker texted Ambassador Sondland and Mr. Yermak: 

ñAndreyðgood talkingðfollowing is text with insert at the end for the 2 key items.ò803  

Ambassador Volker then sent to them the revised statement that included the explicit references 

to ñBurisma and 2016 elections.ò804   

 

Comparison of Draft Statements 

 

Yermak Draft  

August 12 

Giuliani -Volker-Sondland Draft 

August 13 

Special attention should be paid to the 

problem of interference in the political 

processes of the United States, especially 

with the alleged involvement of some 

Ukrainian politicians.  I want to declare 

that this is unacceptable.  We intend to 

initiate and complete a transparent and 

unbiased investigation of all available facts 

and episodes, which in turn will prevent 

the recurrence of this problem in the future. 

Special attention should be paid to the 

problem of interference in the political 

processes of the United States, especially with 

the alleged involvement of some Ukrainian 

politicians.  I want to declare that this is 

unacceptable.  We intend to initiate and 

complete a transparent and unbiased 

investigation of all available facts and 

episodes, including those involving Burisma 

and the 2016 US elections, which in turn will 

prevent the recurrence of this problem in the 

future. 
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A ñQuid Pro Quoò from ñthe President of the United Statesò 

 

Ambassador Volker testified that the language reflected what Mr. Giuliani deemed 

necessary for the statement to be ñcredible.ò805  Ambassador Sondland noted the language was 

ñproposed by Giuliani.ò806  Ambassador Sondland explained that the language was a clear quid 

pro quo that expressed ñthe desire of the President of the United Statesò: 

 

Mr. Giulianiôs requests were a quid pro quo for arranging a White House visit for 

President Zelensky.  Mr. Giuliani demanded that Ukraine make a public statement 

announcing investigations of the 2016 election/DNC server and Burisma.  Mr. Giuliani 

was expressing the desires of the President of the United States, and we knew that these 

investigations were important to the President.807 

 

 Shortly after Ambassador Volker sent the revised statement to Mr. Yermak on August 13, 

Ambassador Sondland called Mr. Giuliani and connected for nearly four minutes. 

 

Ukrainian Officials and Career State Department Became Increasingly Concerned 

 

On August 13ðwhile Ambassador Volker, Ambassador Sondland, and Mr. Yermak were 

negotiating the draft statement about investigationsðMr. Yermak asked Ambassador Volker 

ñwhether any request had ever been made by the U.S. to investigate election interference in 

2016.ò  He appeared interested in knowing whether the U.S. Department of Justice had made an 

official request to Ukraineôs law enforcement agency for legal assistance in such a matter.808  

When Ambassador Volker sent Mr. Giulianiôs approved draft statement to Mr. Yermak, he stated 

that he would ñwork on official request.ò809 

  

Ambassador Volker testified:  ñWhen I say official request, I mean law enforcement 

channels, Department of Justice to law enforcement in Ukraine, please investigate was there any 

effort to interfere in the U.S. elections.ò810  Ambassador Volker explained: 

 

He [Yermak] said, and I think quite appropriately, that if they [Ukraine] are responding to 

an official request, thatôs one thing.  If thereôs no official request, thatôs different.  And I 

agree with that.811   

 

According to Ambassador Volker, he was merely trying to ñfind outò if there was ever an 

official request made by the Department of Justice:  ñAs I found out the answer that we had not, I 

said, well, letôs just not go there.ò812   

 

On September 25, within hours of the White Houseôs public release of the record of the 

July 25 call between President Trump and President Zelensky, a Justice Department 

spokesperson issued a statement, apparently confirming that no such formal request had been 

made:   

 

The President has not spoken with the Attorney General about having Ukraine investigate 

anything relating to former Vice President Biden or his son.  The President has not asked 
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the Attorney General to contact Ukraineðon this or any other matter.  The Attorney 

General has not communicated with Ukraineðon this or any other subject.813   

 

Ukraineôs current Prosecutor General Ruslan Ryaboshapka, who assumed his new 

position in late August 2019, confirmed the Justice Departmentôs account.  He told The 

Financial Times in late November 2019 that Attorney General Barr had made no formal request 

regarding a potential investigation into allegations of wrongdoing by former Vice President 

Biden.814  In an apparent reference to President Trumpôs demand that Ukraine interfere in U.S. 

elections, Mr. Ryaboshapka added:  ñItôs critically important for the west not to pull us into some 

conflicts between their ruling elites, but to continue to support so that we can cross the point of 

no return.ò815 

 

Neither Ambassador Taylor in Ukraine nor Deputy Assistant Secretary George Kent in 

Washington were aware of the efforts by Ambassadors Sondland and Volker, in coordination 

with Mr. Giuliani, to convince Ukrainian officials to issue a statement in real time.  Ambassador 

Taylor told the Committees that, on August 16, in a text message exchange with Ambassador 

Volker, he ñlearned that Mr. Yermak had asked that the United States submit an official request 

for an investigation into Burismaôs alleged violations of Ukrainian law, if that is what the United 

States desired.ò816  Ambassador Taylor noted that ña formal U.S. request to the Ukrainians to 

conduct an investigation based on violations of their own lawò was ñimproperò and advised 

Ambassador Volker to ñstay clear.ò817   

 

