
From: 	 Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
To: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 5:42:43 PM 
Subject: 	 Friday FF Cover Letter 
Attachments: 	 Chairman Issa and Senator Grassley 9 30 11.pdf 

Attached please find the cover letter that accompanied Friday's production of documents to 
Issa/Grassley. 
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From: 	 Welch, Ron(OLA) 
To: 	 Richardson, Margaret .(0AG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
CC: 	 Gaston, Molly (OLA); Admin. Assistant 
Sent 	 10/3/2011 9:59:15 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: 

Thanks. We'll get it out today. 

	Original Message 	 
From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 9:59 AM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: 

Most recent version of the Smith letter is cleared. Thank you. 
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Weich, Ron (OLA) 
10/3/2011 5:29:44 PM 
FW: ATF and DOMA 

Thoughts on who might be able to help collect public materials for Dan — Jill maybe? 

From: Appelbaum, Judy (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:26 PM 
To: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF and DOMA 

Ask Ron who else can help with no. 5 — lots of others are working on that 

From: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:39 PM 
To: Appelbaum, Judy (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF and DOMA 

Thanks, and with Faith out this week, I don't know who else to ask on that front, but don't think JM D can wait until next 
week 

From: Appelbaum, Judy (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:37 PM 
To: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF and DOMA 

Unrelated 

From: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:34 PM 
To: Appelbaum, Judy (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: ATF and DOMA 

Based on guidance from Ron per our OLA internal email discussion on JMD's request, JMD has narrowed their list of 
what they think OLA might be able to help with to #5 and #8 below, which I think you two handled, respectively. Do we 
have public items on these that we can share? 

From: Lucas, Daniel (JMD) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:30 PM 
To: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Cc: Sullivan, Bill (JMD); Jordan, Wyevetra G (JMD) 
Subject: RE: 

Rita, Following our meeting, I'm going to work with Budget staff on seeing about what we may have and/or can gather 
together, but in looking at the list again it seems like # 5 and #8 seem to be more OLA-centric. Do you think that OLA 
could look at what you might have in these 2 areas? Thanks 

From: Lucas, Daniel (JMD) 
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 1:31 PM 
To: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Cc: Sullivan, Bill (JMD); Jordan, Wyevetra G (JMD) 
Subject: FW: 
Importance: High 

Rita, Senate CJS majority is asking for the following information, presumably as they prepare themselves for 
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upcoming FY12 budget negotiations/planning. Would OLA be able to help to gather the requested materials available 
on these subjects? Thanks 

Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 11:43 AM 
To: Sullivan, Bill (JMD); Lucas, Daniel (JMD) 
Subject: 

what I'd like from you, please, are info packets (electronic, please) containing pertinent info (letters, D03 response, talking 
points, press releases, official statements, etc.) on the following hot button topics: 

1.  
2.  
3. 

 

Unrelated 4.  
 

5. ATF Fast and Furious 
6. ATF long_guns rule 
7.  
8. I 	 Unrelated 

That should be it for now, but feel free to add any other issues you think would be helpful. Thanks. 
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Weigh, Ron (OLA) 
10/3/2011 5:36:58 PM 
RE: ATF and DOMA 

Will do, thanks. 

From: Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:34 PM 
To: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF and DOMA 

No, Jill hasn't been involved in the oversight part of ATE. Ask Molly or Ken. Also, they or JMD could check in with 
Monica Ramirez in ODAG and/or Tracy Schmaler, 

From: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:30 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: FW: ATF and DOMA 

Thoughts on who might be able to help collect public materials for Dan — Jill maybe? 

From: Appelbaum, Judy (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:26 PM 
To: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF and DOMA 

Ask Ron who else can help with no. 5 — lots of others are working on that 

From: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:39 PM 
To: Appelbaum, Judy (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF and DOMA 

Thanks, and with Faith out this week, I don't know who else to ask on that front, but don't think JMD can wait until next 
week 

From: Appelbaum, Judy (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:37 PM 
To: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF and DOMA 

Unrelated 
From: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:34 PM 
To: Appelbaum, Judy (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: ATF and DOMA 

Based on guidance from Ron per our OLA internal email discussion on JMD's request, JMD has narrowed their list of 
what they think OLA might be able to help with to #5 and #8 below, which I think you two handled, respectively. Do we 
have public items on these that we can share? 

From: Lucas, Daniel (JMD) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:30 PM 
To: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
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Cc: Sullivan, Bill (JMD); Jordan, Wyevetra G (JMD) 
Subject: RE: 

Rita, Following our meeting, I'm going to work with Budget staff on seeing about what we may have and/or can gather 
together, but in looking at the list again it seems like # 5 and #8 seem to be more OLA-centric. Do you think that OLA 
could look at what you might have in these 2 areas? Thanks 

From: Lucas, Daniel (JMD) 
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 1:31 PM 
To: Aguilar, Rita C. (OLA) 
Cc: Sullivan, Bill (JMD); Jordan, Wyevetra G (JMD) 
Subject: FW: 
Importance: High 

Rita, Senate CJS majority is asking for the following information, presumably as they prepare themselves for 
upcoming FY12 budget negotiations/planning. Would OLA be able to help to gather the requested materials available 
on these subjects? Thanks 

Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 11:43 AM 
To: Sullivan, Bill (JMD); Lucas, Daniel (JMD) 
Subject: 

what I'd like from you, please, are info packets (electronic, please) containing pertinent info (letters, DOJ response, talking 
points, press releases, official statements, etc.) on the following hot button topics: 

Unrelated 
i 
i 	 i ii ii i i i i i i i i i_ _ 

5. ATF Fast and Furious 
6. ATF long guns rule 

i 
i 	 Unrelated 	

i i 	 i i 	 i i 	 i 

That should be it for now, but feel free to add any other issues you think would be helpful. Thanks. 

DOJ-FF-60742 



From: 	 Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
To: 	 VVeich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); 

Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 3:34:34 PM 
Subject: 	 Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Set forth below is an initial draft outline for the HSGAC briefing. Please feel free to edit or revise, including topics I 
may have missed. 

Topics to be covered: 

DP 

Steven F. Reich 
Associate Deputy Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 
Room 4121 
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Washington, D.C. 20530 
(202) 305-0091 (office) 
(202) 616-1239 (fax) 
steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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From: 
To: 

CC: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Burton, Faith (OLA); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); 
Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
10/3/2011 4:37:42 PM 
RE: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

More than one. And, we need to have one with the other agencies that will participate. 

From: Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:16 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Cc: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

We shld have a pre-meet on this. Adding Ken. 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 03:34 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Subject: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Set forth below is an initial draft outline for the HSGAC briefing. Please feel free to edit or revise, 
including topics I may have missed. 

Topics to be covered: 

op 
L._ 
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op 
Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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From: 
To: 

CC: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); 
Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
10/3/2011 4:16:06 PM 
Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

We shld have a pre-meet on this. Adding Ken. 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 03:34 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Subject: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Set forth below is an initial draft outline for the HSGAC briefing. Please feel free to edit or revise, including topics I 

may have missed. 

Topics to be covered: 

1:11' 
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DP 
Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Weich, Ron (OLA); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
10/3/2011 5:42:43 PM 
Friday FF Cover Letter 
Chairman Issa and Senator Grassley 9 30 11.pdf 

Attached please find the cover letter that accompanied Friday's production of documents to 
Issa/Grassley. 
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Index to Redaction Cot 

RC-I: Redaction of text for privacy purpos-:- 

RC-2: Redaction of text that is non-respons,,,.. 

RC-3: Redaction of text that relat, , 	law enforcement sensitive investigative techniques. 

RC-4: Redaction of text that relates to investigative targets or subjel 

RC- .7 : Redaction of text that discloses lass enforcement sensitise ins estigative details. 
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From: 
To: 
CC: 
Sent: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Weich, Ron (OLA) 
10/3/2011 8:43:07 AM 
Friday's production 
PRODUCED 9-30 (2801 - 2897).pdf 

This was sent to Issa, Cummings, Grassley, Leahy, Smith, and Conyers staff Friday night. 

Molly Gaston 
Office of Legislative Affairs 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Office: (202) 305-9134 I Cell: (202) 532-3346 
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From: 	 Welch, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 9:13:38 AM 
Subject: 	 Re: Friday's production 

Good, thx. 

From: Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 09:00 AM 
To: Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: Friday's production 

DP 
From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 8:53 AM 
To: Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Subject: Re: Friday's production 

This is ODAG/CRM, right? And are we planning to send ATF wrap up letter today? 

From: Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 08:43 AM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Cc: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Friday's production 

This was sent to Issa, Cummings, Grassley, Leahy, Smith, and Conyers staff Friday night. 

Molly Gaston 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Office: (202) 305-9134 I Cell: (202) 532-3346 

«PRODUCED 9-30 (2801 - 2897).pdf» 
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From: 	 Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
To: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 11:39:41 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: pis let me know as you reach the staffers about the inaccurate CRM document. 

And just talked to Grassley staff. 

From: Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:29 AM 
To: Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Subject: RE: pls let me know as you reach the staffers about the inaccurate CRM document. 

From: Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:27 AM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: pls let me know as you reach the staffers about the inaccurate CRM document. 

Have talked to lssa, Smith, Leahy, and Conyers staff; have left messages for Grassley and Cummings staff. 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:17 AM 
To: Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Subject: pls let me know as you reach the staffers about the inaccurate CRM document. 
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From: 	 Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 9:47:14 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: fyi: ATF/F&F 

Sorry, I've been offline... 

The lead-in was quite lurid: AG knew about FandF well before he testified based on these new memos... From NDIC (?!) and 

AAG Breuer. Sounded like component weekly memos. 

But then they backed away halfway through and put in caveats and Dal saying AG had heard the name of the op but knew 

no details. 

So the headline was ugly but the story oddly lacking. I have a geek on my computer now but will try to get transcript. 

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 07:06 PM 
To: Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
Subject: RE: fyi: ATF/F&F 

What did it say? 

From: Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:58 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: fyi: ATF/F&F 

Bad story coming on CBS Evening News tonight. 
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
10/4/2011 6:40:11 AM 
RE: fyi: ATF/F&F 

Thanks very much. 

From: Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 9:47 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Re: fyi: ATF/F&F 

Sorry, I've been offline... 
The lead-in was quite lurid: AG knew about FandF well before he testified based on 
(?!) and AAG Breuer. Sounded like component weekly memos. 
But then they backed away halfway through and put in caveats and DOJ saying AG 
knew no details. 
So the headline was ugly but the story oddly lacking. I have a geek on my computer 

these new memos... From NDIC 

had heard the name of the op but 

now but will try to get transcript. 

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 07:06 PM 
To: Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
Subject: RE: fyi: ATF/F&F 

What did it say? 

From: Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:58 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: fyi: ATF/F&F 

Bad story coming on CBS Evening News tonight. 
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From: 
To: 

Sent: 
Subject: 

Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Reich, Steven (ODAG); Burton, Faith (OLA); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); 
Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
10/3/2011 4:45:09 PM 
Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

I will contact DHS regarding their components. 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 04:37 PM 
To: Burton, Faith (OLA); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Cc: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: RE: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

More than one. And, we need to have one with the other agencies that will participate. 

From: Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:16 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Cc: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

We shld have a pre-meet on this. Adding Ken. 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 03:34 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Subject: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Set forth below is an initial draft outline for the HSGAC briefing. Please feel free to edit or revise, 
including topics I may have missed. 

Topics to be covered: 

i 

op 
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DP 
Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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From: 	 Welch, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 4:47:22 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Hold off for a bit — I'm communicating with Faith about next steps. 

From: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:45 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Burton, Faith (OLA); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); 
Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Subject: Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

I will contact DHS regarding their components. 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 04:37 PM 
To: Burton, Faith (OLA); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Cc: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: RE: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

More than one. And, we need to have one with the other agencies that will participate. 

From: Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:16 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Cc: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

We shld have a pre-meet on this. Adding Ken. 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 03:34 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Subject: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Set forth below is an initial draft outline for the HSGAC briefing. Please feel free to edit or revise, 
including topics I may have missed. 

Topics to be covered: 
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DP 

Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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From: 	 Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
To: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 4:59:27 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Okay I will stand by. I am at ATF with Molly now, so email is best to reach us. 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 04:47 PM 
To: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: RE: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Hold off for a bit — I'm communicating with Faith about next steps. 

From: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:45 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Burton, Faith (OLA); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); 
Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Subject: Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

I will contact DHS regarding their components. 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 04:37 PM 
To: Burton, Faith (OLA); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Cc: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: RE: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

More th rn one. And, we need to have one with the other agencies that will participate. 

From: Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:16 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Cc: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

We shld have a pre-meet on this. Adding Ken. 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 03:34 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Subject: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Set forth below is an initial draft outline for the HSGAC briefing. Please feel free to edit or revise, 
including topics I may have missed. 

Topics to be covered•. 
_. i 
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Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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From: 	 Welch, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 5:06:02 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

I spoke to Faith, and the next step is for you and I to call the HSGAC staffer. Let's do that tomorrow AM — look for 
me. 

From: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:59 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Okay I will stand by. I am at ATF with Molly now, so email is best to reach us. 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 04:47 PM 
To: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: RE: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Hold off for a bit — I'm communicating with Faith about next steps. 

From: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:45 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Burton, Faith (OLA); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); 
Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Subject: Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

I will contact DHS regarding their components. 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 04:37 PM 
To: Burton, Faith (OLA); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Cc: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: RE: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

More than one. And, we need to have one with the other agencies that will participate. 

From: Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:16 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Cc: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

We shld have a pre-meet on this. Adding Ken. 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 03:34 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Subject: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 
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Set forth below is an initial draft outline for the HSGAC briefing. Please feel free to edit or revise, 
including topics I may have missed. 

Topics to be covered: 

DP 

Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 
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steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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From: 	 L 	Admin. Assistant 
To: 	 VVeich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Gaston, Molly (OLA); Richardson, 

Margaret (OAG); Colborn, Paul P (OLC) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 6:13:13 PM 
Subject: 	 FW: DOJ Response to Chairman Issas and Senator Grassley's Letter of 7/11 
Attachments: 	 Chairman lssa and Senator Grassley 9 30 11.pdf; PRODUCED 9-30 (2801 - 2897).pdf 

FYI ... this was Friday's (9/30/11) production to HOGR. Thank a Admin. Assistant 

From: Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 07:37 PM 
To: Castor, Stephen (Stephen.Castor©mail.house.goy) <Stephen.Castor©mail.house.gov >; 'Pinto, Ashok' 
<Ashok.Pinto@mail.house.goy>; 'Kerner, Henry' <Henry.Kerner@mail.house.goy>; 'Foster, Jason (Judiciary-Rep)' 
<Jason_Foster@judiciary-rep.senate.gov >; 'CEG (Judiciary-Rep)' <CEG©judiciary-rep.senate.goy>; 
'dayesapallo©mail.house.goNt <daye.rapallo©mail.house.gov >; 'Grooms , Susanne Sachsman' 
<Susanne.Grooms@mail.house.goy>; 'Sherman, Donald' <Donald.Sherman@mail.house.gov >; leremy_paris@judiciary-
dem.senate.gov' <jeremy_parisAudiciary-dem.senate.gov>; 'Virkstis, Matthew (Judiciary)' <Matthew_Virkstis©Judiciary-
dem.senate.goy>; 1 chan_park@judiciary-dem.senate.goNt <chan_park@judiciary-dem.senate.gov >; 
'Maggie_Whitney@Judiciary-dem.senate.goy <Maggie_Whitney@Judiciary-dem.senate.gov > 
Cc: Burton, Faith (OLA); Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: DOJ Response to Chairman Issas and Senator Grassley's Letter of 7/11 

Attached please find a letter from DOJ in response to Chairman Issa's and Senator Grassley's letter of 
7/11/11, and accompanying documents. 

As you review the documents, I think you'll see that there appears to be some confusion in a couple sets 
of talking points we're producing, and I'd welcome the opportunity to talk the issue through with you. I'm 
available this weekend on the cell below, or at the office on Monday. 

Many thanks, 
Molly 

Molly Gaston 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Office: (202) 305-9134 I Cell: (202) 532-3346 

<<Chairman lssa and Senator Grassley 9 30 11.pdf>> <<PRODUCED 9-30 (2801 - 2897).pdf>> 
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From: 	 Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 9:47:14 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: fyi: ATF/F&F 

Sorry.,l'ye been offline... 
, 

DP 	
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i 
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i 
i 
i 

	 , 	  

DP 	 III 	 Unrelated  

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 07:06 PM 
To: Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
Subject: RE: fyi: ATF/F&F 

What did it say? 

From: Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:58 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: fyi: ATF/F&F 

Bad story coming on CBS Evening News tonight. 
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From: 	 Welch, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); Colborn, Paul P (OLC); Schmaler, Tracy 

(OPA); Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 12:00:27 PM 
Subject: 	 RN: Friday's production of ODAG/CRM docs -- 
Attachments: 	 PRODUCED 9-30 (2801 - 2897).pdf 

From: Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 8:43 AM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Cc: Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Friday's production 

This was sent to Issa, Cummings, Grassley, Leahy, Smith, and Conyers staff Friday night. 

Molly Gaston 
Office of Legislative Affairs 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Office: (202) 305-9134 I Cell: (202) 532-3346 
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From: 	 Ramirez, Monica (ODAG) 
To: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 3:01:54 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: Friday's production of ODAG/CRM docs 

Thanks, Ron! 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 12:00 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); Colborn, Paul P (OLC); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Crabb, John D. 
(USADC) 
Subject: FW: Friday's production of ODAG/CRM docs 

From: Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 8:43 AM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Cc: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Friday's production 

This was sent to Issa, Cummings, Grassley, Leahy, Smith, and Conyers staff Friday night. 

Molly Gaston 
Office of Legislative Affairs 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Office: (202) 305-9134 I Cell: (202) 532-3346 

<< File: PRODUCED 9-30 (2801 - 2897).pdf » 
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From: 	 Welch, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Reich, Steven (ODAG); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 6:02:59 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: DOJ Response to Chairman Smith's 5/3/11 Letter, with Enclosure 

■ 
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i 	 i i 	 i 
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From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:58 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: FW: DO] Response to Chairman Smith's 5/3/11 Letter, with Enclosure 

If appropriate, can we_provide copies to the other committees? 	 D P 
DP 

From: Admin. Assistant (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:51 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Gaston, Molly (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); 
Colborn, Paul P (OLC) 
Subject: FW: DO] Response to Chairman Smith's 5/3/11 Letter, with Enclosure 

FYI ... 

From: I .  Admin. Assistant (OLA) 

Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:50 PM 
To: 13ezierski, Crystal'; Hiller, Aaron 
Cc: Burton, Faith (OLA); Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Subject: DO] Response to Chairman Smith's 5/3/11 Letter, with Enclosure 

<< File: DOJ Response to Chairman Smith 5-3-11 Incoming.pdf >> 

<< File: Enclosure - DOJ Response to Chairman Smith 5-3-11 Incoming.pdf >> 

Admin. Assistant 

i 
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From: 	 Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
To: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 6:24:51 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: DOJ Response to Chairman Smith's 5/3/11 Letter, with Enclosure 

, 	 D P 	 , , , , , , , 	 , , 	 , ,._ 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 6:03 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: RE: D03 Response to Chairman Smith's 5/3/11 Letter, with Enclosure 

i 
i 
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From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:58 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: FW: D03 Response to Chairman Smith's 5/3/11 Letter, with Enclosure 

If appropriate, can we provide copies to the other committees? 	 DP 

DP 
L. 

From: Kralovec, Jamie (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:51 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Gaston, Molly (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); 
Colborn, Paul P (OLC) 
Subject: FW: D03 Response to Chairman Smith's 5/3/11 Letter, with Enclosure 

FYI ... 

From: 1 Admin. Assistant I 
Sent: Moh-day, atober 03201-1j  5:50 PM 
To: 13ezierski, Crystal'; Hiller, Aaron 
Cc: Burton, Faith COLA); Gaston, Molly COLA) 
Subject: D03 Response to Chairman Smith's 5/3/11 Letter, with Enclosure 

<< File: DOJ Response to Chairman Smith 5-3-11 Incoming.pdf >> 

<< File: Enclosure - DOJ Response to Chairman Smith 5-3-11 Incoming.pdf >> 

Admin. Assistant 

L_ 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy_ (OPA) 
To: 	 Attorney General 
Sent: 	 ' 10/3/2011 6: N5: -06 PM 
Subject: 	 issa 

Committee released some docs, including weekly reports from 2010 that show op was mentioned. Issa trying to make 
claim that b/c they were mentioned in 2010, it somehow contradicts testimony in may about becoming aware earlier 
this year. I've told reporters you've consistently said you became aware of the tactics earlier in 2011 and asked IG to 
investigate when you did -- and that's what you were referring to you in response to lssa. 

It's silly semantics - he's trying to suggest b/c he asked about the operation only, it shows contradiction. I've also 
reminded them he was briefed in 2010 but didn't seem to have recall when the allegations about said operation came 
to light a year later. 
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To: 	Richardson, Margaret (0AG)[Margaret.Richardson@usdoj.gov ] 
Cc: 	Richardson, Margaret (0AG)[Margaret.Richardson@usdoj.gov ] 
From: 	Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	Wed 10/5/2011 12:04:59 PM 
Subject: Re: 

I see on his calendar that he did meet with Grassley on January 31st and that you were there. 

On Oct 5, 2011, at 8:03 AM, "Grindler, Gary (OAG)" <Gary.Grindler@usdoj.gov > wrote: 

> I would like to get a copy of the January 31, 2011 letter to which Grassley is referring to in his comments yesterday. Did 
the AG meet with Grassley on January 31st? 
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From: Attorney General L _ 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 6:37:05 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: issa 

Weekly reports from whom? 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent._Man_daY-0.CtObar_.01_2.011 06:30 PM 
To: 1 Attorney General 
Subject: issa 

Committee released some docs, including weekly reports from 2010 that show op was mentioned. Issa trying to 

make claim that b/c they were mentioned in 2010, it somehow contradicts testimony in may about becoming 

aware earlier this year. I've told reporters you've consistently said you became aware of the tactics earlier in 2011 

and asked IG to investigate when you did -- and that's what you were referring to you in response to Issa. 

It's silly semantics — he's trying to suggest b/c he asked about the operation only, it shows contradiction. I've also 

reminded them he was briefed in 2010 but didn't seem to have recall when the allegations about said operation 

came to light a year later. 
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From: 	 Attorney General ; 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 6:39:54 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: issa 

I generally don't read those 

From: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Mondays  October 03, 2011 06:37 PM 
To: [ Attorney General 
Subject: RE: issa 

NDIC and CRM 

From:[_ Attorney General 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 6:37 PM 
To: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: issa 

reports from whom? 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 06:30 PM 
To:[ 	Attorney General 

Subject: issa 

Committee released some docs, including weekly reports from 2010 that show op was mentioned. Issa 
trying to make claim that b/c they were mentioned in 2010, it somehow contradicts testimony in may 
about becoming aware earlier this year. I've told reporters you've consistently said you became aware of 
the tactics earlier in 2011 and asked IG to investigate when you did -- and that's what you were referring 
to you in response to Issa. 

It's silly semantics — he's trying to suggest b/c he asked about the operation only, it shows contradiction. 
I've also reminded them he was briefed in 2010 but didn't seem to have recall when the allegations about 
said operation came to light a year later. 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: Attorney General 	:Grinder, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 11:16:00 PM 
Subject: 	 WSJ -Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

He's updating the parenthetical to say DOJ has made clear its POLICY is *not* to allow guns to 
walk. 

OCTOBER 3, 2011, 9:11 P.M. 
Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

By EVAN PEREZ 

WASHINGTON—Senior Justice Department officials in 2010 discussed concerns about a sensitive 
firearms-trafficking probe that allowed guns to be smuggled to suspected Mexican drug 
traffickers, newly released emails show. 

The documents were released as part of a Republican congressional probe led by Rep. Darrell 
Issa, of California, chairman of the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee, and Sen. 
Charles Grassley of Iowa. 

The two lawmakers have been looking into Operation Fast and Furious, a gun probe run by the 
Phoenix office of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives in 2009 and 2010. It 
allowed sales of about 2,000 guns to suspected smugglers. The aim was to prosecute top 
traffickers, but many of the firearms have turned up at crime scenes in Mexico and the U.S., 
and hundreds more are unaccounted for. 

In an October 2010 email, Jason Weinstein, deputy assistant attorney general in the Justice 
Department's criminal division, asks another official whether to have his boss, Lanny Breuer, 
the assistant attorney general, hold a news conference when cases from Fast and Furious and an 
earlier probe are ready for prosecution. 

"It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked but it is a significant set of 
prosecutions," Mr. Weinstein writes. 

Congressional investigators say the email refers to Fast and Furious and shows Mr. Weinstein 
acknowledging the use of tactics allowing guns to "walk," or remain in the hands of suspects 
while an investigation continues. 

The Justice Department disputes this, and says Mr. Weinstein is referring to the earlier ATF 
Tucson investigation, called Wide Receiver, which used similar tactics and allowed the sales 
of more than 400 guns to suspected smugglers from 2006 to 2008. Mr. Breuer ultimately didn't 
hold a news conference. 

The newly released emails don't settle the dispute between the department and its Republican 
congressional critics over how much top Justice officials knew about ATF investigative tactics 
that both sides say were ill-advised. 

(Justice officials have denied the ATF tactics in Fast and Furious intentionally allowed guns 
to "walk.") 

Mr. Weinstein didn't immediately respond to a request for comment. 

Other documents released Monday are briefing memorandums to senior Justice leaders, including 
Attorney General Eric Holder and Mr. Breuer, in March and July 2010 that mention Fast and 
Furious. The memos don't mention the tactics used in the operation. 

Mr. Holder said at congressional hearings earlier this year that he first heard about Fast and 
Furious earlier this year after congressional criticism became public. 

The Justice Department says the memos were routine updates that included numerous other cases. 
It says neither Mr. Holder nor other top officials knew of the ATF investigative tactics that 
allowed weapons to be smuggled to suspected traffickers. 

Mr. Holder in recent months ousted the top ATF official and the top federal prosecutor in 
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Arizona amid fallout from Fast and Furious. 

In response to Mr. Weinstein's email, James Trusty, acting chief of the organized crime and 
gang section, wrote: "It's not going to be any big surprise that a bunch of US guns are being 
used in MX [Mexico], so I'm not sure how much grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more 
like, 'Finally, they're going after people who sent guns down there".' 

DOJ-FF-61079 



From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Attorney General 	3 rindIer, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 11:16:00 PM 
Subject: 	 WSJ -Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

He's updating the parenthetical to say DOJ has made clear its POLICY is *not* to allow guns to 
walk. 

OCTOBER 3, 2011, 9:11 P.M. 
Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

By EVAN PEREZ 

WASHINGTON—Senior Justice Department officials in 2010 discussed concerns about a sensitive 
firearms-trafficking probe that allowed guns to be smuggled to suspected Mexican drug 
traffickers, newly released emails show. 

The documents were released as part of a Republican congressional probe led by Rep. Darrell 
Issa, of California, chairman of the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee, and Sen. 
Charles Grassley of Iowa. 

The two lawmakers have been looking into Operation Fast and Furious, a gun probe run by the 
Phoenix office of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives in 2009 and 2010. It 
allowed sales of about 2,000 guns to suspected smugglers. The aim was to prosecute top 
traffickers, but many of the firearms have turned up at crime scenes in Mexico and the U.S., 
and hundreds more are unaccounted for. 

In an October 2010 email, Jason Weinstein, deputy assistant attorney general in the Justice 
Department's criminal division, asks another official whether to have his boss, Lanny Breuer, 
the assistant attorney general, hold a news conference when cases from Fast and Furious and an 
earlier probe are ready for prosecution. 

"It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked but it is a significant set of 
prosecutions," Mr. Weinstein writes. 

Congressional investigators say the email refers to Fast and Furious and shows Mr. Weinstein 
acknowledging the use of tactics allowing guns to "walk," or remain in the hands of suspects 
while an investigation continues. 

The Justice Department disputes this, and says Mr. Weinstein is referring to the earlier ATF 
Tucson investigation, called Wide Receiver, which used similar tactics and allowed the sales 
of more than 400 guns to suspected smugglers from 2006 to 2008. Mr. Breuer ultimately didn't 
hold a news conference. 

The newly released emails don't settle the dispute between the department and its Republican 
congressional critics over how much top Justice officials knew about ATF investigative tactics 
that both sides say were ill-advised. 

(Justice officials have denied the ATF tactics in Fast and Furious intentionally allowed guns 
to "walk.") 

Mr. Weinstein didn't immediately respond to a request for comment. 

Other documents released Monday are briefing memorandums to senior Justice leaders, including 
Attorney General Eric Holder and Mr. Breuer, in March and July 2010 that mention Fast and 
Furious. The memos don't mention the tactics used in the operation. 

Mr. Holder said at congressional hearings earlier this year that he first heard about Fast and 
Furious earlier this year after congressional criticism became public. 