Nevertheless, Ambassador Volker requested Ambassador Taylorôs help with the 

matter.818  ñTo find out the legal aspects of the question,ò Ambassador Taylor gave Ambassador 

Volker the name of an official at the Department of Justice ñwhom I thought would be the proper 

point of contact for seeking a U.S. referral for a foreign investigation.ò819 

  

On August 15, Ambassador Volker texted Ambassador Sondland that Mr. Yermak 

wanted to ñknow our status on asking them to investigate.ò820  Two days later, Ambassador 

Volker wrote:  ñBill [Taylor] had no info on requesting an investigationðcalling a friend at 

DOJ.ò  Ambassador Volker testified that he was not able to connect with his contact at the 

Department of Justice.821   

 

Mr. Kent testified that on August 15, Catherine Croft, Ambassador Volkerôs special 

assistant, approached him to ask whether there was any precedent for the United States asking 

Ukraine to conduct investigations on its behalf.  Mr. Kent advised Ms. Croft: 

 

[I]f youôre asking me have we ever gone to the Ukrainians and asked them to investigate 

or prosecute individuals for political reasons, the answer is, I hope we havenôt, and we 

shouldnôt because that goes against everything that we are trying to promote in post-

Soviet states for the last 28 years, which is the promotion of the rule of law.822 

 

Mr. Kent testified that the day after his conversation with Ms. Croft, he spoke with 

Ambassador Taylor, who ñamplified the same themeò and told Mr. Kent that ñYermak was very 

uncomfortableò with the idea of investigations and suggested that ñit should be done officially 

and put in writing.ò  As a result, it became clear to Mr. Kent in mid-August that Ukraine was 
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being pressured to conduct politically-motivated investigations.  Mr. Kent told Ambassador 

Taylor ñthatôs wrong, and we shouldnôt be doing that as a matter of U.S. policy.ò823  

 

After speaking to Ms. Croft and Ambassador Taylor, Mr. Kent wrote a memo to file on 

August 16 documenting his ñconcerns that there was an effort to initiate politically motivated 

prosecutions that were injurious to the rule of law, both in Ukraine and U.S.ò824  Mr. Kent 

testified:  

 

At the time, I had no knowledge of the specifics of the [July 25] call record, but based on 

Bill Taylorôs account of the engagements with Andriy Yermak that were engagements of 

Yermak with Kurt Volker, at that point it was clear that the investigations that were being 

suggested were the ones that Rudy Giuliani had been tweeting about, meaning Biden, 

Burisma, and 2016.825 

 

On August 17, Mr. Yermak reached out to both Ambassador Sondland and Ambassador 

Volker.826  Ambassador Sondland texted Ambassador Volker that ñYermak just tapped on me 

about dates.  Havent responded.  Any updates?ò827  Ambassador Volker responded that ñIôve got 

nothingò and stated that he was contacting the Department of Justice to find out about requesting 

an investigation.828   

 

Ambassador Sondland then asked:  ñDo we still want Ze [Zelensky] to give us an 

unequivocal draft with 2016 and Boresma [sic]?ò  Ambassador Volker replied:  ñThatôs the clear 

message so far ...ò  Ambassador Sondland said that he would ask that Mr. Yermak ñsend us a 

clean draft,ò to which Ambassador Volker replied that he had spoken to Mr. Yermak and 

suggested that he and Ambassador Sondland speak the following day, August 18, to discuss ñall 

the latest.ò829  

 

Ambassador Volker claimed that he ñstopped pursuingò the statement from the 

Ukrainians around this time because of concerns raised by Mr. Yermak that Yuriy Lutsenko was 

still the Prosecutor General.  Mr. Lutsenko was likely to be replaced by President Zelensky, and 

because Mr. Lutsenko was alleging the same false claims that President Trump and Mr. Giuliani 

were demanding of President Zelensky, Ukrainian officials ñdid not want to mention Burisma or 

2016.ò830  Ambassador Volker testified that he ñagreedò and advised Mr. Yermak that ñmaking 

those specific refences was not a good ideaò because making those statements might ñlook like it 

would play into our domestic politics.ò831   

 

Mr. Yermak agreed and, according to Ambassador Volker, plans to put out a statement 

were ñshelved.ò832  Ambassador Volker reasoned that the plan for a public statement did not 

materialize partly because of ñthe sense that Rudy was not going to be convinced that it meant 

anything, and, therefore, convey a positive message to the President if it didnôt say Burisma and 

2016.ò833  He added:  

 

I agreed with the Ukrainians they shouldnôt do it, and in fact told them just drop it, wait 

till you have your own prosecutor general in place.  Letôs work on substantive issues like 

this, security assistance and all.  Letôs just do that.  So we dropped it.834   
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 Ambassador Volker testified that, ñFrom that point on, I didnôt have any further 

conversations about this statement.ò835  Nevertheless, efforts to secure a presidential statement 

announcing the two investigations into the Bidens and the 2016 U.S. election interference 

continued well into September.   