The Justice Department says the memos were routine updates that included numerous other cases. 
It says neither Mr. Holder nor other top officials knew of the ATF investigative tactics that 
allowed weapons to be smuggled to suspected traffickers. 

Mr. Holder in recent months ousted the top ATF official and the top federal prosecutor in 
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Arizona amid fallout from Fast and Furious. 

In response to Mr. Weinstein's email, James Trusty, acting chief of the organized crime and 
gang section, wrote: "It's not going to be any big surprise that a bunch of US guns are being 
used in MX [Mexico], so I'm not sure how much grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more 
like, 'Finally, they're going after people who sent guns down there."' 
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From: 	 Attorney General 1 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 11:30:55 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: WSJ -Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

Sigh. Can I see the 2 reports mentioned below- sure I didn't read them. I rarely do. The 
February e-mail shows that was my first real F/F knowledge. 

	 Original Message 	 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:16 PM 
To: i 	Attorney General Grindler, Gary (GAG); Richardson, Margaret (GAG) 
Subject: WSJ -Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

He's updating the parenthetical to say DOJ has made clear its POLICY is *not* to allow guns to 
walk. 

OCTOBER 3, 2011, 9:11 P.M. 
Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

By EVAN PEREZ 

WASHINGTON—Senior Justice Department officials in 2010 discussed concerns about a sensitive 
firearms-trafficking probe that allowed guns to be smuggled to suspected Mexican drug 
traffickers, newly released emails show. 

The documents were released as part of a Republican congressional probe led by Rep. Darrell 
Issa, of California, chairman of the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee, and Sen. 
Charles Grassley of Iowa. 

The two lawmakers have been looking into Operation Fast and Furious, a gun probe run by the 
Phoenix office of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives in 2009 and 2010. It 
allowed sales of about 2,000 guns to suspected smugglers. The aim was to prosecute top 
traffickers, but many of the firearms have turned up at crime scenes in Mexico and the U.S., 
and hundreds more are unaccounted for. 

In an October 2010 email, Jason Weinstein, deputy assistant attorney general in the Justice 
Department's criminal division, asks another official whether to have his boss, Lanny Breuer, 
the assistant attorney general, hold a news conference when cases from Fast and Furious and an 
earlier probe are ready for prosecution. 

"It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked but it is a significant set of 
prosecutions," Mr. Weinstein writes. 

Congressional investigators say the email refers to Fast and Furious and shows Mr. Weinstein 
acknowledging the use of tactics allowing guns to "walk," or remain in the hands of suspects 
while an investigation continues. 

The Justice Department disputes this, and says Mr. Weinstein is referring to the earlier ATF 
Tucson investigation, called Wide Receiver, which used similar tactics and allowed the sales 
of more than 400 guns to suspected smugglers from 2006 to 2008. Mr. Breuer ultimately didn't 
hold a news conference. 

The newly released emails don't settle the dispute between the department and its Republican 
congressional critics over how much top Justice officials knew about ATE investigative tactics 
that both sides say were ill-advised. 

(Justice officials have denied the ATE tactics in Fast and Furious intentionally allowed guns 
to "walk.") 

Mr. Weinstein didn't immediately respond to a request for comment. 

Other documents released Monday are briefing memorandums to senior Justice leaders, including 
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Attorney General Eric Holder and Mr. Breuer, in March and July 2010 that mention Fast and 
Furious. The memos don't mention the tactics used in the operation. 

Mr. Holder said at congressional hearings earlier this year that he first heard about Fast and 
Furious earlier this year after congressional criticism became public. 

The Justice Department says the memos were routine updates that included numerous other cases. 
It says neither Mr. Holder nor other top officials knew of the ATF investigative tactics that 
allowed weapons to be smuggled to suspected traffickers. 

Mr. Holder in recent months ousted the top ATF official and the top federal prosecutor in 
Arizona amid fallout from Fast and Furious. 

In response to Mr. Weinstein's email, James Trusty, acting chief of the organized crime and 
gang section, wrote: "It's not going to be any big surprise that a bunch of US guns are being 
used in MX [Mexico], so I'm not sure how much grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more 
like, 'Finally, they're going after people who sent guns down there...' 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) . 
To: 	 1 Attorney General ;Grinder, Gary (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 '10737201-1--11:56:38- 15-M— 
Subject: 	 Re: WSJ -Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

Also -- Issa's preamble in his q to you at this hearing teed up the guns walking allegations 
making his claim of an inconsistency even less credible. (He left that out when pushing to 
reporters ). 

	 Original Message 	 
From: . 	Attorney General 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:30 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Grindler, Gary (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG) 
Subject: Re: WSJ -Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

Sigh. Can I see the 2 reports mentioned below- sure I didn't read them. I rarely do. The 
February e-mail shows that was my first real F/F knowledge. 

	 Original Message 		 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03_ 1  2011 11:16 PM 
To: i 	Attorney General 	!Grindler, Gary (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG) 
Subject: WSJ -Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

He's updating the parenthetical to say DOJ has made clear its POLICY is *not* to allow guns to 
walk. 

OCTOBER 3, 2011, 9:11 P.M. 
Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

By EVAN PEREZ 

WASHINGTON—Senior Justice Department officials in 2010 discussed concerns about a sensitive 
firearms-trafficking probe that allowed guns to be smuggled to suspected Mexican drug 
traffickers, newly released emails show. 

The documents were released as part of a Republican congressional probe led by Rep. Darrell 
Issa, of California, chairman of the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee, and Sen. 
Charles Grassley of Iowa. 

The two lawmakers have been looking into Operation Fast and Furious, a gun probe run by the 
Phoenix office of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives in 2009 and 2010. It 
allowed sales of about 2,000 guns to suspected smugglers. The aim was to prosecute top 
traffickers, but many of the firearms have turned up at crime scenes in Mexico and the U.S., 
and hundreds more are unaccounted for. 

In an October 2010 email, Jason Weinstein, deputy assistant attorney general in the Justice 
Department's criminal division, asks another official whether to have his boss, Lanny Breuer, 
the assistant attorney general, hold a news conference when cases from Fast and Furious and an 
earlier probe are ready for prosecution. 

"It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked but it is a significant set of 
prosecutions," Mr. Weinstein writes. 

Congressional investigators say the email refers to Fast and Furious and shows Mr. Weinstein 
acknowledging the use of tactics allowing guns to "walk," or remain in the hands of suspects 
while an investigation continues. 

The Justice Department disputes this, and says Mr. Weinstein is referring to the earlier ATF 
Tucson investigation, called Wide Receiver, which used similar tactics and allowed the sales 
of more than 400 guns to suspected smugglers from 2006 to 2008. Mr. Breuer ultimately didn't 
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hold a news conference. 

The newly released emails don't settle the dispute between the department and its Republican 
congressional critics over how much top Justice officials knew about ATE investigative tactics 
that both sides say were ill-advised. 

(Justice officials have denied the ATF tactics in Fast and Furious intentionally allowed guns 
to "walk.") 

Mr. Weinstein didn't immediately respond to a request for comment. 

Other documents released Monday are briefing memorandums to senior Justice leaders, including 
Attorney General Eric Holder and Mr. Breuer, in March and July 2010 that mention Fast and 
Furious. The memos don't mention the tactics used in the operation. 

Mr. Holder said at congressional hearings earlier this year that he first heard about Fast and 
Furious earlier this year after congressional criticism became public. 

The Justice Department says the memos were routine updates that included numerous other cases. 
It says neither Mr. Holder nor other top officials knew of the ATF investigative tactics that 
allowed weapons to be smuggled to suspected traffickers. 

Mr. Holder in recent months ousted the top ATF official and the top federal prosecutor in 
Arizona amid fallout from Fast and Furious. 

In response to Mr. Weinstein's email, James Trusty, acting chief of the organized crime and 
gang section, wrote: "It's not going to be any big surprise that a bunch of US guns are being 
used in MX [Mexico], so I'm not sure how much grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more 
like, 'Finally, they're going after people who sent guns down there...' 

DOJ-FF-61087 



. 
From: 	 i L 	Attorney General 	: 

To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 11:57:54 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: WSJ -Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

Let's look at that as well. 

Have some other thoughts we can discuss. 

	 Original Message 		 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:56 PM 
To: 	Attorney General 	:Grindler, Gary (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG) 
Subject: Re: WSJ -Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

Also -- Issa's preamble in his q to you at this hearing teed up the guns walking allegations 
making his claim of an inconsistency even less credible. (He left that out when pushing to 
reporters ). 

	priginal Message 	 
From: 1 	Attorney General 

Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:30 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Grindler, Gary (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG) 
Subject: Re: WSJ -Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

Sigh. Can I see the 2 reports mentioned below- sure I didn't read them. I rarely do. The 
February e-mail shows that was my first real F/F knowledge. 

	 Original Message 		 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, _2011 11:16 PM 
To: i 	Attorney General 	1Grindler, Gary (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG) 
Subject: WSJ -Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

He's updating the parenthetical to say DOJ has made clear its POLICY is *not* to allow guns to 
walk. 

OCTOBER 3, 2011, 9:11 P.M. 
Justice Emails Show Officials Discussing Gun Probe 

By EVAN PEREZ 

WASHINGTON—Senior Justice Department officials in 2010 discussed concerns about a sensitive 
firearms-trafficking probe that allowed guns to be smuggled to suspected Mexican drug 
traffickers, newly released emails show. 

The documents were released as part of a Republican congressional probe led by Rep. Darrell 
Issa, of California, chairman of the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee, and Sen. 
Charles Grassley of Iowa. 

The two lawmakers have been looking into Operation Fast and Furious, a gun probe run by the 
Phoenix office of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives in 2009 and 2010. It 
allowed sales of about 2,000 guns to suspected smugglers. The aim was to prosecute top 
traffickers, but many of the firearms have turned up at crime scenes in Mexico and the U.S., 
and hundreds more are unaccounted for. 

In an October 2010 email, Jason Weinstein, deputy assistant attorney general in the Justice 
Department's criminal division, asks another official whether to have his boss, Lanny Breuer, 
the assistant attorney general, hold a news conference when cases from Fast and Furious and an 
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earlier probe are ready for prosecution. 

"It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked but it is a significant set of 
prosecutions," Mr. Weinstein writes. 

Congressional investigators say the email refers to Fast and Furious and shows Mr. Weinstein 
acknowledging the use of tactics allowing guns to "walk," or remain in the hands of suspects 
while an investigation continues. 

The Justice Department disputes this, and says Mr. Weinstein is referring to the earlier ATF 
Tucson investigation, called Wide Receiver, which used similar tactics and allowed the sales 
of more than 400 guns to suspected smugglers from 2006 to 2008. Mr. Breuer ultimately didn't 
hold a news conference. 

The newly released emails don't settle the dispute between the department and its Republican 
congressional critics over how much top Justice officials knew about ATF investigative tactics 
that both sides say were ill-advised. 

(Justice officials have denied the ATF tactics in Fast and Furious intentionally allowed guns 
to "walk.") 

Mr. Weinstein didn't immediately respond to a request for comment. 

Other documents released Monday are briefing memorandums to senior Justice leaders, including 
Attorney General Eric Holder and Mr. Breuer, in March and July 2010 that mention Fast and 
Furious. The memos don't mention the tactics used in the operation. 

Mr. Holder said at congressional hearings earlier this year that he first heard about Fast and 
Furious earlier this year after congressional criticism became public. 

The Justice Department says the memos were routine updates that included numerous other cases. 
It says neither Mr. Holder nor other top officials knew of the ATF investigative tactics that 
allowed weapons to be smuggled to suspected traffickers. 

Mr. Holder in recent months ousted the top ATF official and the top federal prosecutor in 
Arizona amid fallout from Fast and Furious. 

In response to Mr. Weinstein's email, James Trusty, acting chief of the organized crime and 
gang section, wrote: "It's not going to be any big surprise that a bunch of US guns are being 
used in MX [Mexico], so I'm not sure how much grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more 
like, 'Finally, they're going after people who sent guns down there...' 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Reich, Steven (ODAG); Axelrod, Matthew (ODAG) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 10:49:04 AM 
Subject: 	 talking points 
Attachments: 	F and F docs 10 03 11.doc 

Can you take a look at the attached and make any edits. 1 	 DP 	 if you have 
it. thanks 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Reich, Steven (ODAG); Axelrod, Matthew (ODAG) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 10:49:05 AM 
Subject: 	 talking points 
Attachments: 	F and F docs 10 03 11.doc 

Can you take a look at the attached and make any edits.[ 	 DP 	 if you have 
it. thanks 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 'Schultz, Eric' 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 7:07:05 PM 
Subject: 	 wide receiver 

This email referred to an operation that was conducted in the previous administration, from 2006 to approximately 
the end of 2007, known as Operation Wide Receiver, which was handled by ATF's Tucson office and the U.S. 
Attorney's Office in Arizona. 

Operation Wide Receiver was initiated by the ATF in 2006 after it received information about a suspicious purchase 
of firearms. Although the investigation was concluded in 2007, no charges were filed. 

In about 2009, years after that investigation was concluded, the former Gang Unit reviewed the case for possible 
prosecution. During the review of the case, the Gang Unit prosecutor learned the ATF Arizona had permitted guns to 
be transferred to suspected gun traffickers and had not interdicted them. 

Given the serious nature of the alleged gun trafficking and the available evidence, the Gang Unit prosecutor decided 
to bring charges against the gun traffickers, and did so. The investigation resulted in two sets of indictments that were 
unsealed toward the end of 2010. 

Prior to the unsealing of the Wide Receiver indictments, in an email about the prosecution, DAAG Weinstein raised 
concerns about investigative methods in the Wide Receiver case. DAAG Weinstein's reference to a "tricky case" in 
which the questionable tactics were used was to Wide Receiver (also referred to as "Laura's Tucson case") and not 
to Fast and Furious. He mentioned Fast and Furious only because of his belief at the time that the cases would be 
announced in close proximity. 

The only connection being made between Fast and Furious and Wide Receiver in that email was one of timing, not 
tactics. 

The Criminal Division personnel involved in the Wide Receiver prosecution did not believe that the questionable 
tactics used in Wide Receiver -- an investigation conducted and concluded several years earlier in the previous 
administration and led by different agents in a different ATF office and supervised by a different AUSA in the 
Tucson -- had any connection to Fast and Furious, which was opened in 2009 out of the Phoenix. 

In the Wide Receiver prosecution, the Criminal Division's effort was to ensure dangerous gun traffickers were 
punished for their crimes. [Five of the 10 charged defendants have pleaded guilty for their crimes], thanks to the 
work of these prosecutors, years after the investigation was concluded. 
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From: 	 Weinstein, Jason (CRM) 
To: 	 Sweeney, Laura (OPA); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 7:26:52 PM 
Subject: 	 FW: comment request 

From: Perez, Evan [mailto:Evan.Perez©wsj.com ] 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 7:26 PM 
To: Weinstein, Jason 
Subject: comment request 

Mr. Weinstein, I'm writing about Operation Fast and Furious and an email from Oct. 2010 from you to James Trusty. The email from you 
discusses whether to have Lanny Breuer do press "when Fast and Furious and Laura's Tucson case are unsealed." You add: "It's a tricky 
case given the number of guns that have walked but it is a significant set of prosecutions." 
Can you tell me which case you're referring to as having "guns that have walked"? 
Please advise if you have any comment. 

Thanks, 

Evan Perez 
The Wall Street Journal. 
Washington 202.862.9213 I  Cell  305.4791746 
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From: 	 Sweeney, Laura (OPA) 
To: 	 Weinstein, Jason (CRM); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/3/2011 7:51:46 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: comment request 

Sure - calling now. 

From: Weinstein, Jason (CRM) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 7:42 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Sweeney, Laura (OPA) 
Subject: RE: comment request 

Can one of you call me? 5-9827 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler@usdoj.gov]  
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 7:36 PM 
To: Weinstein, Jason; Sweeney, Laura (OPA) (JMD) 
Subject: RE: comment request 

I've already talked to him. 

From: Weinstein, Jason (CRM) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 7:27 PM 
To: Sweeney, Laura (OPA); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: FW: comment request 

From: Perez, Evan [mailto:Evan.Perez@wsj.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 7:26 PM 
To: Weinstein, Jason 
Subject: comment request 

Mr. Weinstein, I'm writing about Operation Fast and Furious and an email 
from Oct. 2010 from you to James Trusty. The email from you discusses 
whether to have Lanny Breuer do press "when Fast and Furious and Laura's 
Tucson case are unsealed." You add: "It's a tricky case given the number 
of guns that have walked but it is a significant set of prosecutions." 

Can you tell me which case you're referring to as having "guns that have 
walked"? 

Please advise if you have any comment. 

Thanks, 
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Evan Perez 

The Wall Street Journal. 

Washington 202.862.9213 1 Cell 305.479.7746 
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Burton, Faith (OLA) 
10/3/2011 4:18:53 PM 
RE: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

See my other email on this. We can proceed in your absence, but need some guidance. 

From: Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 4:16 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Welch, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Cc: Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Subject: Re: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

We shld have a pre-meet on this. Adding Ken. 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 03:34 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Burton, Faith (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Ramirez, Monica (ODAG); 
Crabb, John D. (USADC) 
Subject: Initial Draft Outline for HSGAC Briefing 

Set forth below is an initial draft outline for the HSGAC briefing. Please feel free to edit or revise, 
including topics I may have missed. 

Topics to be covered: 
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op 
Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reich@usdoj.gov  

DOJ-FF-61101 



From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
10/3/2011 8:53:25 AM 
Re: Friday's production 

This is ODAG/CRM, right? And are we planning to send ATF wrap up letter today? 

From: Gaston, Molly (OLA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 08:43 AM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Cc: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Friday's production 

This was sent to Issa, Cummings, Grassley, Leahy, Smith, and Conyers staff Friday night. 

Molly Gaston 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

U.S. Department ofJ ustice 

Office: (202) 305-9134 I Cell: (202) 532-3346 

«PRODUCED 9-30 (2801 - 2897).pdf» 
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From: 	 Welch, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Goldberg, Stuart 

(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 11:08:44 AM 
Subject: 	 heads-up, HJC may ask AG to testify on F+F 

Just fielded a call from Chairman Smith's staff. She said the Chairman is concerned about allegations in the stories 
this AM re: the AG's answers to questions at the May HJC oversight hearing about when he learned of Fast + Furious. 
She said Smith wants the AG to testify at a hearing on this subject in the next few weeks - possibly Fri October 14. 
She said Smith may make a public statement about such a hearing this afternoon. 

I explained why the stories are overblown and why a hearing would be unproductive. I offered to make the AG  
available for a phone call with Chairman Smith to discuss this subject in lieu of a hearing. The staffer will take that offer 
back to Smith and will let me know. 
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From: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Goldberg, Stuart 

(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 11:08:44 AM 
Subject: 	 heads-up, HJC may ask AG to testify on F+F 

Just fielded a call from Chairman Smith's staff. She said the Chairman is concerned about allegations in the stories 
this AM re: the AG's answers to questions at the May HJC oversight hearing about when he learned of Fast + Furious. 
She said Smith wants the AG to testify at a hearing on this subject in the next few weeks - possibly Fri October 14. 
She said Smith may make a public statement about such a hearing this afternoon. 

I explained why the stories are overblown and why a hearing would be unproductive. I offered to make the AG  
available for a phone call with Chairman Smith to discuss this subject in lieu of a hearing. The staffer will take that offer 
back to Smith and will let me know. 
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From: 	 Burton, Faith (OLA) 
To: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:51:08 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: heads-up, HJC may ask AG to testify on F+F 

Was this Crystal?1 	 DP 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 11:08 AM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: heads-up, HJC may ask AG to testify on F+F 

Just fielded a call from Chairman Smith's staff. She said the Chairman is concerned about allegations in the stories 

this AM re: the AG's answers to questions at the May HJC oversight hearing about when he learned of Fast + 

Furious. She said Smith wants the AG to testify at a hearing on this subject in the next few weeks — possibly Fri 

October 14. She said Smith may make a public statement about such a hearing this afternoon. 

I explained why the stories are overblown and why a hearing would be unproductive. I offered to make the AG  

available for a phone call with Chairman Smith to discuss this subject in lieu of a hearing. The staffer will take that 

offer back to Smith and will let me know. 
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From: 	 Burton, Faith (OLA) 
To: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:51:07 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: heads-up, HJC may ask AG to testify on F+F 

Was this Crystal?! 	 DP 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 11:08 AM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: heads-up, 1-13C may ask AG to testify on F+F 

Just fielded a call from Chairman Smith's staff. She said the Chairman is concerned about allegations in the stories 

this AM re: the AG's answers to questions at the May HJC oversight hearing about when he learned of Fast + 

Furious. She said Smith wants the AG to testify at a hearing on this subject in the next few weeks — possibly Fri 

October 14. She said Smith may make a public statement about such a hearing this afternoon. 

I explained why the stories are overblown and why a hearing would be unproductive. I offered to make the AG  

available for a phone call with Chairman Smith to discuss this subject in lieu of a hearing. The staffer will take that 

offer back to Smith and will let me know. 
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From: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:54:47 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: heads-up, HJC may ask AG to testify on F+F 

Yes Crystal, and then I spoke to Richard after. 	 DP 
• DP 

From: Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:51 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: heads-up, HJC may ask AG to testify on F+F 

Was this Crystal? 	 DP 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 11:08 AM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: heads-up, HJC may ask AG to testify on F+F 

Just fielded a call from Chairman Smith's staff. She said the Chairman is concerned about allegations in 
the stories this AM re: the AG's answers to questions at the May HJC oversight hearing about when he 
learned of Fast + Furious. She said Smith wants the AG to testify at a hearing on this subject in the next 
few weeks — possibly Fri October 14. She said Smith may make a public statement about such a 
hearing this afternoon. 

I explained why the stories are overblown and why a hearing would be unproductive.  I offered to make 
the AG available for a phone call with Chairman Smith to discuss this subject in lieu of a hearing. The 
staffer will take that offer back to Smith and will let me know. 
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From: 	 Welch, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:54:47 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: heads-up, HJC may ask AG to testify on F+F 

i 
Yes Crystal and then I spoke to Richard 	 DP after. ! 

i 	
i 
i 

i 	 i 

i 	 DPi 	 i 

From: Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:51 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: heads-up, HJC may ask AG to testify on F+F 

Was this Crystal?! 	 DP 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 11:08 AM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: heads-up, HJC may ask AG to testify on F+F 

Just fielded a call from Chairman Smith's staff. She said the Chairman is concerned about allegations in 
the stories this AM re: the AG's answers to questions at the May HJC oversight hearing about when he 
learned of Fast + Furious. She said Smith wants the AG to testify at a hearing on this subject in the next 
few weeks — possibly Fri October 14. She said Smith may make a public statement about such a 
hearing this afternoon. 

I explained why the stories are overblown and why a hearing would be unproductive.  I offered to make 
the AG available for a phone call with Chairman Smith to discuss this subject in lieu of a hearing. The 
staffer will take that offer back to Smith and will let me know. 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Attorney General 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 1:56:57 PM 
Subject: 	 Fw: HEADS-UP: Smith letter to President calling for appointment of special counsel re: F+F. 
Attachments: 	 100411 PresidentObama.pdf 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:25 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: HEADS-UP: Smith letter to President calling for appointment of special counsel re: F+F. 

Smith's staff says they intend to release this to the media. 
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LAMAR S. SMITH, Texas 	 JOHN CONYERS, JR., Michigan 
CHAIRMAN 	 RANKING MEMBER 

F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR., Wisconsin 
HOWARD COBLE, North Carolina 
ELTON GALLEGLY, California 
BOB GOODLATTE, Virginia 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN, California 
STEVE CHABOT, Ohio 
DARRELL E. ISSA, California 
MIKE PENCE, Indiana 
J. RANDY FORBES, Virginia 
STEVE KING, Iowa 
TRENT FRANKS, Arizona 
LOUIE GOHMERT, Texas 
JIM JORDAN, Ohio 
TED POE, Texas 
JASON CHAFFETZ, Utah 
TOM REED, New York 
TIM GRIFFIN, Arkansas 
TOM MARINO, Pennsylvania 
TREY GOWDY, South Carolina 
DENNIS ROSS, Florida 
SANDY ADAMS, Florida 
BEN QUAYLE, Arizona 

HOWARD L. BERMAN, California 
JERROLD NADLER, New York 
ROBERT C. "BOBBY" SCOTT, Virginia 
MELVIN L. WATT, North Carolina 
ZOE LOFGREN, California 
SHEILA JACKSON LEE, Texas 
MAXINE WATERS, California 
STEVE COHEN, Tennessee 
HENRY C. "HANK" JOHNSON, JR., Georgia 
PEDRO R. PIERLUISI, Puerto Rico 
MIKE QUIGLEY, Illinois 
JUDY CHU, California 
TED DEUTCH, Florida 
LINDA T. SANCHEZ, California 
DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Florida 

ONE HUNDRED TWELFTH CONGRESS 

&ogress of the United *tates 
time of Rcpresentatities 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

2138 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515-6216 

(202) 225-3951 
http://www.house.gov/judiciary  

October 4, 2011 

President Barack Obama 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President, 

I write to urge you to instruct the Department of Justice to appoint a special counsel to 
determine whether Members of Congress were misled by the Attorney General during his recent 
testimony before the House Judiciary Committee regarding what information he knew about the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives' (ATF) Operation Fast and Furious, 
which allowed straw buyers to purchase guns in the United States and transfer them across the 
border to Mexico. The guns were used for illegal activity and ultimately were used in the 
shooting death of Customs and Border Patrol Agent Brian Terry. 

At a hearing before the House Judiciary Committee on May 3, 2011, Attorney General 
Holder testified that he first heard of "Fast and Furious" in April, 2011. Congressman Issa 
asked, "When did you first know about the program, officially, I believe, known as Fast and 
Furious? Best of your knowledge, what date?" The Attorney General responded "I'm not sure of 
the exact date, but I probably heard about Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few 
weeks." 

In response to ongoing Judiciary Committee oversight of Operation Fast and Furious, the 
Department of Justice recently provided to the Committee documents that raise significant 
questions about the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Weekly updates from the National Drug Intelligence Center began briefing the Attorney 
General on Fast and Furious beginning, at the latest, on July 5, 2010. These updates mentioned, 
not only the name of the operation, but also specific details about guns being trafficked to 
Mexico. 

An additional memo dated October 18, 2010 from Lanny Breuer to Attorney General 
Holder also discussed Operation Fast and Furious. 
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President Barack Obama 
October 4, 2011 
Page 2 of 2 

The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and 
Furious was a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. 
These documents appear to undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by 
Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled 
Members of Congress are extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and 
objective special counsel. 

I urge you to appoint a special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as 
possible. 

Respectfully, 

GIA44 (1/1 

Lamar Smith 
Chairman 

cc: The Honorable John Conyers, Jr. 
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From: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Reich, Steven 

(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 1:25:46 PM 
Subject: 	 HEADS-UP: Smith letter to President calling for appointment of special counsel re: F+F. - EXTENDED 

82.71 KB 
Attachments: 	MimosaStub.html 

Smith's staff says they intend to release this to the media. 
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Mimosa Systems Inc. 
This message has been extended and its attachments have been archived in Mimosa NearPoint. Double click or open 
message to view the attachments. You will not be able to view the attachments (unless it is cached) when you are 
disconnected from Mimosa NearPoint. You can cache your extended messages on the local machine using "Mimosa 
Offline Cache". Please refer to user guide for more details. 

To recall the original message, please click here 

Attachment File Name: 100411 PresidentObama.pdf 
Attachment File Size: 84694 (bytes) 
Attachment Number : 1 
Attachment URL:100411 PresidentObama.pdf 
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From: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Reich, Steven 

(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 1:25:46 PM 
Subject: 	 HEADS-UP: Smith letter to President calling for appointment of special counsel re: F+F. 
Attachments: 	100411 PresidentObama.pdf 

Smith's staff says they intend to release this to the media. 
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LAMAR S. SMITH, Texas 	 JOHN CONYERS, JR., Michigan 
CHAIRMAN 	 RANKING MEMBER 

F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR., Wisconsin 
HOWARD COBLE, North Carolina 
ELTON GALLEGLY, California 
BOB GOODLATTE, Virginia 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN, California 
STEVE CHABOT, Ohio 
DARRELL E. ISSA, California 
MIKE PENCE, Indiana 
J. RANDY FORBES, Virginia 
STEVE KING, Iowa 
TRENT FRANKS, Arizona 
LOUIE GOHMERT, Texas 
JIM JORDAN, Ohio 
TED POE, Texas 
JASON CHAFFETZ, Utah 
TOM REED, New York 
TIM GRIFFIN, Arkansas 
TOM MARINO, Pennsylvania 
TREY GOWDY, South Carolina 
DENNIS ROSS, Florida 
SANDY ADAMS, Florida 
BEN QUAYLE, Arizona 

HOWARD L. BERMAN, California 
JERROLD NADLER, New York 
ROBERT C. "BOBBY" SCOTT, Virginia 
MELVIN L. WATT, North Carolina 
ZOE LOFGREN, California 
SHEILA JACKSON LEE, Texas 
MAXINE WATERS, California 
STEVE COHEN, Tennessee 
HENRY C. "HANK" JOHNSON, JR., Georgia 
PEDRO R. PIERLUISI, Puerto Rico 
MIKE QUIGLEY, Illinois 
JUDY CHU, California 
TED DEUTCH, Florida 
LINDA T. SANCHEZ, California 
DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Florida 

ONE HUNDRED TWELFTH CONGRESS 

&ogress of the United *tates 
time of Rcpresentatities 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

2138 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515-6216 

(202) 225-3951 
http://www.house.gov/judiciary  

October 4, 2011 

President Barack Obama 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President, 

I write to urge you to instruct the Department of Justice to appoint a special counsel to 
determine whether Members of Congress were misled by the Attorney General during his recent 
testimony before the House Judiciary Committee regarding what information he knew about the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives' (ATF) Operation Fast and Furious, 
which allowed straw buyers to purchase guns in the United States and transfer them across the 
border to Mexico. The guns were used for illegal activity and ultimately were used in the 
shooting death of Customs and Border Patrol Agent Brian Terry. 

At a hearing before the House Judiciary Committee on May 3, 2011, Attorney General 
Holder testified that he first heard of "Fast and Furious" in April, 2011. Congressman Issa 
asked, "When did you first know about the program, officially, I believe, known as Fast and 
Furious? Best of your knowledge, what date?" The Attorney General responded "I'm not sure of 
the exact date, but I probably heard about Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few 
weeks." 

In response to ongoing Judiciary Committee oversight of Operation Fast and Furious, the 
Department of Justice recently provided to the Committee documents that raise significant 
questions about the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Weekly updates from the National Drug Intelligence Center began briefing the Attorney 
General on Fast and Furious beginning, at the latest, on July 5, 2010. These updates mentioned, 
not only the name of the operation, but also specific details about guns being trafficked to 
Mexico. 

An additional memo dated October 18, 2010 from Lanny Breuer to Attorney General 
Holder also discussed Operation Fast and Furious. 
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President Barack Obama 
October 4, 2011 
Page 2 of 2 

The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and 
Furious was a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. 
These documents appear to undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by 
Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled 
Members of Congress are extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and 
objective special counsel. 

I urge you to appoint a special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as 
possible. 

Respectfully, 

GIA44 (1/1 

Lamar Smith 
Chairman 

cc: The Honorable John Conyers, Jr. 
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Mimosa Systems Inc. 
This message has been extended and its attachments have been archived in Mimosa NearPoint. Double click or open 
message to view the attachments. You will not be able to view the attachments (unless it is cached) when you are 
disconnected from Mimosa NearPoint. You can cache your extended messages on the local machine using "Mimosa 
Offline Cache". Please refer to user guide for more details. 

To recall the original message, please click here 

Attachment File Name: 100411 PresidentObama.pdf 
Attachment File Size: 84694 (bytes) 
Attachment Number : 1 
Attachment URL:100411 PresidentObama.pdf 
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To recall the original message, please click here 
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Mimosa Systems Inc. 
This message has been extended and its attachments have been archived in Mimosa NearPoint. Double click or open 
message to view the attachments. You will not be able to view the attachments (unless it is cached) when you are 
disconnected from Mimosa NearPoint. You can cache your extended messages on the local machine using "Mimosa 
Offline Cache". Please refer to user guide for more details. 
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Attachment File Size: 84694 (bytes) 
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From: 	 Schultz, Eric 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 12:09:14 PM 
Subject: 	 FW: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over 

what he knew when with Fast and Furious. 

ChadPergram  Chad Pergram 
Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over what he knew when with 
Fast and Furious. 

ChadPergram  Chad Pergram 
Smith wonders if Holder committed perjury when asked about Fast and Furious. Smith says Holder can't investigate 
himself. 

DOJ-FF-61131 



From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Attorney General 	; _ 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 12:24:41 PM 
Subject: 	 Fw: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over 

what he knew when with Fast and Furious. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 12:17 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: FW: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over what he knew 
when with Fast and Furious. 

From: Schultz, Eric [mailto:L 	Eric H. Schultz 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 12:09 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: FW: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over what he knew 
when with Fast and Furious. 

ChadPergram  Chad Pergram 
Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over what he knew when with 
Fast and Furious. 

ChadPergram  Chad Pergram 
Smith wonders if Holder committed perjury when asked about Fast and Furious. Smith says Holder can't investigate 
himself. 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: Attorney General 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 12:24:41 PM 
Subject: 	 Fw: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over 

what he knew when with Fast and Furious. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 12:17 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: FW: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over what he knew 
when with Fast and Furious. 

From: Schultz, Eric [mailto:i_ 	Eric H. Schultz 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 12:09 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: FW: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over what he knew 
when with Fast and Furious. 

ChadPergram  Chad Pergram 
Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over what he knew when with 
Fast and Furious. 

ChadPerwam  Chad Pergram 
Smith wonders if Holder committed perjury when asked about Fast and Furious. Smith says Holder can't investigate 
himself. 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 12:27:05 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over 

what he knew when with Fast and Furious. 

What do the regs. Say about appointment of a special counsel? 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 12:17 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: FW: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe 
Holder over what he knew when with Fast and Furious. 

From: Schultz, Eric . 	 Eric Schultz 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 12:09 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: FW: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe 
Holder over what he knew when with Fast and Furious. 

ChadPergram <http://twitter.com/#!/ChadPergram> Chad Pergram 

Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over what 
he knew when with Fast and Furious. 

ChadPergram <http://twitter.com/#!/ChadPergram> Chad Pergram 

Smith wonders if Holder committed perjury when asked about Fast and Furious. Smith says Holder 
can't investigate himself. 
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From: 	 Jarrett, Valerie 
To: 	 i 	Attorney General 

Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:20:32 PM 
Subject: 	 Fast and furious 

I'm sorry. 
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From: 	 Jarrett, Valerie 
. 	 . 

To: 	 i L 	Attorney General 	i 
j 

Sent 	 10/4/2011 4:25:46 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: Fast and furious 

Facts always work. 

	 Original Message 	 , 
From: : 	 Attorney General 	 i i .._ 
To: Jarrett, Valerie 
Sent: Tue Oct 04 16:22:12 2011 
Subject: Re: Fast and furious 

Time to go to the mattresses. Ready for the fight. Will send some of our stuff. All I have are 
the facts. 

	 Original Message 	 
. 	 . 

From: . 	 Valerie Jarret 	 i 
i L 

Sent: Tuesday, October 04, ,  2011 04:20 PM 
To: L 	Attorney General 	 i 

Subject: Fast and furious 

I'm sorry. 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Delery, Stuart F. 

(OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
CC: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 9:59:51 PM 
Subject: 	 weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 
Attachments: 	 QA on f and f weekly.testimony.10.4.11.docx 

Below and attached is a QA in case AG gets questioned at the presser tomorrow in Ohio - need edits/concerns 
/additions by 9 am tomorrow since we're leaving mid-morning. 

DP 
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From: 	 Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret 

(OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 8:19:50 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:00 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Reich, Steven 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Cc: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 
Importance: High 

Below and attached is a QA in case AG gets questioned at the presser tomorrow in Ohio - need edits/concerns 
/additions by 9 am tomorrow since we're leaving mid-morning. 

A: 

Q:1 DP 
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i 

	

Q :i 	
i i i 

	

A•. ; 	 i i 
i 

op 	
i i 

i 
i 

Q . i • i 	

i 
i 
i 

	

. 	 i 

	

A• 1 	 i i • i 

<< File: QA on f and f weekly.testimony.10.4.11.docx >> 
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A: 

Q: 

A: 

From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 7:23:38 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 

Tracy,:, 	DP 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:00 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Reich, Steven 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Cc: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 
Importance: High 

Below and attached is a QA in case AG gets questioned at the presser tomorrow in Ohio - need edits/concerns 
/additions by 9 am tomorrow since we're leaving mid-morning. 

Q:I 

A: ; 

Q: 

A: 

Q: 

DP 
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Q: I 
A: 1 DP 
<< 	Q-Kon f arid f weekry.testimony=1 .0-.4:1Tdocx >> 
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From: 	 Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
To: 	 Burton, Faith (OLA); 1 	OHS 	Mich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 5:08:53 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: hsgac briefing 

DHS ' ,1 just left you a message. Give me a call at your convenience. 

Ken 

Kenneth E. Kellner 
Attorney Advisor 
Office of Legislative Affairs 

OHS 

From: Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Senp.:r.upsda.v._._Octabar_.04_._2011 5:05 PM 
To: ; 	DHS 	1Weich, Ron (OLA); Kellner, Kenneth E. (OLA) 
Su lifea:-IZe:li§ga-t-b-riefili-g- 

DHS :1-n out of town right now, but Ron and Ken are working on this. Thanks. 

	

From: ;
: 	DHS 	Lmailtoi 

 

	

. 	 i 

Sent: hoTraayToctoder d3, 2011 05:36 PM 
To: Burton, Faith (OLA) 
Subject: hsgac briefing 

Hi Faith, 

I hope this finds you doing well. Are you coordinating the briefing with HSGAC regarding Fast and Furious? I just want to see 
what date works best on your end. 

Thanks, 

DHS 
L. 

Office of Congressional Relations 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

OHS (Direct) 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); 

Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:26:08 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: ATF 

DP 
From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:22 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret 
(OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 04:09 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven 
(ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); 
O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: FW: ATF 

Edits below - 

op 
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
10/4/2011 4:56:35 PM 
RE: ATF 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:39 PM 
To: Welch, Ron (OLA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 
Importance: High 

Hate to be nudge, but deadlines are approaching and we're going to miss them — still need to run this by the boss. 

i 
i DP 	

i 
i 
i 
i 
i 

i 
i 
i 
i 	 i i 	 i i 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:22 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary 
(OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

! 
i 
i 

DP 	
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 

i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 	 i i 	 i i 	 i , 	 • 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 04:09 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Grindler, Gary (OAG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: FW: ATF 

Edits below — 

op 
t. 
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From: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven 

(ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:21:44 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: ATF 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 04:09 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Grindler, Gary (OAG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: FW: ATF 

Edits below — 

op 
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From: 
To: 

Sent: 
Subject: 

Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
10/4/2011 2:21:35 PM 
RE: ATF 

op 

Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. - House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith 
(R-Texas) today called for the appointment of a special counsel to 
investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during 
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a House Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a 
letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed concern that Members 
of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a 
question regarding his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The 
Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the weeks 
leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday 
night raise significant questions about the truthfulness of the Attorney 
General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has 
been that Operation Fast and Furious was a discrete law enforcement 
effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents 
appear to undermine this claim and bring into question statements made 
by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have 
intentionally misled Members of Congress are extremely troubling and 
must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I 
urge you to appoint a special counsel who will investigate these 
allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: 
http://judiciary.house.gov/news/pdfs/Special%20Counsel%20for%20Fast%20an  
d%20Furious.pdf 

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); 
Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 
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I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should 
be dealing with the events of the day. I am unable to do this before 
6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 2:29:27 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: ATF 

I have shared this draft with the AG. I 	 DP 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, 
Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

op 

DOJ-FF-61170 



Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. - House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for 
the appointment of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General 
Eric Holder during a House Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter 
to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed concern that Members of Congress may have been 
misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding his knowledge of the Fast 
and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise 
significant questions about the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast 
and Furious was a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in 
Phoenix. These documents appear to undermine this claim and bring into question statements 
made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of 
Congress are extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special 
counsel. I urge you to appoint a special counsel who will investigate these allegations as 
soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.gov  
/news/pdfs/Special%20Counsel%20for%20Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf 

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
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(OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the 
events of the day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 2:34:18 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: ATF 

Thanks - I will. Understand your point,i 	 DP 	 i 
i 

i i 
i 	 DP 	 i 

i 
i 

i 
i 
L 	 i 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:29 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I have shared this draft with the AG. I 	 DP 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, 
Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

DP 

DP 

DP 
DP 
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DP 

Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. - House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for 
the appointment of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General 
Eric Holder during a House Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter 
to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed concern that Members of Congress may have been 
misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding his knowledge of the Fast 
and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise 
significant questions about the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast 
and Furious was a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in 
Phoenix. These documents appear to undermine this claim and bring into question statements 
made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of 
Congress are extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special 
counsel. I urge you to appoint a special counsel who will investigate these allegations as 
soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.gov  
/news/pdfs/Special%20Counsel%20for%20Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf 

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
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(OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the 
events of the day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 2:37:30 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: ATF 

i 	
DP 	 i 

i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:34 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

DP  Thanks - I will. Understand_y_our_pointd 

DP 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:29 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I have shared this draft with the AG.: 	 DP 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, 
Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

op 
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op 

Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. - House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for 
the appointment of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General 
Eric Holder during a House Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter 
to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed concern that Members of Congress may have been 
misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding his knowledge of the Fast 
and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise 
significant questions about the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast 
and Furious was a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in 
Phoenix. These documents appear to undermine this claim and bring into question statements 
made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of 
Congress are extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special 
counsel. I urge you to appoint a special counsel who will investigate these allegations as 
soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.gov  
/news/pdfs/Special%20Counsel%20for%20Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf 

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 

DOJ-FF-61180 



Subject: RE: ATE' 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATE' 

I'm available then. 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATE' 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the 
events of the day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 

DOJ-FF-61181 



To: 	Schmaler, Tracy (OPA)Fracy.Schmaler@usdoj.gov ] 
From: 	Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	Tue 10/4/2011 6:47:09 PM 
Subject: RE: ATF 

Just tried to call 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:41 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I -tight- I think we're saying the same thing. I . 	i• -  call — give me a 	when your .-: 	!Jot 
• irgent. ; Privacy 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:37 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

But it communicates I 	 DP 

DP 	 )cusing on DP 
_ 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:34 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

Thanks — I will. Understand your point) 	 OP 
! 	 i 
i 	

DP 	

i 
i 
i i 

i 
L 	 i 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:29 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 
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I have shared this draft ,,. h 'he AG. I 	 DP 	 i i 
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From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

i 

DP 	
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DP 

Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called 
for the appointment of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney 
General Eric Holder during a House Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In 
a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed concern that Members of Congress may 
have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding his knowledge of 
the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in 
the weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise 
significant questions about the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation 
Fast and Furious was a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in 
Phoenix. These documents appear to undermine this claim and bring into question statements 
made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled 
Members of Congress are extremely troubling and must be addressed by an 
independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a special counsel who 
will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: 
haul/judiciary .house.gov/news,/pdfs,/Special%20Counselv020for%20Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf 
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From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 20111:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); 
Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

)le then 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with 
the events of the day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 

DOJ-FF-61188 



From: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary 

(OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
CC: 	 Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 2:49:54 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: ATF 

I just spoke to Smith's staffer again. Smith's letter is NOT in lieu of a hearing, but they have decided against a public . 
announcement of a hearing. i 	 DP 	 . 

.• 	 -, , : 	 D P 	 „. 
, 

, 
, 
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, 	 , 
i 	
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From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:32 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Cc: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

Adding Steve R to this chain. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:22 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

op 
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Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 
a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: htt 	 ov/news/ clfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20for%20Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf 

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); 
Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. 
(OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the events of the 
day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 

DOJ-FF-61190 



From: 	 Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
To: 	 Weich, Ron (OLA); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); 

Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 2:57:57 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: ATF 

DP 
From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:50 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary 
(OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Cc: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I just spoke to Smith's staffer again. Smith's letter is NOT in lieu of a hearing, but they 
have decided against a public announcement of a hearing.i 	 DP 

DP 
From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:32 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary 
(OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Cc: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

Adding Steve R to this chain. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:22 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, 
Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

op 
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Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. - House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for 
the appointment of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General 
Eric Holder during a House Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter 
to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed concern that Members of Congress may have been 
misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding his knowledge of the Fast 
and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise 
significant questions about the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast 
and Furious was a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in 
Phoenix. These documents appear to undermine this claim and bring into question statements 
made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of 
Congress are extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special 
counsel. I urge you to appoint a special counsel who will investigate these allegations as 
soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.gov  
/news/pdfs/Special%20Counsel%20for%20Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf 

DOJ-FF-61192 



From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the 
events of the day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 

DOJ-FF-61193 



From: 	 Grindler. , Gary_10AG.1_ 	. 
To: 	 L i 	Attorney General 	i i _ 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 2:25:18 PM 
Subject: 	 Fw: ATF 

From: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

i DP 
,L 	  

i OP 	 1 what 
about fliis: 

DID 

Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 

DOJ-FF-61194 



a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.govinews/pdfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20for')/020Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf  

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); 
Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

ble then 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. 
(OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the events of the 
day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 

DOJ-FF-61195 



To: 	 Attorney General 
From: 	! 	Attorney General 
Sent: 	'Tue 10/4/2011 6:29:31 PM 
Subject: FW: ATF 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:25 PM 
To:[ 	Attorney General 
Subject: Fw: ATF 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

i 	

DP 	

i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 

DP 	:what about this: 

DP 
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Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called 
for the appointment of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney 
General Eric Holder during a House Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In 
a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed concern that Members of Congress may 
have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding his knowledge of 
the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in 
the weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise 
significant questions about the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation 
Fast and Furious was a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in 
Phoenix. These documents appear to undermine this claim and bring into question statements 
made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled 
Members of Congress are extremely troubling and must be addressed by an 
independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a special counsel who 

DOJ-FF-61197 



will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: 
littp://judiciary.house.gov/news,/pdfs,/Special%20Couns'  '020for%20Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf 

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 20111:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); 
Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

:hen, 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with 
the events of the day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 

DOJ-FF-61198 



To: 	Cole, James (ODAG)L 	James Cole 
CC: 	Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG)[Stuart.Goldberg@usdoj.gov ] 
From: 	O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Sent: 	Tue 10/4/2011 6:28:25 PM 
Subject: Fw: ATF 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

op 
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Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called 
for the appointment of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney 
General Eric Holder during a House Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In 
a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed concern that Members of Congress may 
have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding his knowledge of 
the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in 
the weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise 
significant questions about the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation 
Fast and Furious was a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in 
Phoenix. These documents appear to undermine this claim and bring into question statements 
made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled 
Members of Congress are extremely troubling and must be addressed by an 
independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a special counsel who 
will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: 
littp://judiciary.house.gov/ncws,/pdfs,/Special%20Counsel%20for °/020Fast%20and°/020Furious.pdf 
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From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 20111:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); 
Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

ale then. 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with 
the events of the day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 

DOJ-FF-61203 



To: 	Schmaler, Tracy (OPA)Fracy.Schmaler@usdoj.gov] 
From: 	Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	Tue 10/4/2011 6:47:09 PM 
Subject: RE: ATF 

Just tried to call 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:41 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

Right- I think we're saying the same thing. I tried to call — give me a buzz when you're 
free. Not urgent. 305-1920. 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:37 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:34 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

Thanks — I will. Understand your p_ointd 	 DP 	 1 

. 	 . DP . 	 . . 	 . 

. 	 . 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:29 PM 
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To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

. 	!-• 	 ! 

	

I have shared this draft with the AG. One poInt-H 	 DP 
! 
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From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 
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Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) 
today called for the appointment of a special counsel to investigate whether comments 
made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House Judiciary Committee hearing in 
May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's 
response to a question regarding his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The 
Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the weeks leading up to the 
May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions 
about the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that 
Operation Fast and Furious was a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the 
ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to undermine this claim and bring into 
question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled 
Members of Congress are extremely troubling and must be addressed by an 
independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a special counsel who 

DOJ-FF-61206 



will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: 
http://iudiciary.house.dovinews/pdfs/Special%20Counser020for °/020Fast°/020and°/020Fu 
rious.pdf 

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 20111:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); 
O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 20111:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG), O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, 
Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); 
Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 
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I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with 
the events of the day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 6:40:11 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: fyi: ATF/F&F 

Thanks very much. 

From: Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 9:47 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Re: fyi: ATF/F&F 

Sorrv„ I've been offline... 
i i 

D P 	
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 

i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 

i 	 DP 	 i 1 1 	 Unrelated 	i . i 	 !will try to get transcript. i 

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 07:06 PM 
To: Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
Subject: RE: fyi: ATF/F&F 

What did it say? 

From: Lumpkin, Beverley (OPA) 
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 5:58 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: fyi: ATF/F&F 

Bad story coming on CBS Evening News tonight. 
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DP I ha. 	this drJt 

From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 2:37:30 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: ATF 

! 	 . , 	 DP 	
, 
, 

, 	 , 
, 	 , 
, 	 , 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:34 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

Thanks — I will Ui 	i your point 	 DP 

DP 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:29 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

op 
L. 
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DP 
Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 
a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.govinews/pdfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20forcY020Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf  

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am PC 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); 
Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

ble then 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. 
(OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 
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I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the events of the 
day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
10/4/2011 2:29:27 PM 
Re: ATF 

I have shared this draft with the AG. One point- i 	 DP 

DP 
DP 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (ORA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

DID 

Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
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the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 
a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.govinews/pdfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20forcY020Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf  

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); 
Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. 
(OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the events of the 
day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 12:27:06 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over 

what he knew when with Fast and Furious. 

i 
i  D P 	 i 

i 
i 
i 

i 
i 
i 
L._ 	 i 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 12:17 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: FW: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over what he knew 
when with Fast and Furious. 

From: Schultz, Eric [mailtol 	Eric H. Schultz 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 12:09 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: FW: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over what he knew 
when with Fast and Furious. 

ChadPergram  Chad Pergram 
Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over what he knew when with 
Fast and Furious. 

ChadPergram  Chad Pergram 
Smith wonders if Holder committed perjury when asked about Fast and Furious. Smith says Holder can't investigate 
himself. 
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Cole, James (ODAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG) 
10/4/2011 1:55:35 PM 
Fw: ATF 

DP 

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. 
(OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the events of the day. I am 

unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 
To: 

Sent: 
Subject: 

Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
VVeich, Ron (OLA); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); 
Grindler, Gary (0AG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
10/4/2011 2:57:57 PM 
RE: ATF 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:50 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Cc: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I just spoke to Smith's staffer again. Smith's letter is NOT in lieu of a hearin_g, but they_ . have decided against a_public 
announcement of a hearing. 1 	 DP 	 : i . 	, 

i DP 	
i 

i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:32 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Cc: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

Adding Steve R to this chain. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:22 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

op 

DP 
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DP 
L._ 

Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 
a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.gov/news/pdfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20for°/020Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf 

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); 
Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. 
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(OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the events of the 
day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Admin. Assistant i(OLA) 

Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
10/5/2011 9:07:37 AM 
RE: 
Grassley 1-27-11 I ncoming pdf; Grassley 1-31-11 I ncoming. pdf; G rassley 2-9-11 I ncoming pdf 

Margaret: 

Attaching Senator Grassley's first three letters to DOJ on F+F, with letter descriptions 
below. 

Thanks, 

Admin. Assistant 

RMM Grassley 1/27/11 Incoming re: Project Gunrunner - Death of CBP Agent 

Requests information about ATF operation "Gunrunner" and allegations that assault weapons sold 
to suspected straw purchasers led to the death of CBP Agent Brian Terry. Requests staff 
briefing, as well. 
OLA Response - 2/4/11 

RMM Grassley 1/31/11 Incoming re: Alleged Whistleblowers 

Follows up on 1/27/11 letter with additional concerns about the protection of alleged 
whistleblowers in the ATF Phoenix office. 
OLA Response - 2/4/11 

RMM Grassley 2/9/11 Incoming re: Project Gunrunner - Death of CBP Agent 

Follows up on 1/27/11 and 1/31/11 letters and states that his allegations about operation 
"Gunrunner" are supported by documentation from alleged whistleblowers, including 9 
attachments to the letter. 
OLA Response - 3/2/11 

	Original Message 	 
From: Richardson, Margaret (0AG) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 7:43 AM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Cc: : Admin.Assistant 	(OLA) 
Subject: Re: 

Yes, please. Thank you. 

	 Original Message 	 
From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:51 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (0AG) 
Cc: 	Admin.Assisthnt j (OLA) 
Subject: RE: 

You mean the very first one he sent on F+F? [A.m.]  can send it in the AM. 

	Original Message 	 
From: Richardson, Margaret (0AG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:24 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: 

Can you send a copy of the Grassley letter from January on the allegations by the 
whistleblowers? 

Thank you, 
Margaret 
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Unita' e$tatEs eg5niatt 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

January 31, 2011 

Via Electronic Transmission 

Kenneth E. Melson 
Acting Director 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives 
99 New York Avenue, NE 
Washington, DC 20226 

Dear Acting Director Melson: 

As you know, I wrote to you on Thursday, January 27, regarding serious 
allegations associated with Project Gunrunner and the death of Customs and Border 
Protection Agent Brian Terry. Although the staff briefing I requested has not yet been 
scheduled, it appears that the ATF is reacting in less productive ways to my request. I 
understand that Assistant Special Agent in Charge (ASAC) George Gillette of the ATF's 
Phoenix office questioned one of the individual agents who answered my staff's 
questions about Project Gunrunner. ASAC Gillette allegedly accused the agent of 
misconduct related to his contacts with the Senate Judiciary Committee. This is exactly 
the wrong sort of reaction for the ATF. Rather than focusing on retaliating against 
whistleblowers, the ATF's sole focus should be on finding and disclosing the truth as 
soon as possible. 

Whistleblowers are some of the most patriotic people I know—men and women 
who labor, often anonymously, to let Congress and the American people know when the 
Government isn't working so we can fix it. As such, it would be prudent for you to 
remind ATF management about the value of protected disclosures to Congress and/or 
Inspectors General in accordance with the whistleblower protection laws. Absent such a 
clear communication from you, ATF management might be able to intimidate 
whistleblowers to prevent them from providing information to Congress. 

As you may be aware, obstructing a Congressional investigation is a crime. 1  
Additionally, denying or interfering with employees' rights to furnish information to 

18 U.S.C. § 1505 states, in pertinent part: 
Whoever corruptly, or by threats or force, or by any threatening letter or communication 
influences, obstructs, or impedes or endeavors to influence, obstruct, or impede the due 
and proper administration of the law under which any pending proceeding is being had 
before any department or agency of the United States, or the due and proper exercise of 
the power of inquiry under which any inquiry or investigation is being had by either 
House, or any committee of either House or any joint committee of the Congress-- 

Shall be fined under this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years or, if the offense involves 
international or domestic terrorism (as defined in section 2331), imprisoned not more 
than 8 years, or both. 

1 
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Congress is also against the law. 2  Federal officials who deny or interfere with 
employees' rights to furnish information to Congress are not entitled to have their salaries 
paid by taxpayers' dollars. 3  Finally, ATF personnel have Constitutional rights to express 
their concerns to Congress under the First Amendment. 

ATF employees have the right to talk to Congress and to provide Congress with 
information free and clear of agency interference. Further, these employees have the 
right to be free from fear of retaliation or reprisal for doing so. Please ensure that ATF 
employees are aware of their rights and whistleblower protections and that ATF 
managers are accountable for respecting any protected disclosures. 

If you have any questions please contact my Committee staff, Jason Foster at 
(202) 224-5225. Any formal correspondence should be sent electronically in PDF 
searchable format to Brian_Dovvney@judiciary-rep.senate.gov . 

Sincerely, 

Charles E. Grassley 
Ranking Member 

cc: The Honorable Eric H. Holder, Jr. 
Attorney General of the United States 

25  U.S.C. § 7211 states: 
The right of employees, individually or collectively, to petition Congress or a Member of Congress, or to 
furnish information to either House of Congress, or to a committee or Member thereof, may not be 
interfered with or denied. 

3  P.L. 111 -117 §714 states: 
No part of any appropriation contained in this or any other Act shall be available for the payment of the 
salary of any officer or employee of the Federal Government, who - 

(1) prohibits or prevents, or attempts or threatens to prohibit or prevent, any other officer 
or employee of the Federal Government from having any direct oral or written 
communication or contact with any Member, committee, or subcommittee of the 
Congress in connection with any matter pertaining to the employment of such other 
officer or employee or pertaining to the department or agency of such other officer or 
employee in any way, irrespective of whether such communication or contact is at the 
initiative of such other officer or employee or in response to the request or inquiry of 
such Member, committee, or subcommittee; or 

(2) removes, suspends from duty without pay, demotes, reduces in rank, seniority, stats, 
pay, or performance of efficiency rating, denies promotion to, relocates, reassigns, 
transfers, disciplines, or discriminates in regard to any employment right, entitlement, or 
benefit, or any term or condition of employment of, any other officer or employee of the 
Federal Government, or attempts or threatens to commit any of the foregoing actions with 
respect to such other officer or employee, by reason of any communication or contact of 
such other officer or employee with any Member, committee, or subcommittee of the 
Congress as described in paragraph (1). 