 

 On August 19, Ambassador Sondland told Ambassador Volker that he ñdrove the ólarger 

issueô homeò with Mr. Yermak:  that this was bigger than just a White House meeting and was 

about ñthe relationship per se.ò836  Ambassador Volker told the Committees that he understood 

this referred to ñthe level of trust that the President has with President Zelensky.  He has this 

general negative assumption about everything Ukraine, and thatôs the larger issue.ò837  That 

negative assumption would prove difficult to overcome as Ukrainian and U.S. officials sought to 

finally obtain a White House meeting and shake free from the White House hundreds of millions 

of dollars in Congressionally-approved security assistance for Ukraine. 
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7. The Presidentôs Conditioning of Military Assistance and a White House Meeting on 

Announcement of Investigations Raised Alarm 

 

 

Following the public disclosure in late August 2019 of a hold on U.S. security assistance to 

Ukraine, President Trump made clear that ñeverythingòðan Oval Office meeting and the 

release of taxpayer-funded U.S. security assistanceðwas contingent on the Ukrainian 

president announcing investigations into former Vice President Joe Biden and a debunked 

conspiracy theory about Ukrainian interference in the 2016 U.S. election.  President Trump 

wanted the Ukrainian leader ñin a public box,ò even as Ambassador Bill  Taylor warned that it 

was ñcrazy to withhold security assistance for help with a political campaign.ò  

 

 

Overview 

 

On August 28, 2019, Politico first reported that President Trump was withholding 

hundreds of millions of dollars of Congressionally-appropriated U.S. security assistance from 

Ukraine, a fact that had been previously suspected by Ukrainian officials in July.  Public 

revelations about the freeze raised questions about the U.S. commitment to Ukraine and harming 

efforts to deter Russian influence and aggression in Europe.   

 

Around this time, American officials made clear to Ukrainians that a public 

announcement about investigations into Ukrainian interference in the 2016 election and former 

Vice President Joe Biden was a pre-conditionðnot only to obtain a White House meeting for 

President Zelensky, but also to end the freeze on military and other security assistance for 

Ukraine.   

 

In early September, Ambassador Gordon Sondland conveyed President Trumpôs demands 

to both U.S. and Ukrainian officials.  On September 1, he informed a senior Ukrainian official 

that the military aid would be released if the ñprosecutor general would to go the mike [sic]ò and 

announce the investigations.  Later, on September 7, President Trump informed Ambassador 

Sondland that he wanted President Zelenskyðnot the Prosecutor Generalðin a ñpublic boxò and 

demanded that the Ukrainian president personally announce the investigations to ñclear things 

up.ò  Only then would Ukraine end the ñstalemateò with the White House related to security 

assistance.  President Zelensky proceeded to schedule an interview on CNN in order to announce 

the investigations and satisfy President Trump. 

 

The Presidentôs efforts to withhold vital military and security assistance in exchange for 

political investigations troubled U.S. officials.  NSC Senior Director for Europe and Russia 

Timothy Morrison twice reported what he understood to be the Presidentôs requirement of a quid 

pro quo to National Security Advisor John Bolton, who advised him to ñmake sure the lawyers 

are tracking.ò  Ambassador Bill  Taylor expressed his concerns to Ambassador Sondland, stating 

plainly that it was ñcrazy to withhold security assistance for help with a political campaign.ò 
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Secretary Pompeo and Ambassador Sondland Worked to ñBreak the Logjamò  

 

President Trumpôs hold on security assistance persisted throughout August, without 

explanation to U.S. officials and contrary to the consensus recommendation of the Presidentôs 

national security team.  At the same time, President Trump refused to schedule a coveted White 

House visit for President Zelensky until he announced two investigations that could benefit 

President Trumpôs reelection prospects.  The confluence of those two circumstances led some 

American officials, including Ambassador Sondland and David Holmes, Counselor for Political 

Affairs at the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv , to conclude that the military assistance was conditioned on 

Ukraineôs public announcement of the investigations.838   

 

On August 20, Ambassador Kurt Volker met with Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 

Laura Cooper.  Ms. Cooper and Ambassador Volker agreed that if the hold on security assistance 

was not lifted, ñit would be very damaging to the relationshipò between the U.S. and Ukraine.839  

During this meeting, Ambassador Volker mentioned that he was talking to an advisor to 

President Zelensky about making a statement ñthat would somehow disavow any interference in 

U.S. elections and would commit to the prosecution of any individuals involved in election 

interference.ò840  Ambassador Volker indicated that if his efforts to get a statement were 

successful, the hold on security assistance might be lifted.841   

 

Although he did not mention that conversation during his deposition, Ambassador Volker 

had a similar recollection, during his public testimony, of the meeting with Ms. Cooper.  

Ambassador Volker recalled discussing with Ms. Cooper the draft statement that had been 

coordinated with Ukrainian presidential aide Andriy Yermakðwhich included reference to the 

two investigations that President Trump demanded in the July 25 callðand that such a statement 

ñcould be helpful in getting a reset of the thinking of the President, the negative view of Ukraine 

that he hadò which might, in turn, ñunblock[] whatever hold there was on security assistance.ò842   

 

Around this time, Ambassador Sondland sought to ñbreak the logjamò on the security 

assistance and the White House meeting by coordinating a meeting between the two Presidents 

through Secretary of State Mike Pompeo.  On August 22, Ambassador Sondland emailed 

Secretary Pompeo, copying the State Departmentôs Executive Secretary, Lisa Kenna:  

 