2 
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Johnson, EbonytJMD)  

From: 	 L Admin. Assistant i(SMO) 

Sent: 	 Monday, January 31, 2011 3:40 PM 
To: 	 DOJExecSec (JMD) 
Cc: 	 Tolson, Kimberly G (JMD); Wells, Barbara A (JMD) 
Subject: 	 FW: A Letter from Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley 
Attachments: 	 2011-01-31 Letter to ATF.pdf 

Pls log attached ltr. Thanks. 

From: Admin. Assistant ;JMD) 

Sent: Monday, January 31, 2011 2:06 PM 
To: Admin. Assistant i(SMO) 

CCLAdmin. Assistant .Ksmo) 
Subject: FVV: A Letter from Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley 
Importance: High 

Shirley: Please log in. Thanks, Jamie 

From: Weich, Ron (SMO) 
Sent: Monday, January 31, 2011 2:05 PM 
To:: Admin. Assistant I(JMD) 

Sultere - Firr. -Atetter from Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley 
Importance: High 

Please have Shirley log in etc. 

From:. 	ATF 	(ATF) 
Sent: Monday, January 31, 2011 12:42 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (SMO); Agrast, Mark D. (SMO) 
Cc: Burton, Faith (SMO); Gonzales, Mary (OLA); ' ; Admin. Assistant :(JMD); McDermond, James E. (ATF); Hickson, Ernest E. 
(ATF) 
Subject: FVV: A Letter from Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley 
Importance: High 

Fyi. 
. 	 i i 	ATF 	i i 	 i i._. 

DOJ- Bureau of Alcohol, TobaccoL. Firearms & Explosives 
i
.-. 

	

ATF 	 i 
i 

202. 	 (mobilel ) 
202.1 ATF 1(mobile2) 

(office) 
202.648.9708 (fax) 

From: Downey, Brian (Judiciary-Rep) jrnailto:Brian DowneyPjudiciary-reb.senate.govi 
Sent: Monday, January 31, 2011 12:19 PM 
To: Melson, Kenneth E.; Hoover, William J.; Michalic, Vivian B: 	ATF 
Cc: Foster, Jason (Judiciary-Rep); Hoover, William J. 
Subject: A Letter from Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley 
Importance: High 

Hello, 
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Please find attached a letter from Ranking Member Grassley. Please confirm receipt, thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Brian 

Brian M. Downey 
Investigative Assistant 
U.S. Committee on the Judiciary 
Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, DC 
(P) 202-224-5225 

2 
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lJnitul Ztat01 

February 9, 2011 

Via Electronic Transmission 

The Honorable Eric H. Holder, Jr. 
Attorney General 
U. S. Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20530 

Dear Attorney General Holder: 

During our meeting on January 31, I provided you with copies of my recent letters 
to Acting ATF Director Kenneth E. Melson. I had received serious allegations from ATF 
whistleblowers. ATF agents told my staff that the agency allowed the sale of assault 
rifles to known and suspected straw purchasers for an illegal trafficking ring near the 
southwest border. Authorities allegedly recovered two of those weapons at the scene of a 
firefight near the southwest border on December 14, 2010. Customs and Border 
Protection Agent Brian Terry lost his life in that firefight and may have been killed with 
one of those two rifles. That is why I requested nearly two weeks ago that the ATF brief 
my staff as soon as possible. 

Unfortunately, the reaction to my request has, so far, been little more than delay 
and denial. I finally received a letter at close of business on Friday, February 4, in 
response to my request. It came not from the ATF, but from the Justice Department. In 
that letter, the Department categorically denied that the ATF "knowingly allowed the sale 
of assault weapons to a straw purchaser...." The Department said the ATF makes "every 
effort to interdict weapons that have been purchased illegally and prevent their 
transportation into Mexico." 

However, as I explained in my initial letter to Acting Director Melson, the 
allegations I received are supported by documentation. It is already public record that 
federal agents arrested Jaime Avila on December 15, 2010—the very same day that CBP 
Agent Terry died. The ATF had been tracking Avila's firearms purchases because Avila 
was a suspected trafficker since at least November 2009. 1  According to the 
whistleblowers, at least one gun dealer wanted to stop participating in sales like those to 
Avila sometime around October 2009. However, the ATF allegedly encouraged the 
dealer to continue selling to suspected traffickers and asked the dealer to forward 
information about the sales to the Bureau. 

1  Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, "Multiple Sale Summary," Nov 25, 2009 (Attachment 1). 
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"Management Log for Case: 785115-10-[redacted]," Dec 17, 

"Multiple Sale Summary," Jan 11, 2010 (Attachment 3). 
Agents, Jan 13, 2010 (Attachment 4) 
"Suspect Gun Summary," Jan 14, 2010 (Attachment 5). 
"Suspect Gun Summary," Jan 19, 2010 (Attachment 6). 

The dealer who sold the weapons allegedly recovered at the scene of Agent 
Terry's death met with both ATF representatives and Assistant U.S. Attorneys as early as 
December 17, 2009 to "discuss his role as [a Federal Firearms Licensee] FFL during this 
investigation." 2  On January 9, 2010, Jaime Avila bought three more firearms at the same 
Glendale, Arizona gun dealer and his purchase was entered into an ATF database two 
days later. 3  B4y January 13, ATF added Avila to a suspect person database for the 
investigation. On January 14, ATF entered the firearms Avila purchased five days 
earlier into the National Tracing Center's Suspect Gun Database. 5  

On January 16, 2010, Avila bought three AK-47 variant, Romanian WASR-10 
assault rifles from the same dealer with the serial numbers 1983AH3977, 1979IS1530, 
and 1971CZ3775 6  ATF entered these weapons into the National Tracing Center's 
Suspect Gun Database three days later. 7  Over the next several months, ATF continued to 
track Avila's multiple firearms purchases in near real-time, including two purchases of 
.50 caliber rifles in June 2010. 8  

After the shooting of CBP Agent Terry, law enforcement officials recovered from 
the scene two assault rifles. 9  On December 16, 2010, ATF's trace results confirmed that 
serial numbers 1983AH3977 and 1971CZ3755 match two of the three rifles purchased by 
Avila and tracked by the ATF nearly a year earlier. 10  In addition to these specific 
weapons, the indictment of Avila and others references approximately 769 firearms. Of 
those, the indictment refers to the recovery of only about 103 weapons. So, where are the 
other approximately 666 weapons referenced in the indictment? Why did the ATF not 
seize them? 

The Justice Department's reply asked that Committee staff stop speaking to law 
enforcement personnel about these matters. However, if not for the bravery and 
patriotism of law enforcement personnel who were willing to put their careers on the line, 
this Committee would have been forced to rely on nothing more than rumors in the 
blogosphere and a Justice Department denial to resolve these allegations. We need more 
than that. To be an effective check on Executive Branch power, we need cold, hard facts. 
We will seek them from whatever source is necessary. 

Unfortunately, the Justice Department's letter suggested that my attempts to seek 
information about these matters might be politically motivated. I understand the 
Department needs to "protect .. law enforcement personnel ... from inappropriate 

2  Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, 
2009 (Attachment 2). 
3  Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, 
4  E-mail from ATF Program Analyst to ATF 
5  Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, 
6  Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, 

Id. 
8 Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, "Suspect Gun Summary," Jun 8 and Jun 16, 2010 
(Attachment 7). 
9  Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, "Significant Information Report." Dec 16, 2010 (Attachment 
8). 
10 Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, "Firearms Trace Summaries," Dec 16, 2010 (Attaclunent 9). 

2 

DOJ-FF-61229 



political influence." However, there is a difference between inappropriate political 
influence and appropriately holding officials accountable to the American people I try to 
conduct non-partisan oversight of the Executive Branch. Regardless of which party 
controls the White House or the Congress, I do my best to ask tough questions. If you 
have any evidence that there is anything "inappropriate" about my motives in this matter, 
please let me know. Otherwise, I respectfully request that the Department avoid such 
implications in the future. 

Finally, I want to share with you a portion of an e-mail from Carolyn Terry, 
Agent Terry's stepmother. She wrote yesterday: 

It's hard to accept that our son was shot and murdered with a gun that was 
bought in the U.S. We have not had any contact from the Border Patrol or 
any other agents since returning home on the 22nd of [January]. Our calls 
are not returned. I truly feel that our son's death is a cover-up and they 
hope that we will go away. That will not happen. We want to know who 
allowed the sale of that gun that murdered our son. Any help will [be] 
appreciated. We are the victims of this case and we want some answers. 12  

The Terry family deserves answers. The whistleblowers have expressed a desire to honor 
Agent Terry's memory by disclosing this information. The Justice Department should 
work to do the same. The best way to honor his memory is to come clean. 

Sincerely, 

Charles E. Grassley 
Ranking Member 

cc: 	The Honorable Patrick Leahy 
Chairman 
United States Senate Committee on the Judiciary 

The Honorable Robert S. Mueller, III 
Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Kenneth E. Melson 
Acting Director 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives 

The Honorable Alan D. Bersin 
Commissioner 
United States Customs and Border Protection 

Letter from the Justice Department to Senator Charles E. Grassley, Jan 31, 2011. 
12 E-mail from Carolyn Terry, Feb 8, 2011. 
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DEP TIVIENT OF JUSTICE 

BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO, FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 
NATIONAL TRACING CENTER 
Phone:(800)1111111111Fax:(800 

!; 

MULTIPLE SALE SUMMARY 

TATES 

Multiple Sale Number: M20090200525 

DEAL 	 

Entered Date: November 25, 20 	 Ision: PHOENIX 

Business Name: 
Licensee Name: LONE WOLF TRADING COMPANY 

LLC 
Address: 5140 W PEORIA AVE ST E 110 

GLENDALE, AZ 85302 
Phone: (623 

FFL Number: 98602353 

Purchase Date 	11/24/2009 
Name: 	NMN AV ILA itz_ 

Address: 
PHOENIX, AZ 85035 

Race: HISPANI Sex: Male 

Purchaser in 

ext: 
DOB: 

POB: LOS ANGELES, CA 
m 1: AR DRIVER'S LICE 
4D2; #: 

trace(s)/multiple sale(s 

Weapon Summary 

	

_ 	 Wmpon 9 
Manufacturer 	- 	 Model 	Caliber Serial , Nu4t 

SEVEN 

	

F.N. (EN HERSTAL) 	 FIVE- 	57 	386195 0 

	

RN. (EN HERSTAL) 	 FIVE- 57 
SEVEN 
	tEr<4§\5,44 

C 7 .N. (EN HERSTAL) 
.. 

	

, 	
FIVE- 57 
SEVEN  

	

1%.,,___ .N. (EN HERSTAL). 	 FIVE- 
SEVEN , 

F.N. (EN 1-TERSTAL) 	 FIVE.- 
SEVEN 

Importer 	 Origin 
13G 

STOL 	 BC 

PISTOL 	 BC 

PISTOL 	 BC 

PISTOL 	 BC.  

• 

Multiple Sale: M20090200525 	 Page 1 of I 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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; Management Log for Case: 78511:.> 1 

Case Title 
■•■■•11111 

Date: 01/04/2010 

User: 
f 

•._6q Date 

12;14/2009 

• Loq Type 	• • 

r. INTER AGENCY CON -1- i• 

	

12115/2009 	INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVII 

	

. 	. 	. 	. 	.. 	, 	. 	. 
• - - 12/15/2009 	ADMINISTRATIVE ACTI‘ 

	

12/15/2009 	MEETING/CONTACT (S - 

12/16/2009 	INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVI "I 	I  

12/16/2009 , 	INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVi 

12/16/2009 	INVESTIGATIVE ACTIV 

12/17/2009 	,STATE/LOCAL OVERTIK: 

12/17/2009 	ALKI,'AIDA CONTACT 

12/17/2009 	INTER AGENCY CONT;c•, 

12/17/2009 	INTER AGENCY CONTL• 

12/21/2009 	INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVil 

12/23/2009 	INTER -AGENCY CONT^', I 

12/23/2009 	INTER AGENCY CONTAI 

12/24/2009 	AUSA/DA CONTACT 

12124/2009 	FIELD SUPPORT - GENE 

	

12/24/2069 	FIELD SUPPORT - GENE 

	

12/24/2009 	INTER AGENCY CONTAI 

	

1V/29/2009 	INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVII 
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- DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO, FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

NATIONAL TRACING CENTER 

Phone:(800)MM" Faxlr 

- 
ALE SUMMARY 

Multiple Sale Number: M20100964614 	Entered Field Dsion: PHOENIX 

Sex: Mare 

Business Name: 
Licensee Name: 

Address: 

LONE WOLF TRADING COMPANY 
LLC 
51:40 W PEORIA AVE STE 110 
GLENDALE. AZ  853 02 

Phone: (623' 	 
FFL Nitmber: 98602353 ' 

Poirelsafie:Date: 

Name: 

Address - 

" 
thèr trace(s)/nm101;ile sal e(s). 

• 01/69,dp 
j\TI.N..41\1 AN'it•-• 

c 
POB:.  LOS AmigLEs, CA 	it .  TATES 
ID 1 .: AZ DRiVER'S LICE 
ID 2: 

baser maWassociate 
=]=M 

Weapon ( 
Model . Caliber Serial Nu 

57 	3862035©\> 	TY.OL 

573'86:g 	()lp 09 	0,-) •• 	ISTOL 

57 .e.-1(3-Mt6)45eic..NY 	PISTOL • 

FIVE- 
SEVEN 

• 
FIVE- 	. 
SEVEN 
FIVE- 
SEVEN •• 

Importer Manufacturer 
F.N. (FN HEKSTAL) 

FN. (FN HERSTAL) 

(FN HERSTAL). 

■■■■ 

EALER INF RIVIAT1ON PURCHASER 114P • MATI0N 

• Origin 

BO 

BG 

Multiple Sale: M20100004614 	 Page 1 of 1 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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4 of 
Firearm 

in:  WS 

rrom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Wednesday, January 13, 2010 10:39 AM 

SuSpect Person Entries - IN# 785115-104M(VCA 
Suspect Person Entries - IN# 785115-10-1111.(VCAB#.1.11,pdf; FTS Queries - IN# 
785115-10-1111.(VCAB#11 	0511-Survey Form (3) (2).pdf; 
FIREARMSDATARESTRICTIONS - FY09.pdf 

Dear 

Per your request; 42 subjects have been added to the Suspect Person Database for IN# 785115-10-1 2.. Attached are 
PDF files based -bn queries executed in the Firearms Tracing System (FTS), and a Suspect Person [mon -nation Report 
revealing the information currently entered into the Suspect Person Database for this investigation. Please see below for 
a summary of the information found within the FTS. 

By entering these subjects into the Suspect Person Database, queries of the FTS will be conducted on a monthly basis 
and any riew associations will be forwarded to you, if you should have any questions Or heed assistance, please feel free 
to contact me at the number below. 

When information is provided by e-mail, a copy is also provided to the Intelligence Group Supervisor and designated FIST 
(Field Intelligence Support Team) member. 

DOJ-FF-61238 



2 

Please be advised that the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2009, Public L. 111-8, which became effective on March 12, 2009, 
, 

	

	restricts the disclosure Of any part of the contents of the Firearms Tracing System or any information required to be kept by Federal 
Firearms Licensees pursuant 10 18 USC 923(g), or required to be reported pursuant to 18 USC 923(g)(3) and 923(g)(7). 

The information, which is being provided per your request, is for official law enforcement use only and may only be disseminated by 
the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives to a Federal, State, local, tribal, or foreign law. enforcement agency, or a 

:. Federal, State, or local prosecutor, solely in connection with and for use in a criminal investigation or prosecution; or a Federal 

C . agency for a national security or intelligence purpose. Th is disclosure restriction shall not be construed to prevent the sharing or 
_exchange of such information among and between Federal, State, local, or foreign law enforcement agencies, Federal, State, or local 
'prosecutors, and Federal national security, intelligence, or counterterrorism officials; or the publication of statistical aggregate data 
regarding firearms traffickers and trafficking channels, firearms misuse, felons, and trafficking investigations. Ifu have questions 

. 	.'regarding these restrictions please contact ATE legal counsel prior to disclosing any ofthe information provided in this 
-correspondence outside °P M: 	 _ 

Please complete the attached 0Sll Customer Satisfaction Survey form. Click on the "Mail" box located at the 
bottom of the form and then click on "Sericl":,• 

Sincerely, 

Program Analyst 	. 
Bureau of Alcohol,' Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives 
Office. of Strategic Intelligence and Information 
Violent Crime Intelligence Division 
Violent Crime Analysis .  Bra 
Main Office #: (304)  
Direct #: (304 
Fax #: (304) 
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DEPARTMENT 017  JUSTIC 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO, FIREARMS AM) EXPLOSIVES 

NATIONAL TRACING e 
Phone:(800' 

P(in: 

Suspect Cun Nunthei-: :1 IJaLe; January 14, 2010 

Type 	htpotter 
PISTOL 	FNI:1 'LISA 1,1,Q, 

FkEDERICKS,BURG VA 
PISTOL 	FNHUSLLC A 

FREDER.ICKSBIIRG VA 
• PISTOL, 	FNII USA 

FREETRICICSEitIRG VA 

PHotiNtLx: EU qRQUI) y. 

201 E WASHINGTONST STE 940 
.PHOENIX, AZ 35004 

Badge No: 
Investigation No: 785115-1017  

DIVIGUAL INFORMATION 
Natrie< 

Addres 
'Business Name: 
Licensee Name: LONE WOLF, TRADING COMPANY 

LLC  
Address: 5140 W PEORIA AVE STE 110 

GLENDALE AZ 85302 

Phone; (623 	
FF1, Number: 9860 .235-1 

Invoice #: 

Race: PLESPAI4 Sex: Male 
IC 

Weight: 	Date: 01/09/2010 
RIVER'S LICENSE #: 

The firearm(s) listed below was entered 
maintain a lookout for the firea 

individual)  your Divisions Firearms T 	6 
will include the id entity of the officer 

yourself to contact the fireaims trace reqv 

0.014:11 

ns .'EtWg -Systero as a suspect.gun. YOU have requested I\ITC 
.aeCt guns in this report are traced by another agency andlor 
• FTC) will be notified in writing by the NTC. Thenotification 

by requesting:the tiace. It Will be incumbent upon the FTC or 
C wig not release any inforniatiOn concerning your suspect gun(s). 

Weapoia Count: 3 
Manufacturer 	 1  1 f. el 	Caliber Serial Number 
F.N. (FN 1-1F,RSTAL) 	( 10 ,  E-SEVEN , 	57 	3'8620'3502 

C..F.N (FI■f H_ERSTAL) 	 FIVE-SEVEN 	57, 	386203509 

FN. (FN 1-ERSTAL)<\ 	 FIVE-SEVEN 	57 	386206115 

Suspect GUIrs  520100000059 	. 	 Page 1 of 1 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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1-17.=MrreD77.1i3OUP 
201 E WASHINGTON ST srE 940 

• PHOENIX, AZ 85004 

Badge No: 
Investigation No: 785115-10  	

Business Name; 
Licensee Name: LONE WOLF -TRADING COMPANY 

LLC 
Address: .514-0 W PEORIA AVE STE 110 

GL.EN)A.T,g, iv 85302 
Phone: (623111111111Ext: 

Flit Number: .98602353 
Invoice #: 	 tK‹ 

Name 
AddreS 

ight: 

85035 
Race: HISPAN 

IC 
Weight: 

#: 

• 
Date: 01/16/2010 

- 

Sex: Nfale 

The ,firearm(s) listed below was entered 
maintain.a lookout for the fire 

individual, Your Division's Firearms T 
will include the identity of the OffiCtr. 

yourself to contict the firearms trace rerp6; 

e411..sP. 
TC) will be notified in writing by the NTC.'The notification 

y requesting the trace, It will be incumbent upon: the FTC or 
C will not release any information concerning your suspect gun(s), 

k.Systera . as  a suspect gun You baVerequested NTC 
efsitsupct giins iii this report are traced by : annther agency and/Or 

9.10-r-Q 

Weapon Summary 
WeaPen-Coniii: 3 

Caliber Serial Number Type 
762 	1983AH3977 	RIFLE 

762 	1979IS I 530 	RIFLE 

762 	197ICZ3775 	RIFLE 

• Importer 
CENTURY ARMS INC (CAI), 
ST. ALBANS, VT 
CENTURY ARMS INC (CAI), 
ST. ALBANS, VT 

CENTURY ARMS INC (CAI), 
ST. ALBANS, VT 

Manufacturer 
RQMARM/CUGIR 

ROMARNVCUG 

ROMARM/CUGIR 

ASR- I 0 

WASR 10 

WASR-. 10 

Suspect 	S20•100000088 
FOR OFFICiAL 

Page I Of 1 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE , 

BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO, F S ARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

NATIONAL TRACLNG CENTER 

Phone: (8001011111tta?, (ROO 
Print Date: 

Suspect Gun Number: szoloopoOoss 	Entered Date: January 19, 2010 
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BUsiness Name: SC)TTSDALE GUN CLUB 
Licensee Naine: _ 

Addres 
Addril 

Sex: Male SLA. 
Phone: (481, 

FFL Number: 98601053 
Invoice #: 

Date: 0610412010 - 

Race: HIsPAI 
IC 

- Weight: 
RIVERS LICENSE 

#. 

:ight: 

DEP ' 1  TIVIENT OF JUSTICE 
BUREAU-OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO, FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

NATIONAL TRACING- CENTER 
Pliole:(80 1 	FaX1(89, 

Print 
SUSPECT GUN SUMMAR 

Suspect aim Number: S2016611.009i15 , 	Entered ate Jtine ps, 2010 

FD, ,*000TJP vn 
201 E WASHINGTON ST STE 940 
PHOENIX, AZ 85004 

Badge No: 
Investigation No: 785115-1 

DIVIDUAL IN 

System as a suspect gun. You have requested NTC 
inns in thiS rePort are traced by another agencY andior 

will be notified in writing by the NTC. The notification 
y requesting the trace. It wilt be incumbent upon the FTC or - 

E will not release any infoniiation concerning your suspeCt gun(s). 

The firearrn(s) listed below was nteredin  
maintain a lookout for the fire el 	f 1.4 

individual, your Division's\Eireants T 
will include the identity of the officer# 

yourself to contact the fireannS trace requeV 
\/.". 

• 

Manufacturer 
BARRETT FIREARMS MEG CO 

. 	. 
Weapon Count: 1 

Caliber Serial Number 
50 13MG 14775 - 

Type 	Importer 
' RIFLE 

Suspect GiIII S2010,0000905 
FOR OPPIeli* USE ONILY 

Page 1 of 1 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO, FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

NATIONAL TRACING CPNTER 
Phone:(80 

S u.Spee t 0..u.1 fNjr ;U iitcrQd U 	Kle 16, 2010 

Badge No: 
Investigation No: 785115-10 

\Business Name: 
Licensee Name: 

Address: 

Phone: 
left Ntimber: 

Invoice #: 

SCOTTSDALE GUN CLUB 
SGC, LLC 
14860N NORTIISIGHT BLVD . 

- SCOTT-7-  ' — AZ: 85260 Race: HIS PAN 
\ 

Weight: 
xy'l...)1? 	 # 

Nam 
Addre 

(4801 
9864053 

Sex: Male 

te: 06115/2010 

System as a suspect gun: You have requested NTC N> 
\ -46.1 .,ect guns in this report are traced by another agency ancUor 

• • in, TC) will be notified in writing by the NTC The notification 
tiod requesting the trace. It will be incumbent upon the FTC or 

C will not release any information concerning your suspect gun(s). 

The ftreann(s) listed below was entered 
maintain a lookout for the firearim6 

your Division's Firearms 
will include the identity of the officer 

yourself to contact the firearms trace re*,s 

eapon Summary 

Manufacturer 	. 
BARRETT FIREARMS MFG CQ 

Weapon Count: 1 
Caliber Serial Number Type 
50 EMU :14753 	 RIFLE 

Ptita,M 	 , 
201,E WASHINGTON ST STE 940 
PHOENIX, AZ 85004 

Importer 

Suspect Gun: 5.01 DOQQ0978 	 Page 1 Of 1 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 	 . 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Bureau of Afebhol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives 
Significant Information Report 

9 

D7ATE:  12/16/2010 

:FROM': Phoenix Field Division 

OPFIdE: Phoenix VII Field :Office 

CASE E4FORMATION 

, 
SYNOPSIS OF .INCIIIWAy/AE'prilri 

Arrest of Jaime AVILA, 

, 
Y NARRATIVE OF rNCIIDENT/ACTIVIT 	 , ,  

: 	  
On Januar),  Id, 2016, Jaime AVILA purchased tree' (3) AE..-47 variant rifles from a Phoenix area FFL. Co December 15,.2010, after the shooting 
cigatt of 4_ U;S:BorderFatrOt agent in Southern Arizona law enfotcoment office,rsiagents'eondueled a search of the area Two (2) of the AK47 
Variant P1tCS purthased by AVILA on 01/16/2010 were recovere.4 in the area during this search. 

. 	, 
0:n December 15, 2010, AXE agents located AVIL.Aand subsequently interviewed and arrested him on charges stemming from this January 16, 2010, 
-arearin piirchase. In siimmary AVILA adititled to ATF agerits that lie stravrptu:chaSed thethe trearms for an iatidentiAed - RiSpiinic male.," 

C
VII..A.3.vaa held overnight and ATF agerits have prepared a criminal coMplaint for Jaime AyILA on firearm charges relating to the straw purchase of 
;se three (3) AK-47 variant rifles on 01/16/2010 and are Presenting it to a Federal Magistrate today (12/16/10 -.) 

4 	 , 

For Official Use , Only Page 3 of 1 • 
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• Trace: T20100289614 
FOR OFFIC!AL . USE ONLY 

'Page 1 ;  of 

DEPARTMENT OF JTJSTICk 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL,. TOBACCO, FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

NATIONAL TRACING CENTER „. 
Phone:(800)11111 Fax:(800) 

Print, jr,7,..4 
	  FIREARMS TRACE SUMMARY 	  
Trace Numbet : T201001 

Manufkietnter RONLARM/CUGIR 
Model: GP WASR 10/63 

Caliber: 762 
Serial Number 1971CZ3775 

Type: RIFLE 
Country: IW Ask' 

- Importer: C..4 ifc".1■111,Y ARMS INC (CAI), , 

INTEL GROUP IV PHOENIX 
204 EAST WASHINGTON ST STE 940 
PHOENIX, AZ,85004 

PHONEi-(qi x 
FAX (602) 

Badge NQ: 

Inyesrigation; No: 785070-10- 	

Recovery Date: 12/15/2010 
Time to Crime: 

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION 

"urE NATIONAL tRACING CENTER (NTo)NNbCPER..IENCED A DELAY IN OBTAINING THE INFORMATION ON THE 
HISTORY OF THE-FIREARM YOU ARE 0111.1. TING TO BE TRACED. 
Additional Remarks: 

MARY OF  RESULtS * ' 11pliTAI:t4 •  F RES 

The information in this report must be vahdated. prior tn use in any criminal prOceerlings. 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO, F ARIVIS'AND EXPLOSIVES 

NATIONAL 'TRACING CENTER 
Phone (80O) :;;;;;;;;;1,    'Fax :(80`0) 

frial,Da 

FIREARMS TRACE SUM 

s report roust be validatedlirkir to use fir any 'imilval• proceeding's. 

• T201002896„-12. -' 
'FOR'O-F.F1b1AL:l1St' ONLY 

Trace Number: T20100289612 	Request Date: December 15, 2010 

&at GROUP IV PnoEmx 	 manpfaaurer: RomAgmicuom 
, 

704 EAST WASHINGTON ST STE 940 	 Model 6:13  WASR 10/63 - 
PHOENIX, A.t 8504 	 Caliper: 762 
RHONI"?: (6061j10Ii.,54: 	 Serial Number : 1983 &H3977 
FAX (602) UM 	 Type:RIRLE 

Country: R 0" 6,4k A 
Importer: C r4117.iiy ARMS INC '(tAr), 

Oblitq 
dying 

"4 '4  " 	 •  a  Recovery Date: 12/15/2010 
Tinie to Crime: 

pletion Date; December 16, 2010 

Badge No: 
Investigation No: 78507040-' 

.Z85648 	.... 

ADIVIINISTRATIVg. INFORMATION 

4' SUMMARY OF RESU 
THE 'NATIONAL TRACING CENTER (NT 
HISTORY OF THE FLREARM YOU AR/3, 
Additional Remarks:  

• ERIEN(EDI A DELAY IN OBTAINING THE INFORN1ATION ON THE 
TING TO BE TRACED. - 

Page .1 of _I 
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United t$ta' 	nate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

January 27, 2011 

Via Electronic Transmission 

Kenneth E. Melson 
Acting Director 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives 
99 New York Avenue, NE 
Washington, DC 20226 

Dear Acting Director Melson: 

It is my understanding that the ATF is continually conducting operations along 
the southwestern United States border to thwart illegal firearm trafficking. I am 
specifically writing you concerning an ATF operation called "Project Gunrunner." There 
are serious concerns that the ATF may have become careless, if not negligent, in 
implementing the Gunrunner strategy. 

Members of the Judiciary Committee have received numerous allegations that the 
ATF sanctioned the sale of hundreds of assault weapons to suspected straw purchasers, 
who then allegedly transported these weapons throughout the southwestern border area 
and into Mexico. According to the allegations, one of these individuals purchased three 
assault rifles with cash in Glendale, Arizona on January 16, 2010. Two of the weapons 
were then allegedly used in a firefight on December 14, 2010 against Customs and 
Border Protection (CBP) agents, killing CBP Agent Brian Terry. These extremely 
serious allegations were accompanied by detailed documentation which appears to lend 
credibility to the claims and partially corroborates them. 

On Tuesday, according to press reports, the ATF arrested 17 suspects in a Project 
Gunrunner bust. William Newell, the Special Agent in Charge of the ATF's Phoenix 
Field Office was quoted as saying, "We strongly believe we took down the entire 
organization from top to bottom that operated out of the Phoenix area." However, if the 
17 individuals were merely straw purchasers of whom the ATF had been previously 
aware before Agent Terry's death, then that raises a host of serious questions that the 
ATF needs to address immediately. 

As you know, the Department of Justice Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
released a review of ATF's Project Gunrunner in November of 2010, in which the OIG 
concluded that Project Gunrunner has been unsuccessful, in large part because: 

Project Gunrunner's investigative focus has largely remained on gun dealer 
inspections and straw purchaser investigations, rather than targeting higher-
level traffickers and smugglers. As a result, ATF has not made full use of the 

1 

DOJ-FF-61252 



intelligence, technological, and prosecutorial resources that can help ATF's 
investigations reach into the higher levels of trafficking rings.' 

Therefore, in order to gain a more complete understanding of ATF activities in 
Project Gunrunner, I request that you arrange for my staff to be briefed by knowledgeable 
ATF supervisors no later than February 3, 2011. Please contact Jason Foster or Brian 
Downey at (202) 224-5225 to schedule the briefing. All formal correspondence should 
be sent electronically in PDF format to Brian_Downey@judiciary-rep.senate.gov  or via 
facsimile to (202) 224-3799. 

Sincerely, 

Charles E. Grassley 
Ranking Member 

Review of ATF's Project Gunrunner, Evaluation and Inspections Report 1 -2011 -001, November 2010, 
available at http://www.justice.gov/oig/reports/ATF/e1101.pdf  

2 
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Johnson, Ebony (JMD) 

From: 	 LAdmin, Assistan .t .ASMO) 

Sent: 	 Friday, February 04, 2011 8:20 AM 
To: 	 DOJExecSec (JMD) 
Cc: 	 Tolson, Kimberly G (JMD); Wells, Barbara A (JMD) 
Subject: 	 FW: A Letter from Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley re: ATF matter 
Attachments: 	 2011-01-27 Letter to ATF.pdf 

, 

: i 	 DP 	 : Thanks. i i 	 • 

From: Weich, Ron (SMO) 
Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2011 4:27 PM 
To:: Admin. Assistant (SMO) 

Cc:. Admin. Assistant (JMD); Agrast, Mark D. (SMO); Gonzales, Mary (OLA) 
Subject: FW: A Letter from Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley re: ATF matter 
Importance: High 

, 
i . 
i 

DP i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 

, 

From:i_ 	ATF 	_ i(ATF) 

Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2011 2:42 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (SMO); Agrast, Mark D. (SMO) 
Cc: Burton, Faith (SMO); Admin. Assistant i(JMD); McDermond, James E. (ATF) 
Subject: A Letter from Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley 
Importance: High 

We need to discuss this very sensitive issue ASAP. 	 DP L._ 
i 	ATF 	i i i._. 
DOJ- Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Fireanns & Explosives 

(mobilel) ATF AT F
1 
 (mobile2) 
(office) 

202.648.9708 (fax) 

From: Downey, Brian (Judiciary-Rep) fmailto:Brian DowneyPjudiciary-rep.senate.govl 
Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2011 2:01 PM 
To:: 	ATF 
Subject: FW: A Letter from Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley 
Importance: High 

From: Downey, Brian (Judiciary-Rep) 
Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2011 11:59 AM 
To: 'ken.melson@atf.gov '; 'william.hoover@atf.gov '; 'vivian.michalic@atf.gov ' 
Cc: Foster, Jason (Judiciary-Rep); 'william.hoover@atf.gov ' 
Subject: A Letter from Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley 
Importance: High 

Hello, 
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Please find attached a letter from Ranking Member Grassley. Please confirm receipt, thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Brian 

Brian M. Downey 
Investigative Assistant 
U.S. Committee on the Judiciary 
Ranking Member Charles E. Grassley 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, DC 
(P) 202-224-5225 

2 
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From: 
To: 

Sent: 
Subject: 

Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA); Delery, Stuart F. (0AG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); 
Grindler, Gary (0AG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
10/4/2011 4:41:20 PM 
RE: ATF 

I have some additional edits below in red. I 

L. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:26 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

-.. . 	 DP 	 . . 	 . .. 	 . 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:22 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary 
(OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

i D P 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 04:09 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Grindler, Gary (OAG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: FW: ATF 

Edits below — 

DP 

DP 
DP 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Delery, 

Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:12:33 PM 
Subject: 	 AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns Walking' 

AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 
By PE 	IL YOST, Associated Press - 1 hour ago 
WASHINGTON (AP) — The federal government under the Bush administration ran an operation that allowed 
hundreds of guns to be transferred to suspected arms traffickers — the same tactic that congressional Republicans 
have criticized President Barack Obama's administration for using, two federal law enforcement officials said 
Tuesday. 
Rep. Darrell Issa, R-Calif., Sen. Chuck Grassley, R-Iowa, and other Republicans have been hammering the Obama 
Justice Department over the practice known as "letting guns walk," or leave law enforcement custody to trace their 
sales. Their target has been Operation Fast and Furious, which was designed to track small-time gun buyers at several 
Phoenix-area gun shops up the chain to make cases against major weapons traffickers. 
When Bush, a Republican, was president, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives in Tucson, Ariz., 
used a similar enforcement tactic in a program it called Operation Wide Receiver. The fact that there were two such 
ATF investigations years apart in separate administrations raises the possibility that agents in still other cases may 
have allowed guns to "walk" rather than seizing them. 
Federal law enforcement officials familiar with the matter say Operation Wide Receiver began in 2006 after the 
agency received information about a suspicious purchase of firearms. The investigation concluded in 2007 without 
any charges being filed. 
After Obama took office, the Justice Department reviewed Wide Receiver and discovered that ATF had permitted 
guns to be transferred to suspected gun traffickers, according to the officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity 
because the practice is under investigation by Congress and the Justice Department inspector general's office. 
In a statement, Grassley, the ranking Republican on the Senate Judiciary Committee, said that "whether it's Operation 
Fast and Furious, Operation Wide Receiver, or both, it's clear that guns were walked, and people high in the Justice 
Department knew about it. There's no excuse for walking guns, and if there are more operations like this, Congress 
and the American people need to know." 
Following the discovery that agents in Tucson let the guns "walk," a tactic which has long been against Justice 
Department policy, the department under Obama decided to bring charges against those who had come under 
investigation in 2006. 
To date in Wide Receiver, nine people have been charged with making false statements in acquisition of firearms and 
illicit transfer, shipment or delivery of firearms. Two of the nine defendants have pleaded guilty and a plea hearing is 
scheduled for Oct. 13 for two other defendants. 
Last October, a Justice Department lawyer, Jason Weinstein, raised concerns about investigative methods in 
Operation Wide Receiver and about the timing of announcing indictments in both Wide Receiver and Fast and 
Furious. 
"It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked, but it is a significant set of prosecutions," Weinstein 
wrote in a Justice Department email turned over to Congress, which released the document. 
Weinstein raised the question in asking whether Lanny Breuer, the assistant attorney general who runs the Justice 
Department's criminal division, should participate in a news conference when indictments in Fast and Furious and the 
case resulting from Wide Receiver were unsealed. 
The two federal law enforcement officials said Weinstein's language about "a tricky case" referred to Wide Receiver, 
not Fast and Furious. 
In an emailed reply to Weinstein, James Trusty, at the time deputy chief in the gang unit at the Justice Department, 
said "it's not going to be any big surprise that a bunch of US guns are being used in MX (Mexico), so I'm not sure how 
much grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more like, 'Finally, they're going after people who sent guns down 
there." 
The two law enforcement officials said the language of Trusty's email also refers to the Tucson case, not Fast and 
Furious. 
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Trusty's email adds "I think so" on the question of whether Breuer should participate in a press conference, but 
Trusty adds that "timing will be tricky too." 
It continued: "Looks like we'll be able to unseal the Tucson case sooner than the Fast and Furious (although this may 
be just the difference between Nov and Dec). Its not clear how much we're involved in the main F and F case, but 
we have Tucson and now a new, related case with (deleted) targets." 
The Justice Department blacked out the number of targets in this apparent related third case before turning the email 
over to congressional investigators on the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee. 
Fast and Furious was a response to longstanding criticism of ATF for concentrating on small-time gun violations and 
failing to attack the kingpins of weapons trafficking. A congressional investigation of the program has turned up 
evidence that ATF lost track of many of the more than 2,000 guns linked to the operation. 
Operation Fast and Furious came to light after two assault rifles purchased by a now-indicted small-time buyer under 
scrutiny in the operation turned up at a shootout in Arizona where Customs and Border Protection agent Brian Terry 
was killed. 
Copyright 0 2011 The Associated Press. All rights reserved. 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy_pPA). _ .  
To: 	 Attorney General 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:11:41 PM 
Subject: 	 AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns Walking' 

AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 
By PE1E YOST, Associated Press - 1 hour ago 
WASHINGTON (AP) — The federal government under the Bush administration ran an operation that allowed 
hundreds of guns to be transferred to suspected arms traffickers 	the same tactic that congressional Republicans 
have criticized President Barack Obama's administration for using, two federal law enforcement officials said 
Tuesday. 
Rep. Darrell Issa, R-Calif., Sen. Chuck Grassley, R-Iowa, and other Republicans have been hammering the Obama 
Justice Department over the practice known as "letting guns walk," or leave law enforcement custody to trace their 
sales. Their target has been Operation Fast and Furious, which was designed to track small-time gun buyers at several 
Phoenix-area gun shops up the chain to make cases against major weapons traffickers. 
When Bush, a Republican, was president, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives in Tucson, Ariz., 
used a similar enforcement tactic in a program it called Operation Wide Receiver. The fact that there were two such 
ATF investigations years apart in separate administrations raises the possibility that agents in still other cases may 
have allowed guns to "walk" rather than seizing them. 
Federal law enforcement officials familiar with the matter say Operation Wide Receiver began in 2006 after the 
agency received information about a suspicious purchase of firearms. The investigation concluded in 2007 without 
any charges being filed. 
After Obama took office, the Justice Department reviewed Wide Receiver and discovered that ATF had permitted 
guns to be transferred to suspected gun traffickers, according to the officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity 
because the practice is under investigation by Congress and the Justice Department inspector general's office. 
In a statement, Grassley, the ranking Republican on the Senate Judiciary Committee, said that "whether it's Operation 
Fast and Furious, Operation Wide Receiver, or both, it's clear that guns were walked, and people high in the Justice 
Department knew about it. There's no excuse for walking guns, and if there are more operations like this, Congress 
and the American people need to know." 
Following the discovery that agents in Tucson let the guns "walk," a tactic which has long been against Justice 
Department policy, the department under Obama decided to bring charges against those who had come under 
investigation in 2006. 
To date in Wide Receiver, nine people have been charged with making false statements in acquisition of firearms and 
illicit transfer, shipment or delivery of firearms. Two of the nine defendants have pleaded guilty and a plea hearing is 
scheduled for Oct. 13 for two other defendants. 
Last October, a Justice Department lawyer, Jason Weinstein, raised concerns about investigative methods in 
Operation Wide Receiver and about the timing of announcing indictments in both Wide Receiver and Fast and 
Furious. 
"It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked, but it is a significant set of prosecutions," Weinstein 
wrote in a Justice Department email turned over to Congress, which released the document. 
Weinstein raised the question in asking whether Lanny Breuer, the assistant attorney general who runs the Justice 
Department's criminal division, should participate in a news conference when indictments in Fast and Furious and the 
case resulting from Wide Receiver were unsealed. 
The two federal law enforcement officials said Weinstein's language about "a tricky case" referred to Wide Receiver, 
not Fast and Furious. 
In an emailed reply to Weinstein, James Trusty, at the time deputy chief in the gang unit at the Justice Department, 
said "it's not going to be any big surprise that a bunch of US guns are being used in MX (Mexico), so I'm not sure how 
much grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more like, 'Finally, they're going after people who sent guns down 
there." 
The two law enforcement officials said the language of Trusty's email also refers to the Tucson case, not Fast and 
Furious. 
Trusty's email adds "I think so" on the question of whether Breuer should participate in a press conference, but 
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Trusty adds that "timing will be tricky too." 
It continued: "Looks like we'll be able to unseal the Tucson case sooner than the Fast and Furious (although this may 
be just the difference between Nov and Dec). Its not clear how much we're involved in the main F and F case, but 
we have Tucson and now a new, related case with (deleted) targets." 
The Justice Department blacked out the number of targets in this apparent related third case before turning the email 
over to congressional investigators on the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee. 
Fast and Furious was a response to longstanding criticism of ATF for concentrating on small-time gun violations and 
failing to attack the kingpins of weapons trafficking. A congressional investigation of the program has turned up 
evidence that ATF lost track of many of the more than 2,000 guns linked to the operation. 
Operation Fast and Furious came to light after two assault rifles purchased by a now-indicted small-time buyer under 
scrutiny in the operation turned up at a shootout in Arizona where Customs and Border Protection agent Brian Terry 
was killed. 
Copyright 0 2011 The Associated Press. All rights reserved. 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); 

Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:09:25 PM 
Subject: 	 FW: ATF 

Edits below — 

op 
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To: 	Richardson, Margaret (0AG)[Margaret.Richardson@usdoj.gov ]; Reich, Steven 
(ODAG)[Steven.Reich@usdoj.gov ]; Grindler, Gary (0AG)[Gary.Grindler@usdoj.gov]; Weich, Ron 
(OLA)[Ron.Weich@usdoj.gov ] 
From: 	Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	Tue 10/4/2011 4:17:08 PM 
Subject: FW: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder 
over what he knew when with Fast and Furious. 

From: Schultz, Eric [mailto:: 	Eric H. Schultz 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 12:09 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: FW: Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder 
over what he knew when with Fast and Furious. 

ChadPcrorarn Chad Pergram 

Judciary Committee Chair Smith aks POTUS to appoint special counsel to probe Holder over 
what he knew when with Fast and Furious. 

adPerurarn Chad Pergram 

Smith wonders if Holder committed perjury when asked about Fast and Furious. Smith says 
Holder can't investigate himself 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven 

(ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:27:00 PM 
Subject: 	 FW: TPM Blog - 'Operation Wide Receiver': The Bush Administration Had Its Very Own ATF 'Gun 

Walking' Scandal 

Raises the key points on tactics vs. investigation and notes Smith's affinity for calling for special counsel. 

TP M Muckraker 

'Operation Wide Receiver': The Bush Administration Had 
Its Very Own ATF 'Gun Walking' Scandal 
Rpm J. Reilly  I October 4, 2011, 3:50PM 

Fmr. Attorney General Alberto Gonzales and President George W. Bush 

ATF, Alberto Gonzales, Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco Firearms and Explosives, Darrell Issa, Eric Holder, George Bush, Justice Department, Lamar Smith, Operation Wide Receiver, Project Gunrunner 

Know how Republicans have been blaming the Obama administration for a local ATF office's decision to let 
thousands of guns "walk" into Mexico? Turns out the Bush administration had a "gun walking" program of their very 
own. 

Republicans on Tuesday called for a special prosecutor to look into whether Attorney General Eric Holder perjured 
himself during testimony before the House Judiciary Committee on ATF's Fast and Furious scandal 

Holder had testified on May 3 that he was "not sure of the exact date, but I probably heard about Fast and Furious 
for the first time over the last few weeks." 

Documents have now emerged showing that the "Fast and Furious" program came up in the course of a couple of 
Holder's extensive weekly reports on ongoing developments in the Justice Department and its components in July 
2010 and again in October 2010. 

In the wake of that evidence, Judiciary Committee Chairman Rep. Lamar Smith (R-TX) -- who has left most of the 
investigation into "Fast and Furious" to Oversight Committee Chairman Darrell Issa (R-CA) -- sent a letter to 
President Barack Obama asking for a special counsel to be appointed. This isn't Smith's first time at the  
requesting special counsel rodeo: he's also asked for someone to look into ACORN, the New Black Panther  
Party case and the White House's interaction with Rep. Joe Sestak.  

Let's take a step back here. It's unsurprising that Holder got a couple brief updates which broadly outlined  
"Fast and Furious." After all, the program wasn't controversial at the time of the briefings because  
whistleblowers didn't come forward until early 2011. Nor would it be surprising that Holder would forget a  
brief mention of a case in one of his weekly updates, which include news from about 24 offices and components 
and weigh in at over 100 pages.  

What would matter is if he had known about the controversial tactic -- instructing agents not to intercept  
weapons in suspicious sales and allowing them to "walk" over the border -- and did nothing about it. There's  
no evidence that he did, and when the complaints began emerging, he asked the DOJ's Inspector General to  
launch an investigation.  

"These are routine reports that provide general overviews and status updates on issues, policies, cases and 
investigations from offices and components across the country," a Justice Department official tells TPM and other 
media outlets. "None of these reports referenced the controversial tactics of that allowed guns to cross the border " 
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The official continued: "Chairman [Darrell] Issa, of all people, should be familiar with the difference between 
knowing about an investigation and being aware of questionable tactics employed in that investigation since  
documents provided to his committee show he was given a briefing that included the fast and furious operation in 
2010 - a year before the controversy emerged " 

'Operation Wide Receiver' 

What's also fascinating about the documents turned over to investigators is that they reference a little-known ATF 
operation called "Operation Wide Receiver", which just like "Fast and Furious," let guns "walk" to Mexico. 

The operation, run by ATF's Tucson office and the U.S. Attorney for Arizona, started in 2006 -- when George W. 
Bush's Attorney General Alberto Gonzales was running the show -- and ran until the end of 2007. No charges were 
filed. 

Fast forward to 2009, when the Obama administration took over the Justice Department. The former Gang Unit 
inside DOJ's Criminal Division (it later merged with the Organized Crime and Racketeering Section) reviewed the 
case for possible prosecution. At that time, a federal prosecutor in the unit "learned the ATF Arizona had permitted 
guns to be transferred to suspected gun traffickers and had not interdicted them," according to a DOJ official. 

DOJ eventually issued two indictments that grew out of the Bush-era "Wide Receiver" investigation, which were 
unsealed towards the end of 2010. 

Before the indictments were unsealed, however, deputy assistant attorney general Jason Weinstein raised concerns 
about investigative methods used in the Wide Receiver case. That's what comes up in the email. 

"Do you think we should try to have Lanny [Breuer] participate in press when Fast and Furious and Laura's Tucson 
[the Wide Receiver investigation] are unsealed?" Weinstein wrote in an email. "It's a tricky case given the number of 
guns that have walked but is a significant set of prosecutions." 

Deputy Chief of the National Gang Unit James Trusty replied that he wasn't sure "how much grief we get for 'guns 
walking.' It may be more like, "Finally they're going after people who sent guns down there." 

The DOJ official said that Weinstein's reference to the "tricky case" in which the questionable tactics were used 
referenced the Wide Receiver case, not Fast and Furious. "He mentioned Fast and Furious only because of his belief 
at the time that the cases would be announced in close proximity," the official said. 

There's still the question of why -- given how "tricky" the "Wide Receiver" case was -- DOJ didn't take any steps to 
ensure that ATF officials weren't using the same types of methods. But the Republican contention that Holder or 
other high-level DOJ officials knew about the controversial tactics being used before the beginning of 2011? That still 
hasn't been proven. 
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From: 	 Attorney General ; 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent 	 10/4/2011 11:52:52 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: Greta 

I know her from Superior Court- I was a judge when she was at PDS. She once said I was the 
fairest judge she ever appeared before. Payback? (Didn't see it. Did see Coats. Unreal) 

	 Original Message 	 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sen_z_TuaadaY—.2atcjaei_al„ 2011 10:29 PM 
To: 	Attorney General 	I 
Subject: Greta 

That may have been the most reasonable I've EVER seen her 

Sari (WaPo reporter) was good - pointed out Issa previous briefing, that weekly reports didn't 
reveal tactics and noted previous op in Bush Admin. 
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From: 
To: 

Sent: 
Subject: 

Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Delery, Stuart F. (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Grindler, Gary (0AG); Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
10/4/2011 2:21:34 PM 
RE: ATF 

op 

Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 
a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 
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The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.gov/news/pdfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20for' )/020Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf  

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); 
Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. 
(OAG); Weich, Ron COLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the events of the 
day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 
To: 

Sent: 
Subject: 

L._ 

Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
VVeich, Ron (OLA); Delery, Stuart F (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); 
Grindler, Gary (0AG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
10/4/2011 4:26:08 PM 
RE: ATF 

DP 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:22 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary 
(OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 04:09 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Grindler, Gary (OAG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: FW: ATF 

Edits below — 

op 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 VVeich, Ron (OLA); Delery, Stuart F (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); 

Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:39:13 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: ATF 

Hate to be nudge, but deadlines are approaching and we're going to miss them — still need to run this by the boss. 

. 	 , 

i 
i 

DP 	 i 
i 
i 
i 

i 
i 
i 

i i i L._ 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:22 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary 
(OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

i 

DP 	
i 

i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 04:09 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Welch, Ron (OLA); Grindler, Gary (OAG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: FW: ATF 

Edits below — 

p 
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From: 
To: 

CC: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Delery, Stuart F. (0AG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); 
Grindler, Gary (0AG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
10/4/2011 5:06:49 PM 
RE: ATF 

Based on edits from OAG and ODAG — going to run this by AG. 

1 	 1 

i 

DP 	
i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
i i 
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From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:41 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

i 
I have some additional edits below in red. i 	 DP 	 i i i 	

' i 	 DP 	 i i 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:26 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:22 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Grindler, Gary 
(OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 

DP 
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Subject: Re: ATF 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 04:09 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Grindler, Gary (0AG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: FW: ATF 

Edits below — 

DID 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 2:41:26 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: ATF 

Right- I think we're saying the same thing. I tried to call — give me a buzz when you're free. Not urgent. 305-1920. 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:37 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

i 	

DP 	
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From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:34 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

Thanks —I will. Understand your point, but  ,  
i i 	 DP 	

i 
i 

i 

i 
i 	 i 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:29 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I have shared this draft with the AG. One point--f 	 DP 

DP 
DP 	 1:You grioukirrewevrir 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

i 

I) p 	
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Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 
a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.gov/news/pdfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20forcY020Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf  

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); 
Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 
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From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. 
(OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the events of the 
day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
10/4/2011 2:34:18 PM 
RE: ATF 

Thanks — I will. Understand vour_opint, L 	 DP 	
. 
i 
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i DP 	
i 
i 
i 
i 

i 
i 
i 	 i i 	 . 
i 	 . 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:29 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I have shared this draft with the AG. One pointH 	 DP 

DP 
L._ 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 02:21 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

DID 
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Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 
a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.gov/news/pdfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20forcY020Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf  

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); 
Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. 
(OAG); Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the events of the 
day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 	 Schmaler, TracylOPA) 
To: 	 Attorney General 1Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:25:35 PM 
Subject: 	 TPM Blog - 'Operation Wide Receiver': The Bush Administration Had Its Very Own ATF 'Gun Walking' 

Scandal 

Raises the key points on tactics vs. investigation and notes Smith's affinity for calling for special counsel. 

TP M Muckraker 

'Operation Wide Receiver': The Bush Administration Had 
Its Very Own ATF 'Gun Walking' Scandal 
Ryan J. Rt illy  I October 4, 2011, 3:50PM 

Fmr. Attorney General Alberto Gonzales and President George W. Bush 

ATF, Alberto Gonzales, Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco Firearms and Explosives, Darrell Issa, Eric Holder, George Bush, Justice Department, Lamar Smith, Operation Wide Receiver, Project Gunrunner 

Know how Republicans have been blaming the Obama administration for a local ATF office's decision to let 
thousands of guns "walk" into Mexico? Turns out the Bush administration had a "gun walking" program of their very 
own. 

Republicans on Tuesday called for a special prosecutor to look into whether Attorney General Eric Holder perjured 
himself during testimony before the House Judiciary Committee on ATF's Fast and Furious scandal 

Holder had testified on May 3 that he was not sure of the exact date, but I probably heard about Fast and Furious 
for the first time over the last few weeks." 

Documents have now emerged showing that the "Fast and Furious" program came up in the course of a couple of 
Holder's extensive weekly reports on ongoing developments in the Justice Department and its components in July 
2010 and again in October 2010. 

In the wake of that evidence, Judiciary Committee Chairman Rep. Lamar Smith (R-TX) -- who has left most of the 
investigation into "Fast and Furious" to Oversight Committee Chairman Darrell Issa (R-CA) -- sent a letter to 
President Barack Obama asking for a special counsel to be appointed. This isn't Smith's first time at the  
requesting special counsel rodeo: he's also asked for someone to look into ACORN, the New Black Panther  
Party case and the White House's interaction with Rep. Joe Sestak.  

Let's take a step back here. It's unsurprising that Holder got a couple brief updates which broadly outlined  
"Fast and Furious." After all, the program wasn't controversial at the time of the briefings because  
whistleblowers didn't come forward until early 2011. Nor would it be surprising that Holder would forget a  
brief mention of a case in one of his weekly updates, which include news from about 24 offices and components 
and weigh in at over 100 pages.  

What would matter is if he had known about the controversial tactic -- instructing agents not to intercept  
weapons in suspicious sales and allowing them to "walk" over the border -- and did nothing about it. There's  
no evidence that he did, and when the complaints began emerging, he asked the DOJ's Inspector General to  
launch an investigation.  

"These are routine reports that provide general overviews and status updates on issues, policies, cases and 
investigations from offices and components across the country," a Justice Department official tells TPM and other 
media outlets. "None of these reports referenced the controversial tactics of that allowed guns to cross the border " 

DOJ-FF-61280 



The official continued: "Chairman [Darrell] Issa, of all people, should be familiar with the difference between 
knowing about an investigation and being aware of questionable tactics employed in that investigation since  
documents provided to his committee show he was given a briefing that included the fast and furious operation in 
2010 - a year before the controversy emerged " 

'Operation Wide Receiver' 

What's also fascinating about the documents turned over to investigators is that they reference a little-known ATF 
operation called "Operation Wide Receiver", which just like "Fast and Furious," let guns "walk" to Mexico. 

The operation, run by ATF's Tucson office and the U.S. Attorney for Arizona, started in 2006 -- when George W. 
Bush's Attorney General Alberto Gonzales was running the show -- and ran until the end of 2007. No charges were 
filed. 

Fast forward to 2009, when the Obama administration took over the Justice Department. The former Gang Unit 
inside DOJ's Criminal Division (it later merged with the Organized Crime and Racketeering Section) reviewed the 
case for possible prosecution. At that time, a federal prosecutor in the unit "learned the ATF Arizona had permitted 
guns to be transferred to suspected gun traffickers and had not interdicted them," according to a DOJ official. 

DOJ eventually issued two indictments that grew out of the Bush-era "Wide Receiver" investigation, which were 
unsealed towards the end of 2010. 

Before the indictments were unsealed, however, deputy assistant attorney general Jason Weinstein raised concerns 
about investigative methods used in the Wide Receiver case. That's what comes up in the email. 

"Do you think we should try to have Lanny [Breuer] participate in press when Fast and Furious and Laura's Tucson 
[the Wide Receiver investigation] are unsealed?" Weinstein wrote in an email. "It's a tricky case given the number of 
guns that have walked but is a significant set of prosecutions." 

Deputy Chief of the National Gang Unit James Trusty replied that he wasn't sure "how much grief we get for 'guns 
walking.' It may be more like, "Finally they're going after people who sent guns down there." 

The DOJ official said that Weinstein's reference to the "tricky case" in which the questionable tactics were used 
referenced the Wide Receiver case, not Fast and Furious. "He mentioned Fast and Furious only because of his belief 
at the time that the cases would be announced in close proximity," the official said. 