Should we block time in Warsaw for a short pull-aside for POTUS to meet Zelensky?  I 

would ask Zelensky to look him in the eye and tell him that once Ukraineôs new justice 

folks are in place (mid-Sept) Ze should be able to move forward publicly and with 

confidence on those issues of importance to Potus and to the US.  Hopefully, that will 

break the logjam.843 

 

Secretary Pompeo replied, ñYes.ò844 

 

Ambassador Sondland testified that when he referenced  ñissues of importance to Potus,ò 

he meant the investigation into the false allegations about Ukrainian interference in the 2016 

election and the investigation into the Bidens.845  He told the Committee that his goal was to ñdo 

what was necessary to get the aid released, to break the logjam.ò846  Ambassador Sondland 
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believed that President Trump would not release the aid until Ukraine announced the two 

investigations the President wanted.847   

Ambassador Sondland testified:  ñSecretary Pompeo essentially gave me the green light 

to brief President Zelensky about making those announcements.ò848  He explained:  

 

This was a proposed briefing that I was going to give President Zelensky, and I was 

going to call President Zelensky and ask him to say what is in this email.  And I was 

asking essentially é [Secretary] Pompeoôs permission to do that, which he said yes.849 

 

He then forwarded the email to Ms. Kenna, seeking confirmation of ñ10-15 min on the 

Warsaw sched[ule]ò for the pull-aside meeting.  The Ambassador stated that he was seeking 

confirmation in order to brief President Zelensky.  Ms. Kenna replied, ñI will try for sure.ò850   

 

On August 24, Ukraine celebrated its Independence Day.  According to Mr. Holmes, 

Ukrainian Independence Day presented ñanother good opportunity to show support for 

Ukraine.ò851  However, nobody senior to Ambassador Volker attended the festivities, even 

though Secretary of Defense James Mattis attended in 2017 and Ambassador Bolton attended in 

2018.852   

 

Two days later, on August 26, Ambassador Boltonôs office requested Mr. Giulianiôs 

contact information from Ambassador Sondland.  Ambassador Sondland sent Ambassador 

Bolton the information directly.853  Ambassador Sondland testified that he had ñno ideaò why 

Ambassador Bolton requested the contact information.854   

 

Ambassador Bolton Visited Kyiv 

 

On August 27, Ambassador Bolton arrived in Kyiv for an official visit.  Ambassador 

Bolton emphasized to Andriy Bohdan, President Zelenskyôs chief of staff, that an upcoming 

meeting between Presidents Trump and Zelensky, scheduled for September 1 in Warsaw, 

Poland, would be ñcrucial to cementing their relationship.ò855  Mr. Holmes, who accompanied 

Ambassador Bolton in Kyiv, testified that he also heard ñAmbassador Bolton express to 

Ambassador Taylor and Mr. Morrison his frustration about Mr. Giulianiôs influence with the 

President, making clear there was nothing he could do about it.ò856   

 

Prior to Ambassador Boltonôs departure from Kyiv, Ambassador Taylor asked to meet 

with him privately.  Ambassador Taylor expressed his ñserious concern about the withholding 

of military assistance to Ukraine while the Ukrainians were defending their country from 

Russian aggression.ò857  During the conversation, Ambassador Bolton ñindicated that he was 

very sympatheticò to Ambassadorôs Taylorôs concerns.858  He advised that Ambassador Taylor 

ñsend a first-person cable to Secretary Pompeo directly relaying my concernsò about the 

withholding of military assistance.859 

 

Mr. Holmes testified that Ambassador Bolton advised during his trip that ñthe hold on 

security assistance would not be lifted prior to the upcoming meeting between President Trump 

and President Zelensky in Warsaw, where it would hang on whether Zelensky was able to 

favorably impress President Trump.ò860   
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Ukrainian Concern Over Military Aid Intensified After First Public Report of Hold 

 

On August 28, 2019, Politico first reported that President Trump had implemented a hold 

on nearly $400 million of U.S. military assistance to Ukraine that had been appropriated by 

Congress.   

 

Almost immediately after the news became public, Ukrainian officials expressed alarm to 

their American counterparts.  Mr. Yermak sent Ambassador Volker a link to the Politico story 

and then texted:  ñNeed to talk with you.ò861  Other Ukrainian officials also expressed concerns 

to Ambassador Volker that the Ukrainian government was being ñsingled out and penalized for 

some reason.ò862 

 

On August 29, Mr. Yermak also contacted Ambassador Taylor to express that he was 

ñvery concernedò about the hold on military assistance.863  Mr. Yermak and other Ukrainian 

officials told Ambassador Taylor that they were ñjust desperateò and would be willing to travel 

to Washington to raise with U.S. officials the importance of the assistance.  Ambassador Taylor 

described confusion among Ukrainian officials over the hold on military aid:  

 

I mean, the obvious question was, ñWhy?ò  So Mr. Yermak and others were trying to 

figure out why this was é They thought that there must be some rational reason for this 

being held up, and they just didnôtðand maybe in Washington they didnôt understand 

how important this assistance was to their fight and to their armed forces.  And so maybe 

they could figureðso they were just desperate.864   

 

Without any official explanation for the hold, American officials could provide little 

reassurance to their Ukrainian counterparts. Ambassador Taylor continued, ñAnd I couldnôt tell 

them.  I didnôt know and I didnôt tell them, because we hadnôtðwe hadnôtðthereôd been no 

guidance that I could give them.ò865 

 

Ambassador Taylorôs First-Person Cable Described the ñFollyò in Withholding Military Aid 

 

The same day that Ambassador Taylor heard from Mr. Yermak about his concerns about 

the hold on military aid, Ambassador Taylor transmitted his classified, first-person cable to 

Washington.  It was the first and only time in Ambassador Taylorôs career that he sent such a 

cable to the Secretary of State.866  The cable described ñthe folly I saw in withholding military 

aid to Ukraine at a time when hostilities were still active in the east and when Russia was 

watching closely to gauge the level of American support for the Ukrainian Government.ò867   

 

Ambassador Taylor worried about the public message that such a hold on vital military 

assistance would send in the midst of Ukraineôs hot war with Russia:  ñThe Russians, as I said at 

my deposition, would love to see the humiliation of President Zelensky at the hands of the 

Americans.  I told the Secretary that I could not and would not defend such a policy.ò868 

 

The cable also sought to explain clearly ñthe importance of Ukraine and the security 

assistance to U.S. national security,ò according to Mr. Holmes.869  However, Mr. Holmes 

worried that the national security argument might not achieve its purpose given the reasons he 
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suspected for the hold on military aid.  His ñclear impressionò at the time was that ñthe security 

assistance hold was likely intended by the President either as an expression of dissatisfaction 

with the Ukrainians, who had not yet agreed to the Burisma/Biden investigation, or as an effort 

to increase the pressure on them to do so.ò870  Mr. Holmes viewed this as ñthe only logical 

conclusion.ò871  He had ñno other explanation for why there was disinterest in this [White House] 

meeting that the President had already offeredò and there was a ñhold of the security assistance 

with no explanation whatsoever.ò872   

 

Ambassador Taylor never received a response to his cable, but was told that Secretary 

Pompeo carried it with him to a White House meeting about security assistance to Ukraine.873 

 

Ambassador Sondland Told Senator Johnson  

That Ukraine Aid Was Conditioned on Investigations 

 

The next day, on August 30, Republican Senator Ron Johnson spoke with Ambassador 

Sondland to express his concern about President Trumpôs decision to withhold military 

assistance to Ukraine.  According to Senator Johnson, Ambassador Sondland told him that if 

Ukraine would commit to ñget to the bottom of what happened in 2016ðif President Trump has 

that confidence, then heôll release the military spending.ò874 

 

On August 31, Senator Johnson spoke by phone with President Trump regarding the 

decision to withhold aid to Ukraine.875  President Trump denied the quid pro quo that Senator 

Johnson had learned of from Ambassador Sondland.876  At the same time, however, President 

Trump refused to authorize Senator Johnson to tell Ukrainian officials that the aid would be 

forthcoming.877 

 

The message that Ambassador Sondland communicated to Senator Johnson mirrored that 

used by President Trump during his July 25 call with President Zelensky, in which President 

Trump twice asked that the Ukrainian leader ñget to the bottom of it,ò including in connection to 

an investigation into the debunked conspiracy theory that Ukraine interfered in the 2016 election 

to help Hillary Clinton.878  To the contrary, the U.S. Intelligence Community unanimously 

assessed that Russia interfered in the 2016 election to help Donald Trump, as did Special 

Counsel Robert Mueller.879  

 

In a November 18 letter to House Republicans, Senator Johnson confirmed the accuracy 

of the Wall Street Journalôs account of his August 30 call with Ambassador Sondland.880   

 

Ambassador Sondland testified that he had ñno reason to disputeò Senator Johnsonôs 

recollection of the August 30 call and testified that by late August 2019, he had concluded that 

ñif Ukraine did something to demonstrate a serious intention to fight corruption, and specifically 

addressing Burisma and the 2016, then the hold on military aid would be lifted.ò881 
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Ambassador Sondland Raised the Link Between Investigations and Security Assistance to 

Vice President Pence Before Meeting with President Zelensky 

 

On September 1, President Trump was scheduled to meet President Zelensky in Warsaw, 

Poland during an event commemorating World War II.  Citing the approach of Hurricane Dorian 

towards American soil, the President canceled his trip just days beforehand.  Vice President 

Mike Pence traveled to Warsaw instead.882   

 

Jennifer Williams, Special Advisor to the Vice President for Europe and Russia, learned 

of the change in the Presidentôs travel plans on August 29 and ñrelied heavily on the NSC 

briefing papersò originally prepared for President Trump.  Ms. Williams recalled that ñprior to 

leaving, [National Security Advisor to the Vice President] General Kellogg had asked, at the 

request of the Vice President, for an update on the status of the security assistance that was at 

that time still on hold.ò  Given the public reporting about the hold on August 29, White House 

officials expected that President Zelensky would seek further information on the status of the 

funds.883  

 

The delegation arrived in Warsaw and gathered in a hotel room to brief the Vice 

President shortly before his engagement with President Zelensky.  Ambassador Bolton, who had 

just arrived from Kyiv, led the Ukraine briefing.  He updated Vice President Pence on President 

Zelenskyôs efforts to combat corruption and explained ñwhat the security assistance was for.ò  