There's still the question of why -- given how "tricky" the "Wide Receiver" case was -- DOJ didn't take any steps to 
ensure that ATF officials weren't using the same types of methods. But the Republican contention that Holder or 
other high-level DOJ officials knew about the controversial tactics being used before the beginning of 2011? That still 
hasn't been proven. 
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From: 	 Schmaler_,_ Tracy .S0p/M 
To: 	 Attorney General 
CC: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 5:15:41 PM 
Subject: 	 updated response 

1:11' 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (0AG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Delery, Stuart F. 

(0AG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
CC: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 9:59:51 PM 
Subject: 	 weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 
Attachments: 	 QA on f and f weekly.testimony.10.4.11.docx 

Below and attached is a QA in case AG gets questioned at the presser tomorrow in Ohio - need edits/concerns 
/additions by_9 am tomorrow since we're leaving mid-morning, 

DP 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 'Schultz, Eric' 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:13:20 PM 
Subject: 	 FW: AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 

AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 
By PEIE YOST, Associated Press - 1 hour ago 
WASHINGTON (AP) — The federal government under the Bush administration ran an operation that allowed 
hundreds of guns to be transferred to suspected arms traffickers — the same tactic that congressional Republicans 
have criticized President Barack Obama's administration for using, two federal law enforcement officials said 
Tuesday. 
Rep. Darrell Issa, R-Calif., Sen. Chuck Grassley, R-Iowa, and other Republicans have been hammering the Obama 
Justice Department over the practice known as "letting guns walk," or leave law enforcement custody to trace their 
sales. Their target has been Operation Fast and Furious, which was designed to track small-time gun buyers at several 
Phoenix-area gun shops up the chain to make cases against major weapons traffickers. 
When Bush, a Republican, was president, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives in Tucson, Ariz., 
used a similar enforcement tactic in a program it called Operation Wide Receiver. The fact that there were two such 
ATF investigations years apart in separate administrations raises the possibility that agents in still other cases may 
have allowed guns to "walk" rather than seizing them. 
Federal law enforcement officials familiar with the matter say Operation Wide Receiver began in 2006 after the 
agency received information about a suspicious purchase of firearms. The investigation concluded in 2007 without 
any charges being filed. 
After Obama took office, the Justice Department reviewed Wide Receiver and discovered that ATF had permitted 
guns to be transferred to suspected gun traffickers, according to the officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity 
because the practice is under investigation by Congress and the Justice Department inspector general's office. 
In a statement, Grassley, the ranking Republican on the Senate Judiciary Committee, said that "whether its Operation 
Fast and Furious, Operation Wide Receiver, or both, its clear that guns were walked, and people high in the Justice 
Department knew about it. There's no excuse for walking guns, and if there are more operations like this, Congress 
and the American people need to know." 
Following the discovery that agents in Tucson let the guns "walk," a tactic which has long been against Justice 
Department policy, the department under Obama decided to bring charges against those who had come under 
investigation in 2006. 
To date in Wide Receiver, nine people have been charged with making false statements in acquisition of firearms and 
illicit transfer, shipment or delivery of firearms. Two of the nine defendants have pleaded guilty and a plea hearing is 
scheduled for Oct. 13 for two other defendants. 
Last October, a Justice Department lawyer, Jason Weinstein, raised concerns about investigative methods in 
Operation Wide Receiver and about the timing of announcing indictments in both Wide Receiver and Fast and 
Furious. 
"It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked, but it is a significant set of prosecutions," Weinstein 
wrote in a Justice Department email turned over to Congress, which released the document. 
Weinstein raised the question in asking whether Lanny Breuer, the assistant attorney general who runs the Justice 
Department's criminal division, should participate in a news conference when indictments in Fast and Furious and the 
case resulting from Wide Receiver were unsealed. 
The two federal law enforcement officials said Weinstein's language about "a tricky case" referred to Wide Receiver, 
not Fast and Furious. 
In an emailed reply to Weinstein, James Trusty, at the time deputy chief in the gang unit at the Justice Department, 
said "it's not going to be any big surprise that a bunch of US guns are being used in MX (Mexico), so I'm not sure how 
much grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more like, 'Finally, they're going after people who sent guns down 
there." 
The two law enforcement officials said the language of Trusty's email also refers to the Tucson case, not Fast and 
Furious. 
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Trusty's email adds "I think so" on the question of whether Breuer should participate in a press conference, but 
Trusty adds that "timing will be tricky too." 
It continued: "Looks like we'll be able to unseal the Tucson case sooner than the Fast and Furious (although this may 
be just the difference between Nov and Dec). It's not clear how much we're involved in the main F and F case, but 
we have Tucson and now a new, related case with (deleted) targets." 
The Justice Department blacked out the number of targets in this apparent related third case before turning the email 
over to congressional investigators on the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee. 
Fast and Furious was a response to longstanding criticism of ATF for concentrating on small-time gun violations and 
failing to attack the kingpins of weapons trafficking. A congressional investigation of the program has turned up 
evidence that ATF lost track of many of the more than 2,000 guns linked to the operation. 
Operation Fast and Furious came to light after two assault rifles purchased by a now-indicted small-time buyer under 
scrutiny in the operation turned up at a shootout in Arizona where Customs and Border Protection agent Brian Terry 
was killed. 
Copyright 0 2011 The Associated Press. All rights reserved. 
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From: 	 Schultz, Eric 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 2:44:52 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 
Attachments: 	 image001.jpg 

7/22/10: Rep. Smith "Has Sent A Letter To President Obama Urging The Administration To Appoint 
A Special Prosecutor To Investigate The Unexplained Dismissal Of Voter Intimidation Charges 
Against The New Black Panther Party And Some Of Its Members." "House Judiciary Committee Ranking 
Member Lamar Smith (R-Texas) has sent a letter to President Obama urging the Administration to appoint a 
special prosecutor to investigate the unexplained dismissal of voter intimidation charges against the New Black 
Panther Party and some of its members. Ranking Member Smith also requested that the review include 
whether the Department has adopted a policy of enforcing voting rights laws in a racially discriminatory 
manner. Ranking Member Smith: 'The Department's initial decision to drop the New Black Panther Party case 
created significant controversy, since the Justice Department had effectively won an injunction against the 
defendants. Its continued refusal to give any legitimate reason for the dismissal has only increased suspicions 
that race and politics played a role in the decision. —  [House Judiciary Committee, 7/22/10] 

5/18/10: Smith, On Need For Appointing Special Prosecutor In Sestak Investigation: "Quite 
Frankly, The Reason For This Need For An Independent Investigation Is Because All We Have Now 
Is The President's Lawyer Saying That No Wrongdoing Occurred." "COLBY: Have you heard from the 
Justice Department, too, on whether or not a special prosecutor would be appointed? 
SMITH: Right. Well, of course, the Justice Department, we feel, is politicized. They never seem to want to 
investigate their own administration, unfortunately, so that's why we've gone to the FBI. Typically, the FBI is 
not going to say whether they're investigating or not. And quite frankly, the reason for this need for an 
independent investigation is because all we have now is the president's lawyer saying that no wrongdoing 
occurred. Well, it's really not up to the White House to make that determination. Of course, they're going to 
say no wrongdoing occurred. So that's why we need that independent investigation. 
COLBY: Now, they did not make a statement for a very long period of time. We only got it today. 
SMITH: Right." [Fox On The Record With Greta Van Susteren, 5/28/10] 

10/7/09: Rep. Smith "Is Calling On Attorney General Eric Holder To Appoint A Special Prosecutor 
To Investigate ACORN." "Rep. Lamar Smith (R., Tex.) is calling on Attorney General Eric Holder to appoint a 
special prosecutor to investigate ACORN. 'There are obvious conflicts of interest in the Department of Justice 
doing any type of investigation itself,' Smith tells NRO. 'Just look at all the ties President Obama has to 
ACORN, starting off with how he trained ACORN members, served on boards and foundations that gave to 
ACORN, and paid $830,000 to an ACORN subsidiary during his presidential campaign to get out the vote...Then 
we have a letter from the Obama campaign's attorney telling the Department of Justice to ignore Republican 
assertions that there has been voter-registration fraud by ACORN representatives,' says Smith. 'All of these 
ties, together, raise clear questions about a conflict of interest and further show how necessary it is for the 
administration to avoid impropriety.' " [NRO, 10/7/09] 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler©usdoj.gov ] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:37 PM 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: FW: Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Call me 305-1920 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: October 4_ 1' .11 	 CONTACT: Kim Smith Hicks_ ( 	) 775-3951 
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Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 
a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.gov/news/pdfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20for%20Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf  
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From: 	 Schultz, Eric 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 2:44:52 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 
Attachments: 	 image001.jpg 

7/22/10: Rep. Smith "Has Sent A Letter To President Obama Urging The Administration To Appoint 
A Special Prosecutor To Investigate The Unexplained Dismissal Of Voter Intimidation Charges 
Against The New Black Panther Party And Some Of Its Members." "House Judiciary Committee Ranking 
Member Lamar Smith (R-Texas) has sent a letter to President Obama urging the Administration to appoint a 
special prosecutor to investigate the unexplained dismissal of voter intimidation charges against the New Black 
Panther Party and some of its members. Ranking Member Smith also requested that the review include 
whether the Department has adopted a policy of enforcing voting rights laws in a racially discriminatory 
manner. Ranking Member Smith: 'The Department's initial decision to drop the New Black Panther Party case 
created significant controversy, since the Justice Department had effectively won an injunction against the 
defendants. Its continued refusal to give any legitimate reason for the dismissal has only increased suspicions 
that race and politics played a role in the decision. —  [House Judiciary Committee, 7/22/10] 

5/18/10: Smith, On Need For Appointing Special Prosecutor In Sestak Investigation: "Quite 
Frankly, The Reason For This Need For An Independent Investigation Is Because All We Have Now 
Is The President's Lawyer Saying That No Wrongdoing Occurred." "COLBY: Have you heard from the 
Justice Department, too, on whether or not a special prosecutor would be appointed? 
SMITH: Right. Well, of course, the Justice Department, we feel, is politicized. They never seem to want to 
investigate their own administration, unfortunately, so that's why we've gone to the FBI. Typically, the FBI is 
not going to say whether they're investigating or not. And quite frankly, the reason for this need for an 
independent investigation is because all we have now is the president's lawyer saying that no wrongdoing 
occurred. Well, it's really not up to the White House to make that determination. Of course, they're going to 
say no wrongdoing occurred. So that's why we need that independent investigation. 
COLBY: Now, they did not make a statement for a very long period of time. We only got it today. 
SMITH: Right." [Fox On The Record With Greta Van Susteren, 5/28/10] 

10/7/09: Rep. Smith "Is Calling On Attorney General Eric Holder To Appoint A Special Prosecutor 
To Investigate ACORN." "Rep. Lamar Smith (R., Tex.) is calling on Attorney General Eric Holder to appoint a 
special prosecutor to investigate ACORN. 'There are obvious conflicts of interest in the Department of Justice 
doing any type of investigation itself,' Smith tells NRO. 'Just look at all the ties President Obama has to 
ACORN, starting off with how he trained ACORN members, served on boards and foundations that gave to 
ACORN, and paid $830,000 to an ACORN subsidiary during his presidential campaign to get out the vote...Then 
we have a letter from the Obama campaign's attorney telling the Department of Justice to ignore Republican 
assertions that there has been voter-registration fraud by ACORN representatives,' says Smith. 'All of these 
ties, together, raise clear questions about a conflict of interest and further show how necessary it is for the 
administration to avoid impropriety.' " [NRO, 10/7/09] 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler©usdoj.gov ] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:37 PM 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: FW: Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Call me 305-1920 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: October 4_ 1' .11 	 CONTACT: Kim Smith Hicks_ ( 	) 775-3951 
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Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 
a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee. 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.gov/news/pdfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20for%20Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf  
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"NITED STATES HOUSE OF P •],ESENTATIVES 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
— airman Lamar Smith (TX-21) 
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Fmr Attorney General Alberto Go.._ .__Rierit George W. Bush 

vet, Darrell s,a, Eric Holder, Geor2,e Bush, Justice Department, Lamar Smith, Operation  and Explo 

To: 	Delery, Stuart F. (0AG)[Stuart.F.Delery@usdoj.gov ]; Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG)[Stuart.Goldberg©usdoj.gov ]; Richardson, Margaret (0AG)[Margaret.Richardson©usdoj.gov ]; 
Reich, Steven (ODAG)[Steven.Reich@usdoj.gov ]; Weich, Ron (OLA)[Ron.Weich©usdoj.gov ]; O'Neil, 
David (ODAG)[David.O'Neil@usdoj.gov ]; Grindler, Gary (0AG)[Gary.Grindler@usdoj.gov] 
From: 	Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	Tue 10/4/2011 8:27:00 PM 
Subject: FW: TPM Blog - 'Operation Wide Receiver': The Bush Administration Had Its Very Own ATF 
'Gun Walking' Scandal 

Raises the key points on tactics vs. investigation and notes Smith's affinity for calling for special counsel. 

TPMMuckraker 

'Operation Wide Receiver': The Bush 
Administration Had Its Very Own ATF 'Gun 
Walking' Scandal 
Ryan J r 	lctober 4, 

V1 JeJ 	niver , 	 n 

Know how Republicans have been blaming the °barna administration for a local ATF office's 
decision to let thousands of guns "walk" into Mexico? Turns out the Bush administration had a 
"gun walking" program of their very own. 

Republicans on Tuesday called for a special prosecutor to look into whether Attorney General 
Eric Holder perjured himself during testimony before the House Judiciary Committee on ATF's 
Fast and Furious scandal. 

Holder had testified on May 3 that he was "not sure of the exact date, but I probably heard about 
Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks." 

Documents have now emerged showing that the "Fast and Furious" program came up in the 
course of a couple of Holder's extensive weekly reports on ongoing developments in the Justice 
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Department and its components in July 2010 and again in October 2010. 

In the wake of that evidence, Judiciary Committee Chairman Rep. Lamar Smith (R-TX) -- who 
has left most of the investigation into "Fast and Furious" to Oversight Committee Chairman 
Darrell Issa (R-CA) -- sent a letter to President Barack Obama asking for a special counsel to be 
appointed. This isn't Smith's first time at the requesting special counsel rodeo: he's also  
asked for someone to look into ACORN, the New Black Panther Party case and the White  
House's interaction with Rep. Joe Sestak.  

Let's take a step back here. It's unsurprising that Holder got a couple brief updates which  
broadly outlined "Fast and Furious." After all, the program wasn't controversial at the  
time of the briefings because  histleblowers didn't come forward until ea 	. Nor 
would it be surprising that Holder would forget a brief mention of a case in one of his  
weekly updates, which include news from about 24 offices and components and weigh in at  
over 100 pages.  

What would matter is if he had known about the controversial tactic -- instructing agents  
not to intercept weapons in suspicious sales and allowing them to "walk" over the border --  
and did nothing about it. There's no evidence that he did, and when the complaints began  
emerging, he asked the DOJ's Inspector General to launch an investigation.  

"These are routine reports that provide general overviews and status updates on issues, policies, 
cases and investigations from offices and components across the country," a Justice Department 
official tells TPM and other media outlets. "None of these reports referenced the controversial 
tactics of that allowed guns to cross the border." 

The official continued: "Chairman [Darrell] Issa, of all people, should be familiar with the 
difference between knowing about an investigation and being aware of questionable tactics 
employed in that investigation since documents provided to his committee show he was given a  
briefing that included the fast and furious operation in 2010 - a year before the controversy 
emerged." 

'Operation Wide Receiver' 

What's also fascinating about the documents turned over to investigators is that they reference a 
little-known ATF operation called "Operation Wide Receiver", which just like "Fast and 
Furious," let guns "walk" to Mexico. 

The operation, run by ATF's Tucson office and the U.S. Attorney for Arizona, started in 2006 -- 
when George W. Bush's Attorney General Alberto Gonzales was running the show -- and ran 
until the end of 2007. No charges were filed. 

Fast forward to 2009, when the Obama administration took over the Justice Department. The 
former Gang Unit inside DOJ's Criminal Division (it later merged with the Organized Crime and 
Racketeering Section) reviewed the case for possible prosecution. At that time, a federal 
prosecutor in the unit "learned the ATF Arizona had permitted guns to be transferred to 
suspected gun traffickers and had not interdicted them," according to a DOJ official. 

DOJ eventually issued two indictments that grew out of the Bush-era "Wide Receiver" 
investigation, which were unsealed towards the end of 2010. 

Before the indictments were unsealed, however, deputy assistant attorney general Jason 
Weinstein raised concerns about investigative methods used in the Wide Receiver case. That's 
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what comes up in the email. 

"Do you think we should try to have Lanny [Breuer] participate in press when Fast and Furious 
and Laura's Tucson [the Wide Receiver investigation] are unsealed?" Weinstein wrote in an 
email. "It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked but is a significant set of 
prosecutions." 

Deputy Chief of the National Gang Unit James Trusty replied that he wasn't sure "how much 
grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more like, "Finally they're going after people who sent 
guns down there." 

The DOJ official said that Weinstein's reference to the "tricky case" in which the questionable 
tactics were used referenced the Wide Receiver case, not Fast and Furious. "He mentioned Fast 
and Furious only because of his belief at the time that the cases would be announced in close 
proximity," the official said. 

There's still the question of why -- given how "tricky" the "Wide Receiver" case was -- DOJ 
didn't take any steps to ensure that ATF officials weren't using the same types of methods. But 
the Republican contention that Holder or other high-level DOJ officials knew about the 
controversial tactics being used before the beginning of 2011? That still hasn't been proven. 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 'Schultz, Eric' 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:31:52 PM 
Subject: 	 FW: TPM Blog - 'Operation Wide Receiver': The Bush Administration Had Its Very Own ATF 'Gun 

Walking' Scandal 
Attachments: 	 1-DIBImage.bmp 

Raises the key points on tactics vs. investigation and notes Smith's affinity for calling for special counsel. 

TP MMuckraker 

'Operation Wide Receiver': The Bush Administration Had 
Its Very Own ATF 'Gun Walking' Scandal 
Ryan J. Reilly  I October 4, 2011, 3:50PM 

Fmr. Attorney General Alberto Gonzales and President George W. Bush 
IR( • 
ATF, Albert Gonzales, Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco Firearms and Explosives, Darrell Issa, Eric Holder, Geor ge Bush, Justice Department, Lamar Smith, Operation Wide Receiver, Project Gunrunner 

Know how Republicans have been blaming the Obama administration for a local ATF office's decision to let 
thousands of guns "walk" into Mexico? Turns out the Bush administration had a "gun walking" program of their very 
own. 

Republicans on Tuesday called for a special prosecutor to look into whether Attorney General Eric Holder perjured 
himself during testimony before the House Judiciary Committee on ATF's Fast and Furious scandal. 

Holder had testified on May 3 that he was not sure of the exact date, but I probably heard about Fast and Furious 
for the first time over the last few weeks." 

Documents have now emerged showing that the "Fast and Furious" program came up in the course of a couple of 
Holder's extensive weekly reports on ongoing developments in the Justice Department and its components in July 
2010 and again in October 2010. 

In the wake of that evidence, Judiciary Committee Chairman Rep. Lamar Smith (R-TX) -- who has left most of the 
investigation into "Fast and Furious" to Oversight Committee Chairman Darrell Issa (R-CA) -- sent a letter to 
President Barack Obama asking for a special counsel to be appointed. This isn't Smith's first time at the  
requesting special counsel rodeo: he's also asked for someone to look into ACORN, the New Black Panther  
Party case and the White House's interaction with Rep. Joe Sestak.  

Let's take a step back here. It's unsurprising that Holder got a couple brief updates which broadly outlined  
"Fast and Furious." After all, the program wasn't controversial at the time of the briefings because  
whistleblowers didn't come forward until early 2011. Nor would it be surprising that Holder would forget a  
brief mention of a case in one of his weekly updates, which include news from about 24 offices and components 
and weigh in at over 100 pages.  

What would matter is if he had known about the controversial tactic -- instructing agents not to intercept  
weapons in suspicious sales and allowing them to "walk" over the border -- and did nothing about it. There's  
no evidence that he did, and when the complaints began emerging, he asked the DOJ's Inspector General to  
launch an investigation.  

"These are routine reports that provide general overviews and status updates on issues, policies, cases and 
investigations from offices and components across the country," a Justice Department official tells TPM and other 
media outlets. "None of these reports referenced the controversial tactics of that allowed guns to cross the border." 
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The official continued: "Chairman [Darrell] Issa, of all people, should be familiar with the difference between 
knowing about an investigation and being aware of questionable tactics employed in that investigation since  
documents provided to his committee show he was given a briefing that included the fast and furious operation in 
2010 - a year before the controversy emerged." 

'Operation Wide Receiver' 

What's also fascinating about the documents turned over to investigators is that they reference a little-known ATF 
operation called "Operation Wide Receiver", which just like "Fast and Furious," let guns "walk" to Mexico. 

The operation, run by ATF's Tucson office and the U.S. Attorney for Arizona, started in 2006 -- when George W. 
Bush's Attorney General Alberto Gonzales was running the show -- and ran until the end of 2007. No charges were 
filed. 

Fast forward to 2009, when the Obama administration took over the Justice Department. The former Gang Unit 
inside DOJ's Criminal Division (it later merged with the Organized Crime and Racketeering Section) reviewed the 
case for possible prosecution. At that time, a federal prosecutor in the unit "learned the ATF Arizona had permitted 
guns to be transferred to suspected gun traffickers and had not interdicted them," according to a DOJ official. 

DOJ eventually issued two indictments that grew out of the Bush-era "Wide Receiver" investigation, which were 
unsealed towards the end of 2010. 

Before the indictments were unsealed, however, deputy assistant attorney general Jason Weinstein raised concerns 
about investigative methods used in the Wide Receiver case. That's what comes up in the email. 

"Do you think we should try to have Lanny [Breuer] participate in press when Fast and Furious and Laura's Tucson 
[the Wide Receiver investigation] are unsealed?" Weinstein wrote in an email. "It's a tricky case given the number of 
guns that have walked but is a significant set of prosecutions." 

Deputy Chief of the National Gang Unit James Trusty replied that he wasn't sure "how much grief we get for 'guns 
walking.' It may be more like, "Finally they're going after people who sent guns down there." 

The DOJ official said that Weinstein's reference to the "tricky case" in which the questionable tactics were used 
referenced the Wide Receiver case, not Fast and Furious. "He mentioned Fast and Furious only because of his belief 
at the time that the cases would be announced in close proximity," the official said. 

There's still the question of why -- given how "tricky" the "Wide Receiver" case was -- DOJ didn't take any steps to 
ensure that ATF officials weren't using the same types of methods. But the Republican contention that Holder or 
other high-level DOJ officials knew about the controversial tactics being used before the beginning of 2011? That still 
hasn't been proven. 
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From: 	 Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 8:53:59 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: 

Yes. I've checked my files and I don't have a hard copy of the letter but I asked Ron last 
night to send one this morning. 

	Original Message 	 
From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 8:05 AM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Cc: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Subject: Re: 

I see on his calendar that he did meet with Grassley on January 31st and that you were there. 

On Oct 5, 2011, at 8:03 AM, "Grindler, Gary (OAG)" <Gary.Grindler@usdoj.gov > wrote: 

> I would like to get a copy of the January 31, 2011 letter to which Grassley is referring to 
in his comments yesterday. Did the AG meet with Grassley on January 31st? 
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From: 	 Schultz, Eric 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 11:18:02 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: No stories 

Can you quickly send me what you all have said on the record about the memos to Holder? We're 
getting a lot of press interest. 

	Original Message 	 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler@usdoj.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:20 AM 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: RE: No stories 

We can chat --I 	 DP 

	Original Message 	 i 
From: Schultz, Eric [mailto:i 	Eric H. Schultz 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:19 AM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: RE: No stories 

DP 
L._ 

	Original Message 	 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler@usdoj.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:18 AM 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: RE: No stories 

DP 

	Original Message 	 
From: Schultz, Eric [mailto1 	Eric H. Schultz 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:10 AM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: RE: No stories 

i DP 	
i 
i i 
i i 
i i 

	Original Message 	 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler@usdoj.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:09 AM 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: RE: No stories 

i 
i  DP 	

i 
i 
i i 

i 	 i 

Original Message 
From: Schultz, Eric [mailtod_ 	Eric H. Schultz 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:01 AM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: RE: No stories 

DP L._ 

	Original Message 	 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler@usdoj.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 8:54 AM 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: RE: No stories 
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The new ones are below -- others are just shuffling. (may see a familiar face in the leg shop 
from schumer days, but it's not sealed yet so likely not coming today.) 

* Thomas Brandon will become deputy director. He most recently served as special agent in 
charge (SAC) of the ATE' Phoenix Field Division. Prior to that assignment he was the SAC of the 
ATE' Detroit Field Division from January 2008 to August 2011. 

* W. Larry Ford will become assistant director (AD) of the Office of Field Operations (FO). He 
most recently served as the AD of the Office of Strategic Intelligence and Information (OSII). 
Prior to that assignment he was the AD of the Office of Public and Governmental Affairs (PGA) 
from December 2004 to August 2010. 
* Greg Gant will become the AD of PGA. Most recently he was assigned to PGA as the deputy 
assistant director (DAD). Prior to that he was the SAC of the ATE' Atlanta Field Division from 
August 2008 to August 2011. 

	Original Message 	 
From: Schultz, Eric [mailto:L 	EncH.Schuftz 

Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 8:49 AM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: RE: No stories 

Who's the team? 

	Original Message 	 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler@usdoj.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 8:43 AM 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: RE: No stories 

On this topic- new ATE' director is announcing his new team today and doing a pen and pad w. 
select reporters to talk about vision going forward. 

	Original Message 	 
From: Schultz, Eric [mailto:L 	Eric H. Schultz 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 8:15 AM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: No stories 

And I sent NJ's Susan Davis your way. She's writing on Issa/FandF and I said you could load 
her up on the leaks, etc. 

	 Original Message 	 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) <Tracy.Schmaler@usdoj.gov > 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Sent: Tue Oct 04 08:14:03 2011 
Subject: RE: No stories 

I know .. .I spent much of last night explaining to everyone it's a bullshit accusation. 

	Original Message 	 
From: Schultz, Eric [mailto:, 	Eric H. Schultz 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 8:13 AM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: No stories 

Good. Her piece was really bad for AG. 

Why do you think nobody else wrote? Were they not fed the docs? 

	 Original Message 	 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) <Tracy.Schmaler@usdoj.gov > 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Sent: Tue Oct 04 07:46:06 2011 
Subject: No stories 
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From NYT, AP, Reuters, WaPo, NBC, Bloomberg ... 

I"m also calling Sharryl"s editor and reaching out to Scheiffer. She's out of control 
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Eric H. Schultz From: 

From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 'Schultz, Eric' 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 10:05:30 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: Politico: Does put Holder on the spot in Fast & Furious 

i 
i  D P 	 i 

i 
i i 

i 	 i i_ 

Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 9:59 AM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: FW: Politico: Docs put Holder on the spot in Fast & Furious 

DP 

DP 

Docs put Holder on the spot in Fast & Furious 
By: Tim Mak 
October 4, 2011 08:40 AM EDT 
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1011/65083.html  

Attorney General Eric Holder knew about the Fast and Furious gun program as far back as July 
2010, which may contradict his statements to Congress, new documents suggest. 

Under the program, weapons were allowed to be illegally purchased in the Phoenix area so that 
they could be tracked to gun traffickers and drug cartel leaders. But the ATF lost track of 
these firearms, and many were allowed to cross into Mexico. 

The documents, leaked to CNN<http://www.cnn.com/2011/10/04/politics/holder-fast-and-furious 
/index.html >, CBS <http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-31727  162-20115038-10391695.html> and other 
news organizations on Capitol Hill, indicate that Holder knew about the program well before he 
said he first became aware of it in testimony to Congress. 

The documents include a memo to Holder from Michael F. Walter, Director of the National Drug 
Intelligence Center, dated July 5, 2010, that mentions Fast and Furious. 

But in May 2011, Holder told a House committee hearing that he had only recently learned about 
Fast and Furious. 

"When did you first know about the program, officially known as Fast and Furious?" asked 
Congressman Darrell Issa (R-CA), chair of the House Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

"I'm not sure of the exact date, but I probably heard about Fast and Furious for the first 
time over the last few weeks," Holder replied. 

The Justice Department strongly disputed any suggestion that Holder misled Congress. 

A senior DoJ official told POLITICO that while Holder knew that an operation was going on in 
2010, he was not aware until early 2011 of the controversial tactics used in Fast and Furious. 

The Justice Department claims Issa's question referred to the controversial tactics of Fast 
and Furious and not the overall operation itself. 

"The Attorney General has consistently said he became aware of the questionable tactics in 
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this operation in early 2011 when ATE' agents first raised them publicly, and then asked the IG 
to investigate the matter," said the DoJ official. 