Advisors in the room ñagreed on the need to get a final decision on that security assistance as 

soon as possible so that it could be implemented before the end of the fiscal year.ò884 

 

Before the bilateral meeting between Vice President Pence and President Zelensky, 

Ambassador Sondland attended a ñgeneral briefingò for the Vice President.885  Ambassador 

Sondland testified that he raised concerns that the delay in security assistance had ñbecome tied 

to the issue of investigations.ò886  The Vice President ñnodded like, you know, he heard what I 

said.ò887  

 

During Ambassador Sondlandôs public testimony, Vice President Penceôs office issued a 

carefully worded statement claiming that the Vice President ñnever had a conversation with 

Gordon Sondland about investigating the Bidens, Burisma, or the conditional release of financial 

aid to Ukraine based upon potential investigations,ò and that ñAmbassador Gordon Sondland 

was never alone with the Vice President on the September 1 trip to Poland.ò888  Ambassador 

Sondland did not testify that he specifically mentioned the Bidens, Burisma, or the conditional 

release of financial aid to Ukraine during his discussion with Vice President Pence, nor did he 

testify that he was alone with the Vice President. 

 

Before Vice President Penceôs meeting with President Zelensky, Ukrainian National 

Security Advisor Oleksandr ñSashaò Danyliuk wrote Ambassador Taylor, incorrectly describing 

the failure to provide security assistance as a ñgradually increasing problem.ò889  In the hours 

before Vice President Penceôs meeting with President Zelensky, Ambassador Taylor replied, 

clarifying that ñthe delay of U.S. security assistance was an all-or-nothing proposition, in the 

sense that if the White House did not lift the hold prior to the end of the fiscal year, September 

30th, the funds would expire and Ukraine would receive nothing.ò890  Ambassador Taylor 
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wanted to make sure Mr. Danyliuk understood that if the assistance was not provided ñby the end 

of the fiscal year, then it goes away.ò891  

 

President Zelensky Immediately Asked Vice President Pence About Security Assistance 

 

As expected, at the outset of the bilateral meeting, President Zelensky immediately asked 

Vice President Pence about the status of U.S. security assistance.  It was ñthe very first questionò 

that he raised.892  President Zelensky emphasized the multifold importance of American 

assistance, stating that ñthe symbolic value of U.S. support in terms of security assistance é was 

just as valuable to the Ukrainians as the actual dollars.ò893  President Zelensky also expressed 

concern that ñany hold or appearance of reconsideration of such assistance might embolden 

Russia to think that the United States was no longer committed to Ukraine.ò894 

 

According to Ms. Williams, the Vice President ñassured President Zelensky that there 

was no change in U.S. policy in terms of our é full -throated support for Ukraine and its 

sovereignty and territorial integrity.ò895  Vice President Pence also assured the Ukrainian 

delegation that he would convey to President Trump the details of President Zelenskyôs ñgood 

progress on reforms, so that hopefully we could get a decision on the security assistance as soon 

as possible.ò896   

 

The reassurance proved to be ineffective.  The Washington Post later reported that one of 

President Zelenskyôs aides told Vice President Pence:  ñYouôre the only country providing us 

military assistance.  Youôre punishing us.ò897 

 

Mr. Holmes testified that President Trumpôs decision to cancel his Warsaw trip 

effectively meant that ñthe hold [on security assistance] remained in place, with no clear means 

to get it lifted.ò898   

 

Ambassador Sondland Informed President Zelenskyôs Advisor that Military Aid 

Was Contingent on Ukraine Publicly Announcing the Investigations 

 

After the bilateral meeting between Vice President Pence and President Zelensky, 

Ambassador Sondland briefly spoke to President Zelenskyôs aide, Mr. Yermak.  Ambassador 

Sondland conveyed his belief that ñthe resumption of U.S. aid would likely not occur until 

Ukraine took some kind of action on the public statement that we had been discussing for many 

weeksò regarding the investigations that President Trump discussed during the July 25 call.899 

 

Immediately following the conversation, Ambassador Sondland told Mr. Morrison what 

had transpired during his aside with Mr. Yermak.  Mr. Morrison recounted to the Committees 

that Ambassador Sondland told Mr. Yermak ñwhat could help them move the aid was if the 

prosecutor general would go to the mike [sic] and announce that he was opening the Burisma 

investigation.ò900 
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Mr. Morrison Reported Ambassador Sondlandôs Proposal to Get Ukrainians 

ñPulled Into Our Politicsò to White House Officials and Ambassador Taylor 

 

Mr. Morrison felt uncomfortable with ñany idea that President Zelensky should allow 

himself to be involved in our politics.ò901  He promptly reported the conversation between 

Ambassador Sondland and Mr. Yermak to Ambassador Bolton.  Mr. Morrison had concerns with 

ñwhat Gordon was proposing about getting the Ukrainians pulled into our politics.ò902  

Ambassador Bolton told Mr. Morrisonðconsistent with his own ñinstinctòðto ñmake sure the 

lawyers are tracking.ò903  Upon his return to Washington, Mr. Morrison reported his concerns to 

NSC lawyers John Eisenberg and Michael Ellis.904   

 

Mr. Morrison testified that, in speaking to the NSC legal advisors, he wanted to ensure 

ñthat there was a record of what Ambassador Sondland was doing, to protect the President.ò905  

At this point, Mr. Morrison was not certain that the President had authorized Ambassador 

Sondlandôs activities, but Mr. Morrison agreed that if the President had been aware of 

Ambassador Sondlandôs activities, the effect could be to create a paper trail that incriminated 

President Trump.906   

 

Mr. Morrison also reported the conversation to Ambassador Taylor ñbecause I wanted 

him to be in a position to advise the Ukrainians not to do it.ò907  Ambassador Taylor said that he 

was ñalarmedò to hear about the remarks to Mr. Yermak.908  He explained that ñthis was the first 

time that I had heard that the security assistance, not just the White House meeting, was 

conditioned on the investigations.ò909  To Ambassador Taylor, ñItôs one thing to try to leverage a 

meeting in the White House.  Itôs another thing, I thought, to leverage security assistance é to a 

country at war, dependent on both the security assistance and the demonstration of support.ò910 

 

President Trump Wanted President Zelensky in a ñPublic Box,ò and Said 

ñEverythingò Depended on Announcing the Investigations 

 

Upon hearing from Mr. Morrison about the conditionality of the military aid on Ukraine 

publicly announcing the two investigations, Ambassador Taylor sent a text message to 

Ambassador Sondland:  ñAre we now saying that security assistance and WH meeting are 

conditioned on investigations?ò  Ambassador Sondland responded, ñCall me.ò911   

 

Ambassador Sondland confirmed over the phone to Ambassador Taylor that 

ñeverythingòðthe Oval Office meeting and the security assistanceðwas dependent on the 

Ukrainian government publicly announcing the political investigations President Trump 

requested on July 25.  Informed by a review of contemporaneous notes that he took during his 

phone call, Ambassador Taylor testified: 

 

During that phone call, Ambassador Sondland told me that President Trump had told him 

that he wants President Zelensky to state publicly that Ukraine will investigate Burisma 

and alleged Ukrainian interference in the 2016 election.  Ambassador Sondland also told 

me that he now recognized that he had made a mistake by earlier telling Ukrainian 

officials that only a White House meeting with President Zelensky was dependent on a 

public announcement of the investigations.  In fact, Ambassador Sondland said, 
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everything was dependent on such an announcement, including security assistance.  He 

said that President Trump wanted President Zelensky in a public box, by making a public 

statement about ordering such investigations.912 

 

By this point, Ambassador Taylorôs ñclear understandingò was that President Trump 

would withhold security assistance until President Zelensky ñcommitted to pursue the 

investigation.ò913  He agreed that the U.S. position was ñif they donôt do this,ò referring to the 

investigations, ñthey are not going to get that,ò referring to the security assistance.914  

Ambassador Taylor also concurred with the statement that ñif they donôt do this, they are not 

going to get thatò was the literal definition of a quid pro quo.915   

 

Ambassador Taylor testified that his contemporaneous notes of the phone call with 

Ambassador Sondland reflect that Ambassador Sondland used the phrase ñpublic boxò to 

describe President Trumpôs desire to ensure that the initiation of his desired investigations was 

announced publicly.916  Ambassador Sondland, who did not take contemporaneous notes of any 

of his conversations, did not dispute that he used those words.917  He also testified that, when he 

spoke to Mr. Yermak, he believed that it would be sufficient to satisfy the requirements of 

President Trump and Mr. Giuliani if the new Ukrainian prosecutor general issued a statement 

about investigations, but his understanding soon changed.918   

 

President Trump Informed Ambassador Sondland that President Zelensky 

Personally ñMust Announce the Opening of the Investigationsò  

 

On September 7, Ambassador Sondland called Mr. Morrison to report that he had just 

concluded a call with President Trump.  Mr. Morrison testified that Ambassador Sondland told 

him ñthat there was no quid pro quo, but President Zelensky must announce the opening of the 

investigations and he should want to do it.ò919  This led Mr. Morrison to believe that a public 

announcement of investigations by the Ukrainian presidentðand not the prosecutor generalð

was a prerequisite for the release of the security assistance.920  He reported the conversation to 

Ambassador Bolton, who once again instructed him to ñtell the lawyers,ò which Mr. Morrison 

did.921   

 

Later on September 7, Mr. Morrison relayed the substance of Ambassador Sondlandôs 

conversation with President Trump to Ambassador Taylor.  Ambassador Taylor explained:  

 

I had a conversation with Mr. Morrison in which he described a phone conversation 

earlier that day between Ambassador Sondland and President Trump.  Mr. Morrison said 

that he had a sinking feeling after learning about this conversation from Ambassador 

Sondland.  According to Mr. Morrison, President Trump told Ambassador Sondland he 

was not asking for a quid pro quo, but President Trump did insist that President Zelensky 

go to a microphone and say he is opening investigations of Biden and 2016 election 

interference and that President Zelensky should want to do this himself.  Mr. Morrison 

said that he told Ambassador Bolton and the NSC lawyers of this phone call between 

President Trump and Ambassador Sondland.922 
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The following day, on September 8, Ambassador Sondland texted Ambassadors Volker 

and Taylor:  ñGuys multiple convos with Ze, Potus.  Lets talk.ò  Ambassador Taylor responded 

one minute later, ñNow is fine with me.ò923  On the phone, Ambassador Sondland ñconfirmed 

that he had talked to President Trumpò and that ñPresident Trump was adamant that President 

Zelensky himself had to clear things up and do it in public.  President Trump said it was not a 

quid pro quo.ò924  Ambassador Sondland also shared that he told President Zelensky and Mr. 