The DoJ added that Issa, whose committee is conducting an investigation into the Fast and 
Furious program, was also informed of the operation in 2010. 

"Chairman Issa, of all people, should be familiar with the difference between knowing about an 
investigation and being aware of the use of questionable tactics employed in that 
investigation since documents provided to his committee show he was given a briefing that 
included the Fast and Furious operation in 2010 - a year before the controversy emerged," said 
the senior DoJ official. 

Meanwhile, other leaked documents show that senior Justice Department officials were aware of 
Fast and Furious in 2010. In an October 2010 email, Jason Weinstein, deputy attorney general 
in the DoJ's criminal division, wrote an email to Lanny Breuer, head of the criminal division 
about Fast and Furious, referencing "the number of guns that have walked." 

Weapons linked to the program were later linked to the December 2010 shooting death of U.S. 
Border Patrol Agent Brian Terry. Two undercover police officers in Arizona were later 
allegedly assaulted <http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0911/63068.html > by men with 
firearms tied to the program back in March 2010. 

Holder admitted in September that the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco Firearms' operation "was 
clearly a flawed enforcement effort." 
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From: 	 Schultz, Eric 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 11:29:44 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: here you go -- 

Thanks. Any way we can fix Fox? 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler©usdoj.gov ] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 11:28 AM 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: here you go -- 

Let me know who you hear from. I've talked to NYT, NBC and NPR —gave them all this. NBC not likely to go. Still 
waiting on other two. 

Points- 

, , 	 DP 	
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DP 

DP 
Transcript from 5/3 hearing 

REPRESENTATIVE DARRELL ISSA (R-CA): Mr. Attorney General, we have two Border Patrol 
agents who are dead, who were killed by guns that were allowed, as far as we can tell, to 
deliberately walk out of gun shops under the program often called Fast and Furious. This 
program, as you know -- and the president's been asked about it; you've been asked about it -- 
allowed for weapons to be sold to straw purchasers, and ultimately many of those weapons are 
today in the hands of drug cartels and other criminals. When did you first know about the 
program, officially, I believe, called Fast and Furious? To the best of your knowledge, what 
date? 

ATTY. GEN. HOLDER: I'm not sure of the exact date, but I probably heard about Fast 
and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks. 

#### 

Transcript form 3/10 hearing 

HEARING OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, JUSTICE, SCIENCE, AND RELATED AGENCIES OF THE SENATE APPROPRIATIONS 
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COMMITTEE 

SEN. HUTCHISON: Yes, thank you, Madame Chairman. I'll try to also -- I will stick to the five-minute rule. 

Let me ask you about the ATF issue that I mentioned in my opening statement, that there are reports that there was actually a  

knowledge of the ATF, of the sales that were going on, of the arms out of America, illegally out of America, into Mexico, purportedly, I 

think, to be able to trace them, but after the shooting of the agent in Mexico traced to those arms and also the shooting of the agent 

in Arizona. What is your view now on that particular program? And I know that you've asked for an IG study of it, but tell me if you  

think that that program should be continued. Is it the correct use of the Project Gunrunner subprogram, I guess? Because it -- of 

course, its a great concern. 

ATTY GEN. HOLDER: Well, first, I'd say that, you know, the mission of ATF and the mission to which they are dedicated is to stop the 

flow of guns into Mexico and to people who shouldn't have guns here in the United States. And that is the focus of ATF, and it is why 

ATF agents serve bravely in Mexico and in this country, and I think do a great job. It is true that there have been concerns expressed  

by ATF agents about the way in which this operation was conducted -- (inaudible) -- and I took those allegations, those concerns, very 

seriously, and asked the inspector general to try to get to the bottom of it. An investigation, an inquiry, is now under way. 

I've also made clear to people in the department that letting guns walk -- I guess that's the term that the people use -- that letting 

guns walk is not something that is acceptable. Guns are different than drug cases or cases where were trying to follow where money 

goes. We cannot have a situation where guns are allowed to walk, and I've made that clear to the United States attorneys as well as 

the agents in charge in the various ATF offices. 
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DP 

From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 'Schultz, Eric' 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 11:36:14 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: here you go -- 

Fix is a strong word, but sent her this. 

From: 	 Eric H. Schultz 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 11:30 AM 
To: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: RE: here you go -- 

Thanks. Any way we can fix Fox'? 

From: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler©usdoj.gov ] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 11:28 AM 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: here you go -- 

Let me know who you hear from. 	I've talked to NYT, NBC and NPR — gave them all this. NBC not 
likely to go. Still waiting on other two. 

Points— 

i 

DP 	 i 
i 
i 
i 
i 

DP 

DP 

Transcript from 5/3 hearing 

REPRESENTATIVE DARRELL ISSA (R-CA): Mr. Attorney General, we have two Border Patrol 
agents who are dead, who were killed by guns that were allowed, as far as we can tell, to 
deliberately walk out of gun shops under the program often called Fast and Furious. This 
program, as you know -- and the president's been asked about it; you've been asked about it -- 
allowed for weapons to be sold to straw purchasers, and ultimately many of those weapons are 
today in the hands of drug cartels and other criminals. When did you first know about the 
program, officially, I believe, called Fast and Furious? To the best of your knowledge, what 
date? 
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ATTY. GEN. HOLDER: I'm not sure of the exact date, but I probably heard about Fast 
and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks. 

#### 

Transcript form 3/10 hearing 

HEARING OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, JUSTICE, SCIENCE, AND RELATED AGENCIES OF THE SENATE 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 

SEN. HUTCHISON: Yes, thank you, Madame Chairman. I'll try to also -- I will stick to the five-minute rule. 

Let me ask you about the ATF issue that I mentioned in my opening statement, that there are reports that there was actually a 
knowledge of the ATF, of the sales that were going on, of the arms out of America, illegally out of America, into Mexico,  
purportedly, I think, to be able to trace them, but after the shooting of the agent in Mexico traced to those arms and also the 
shooting of the agent in Arizona. What is your view now on that particular program? And I know that you've asked for an IG  
study of it, but tell me if you think that that program should be continued. Is it the correct use of the Project Gunrunner 
subprogram, I guess? Because it -- of course, it's a great concern. 

ATTY GEN. HOLDER: Well, first, I'd say that, you know, the mission of ATF and the mission to which they are dedicated is to 
stop the flow of guns into Mexico and to people who shouldn't have guns here in the United States. And that is the focus of ATF, 
and it is why ATF agents serve bravely in Mexico and in this country, and I think do a great job. It is true that there have been  
concerns expressed by ATF agents about the way in which this operation was conducted -- (inaudible) -- and I took those  
allegations, those concerns, very seriously, and asked the inspector general to try to get to the bottom of it. An investigation, an 
inquiry, is now under way. 

I've also made clear to people in the department that letting guns walk -- I guess that's the term that the people use -- that letting 
guns walk is not something that is acceptable. Guns are different than drug cases or cases where we're trying to follow where 
money goes. We cannot have a situation where guns are allowed to walk, and I've made that clear to the United States 
attorneys as well as the agents in charge in the various ATF offices. 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 'Schultz, Eric' 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 6:04:18 PM 
Subject: 	 response 

This is what I'm sending out. 

DP 



From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Axelrod, Matthew (ODAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 11:49:37 AM 
Subject: 	 FW: REVISED DRAFT: News Release and Employee Message 
Attachments: 	 NR-Staffchanges-110930 djw.doc; ATF Exec Moves 110930 djw.doc 

From: Thomasson, Scot L. (ATF) 
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 5:13 PM 
To: AcilMaLQI,ILa=LQE) 
Cc: L 	ATF 	: Gant, Gregory K. (ATF) 
Subject: FW: REVISED DRAFT: News Release and Employee Message 

Tracy, 

Here are the two announcements we are going to use on Tuesday. 

I am still working on the Bio portion and these are in Draft form, with 
a very close hold. 

I'll send the Q&As and Talkers for the Pen and Pad for Friday next week 
Tuesday or Wednesday of next week as we discussed. 

Have a good weekend 

Scot 

Scot L. Thomasson 

Chief 

ATF Public Affairs Division 

Washington, DC 

Desk 202-648-7089 

Cell 206-730-0005 

NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attached files are intended solely 
for the use of the addressee(s) named above in connection with official 
business. This communication may contain Sensitive But Unclassified 
information that may be statutorily or otherwise prohibited from being 
released without appropriate approval. Any review, use, or 
dissemination of this e-mail message and any attached file(s) in any 
form outside of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms & Explosives or 
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the Department of Justice without express authorization is strictly 
prohibited. 

From: i 	ATF L. 

Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 5:05 PM 
ATF 	j Thomasson, Scot L. 

Subject: REVISED DRAFT: News Release and Employee Message 

Scot: 

Just got some add'l info. Here are the two attachments per you request. 

-IATF! 

ATF 

Deputy Chief 

ATF - Public Affairs Division 

Direct) 202-648-8301 

Main) 202-648-8500 

NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attached files are intended solely 
for the use of the addressee(s) named above in connection with official 
business. This communication may contain Sensitive But Unclassified 
information that may be statutorily or otherwise prohibited from being 
released without appropriate approval. Any review, use, or 
dissemination of this e-mail message and any attached file(s) in any 
form outside of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms & Explosives or 
the Department of Justice without express authorization is strictly 
prohibited. 

******* 

NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attached files are intended solely 
for the use of the addressee(s) named above in connection with official 
business. This communication may contain Sensitive But Unclassified 
information that may be statutorily or otherwise prohibited from being 
released without appropriate approval. Any review, use, or 
dissemination of this e-mail message and any attached file(s) in any 
form outside of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms & Explosives or 
the Department of Justice without express authorization is strictly 
prohibited. 
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From: i 	ATF 
Sent: iTfia-a7-, -7e15Eember 30, 2011 4:45 PM 
To: Thomasson, Scot L. 
Subject: DRAFT: News Release and Employee Message 

Two attachments, per your request. 

ATF 

Deputy Chief 

ATF - Public Affairs Division 

. 	 . . 	 ATF 	 . . 	 . t_ 	 _.. 
Direct) 202-648-8301 

Mobile) 202-327-4187 

Main) 202-648-8500 

NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attached files are intended solely 
for the use of the addressee(s) named above in connection with official 
business. This communication may contain Sensitive But Unclassified 
information that may be statutorily or otherwise prohibited from being 
released without appropriate approval. Any review, use, or 
dissemination of this e-mail message and any attached file(s) in any 
form outside of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms & Explosives or 
the Department of Justice without express authorization is strictly 
prohibited. 
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From: 	 Schmaler,_ Tracyl0pA)_ 
To: 	 Attorney General I 

CC: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 5:15:42 PM 
Subject: 	 updated response 

op 
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From: 	 Schultz, Eric 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 10:52:28 AM 
Subject: 	 Can you get this toned down 

http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2011/10/03/documents-suggest-holder-knew-about-fast-and-
furious-earlier-than-claimed/  
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From: 	 Schultz, Eric 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:26:57 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 

Great stuff. For your reference: http://www.politico.cominews/stories/1110/44648.html  

From: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) imailto:Tracy.Schmaler©usdoj.govj 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:13 PM 
To: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: FW: AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 

AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 
By PETE YOST, Associated Press – 1 hour ago 

WASHINGTON (AP) — The federal government under the Bush administration ran an operation that allowed 
hundreds of guns to be transferred to suspected arms traffickers — the same tactic that congressional Republicans 
have criticized President Barack Obama's administration for using, two federal law enforcement officials said 
Tuesday. 

Rep. Darrell Issa, R-Calif., Sen. Chuck Grassley, R-Iowa, and other Republicans have been hammering the Obama 
Justice Department over the practice known as "letting guns walk," or leave law enforcement custody to trace their 
sales. Their target has been Operation Fast and Furious, which was designed to track small-time gun buyers at several 
Phoenix-area gun shops up the chain to make cases against major weapons traffickers. 

When Bush, a Republican, was president, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives in Tucson, Ariz., 
used a similar enforcement tactic in a program it called Operation Wide Receiver. The fact that there were two such 
ATF investigations years apart in separate administrations raises the possibility that agents in still other cases may 
have allowed guns to "walk" rather than seizing them. 

Federal law enforcement officials familiar with the matter say Operation Wide Receiver began in 2006 after the 
agency received information about a suspicious purchase of firearms. The investigation concluded in 2007 without 
any charges being filed. 

After Obama took office, the Justice Department reviewed Wide Receiver and discovered that ATF had permitted 
guns to be transferred to suspected gun traffickers, according to the officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity 
because the practice is under investigation by Congress and the Justice Department inspector general's office. 

In a statement, Grassley, the ranking Republican on the Senate Judiciary Committee, said that "whether its Operation 
Fast and Furious, Operation Wide Receiver, or both, its clear that guns were walked, and people high in the Justice 
Department knew about it. There's no excuse for walking guns, and if there are more operations like this, Congress 
and the American people need to know." 

Following the discovery that agents in Tucson let the guns "walk," a tactic which has long been against Justice 
Department policy, the department under Obama decided to bring charges against those who had come under 
investigation in 2006. 

To date in Wide Receiver, nine people have been charged with making false statements in acquisition of firearms and 
illicit transfer, shipment or delivery of firearms. Two of the nine defendants have pleaded guilty and a plea hearing is 
scheduled for Oct. 13 for two other defendants. 

Last October, a Justice Department lawyer, Jason Weinstein, raised concerns about investigative methods in 
Operation Wide Receiver and about the timing of announcing indictments in both Wide Receiver and Fast and 
Furious. 

"It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked, but it is a significant set of prosecutions," Weinstein 
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wrote in a Justice Department email turned over to Congress, which released the document. 

Weinstein raised the question in asking whether Lanny Breuer, the assistant attorney general who runs the Justice 
Departments criminal division, should participate in a news conference when indictments in Fast and Furious and the 
case resulting from Wide Receiver were unsealed. 

The two federal law enforcement officials said Weinstein's language about "a tricky case" referred to Wide Receiver, 
not Fast and Furious. 

In an emailed reply to Weinstein, James Trusty, at the time deputy chief in the gang unit at the Justice Department, 
said "it's not going to be any big surprise that a bunch of US guns are being used in MX (Mexico), so I'm not sure how 
much grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more like, 'Finally, they're going after people who sent guns down 
there." 

The two law enforcement officials said the language of Trusty's email also refers to the Tucson case, not Fast and 
Furious. 

Trusty's email adds "I think so" on the question of whether Breuer should participate in a press conference, but 
Trusty adds that "timing will be tricky too." 

It continued: "Looks like we'll be able to unseal the Tucson case sooner than the Fast and Furious (although this may 
be just the difference between Nov and Dec). It's not clear how much we're involved in the main F and F case, but 
we have Tucson and now a new, related case with (deleted) targets." 

The Justice Department blacked out the number of targets in this apparent related third case before turning the email 
over to congressional investigators on the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee. 

Fast and Furious was a response to longstanding criticism of ATF for concentrating on small-time gun violations and 
failing to attack the kingpins of weapons trafficking. A congressional investigation of the program has turned up 
evidence that ATF lost track of many of the more than 2,000 guns linked to the operation. 

Operation Fast and Furious came to light after two assault rifles purchased by a now-indicted small-time buyer under 
scrutiny in the operation turned up at a shootout in Arizona where Customs and Border Protection agent Brian Terry 
was killed. 

Copyright 0 2011 The Associated Press. All rights reserved. 
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From: 	 Sullivan, Bill (JMD) 
To: 	 Axelrod, Matthew (ODAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 11:57:12AM 
Subject: 	 FW: F&F 

Here's what OPA sent me, which was helpful. Thanks for the call. 

Points On AG - 

The Attorney General has consistently said he became aware of the questionable tactics in this 
operation in early 2011 when ATE' agents first raised them publicly, and then promptly asked 
the IG to investigate the matter. 

In testimony in March 2011 before the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee, he provided the same 
answer - that he had recently become aware of the concerns with the operation and asked the IG 
to look into the matter. So when Chairman Issa asked about the operation, including the 
controversial tactics, months later in May 2011, the AG provided the same response. (see 
transcript below) 

Transcript from 5/3 hearing 

REPRESENTATIVE DARRELL ISSA (R-CA): Mr. Attorney General, we have two Border Patrol agents who 
are dead, who were killed by guns that were allowed, as far as we can tell, to deliberately 
walk out of gun shops under the program often called Fast and Furious. This program, as you 
know -- and the president's been asked about it; you've been asked about it -- allowed for 
weapons to be sold to straw purchasers, and ultimately many of those weapons are today in the 
hands of drug cartels and other criminals. When did you first know about the program, 
officially, I believe, called Fast and Furious? To the best of your knowledge, what date? 

ATTY. GEN. HOLDER: I'm not sure of the exact date, but I probably heard about Fast and Furious 
for the first time over the last few weeks. 

# # # # 

Transcript form 3/10 hearing 

HEARING OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, JUSTICE, SCIENCE, AND RELATED AGENCIES OF THE SENATE 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
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SEN. HUTCHISON: Yes, thank you, Madame Chairman. I'll try to also -- I will stick to the 
five-minute rule. 

Let me ask you about the ATE' issue that I mentioned in my opening statement, that there are 
reports that there was actually a knowledge of the ATE', of the sales that were going on, of 
the arms out of America, illegally out of America, into Mexico, purportedly, I think, to be 
able to trace them, but after the shooting of the agent in Mexico traced to those arms and 
also the shooting of the agent in Arizona. What is your view now on that particular program? 
And I know that you've asked for an IG study of it, but tell me if you think that that program 
should be continued. Is it the correct use of the Project Gunrunner subprogram, I guess? 
Because it -- of course, it's a great concern. 

ATTY GEN. HOLDER: Well, first, I'd say that, you know, the mission of ATE' and the mission to 
which they are dedicated is to stop the flow of guns into Mexico and to people who shouldn't 
have guns here in the United States. And that is the focus of ATE', and it is why ATE' agents 
serve bravely in Mexico and in this country, and I think do a great job. It is true that there 
have been concerns expressed by ATE' agents about the way in which this operation was conducted 
-- (inaudible) -- and I took those allegations, those concerns, very seriously, and asked the 
inspector general to try to get to the bottom of it. An investigation, an inquiry, is now 
under way. 

I've also made clear to people in the department that letting guns walk -- I guess that's the 
term that the people use -- that letting guns walk is not something that is acceptable. Guns 
are different than drug cases or cases where we're trying to follow where money goes. We 
cannot have a situation where guns are allowed to walk, and I've made that clear to the United 
States attorneys as well as the agents in charge in the various ATE' offices. 

Points on Email- 

This email referred to an operation that was conducted in the previous administration, from 
2006 to approximately the end of 2007, known as Operation Wide Receiver, which was handled by 
ATF's Tucson office. 

Operation Wide Receiver was initiated by the ATE' in 2006 after it received information about a 
suspicious purchase of firearms. Although the investigation was concluded in 2007, no charges 
were filed. In about 2009, years after that investigation was concluded, the former Gang Unit 
reviewed the case for possible prosecution. During the review of the case, the Gang Unit 
prosecutor learned the ATE' Arizona had permitted guns to be transferred to suspected gun 
traffickers and had not interdicted them. 

Given the serious nature of the alleged gun trafficking and the available evidence, the Gang 
Unit prosecutor decided to bring charges against the gun traffickers, and did so. The 
investigation resulted in two sets of indictments that were unsealed toward the end of 2010. 

Prior to the unsealing of the Wide Receiver indictments, in an email about the prosecution, a 
deputy assistant attorney general raised concerns about investigative methods in the Wide 
Receiver case. His reference to a "tricky case" in which the questionable tactics were used 
was to Wide Receiver (also referred to as "Laura's Tucson case") and not to Fast and Furious. 
He mentioned Fast and Furious only because of his belief at the time that the cases would be 
announced in close proximity. 
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The only connection made between Fast and Furious and Wide Receiver at the time was one of 
timing, not tactics. 

The Criminal Division personnel involved in the Wide Receiver prosecution did not believe that 
the questionable tactics used in Wide Receiver -- an investigation conducted and concluded 
several years earlier in the previous administration and led by different agents in a 
different ATF office and supervised by a different AUSA in the Tucson U.S. Attorney's Office 
-- had any connection to Fast and Furious, which was opened in 2009 out of the Phoenix. 

DOJ-FF-61362 



From: 	 Attorney General ; 
To: 	 '8chmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
CC: 	 Swartz, Bruce (CRM) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 4:18:42 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 

WOW! 

From: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04,,2011 4:12 PM 
To:: Attorney General 
Subject: AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 

AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 
By PE 	IE YOST, Associated Press - 1 hour ago 
WASHINGTON (AP) — The federal government under the Bush administration ran an operation that allowed 
hundreds of guns to be transferred to suspected arms traffickers — the same tactic that congressional Republicans 
have criticized President Barack Obama's administration for using, two federal law enforcement officials said 
Tuesday. 
Rep. Darrell Issa, R-Calif., Sen. Chuck Grassley, R-Iowa, and other Republicans have been hammering the Obama 
Justice Department over the practice known as "letting guns walk," or leave law enforcement custody to trace their 
sales. Their target has been Operation Fast and Furious, which was designed to track small-time gun buyers at several 
Phoenix-area gun shops up the chain to make cases against major weapons traffickers 
When Bush, a Republican, was president, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives in Tucson, Ariz., 
used a similar enforcement tactic in a program it called Operation Wide Receiver. The fact that there were two such 
ATF investigations years apart in separate administrations raises the possibility that agents in still other cases may 
have allowed guns to "walk" rather than seizing them. 
Federal law enforcement officials familiar with the matter say Operation Wide Receiver began in 2006 after the 
agency received information about a suspicious purchase of firearms. The investigation concluded in 2007 without 
any charges being filed. 
After Obama took office, the Justice Department reviewed Wide Receiver and discovered that ATF had permitted 
guns to be transferred to suspected gun traffickers, according to the officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity 
because the practice is under investigation by Congress and the Justice Department inspector general's office. 
In a statement, Grassley, the ranking Republican on the Senate Judiciary Committee, said that "whether it's Operation 
Fast and Furious, Operation Wide Receiver, or both, it's clear that guns were walked, and people high in the Justice 
Department knew about it. There's no excuse for walking guns, and if there are more operations like this, Congress 
and the American people need to know." 
Following the discovery that agents in Tucson let the guns "walk," a tactic which has long been against Justice 
Department policy, the department under Obama decided to bring charges against those who had come under 
investigation in 2006 
To date in Wide Receiver, nine people have been charged with making false statements in acquisition of firearms and 
illicit transfer, shipment or delivery of firearms. Two of the nine defendants have pleaded guilty and a plea hearing is 
scheduled for Oct. 13 for two other defendants. 
Last October, a Justice Department lawyer, Jason Weinstein, raised concerns about investigative methods in 
Operation Wide Receiver and about the timing of announcing indictments in both Wide Receiver and Fast and 
Furious. 
"It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked, but it is a significant set of prosecutions," Weinstein 
wrote in a Justice Department email turned over to Congress, which released the document. 
Weinstein raised the question in asking whether Lanny Breuer, the assistant attorney general who runs the Justice 
Department's criminal division, should participate in a news conference when indictments in Fast and Furious and the 
case resulting from Wide Receiver were unsealed. 
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The two federal law enforcement officials said Weinstein's language about "a tricky case" referred to Wide Receiver, 
not Fast and Furious. 
In an emailed reply to Weinstein, James Trusty, at the time deputy chief in the gang unit at the Justice Department, 
said "it's not going to be any big surprise that a bunch of US guns are being used in MX (Mexico), so I'm not sure how 
much grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more like, 'Finally, they're going after people who sent guns down 
there." 
The two law enforcement officials said the language of Trusty's email also refers to the Tucson case, not Fast and 
Furious. 
Trusty's email adds "I think so" on the question of whether Breuer should participate in a press conference, but 
Trusty adds that "timing will be tricky too." 
It continued: "Looks like we'll be able to unseal the Tucson case sooner than the Fast and Furious (although this may 
be just the difference between Nov and Dec). Its not clear how much we're involved in the main F and F case, but 
we have Tucson and now a new, related case with (deleted) targets." 
The Justice Department blacked out the number of targets in this apparent related third case before turning the email 
over to congressional investigators on the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee. 
Fast and Furious was a response to longstanding criticism of ATF for concentrating on small-time gun violations and 
failing to attack the kingpins of weapons trafficking. A congressional investigation of the program has turned up 
evidence that ATF lost track of many of the more than 2,000 guns linked to the operation. 
Operation Fast and Furious came to light after two assault rifles purchased by a now-indicted small-time buyer under 
scrutiny in the operation turned up at a shootout in Arizona where Customs and Border Protection agent Brian Terry 
was killed. 
Copyright 0 2011 The Associated Press. All rights reserved. 
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From: 	 Swartz, Bruce (CRM) 
To: 	 Attorney General 	Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 11:08:00 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 

Great 

From:: _ 	 Attorney General 
To: Sclirnaler, Tracy (OPA) (JMD) 
Cc: Swartz, Bruce 
Sent: Tue Oct 04 16:18:41 2011 
Subject: RE: AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 

WOW! 

From: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 042011 4:12 PM 
To: Privacy 
Sub'ject: AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 

AP sources: Bush-era probe involved guns 'walking' 

By PE IL YOST, Associated Press – 1 hour ago 

WASHINGTON (AP) — The federal government under the Bush administration ran an operation that allowed 
hundreds of guns to be transferred to suspected arms traffickers — the same tactic that congressional Republicans 
have criticized President Barack Obama's administration for using, two federal law enforcement officials said 
Tuesday. 

Rep. Darrell Issa, R-Calif., Sen. Chuck Grassley, R-Iowa, and other Republicans have been hammering the Obama 
Justice Department over the practice known as "letting guns walk," or leave law enforcement custody to trace their 
sales. Their target has been Operation Fast and Furious, which was designed to track small-time gun buyers at several 
Phoenix-area gun shops up the chain to make cases against major weapons traffickers. 

When Bush, a Republican, was president, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives in Tucson, Ariz., 
used a similar enforcement tactic in a program it called Operation Wide Receiver. The fact that there were two such 
ATF investigations years apart in separate administrations raises the possibility that agents in still other cases may 
have allowed guns to "walk" rather than seizing them. 

Federal law enforcement officials familiar with the matter say Operation Wide Receiver began in 2006 after the 
agency received information about a suspicious purchase of firearms. The investigation concluded in 2007 without 
any charges being filed. 

After Obama took office, the Justice Department reviewed Wide Receiver and discovered that ATF had permitted 
guns to be transferred to suspected gun traffickers, according to the officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity 
because the practice is under investigation by Congress and the Justice Department inspector general's office. 

In a statement, Grassley, the ranking Republican on the Senate Judiciary Committee, said that "whether it's Operation 
Fast and Furious, Operation Wide Receiver, or both, it's clear that guns were walked, and people high in the Justice 
Department knew about it. There's no excuse for walking guns, and if there are more operations like this, Congress 
and the American people need to know." 
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Following the discovery that agents in Tucson let the guns "walk," a tactic which has long been against Justice 
Department policy, the department under Obama decided to bring charges against those who had come under 
investigation in 2006. 

To date in Wide Receiver, nine people have been charged with making false statements in acquisition of firearms and 
illicit transfer, shipment or delivery of firearms. Two of the nine defendants have pleaded guilty and a plea hearing is 
scheduled for Oct. 13 for two other defendants. 

Last October, a Justice Department lawyer, Jason Weinstein, raised concerns about investigative methods in 
Operation Wide Receiver and about the timing of announcing indictments in both Wide Receiver and Fast and 
Furious. 

"It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked, but it is a significant set of prosecutions," Weinstein 
wrote in a Justice Department email turned over to Congress, which released the document. 

Weinstein raised the question in asking whether Lanny Breuer, the assistant attorney general who runs the Justice 
Department's criminal division, should participate in a news conference when indictments in Fast and Furious and the 
case resulting from Wide Receiver were unsealed. 

The two federal law enforcement officials said Weinstein's language about "a tricky case" referred to Wide Receiver, 
not Fast and Furious. 

In an emailed reply to Weinstein, James Trusty, at the time deputy chief in the gang unit at the Justice Department, 
said "it's not going to be any big surprise that a bunch of US guns are being used in MX (Mexico), so I'm not sure how 
much grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more like, 'Finally, they're going after people who sent guns down 
there." 

The two law enforcement officials said the language of Trusty's email also refers to the Tucson case, not Fast and 
Furious. 

Trusty's email adds "I think so" on the question of whether Breuer should participate in a press conference, but 
Trusty adds that "timing will be tricky too." 

It continued: "Looks like we'll be able to unseal the Tucson case sooner than the Fast and Furious (although this may 
be just the difference between Nov and Dec). Its not clear how much we're involved in the main F and F case, but 
we have Tucson and now a new, related case with (deleted) targets." 