Yermak that, ñalthough this was not a quid pro quo, if President Zelensky did not clear things up 

in public, we would be at a stalemate.ò925    

 

Ambassador Taylor testified that he understood ñstalemateò to mean that ñUkraine would 

not receive the much-needed military assistance.ò926  During his public testimony, Ambassador 

Sondland did not dispute Ambassador Taylorôs recollection of events and agreed that the term 

ñstalemateò referred to the hold on U.S. security assistance to Ukraine.927   

 

Although Ambassador Sondland otherwise could not independently recall any details 

about his September 7 conversation with President Trump, he testified that he had no reason to 

dispute the testimony from Ambassador Taylor or Mr. Morrisonðwhich was based on their 

contemporaneous notesðregarding this conversation.928  Ambassador Sondland, however, did 

recall that President Zelensky agreed to make a public announcement about the investigations 

into Burisma and the Bidens and the 2016 election in an interview on CNN.ò929 

 

According to Ambassador Taylor, Ambassador Sondland explained that President Trump 

was a ñbusinessman,ò and that when ña businessman is about to sign a check to someone who 

owes him something, the businessman asks that person to pay up before signing the check.ò930  

Ambassador Taylor was concerned that President Trump believed Ukraine ñowed him 

somethingò in exchange for the hundreds of millions of dollars in taxpayer-funded U.S. security 

assistance.931  He argued to Ambassador Sondland that ñthe explanation made no sense.  The 

Ukrainians did not owe President Trump anything.  And holding up security assistance for 

domestic political gain was crazy.ò932  Ambassador Sondland did not recall this exchange 

specifically, but did not dispute Ambassador Taylorôs testimony.933   

 

Ambassador Taylor Texted Ambassador Sondland that 

ñItôs Crazy to Withhold Security Assistance for Help with a Political Campaignò 

 

Ambassador Taylor remained concerned by the Presidentôs directive that ñeverythingò 

was conditioned on President Zelensky publicly announcing the investigations.  He also worried 

that, even if the Ukrainian leader did as President Trump required, the President might continue 

to withhold the vital U.S. security assistance in any event.  Ambassador Taylor texted his 

concerns to Ambassadors Volker and Sondland stating:  ñThe nightmare is they give the 

interview and donôt get the security assistance.  The Russians love it.  (And I quit.)ò934   

 

Ambassador Taylor testified:  

 

ñThe nightmareò is the scenario where President Zelensky goes out in public, makes an 

announcement that heôs going to investigate the Burisma and the ... interference in 2016 

election, maybe among other things.  He might put that in some series of investigations.  
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But ... the nightmare was he would mention those two, take all the heat from that, get 

himself in big trouble in this country and probably in his country as well, and the security 

assistance would not be released.  That was the nightmare.935 

 

Early in the morning in Europe on September 9, Ambassador Taylor reiterated his 

concerns about the Presidentôs ñquid pro quoò in another series of text messages with 

Ambassadors Volker and Sondland: 

 

Taylor:   The message to the Ukrainians (and Russians) we send with the decision 

on security assistance is key.  With the hold, we have already shaken their 

faith in us.  Thus my nightmare scenario. 

Taylor:   Counting on you to be right about this interview, Gordon. 

Sondland:   Bill, I never said I was ñrightò.  I said we are where we are and believe we 

have identified the best pathway forward.  Lets hope it works. 

Taylor:   As I said on the phone, I think itôs crazy to withhold security assistance for 

help with a political campaign.936 

 

By ñhelp with a political campaign,ò Ambassador Taylor was referring to President 

Trumpôs 2020 reelection effort.937  Ambassador Taylor testified:  ñThe investigation of Burisma 

and the Bidens was clearly identified by Mr. Giuliani in public for months as a way to get 

information on the two Bidens.ò938   

 

Ambassador Taylor framed the broader national security implications of President 

Trumpôs decision to withhold vital security assistance from Ukraine.  He said: 

 

[T]he United States was trying to support Ukraine as a frontline state against Russian 

attack.  And, again, the whole notion of a rules-based order was being threatened by the 

Russians in Ukraine.  So our security assistance was designed to support Ukraine.  And it 

was not just the United States; it was all of our allies.939   

 

Ambassador Taylor explained:  

 

[S]ecurity assistance was so important for Ukraine as well as our own national interests, 

to withhold that assistance for no good reason other than help with a political campaign 

made no sense.  It was counterproductive to all of what we had been trying to do.  It was 

illogical.  It could not be explained.  It was crazy.940   

 

Ambassador Sondland Repeated the Presidentôs Denial of a ñQuid Pro Quoò to Ambassador 

Taylor, While He and President Trump Continued to Demand Public Investigations  

 

In response to Ambassador Taylorôs text message that it was ñcrazy to withhold security 

assistance for help with a political campaign,ò Ambassador Sondland denied that the President 

had demanded a ñquid pro quo.ò   








































































































































































































































































































