The Justice Department blacked out the number of targets in this apparent related third case before turning the email 
over to congressional investigators on the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee. 

Fast and Furious was a response to longstanding criticism of ATF for concentrating on small-time gun violations and 
failing to attack the kingpins of weapons trafficking. A congressional investigation of the program has turned up 
evidence that ATF lost track of many of the more than 2,000 guns linked to the operation. 

Operation Fast and Furious came to light after two assault rifles purchased by a now-indicted small-time buyer under 
scrutiny in the operation turned up at a shootout in Arizona where Customs and Border Protection agent Brian Terry 
was killed. 

Copyright 0 2011 The Associated Press. All rights reserved. 
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From: 	 [ Admin. Assistanti(OAG) 
To: 	 Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Goldberg, Stuart 

(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 2:26:43 PM 
Subject: 	 Canceled: ATF 

When: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 6:15 PM-6:45 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada). 
Where: Conference Room 5228 

Note: The GMT offset above does not reflect daylight saving time adjustments. 

AG WILL SEND CALENDAR INVITE FOR THIS MEETING TO BE HELD IN 
AG CONFERENCE ROOM 

DOJ: Gary Grindler, Margaret Richardson, Stuart Delery, Ron Weich, Stuart Goldberg, David O'Neil, Steve Reich, 
Tracy Schmaler 
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From: 
To: 

CC: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Grindler, Gary 
(0AG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
10/4/2011 2:32:10 PM 
RE: ATF 

Adding Steve R to this chain. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:22 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

DP 
i what 

about tins: 

DP 

Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 
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Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 
a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.govinews/pdfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20forcY020Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf  

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); 
Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. 
(OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the events of the 
day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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DP 

From: 
To: 

CC: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (0AG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Grindler, Gary 
(0AG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
10/4/2011 2:49:54 PM 
RE: ATF 

I just spoke to Smith's staffer again. Smith's letter is NOT in lieu of a hearing,_put they_have decided a_gainst apublic 
announcement of a hearing. 1 	 DP 

DP 
From: Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:32 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Cc: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

Adding Steve R to this chain. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 2:22 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David 
(ODAG); Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

DP 	 what 
abbut flits: 

op 
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Smith Calls for Investigation into AG's Statements at HJC Hearing 

Washington, D.C. — House Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas) today called for the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate whether comments made by Attorney General Eric Holder during a House 
Judiciary Committee hearing in May 2011 were truthful. In a letter to President Obama, Chairman Smith expressed 
concern that Members of Congress may have been misled by the Attorney General's response to a question regarding 
his knowledge of the Fast and Furious program. The Attorney General stated that he first heard of the program in the 
weeks leading up to the May 2011 hearing. But documents released on Friday night raise significant questions about 
the truthfulness of the Attorney General's testimony. 

Chairman Smith: "The Department's consistent response to Congress has been that Operation Fast and Furious was 
a discrete law enforcement effort largely isolated to the ATF office in Phoenix. These documents appear to 
undermine this claim and bring into question statements made by Attorney General Holder to this Committee 

"Allegations that senior Justice Department officials may have intentionally misled Members of Congress are 
extremely troubling and must be addressed by an independent and objective special counsel. I urge you to appoint a 
special counsel who will investigate these allegations as soon as possible." 

The full text of the letter from Chairman Smith can be found at: http://judiciary.house.govinews/pdfs 
/Special%20Counsel%20forcY020Fast%20and%20Furious.pdf  

From: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy 
(OPA); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: RE: ATF 

I am as well. 

From: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 1:48 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); 
Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: Re: ATF 

I'm available then. 

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 01:45 PM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. 
(OAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Subject: ATF 

I would like to convene a meeting later today to discuss how we should be dealing with the events of the 
day. I am unable to do this before 6:00 p.m. What is your availability? 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 'Schultz, Eric' 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 7:49:23 PM 
Subject: 	 QA 

We didn't need it today since there were no q's 
DP 	 :Jay did well today, I thought. 

DP 



From: 	 Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret 

(OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 8:19:50 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:00 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Reich, Steven 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Cc: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 
Importance: High 

Below and attached is a OA in case AG gets questioned at the presser tomorrow in Ohio - need edits/concerns 
/additions by 9 am tomorrow since we're leaving mid-morning. 

op 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 7:23:38 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 

Tracy, these are very good. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:00 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Reich, Steven 
(ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Cc: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 
Importance: High 

op 
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From: 	 Welch, Ron (OLA) 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 11:00:04 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 

Looks good to me. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 10:00 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG); 

Weich, Ron (OLA) 
Cc: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: weekly report QAs - EDITS BY AM PLS 
Importance: High 

op 
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From: 
To: 

Sent: 
Subject: 

Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Reich, Steven 
(ODAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG); Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
10/4/2011 4:21:44 PM 
Re: ATF 

DP 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 04:09 PM 
To: Delery, Stuart F. (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Welch, Ron (OLA); Grindler, Gary (0AG); 
Goldberg, Stuart (ODAG); O'Neil, David (ODAG) 
Subject: FW: ATF 

Edits below — 

DID 
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From: 	 Weich, Ron .(OLA) 
To: 	 i 	Attorney General 	i , 
CC: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/4/2011 6:53:51 PM 
Subject: 	 draft talking points for possible Smith call attached, per request. 
Attachments: 	 SmithTPsreF+F10-11.docx 

DOJ-FF-61380 



To: 	. 	 Sharon Malone 	 . 
:_ 	 -, 

From: 	. 	Attorney General 	.  
Sent: 	Tue 10/4/2011 8:31:33 PM 
Subject: FW: TPM Blog - 'Operation Wide Receiver: The Bush Administration Had Its Very 
Own ATF 'Gun Walking Scandal 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 4:26 PM 
To: 	Attorney General 	Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: TPM Blog - 'Operation Wide Receiver': The Bush Administration Had Its Very Own ATF 
'Gun Walking' Scandal 

Raises the key points on tactics vs. investigation and notes Smith's affinity for calling for special 
counsel. 

TPMMuckraker 

'Operation Wide Receiver': The Bush 
Administration Had Its Very Own ATF 'Gun 
Walking' Scandal 
Ryan ' 	' e*-"--- " 2O11,3:5 

,111,11 Alberto Gonzales and President George W. Bush 

'ell Issa, Eric Hokier, Geor9,e E 	 rtment, Lamar Smith, 

ovnd to a friend! 

Top of Form 

To email: Your Name: Your email: 
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Bottom of Form 

Know how Republicans have been blaming the Obama administration for a local ATF office's 
decision to let thousands of guns "walk" into Mexico? Turns out the Bush administration had a 
"gun walking" program of their very own. 

Republicans on Tuesday called for a special prosecutor to look into whether Attorney General 
Eric Holder perjured himself during testimony before the House Judiciary Committee on ATF's 
Fast and Furious scandal. 

Holder had testified on May 3 that he was "not sure of the exact date, but I probably heard about 
Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks." 

Documents have now emerged showing that the "Fast and Furious" program came up in the 
course of a couple of Holder's extensive weekly reports on ongoing developments in the Justice 
Department and its components in July 2010 and again in October 2010. 

In the wake of that evidence, Judiciary Committee Chairman Rep. Lamar Smith (R-TX) -- who 
has left most of the investigation into "Fast and Furious" to Oversight Committee Chairman 
Darrell Issa (R-CA) -- sent a letter to President Barack Obama asking for a special counsel to be 
appointed. This isn't Smith's first time at the requesting special counsel rodeo: he's also  
asked for someone to look into ACORN, the New Black Panther Party case and the White  
House's interaction with Rep. Joe Sestak.  

Let's  take a step back here. It's unsurprising that Holder got a couple brief updates which  
broadly outlined "Fast and Furious." After all, the program wasn't controversial at the  
time of the briefings because whistleblowers didn't come forward until early 2011. Nor  
would it be surprising that Holder would forget a brief mention of a case in one of his  
weekly updates, which include news from about 24 offices and components and weigh in at  
over 100 pages.  

What would matter is if he had known about the controversial tactic -- instructing agents  
not to intercept weapons in suspicious sales and allowing them to "walk" over the border --  
and did nothing about it. There's no evidence that he did, and when the complaints began  
emerging, he asked the DOJ's Inspector General to launch an investigation.  

"These are routine reports that provide general overviews and status updates on issues, policies, 
cases and investigations from offices and components across the country," a Justice Department 
official tells TPM and other media outlets. "None of these reports referenced the controversial 
tactics of that allowed guns to cross the border." 

The official continued: "Chairman [Darrell] Issa, of all people, should be familiar with the 
difference between knowing about an investigation and being aware of questionable tactics 
employed in that investigation since documents provided to his committee show he was given a  
briefing that included the fast and furious operation in 2010 - a year before the controversy 
emerged." 

'Operation Wide Receiver' 

What's also fascinating about the documents turned over to investigators is that they reference a 
little-known ATF operation called "Operation Wide Receiver", which just like "Fast and 
Furious," let guns "walk" to Mexico. 
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The operation, run by ATF's Tucson office and the U.S. Attorney for Arizona, started in 2006 -- 
when George W. Bush's Attorney General Alberto Gonzales was running the show -- and ran 
until the end of 2007. No charges were filed. 

Fast forward to 2009, when the Obama administration took over the Justice Department. The 
former Gang Unit inside DOJ's Criminal Division (it later merged  with the Organized Crime and 
Racketeering Section) reviewed the case for possible prosecution. At that time, a federal 
prosecutor in the unit "learned the ATF Arizona had permitted guns to be transferred to 
suspected gun traffickers and had not interdicted them," according to a DOJ official. 

DOJ eventually issued two indictments that grew out of the Bush-era "Wide Receiver" 
investigation, which were unsealed towards the end of 2010. 

Before the indictments were unsealed, however, deputy assistant attorney general Jason 
Weinstein raised concerns about investigative methods used in the Wide Receiver case. That's 
what comes up in the email. 

"Do you think we should try to have Lanny [Breuer] participate in press when Fast and Furious 
and Laura's Tucson [the Wide Receiver investigation] are unsealed?" Weinstein wrote in an 
email. "It's a tricky case given the number of guns that have walked but is a significant set of 
prosecutions." 

Deputy Chief of the National Gang Unit James Trusty replied that he wasn't sure "how much 
grief we get for 'guns walking.' It may be more like, "Finally they're going after people who sent 
guns down there." 

The DOJ official said that Weinstein's reference to the "tricky case" in which the questionable 
tactics were used referenced the Wide Receiver case, not Fast and Furious. "He mentioned Fast 
and Furious only because of his belief at the time that the cases would be announced in close 
proximity," the official said. 

There's still the question of why -- given how "tricky" the "Wide Receiver" case was -- DOJ 
didn't take any steps to ensure that ATF officials weren't using the same types of methods. But 
the Republican contention that Holder or other high-level DOJ officials knew about the 
controversial tactics being used before the beginning of 2011? That still hasn't been proven. 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) . 	 . 
To: 	 : 	Attorney General 	;; Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 6:54:24 PM 
Subject: 	 VVH briefing - q's on f and f 

Jay got a few q's ... they had our points and made them pretty effectively. 

• There have been calls for a general counsel to investigate whether or not the Attorney General 
perjured himself when testifying about Fast and Furious. Does the President have a reaction? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there has been one call -- and I think it's a biannual call for a special counsel 
by this particular congressman. Once every six months we hear something similar. And the fact is, the 
Attorney General's testimony to both the House and the Senate was consistent and truthful. 

He said in both March and May of this year that he became aware of the questionable tactics employed 
in the Fast and Furious operation in early 2011, when ATF agents first raised them publicly. And he then 
asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate the matter, demonstrating how seriously he took them. 

• The question in May was when did he first hear about Fast and Furious? Not the questionable 
tactics, but when did he first hear of the program? 

MR. CARNEY: Look, the Attorney General's testimony was consistent and truthful. And calls for 
special counsels, which seem to be a regular occurrence, do not change that fact. 

And when the Attorney General learned about the questionable tactics, he asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate the matter. 

• Thanks, Jay. I want to go back to Fast and Furious because what you said the Attorney General 
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said is not what he said. He said, quote -- and this is in May of this year -- "I'm not sure of the exact 
date but I probably heard about Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks." Now these 
documents that Jake was referring to say that he was actually told the first time about this July 2010 and 
October of 2010 -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, you're suggesting -- first of all, I would refer you to the Department of Justice 
that is handling this. 

• He's the President's Attorney General, so -- 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, and the President believes he's an excellent Attorney General and has great 
confidence in him, and we absolutely know that the testimony he gave was consistent and truthful. And -- 

• So how does he have confidence in him if he's a year off on what -- 

MR. CARNEY: If a piece of paper in a document that's many, many pages long contained a phrase that 
discussed nothing about the tactics that are at issue here, I think what we're talking about -- 

• But he didn't talk about -- I just want to be clear. In his quote he never said tactics. He 
said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Ed, the Attorney General's testimony -- 

Q -- the first time he heard about it -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- was consistent and truthful. 
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• -- and in the document, in July, he heard about it. 

MR. CARNEY: Consistent and truthful. 

• Okay, but you're not addressing the fact that he was not talking about questionable tactics. 

MR. CARNEY: I think I just did. 

• In his quote in May, he said, "The first time I heard about it was a few weeks ago." 

MR. CARNEY: The issue here is not the name, it's what happened and the questionable tactics. When 
he heard that, as testified, he asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate it aggressively, and 
he has cooperated with -- the Department of Justice has cooperated with the congressional investigation. 
So what he's testified to is consistent and truthful, and his cooperation -- both the fact that he 
believes it was a problem that needed to be investigated is demonstrated by the action he took, and the 
department has cooperated with the Congress as it looks into the matter. 

• So to clear up any confusion, when was the first time the President -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I -- 

Q No, no, not the Attorney General. When was the first time the President heard about this 
program? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, as he said in public, in a press conference, he heard about it when he read about 
it. And that was sometime earlier this year. I think the press conference was in El Salvador when he was 
on that trip, and he referenced having heard about it recently. I don't have a specific day. 
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Okay. And Sheryl Atkinson of CBS News is saying that a few days ago, I believe, a White House 
official and a Justice Department official was yelling and screaming at her -- she's been reporting about 
this for some time -- about this whole story. 

You were a reporter once. When government officials start yelling at you, sometimes it's because 
they're getting defensive, right? Why would they be yelling at her? 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, I have no insight into the conversations she may or may not have had. 
Second of all, I know that you guys are all hard-bitten, veteran journalists and probably don't complain 
when you have tough conversations with your sources sometimes. Again, this is just generally speaking. 

I don't know about it. I think it's -- 

But she's a credible reporter. When you say, "I'm not sure what conversations she had," I mean, 
she said this on the record that she was yelled at and screamed at. Why would the administration be 
yelling at her about this story? I don't -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I take issue with the report. I don't know that it's true. I'm just -- what I 
think is that I know you are tough enough to handle an extra decibel or two in a phone conversation. I'm 
not sure that that happened here, but it's a surprising complaint. 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Attorney General 	l; Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Right- I sent over the QA we had for today so if 	 D P 	 i 

	

, 	 i 	 i i 	 DP i 	 j 
i 	 i 

i 

From: : 	Attorney General 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 7:37 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Re: WH briefing - q's on f and f 

D_P Well done. 

DP 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 06:54 PM 
To: i 	Attorney General 	l; Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: WH briefing - q's on f and f 

Jay got a few q's ... they had our points and made them pretty effectively. 

Q There have been calls for a general counsel to investigate whether or not the Attorney 
General perjured himself when testifying about Fast and Furious. Does the President have a 
reaction? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there has been one call -- and I think it's a biannual call for a special 
counsel by this particular congressman. Once every six months we hear something similar. And 
the fact is, the Attorney General's testimony to both the House and the Senate was consistent 
and truthful. 

He said in both March and May of this year that he became aware of the questionable tactics 
employed in the Fast and Furious operation in early 2011, when ATF agents first raised them 
publicly. And he then asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate the matter, 
demonstrating how seriously he took them. 

Q The question in May was when did he first hear about Fast and Furious? Not the questionable 
tactics, but when did he first hear of the program? 

MR. CARNEY: Look, the Attorney General's testimony was consistent and truthful. And calls for 
special counsels, which seem to be a regular occurrence, do not change that fact. 

And when the Attorney General learned about the questionable tactics, he asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate the matter. 

Q Thanks, Jay. I want to go back to Fast and Furious because what you said the Attorney 
General said is not what he said. He said, quote -- and this is in May of this year -- "I'm 
not sure of the exact date but I probably heard about Fast and Furious for the first time over 
the last few weeks." Now these documents that Jake was referring to say that he was actually 
told the first time about this July 2010 and October of 2010 -- 

10/5/2011 7:46:28 PM 
RE: WH briefing - q's on f and f 
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MR. CARNEY: Well, you're suggesting -- first of all, I would refer you to the Department of 
Justice that is handling this. 

Q He's the President's Attorney General, so -- 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, and the President believes he's an excellent Attorney General and has great 
confidence in him, and we absolutely know that the testimony he gave was consistent and 
truthful. And -- 

Q So how does he have confidence in him if he's a year off on what -- 

MR. CARNEY: If a piece of paper in a document that's many, many pages long contained a phrase 
that discussed nothing about the tactics that are at issue here, I think what we're talking 
about -- 

Q But he didn't talk about -- I just want to be clear. In his quote he never said tactics. He 
said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Ed, the Attorney General's testimony -- 

Q -- the first time he heard about it -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- was consistent and truthful. 

Q -- and in the document, in July, he heard about it. 

MR. CARNEY: Consistent and truthful. 

Q Okay, but you're not addressing the fact that he was not talking about questionable tactics. 

MR. CARNEY: I think I just did. 

Q In his quote in May, he said, "The first time I heard about it was a few weeks ago." 

MR. CARNEY: The issue here is not the name, it's what happened and the questionable tactics. 
When he heard that, as testified, he asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate it 
aggressively, and he has cooperated with -- the Department of Justice has cooperated with the 
congressional investigation. So what he's testified to is consistent and truthful, and his 
cooperation -- both the fact that he believes it was a problem that needed to be investigated 
is demonstrated by the action he took, and the department has cooperated with the Congress as 
it looks into the matter. 

Q So to clear up any confusion, when was the first time the President -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I -- 

Q No, no, not the Attorney General. When was the first time the President heard about this 
program? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, as he said in public, in a press conference, he heard about it when he read 
about it. And that was sometime earlier this year. I think the press conference was in El 
Salvador when he was on that trip, and he referenced having heard about it recently. I don't 
have a specific day. 

Q Okay. And Sheryl Atkinson of CBS News is saying that a few days ago, I believe, a White 
House official and a Justice Department official was yelling and screaming at her -- she's 
been reporting about this for some time -- about this whole story. 

You were a reporter once. When government officials start yelling at you, sometimes it's 
because they're getting defensive, right? Why would they be yelling at her? 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, I have no insight into the conversations she may or may not have 
had. Second of all, I know that you guys are all hard-bitten, veteran journalists and probably 
don't complain when you have tough conversations with your sources sometimes. Again, this is 
just generally speaking. 

I don't know about it. I think it's -- 
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Q But she's a credible reporter. When you say, "I'm not sure what conversations she had," I 
mean, she said this on the record that she was yelled at and screamed at. Why would the 
administration be yelling at her about this story? I don't -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I take issue with the report. I don't know that it's true. I'm just -- what 
I think is that I know you are tough enough to handle an extra decibel or two in a phone 
conversation. I'm not sure that that happened here, but it's a surprising complaint. 
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From: 
To: 	 I Attorney General i• Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 7:46:28 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: WH briefing - q's on f and f 

Right- I sent over the QA we had for today L 	 DP 

From:: Attorney General 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 7:37 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Re: WH briefing - q's on f and f 

,._._._._._._._._ 
Well done.; 	 DP ._._._. 

DP 

From: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 06:54 PM 
To: L_ Attorney General 	j; Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: WH briefing - q's on f and f 

Jay got a few q's ... they had our points and made them pretty effectively. 

There have been calls for a general counsel to investigate whether or not 
the Attorney General perjured himself when testifying about Fast and Furious. 
Does the President have a reaction? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there has been one call -- and I think it's a biannual call 
for a special counsel by this particular congressman. Once every six months we 
hear something similar. And the fact is, the Attorney General's testimony to 
both the House and the Senate was consistent and truthful. 

He said in both March and May of this year that he became aware of the 
questionable tactics employed in the Fast and Furious operation in early 2011, 
when ATF agents first raised them publicly. And he then asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate the matter, demonstrating how seriously he took 
them. 

The question in May was when did he first hear about Fast and Furious? Not 
the questionable tactics, but when did he first hear of the program? 

MR. CARNEY: Look, the Attorney General's testimony was consistent and 
truthful. And calls for special counsels, which seem to be a regular 
occurrence, do not change that fact. 

And when the Attorney General learned about the questionable tactics, he 
asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate the matter. 

I DP 1 
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Thanks, Jay. I want to go back to Fast and Furious because what you 
said the Attorney General said is not what he said. He said, quote -- and this 
is in May of this year -- "I'm not sure of the exact date but I probably heard 
about Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks." Now these 
documents that Jake was referring to say that he was actually told the first 
time about this July 2010 and October of 2010 -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, you're suggesting -- first of all, I would refer you to 
the Department of Justice that is handling this. 

He's the President's Attorney General, so -- 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, and the President believes he's an excellent Attorney 
General and has great confidence in him, and we absolutely know that the 
testimony he gave was consistent and truthful. And -- 

So how does he have confidence in him if he's a year off on what -- 

MR. CARNEY: If a piece of paper in a document that's many, many pages long 
contained a phrase that discussed nothing about the tactics that are at issue 
here, I think what we're talking about -- 

But he didn't talk about -- I just want to be clear. In his quote he 
never said tactics. He said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Ed, the Attorney General's testimony -- 

Q 	-- the first time he heard about it -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- was consistent and truthful. 

-- and in the document, in July, he heard about it. 

MR. CARNEY: Consistent and truthful. 

Okay, but you're not addressing the fact that he was not talking about 
questionable tactics. 

MR. CARNEY: I think I just did. 

In his quote in May, he said, "The first time I heard about it was a 
few weeks ago." 

MR. CARNEY: The issue here is not the name, it's what happened and the 
questionable tactics. When he heard that, as testified, he asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate it aggressively, and he has cooperated with -- 
the Department of Justice has cooperated with the congressional investigation. 
So what he's testified to is consistent and truthful, and his cooperation -- 
both the fact that he believes it was a problem that needed to be investigated 
is demonstrated by the action he took, and the department has cooperated with 
the Congress as it looks into the matter. 

So to clear up any confusion, when was the first time the President -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I -- 

Q 	No, no, not the Attorney General. When was the first time the 
President heard about this program? 
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MR. CARNEY: Well, as he said in public, in a press conference, he heard 
about it when he read about it. And that was sometime earlier this year. I 
think the press conference was in El Salvador when he was on that trip, and he 
referenced having heard about it recently. I don't have a specific day. 

Okay. And Sheryl Atkinson of CBS News is saying that a few days ago, 
I believe, a White House official and a Justice Department official was yelling 
and screaming at her -- she's been reporting about this for some time -- about 
this whole story. 

You were a reporter once. When government officials start yelling at you, 
sometimes it's because they're getting defensive, right? Why would they be 
yelling at her? 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, I have no insight into the conversations she may or 
may not have had. Second of all, I know that you guys are all hard-bitten, 
veteran journalists and probably don't complain when you have tough 
conversations with your sources sometimes. Again, this is just generally 
speaking. 

I don't know about it. I think it's -- 

But she's a credible reporter. When you say, "I'm not sure what 
conversations she had," I mean, she said this on the record that she was yelled 
at and screamed at. Why would the administration be yelling at her about this 
story? I don't -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I take issue with the report. I don't know that it's true. 
I'm just -- what I think is that I know you are tough enough to handle an extra 
decibel or two in a phone conversation. I'm not sure that that happened here, 
but it's a surprising complaint. 

DOJ-FF-61398 



From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
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Good 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 06:54 PM 
To: 	Attorney General 	?, Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: WH briefing - q's on f and f 

Jay got a few q's ... they had our points and made them pretty effectively. 

There have been calls for a general counsel to investigate whether or not 
the Attorney General perjured himself when testifying about Fast and Furious. 
Does the President have a reaction? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there has been one call -- and I think it's a biannual call 
for a special counsel by this particular congressman. Once every six months we 
hear something similar. And the fact is, the Attorney General's testimony to 
both the House and the Senate was consistent and truthful. 

He said in both March and May of this year that he became aware of the 
questionable tactics employed in the Fast and Furious operation in early 2011, 
when ATF agents first raised them publicly. And he then asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate the matter, demonstrating how seriously he took 
them. 

The question in May was when did he first hear about Fast and Furious? Not 
the questionable tactics, but when did he first hear of the program? 

MR. CARNEY: Look, the Attorney General's testimony was consistent and 
truthful. And calls for special counsels, which seem to be a regular 
occurrence, do not change that fact. 

And when the Attorney General learned about the questionable tactics, he 
asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate the matter. 

Thanks, Jay. I want to go back to Fast and Furious because what you 
said the Attorney General said is not what he said. He said, quote -- and this 
is in May of this year -- "I'm not sure of the exact date but I probably heard 
about Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks." Now these 
documents that Jake was referring to say that he was actually told the first 
time about this July 2010 and October of 2010 -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, you're suggesting -- first of all, I would refer you to 
the Department of Justice that is handling this. 

He's the President's Attorney General, so -- 
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MR. CARNEY: Yes, and the President believes he's an excellent Attorney 
General and has great confidence in him, and we absolutely know that the 
testimony he gave was consistent and truthful. And -- 

So how does he have confidence in him if he's a year off on what -- 

MR. CARNEY: If a piece of paper in a document that's many, many pages long 
contained a phrase that discussed nothing about the tactics that are at issue 
here, I think what we're talking about -- 

But he didn't talk about -- I just want to be clear. In his quote he 
never said tactics. He said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Ed, the Attorney General's testimony -- 

Q 	-- the first time he heard about it -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- was consistent and truthful. 

-- and in the document, in July, he heard about it. 

MR. CARNEY: Consistent and truthful. 

Okay, but you're not addressing the fact that he was not talking about 
questionable tactics. 

MR. CARNEY: I think I just did. 

In his quote in May, he said, "The first time I heard about it was a 
few weeks ago." 

MR. CARNEY: The issue here is not the name, it's what happened and the 
questionable tactics. When he heard that, as testified, he asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate it aggressively, and he has cooperated with -- 
the Department of Justice has cooperated with the congressional investigation. 
So what he's testified to is consistent and truthful, and his cooperation -- 
both the fact that he believes it was a problem that needed to be investigated 
is demonstrated by the action he took, and the department has cooperated with 
the Congress as it looks into the matter. 

So to clear up any confusion, when was the first time the President -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I -- 

Q 	No, no, not the Attorney General. When was the first time the 
President heard about this program? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, as he said in public, in a press conference, he heard 
about it when he read about it. And that was sometime earlier this year. I 
think the press conference was in El Salvador when he was on that trip, and he 
referenced having heard about it recently. I don't have a specific day. 

Okay. And Sheryl Atkinson of CBS News is saying that a few days ago, 
I believe, a White House official and a Justice Department official was yelling 
and screaming at her -- she's been reporting about this for some time -- about 
this whole story. 

You were a reporter once. When government officials start yelling at you, 
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sometimes it's because they're getting defensive, right? Why would they be 
yelling at her? 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, I have no insight into the conversations she may or 
may not have had. Second of all, I know that you guys are all hard-bitten, 
veteran journalists and probably don't complain when you have tough 
conversations with your sources sometimes. Again, this is just generally 
speaking. 

I don't know about it. I think it's -- 

But she's a credible reporter. When you say, "I'm not sure what 
conversations she had," I mean, she said this on the record that she was yelled 
at and screamed at. Why would the administration be yelling at her about this 
story? I don't -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I take issue with the report. I don't know that it's true. 
I'm just -- what I think is that I know you are tough enough to handle an extra 
decibel or two in a phone conversation. I'm not sure that that happened here, 
but it's a surprising complaint. 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 8:03:18 AM 
Subject: 

I would like to get a copy of the January 31, 2011 letter to which Grassley is referring to in 
his comments yesterday. Did the AG meet with Grassley on January 31st? 
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From: Lehrich, Matt [mailto:i_ 	Matthew A. Lehrich 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 6:24 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: FW: Press Briefing #82 by Jay Carney 

This hasn't gone out to press yet, but here's our internal copy. 

From: Nielsen, Jennifer D. (Contractor) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 6:09 PM 
Subject: Press Briefing #82 by Jay Carney 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release 	 October 5, 2011 

PRESS BRIEFING 

BY PRESS SECRETARY JAY CARNEY 

James S. Brady Press Briefing Room 

1:51 P.M. EDT 

MR. CARNEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Thanks for coming to 
your daily briefing at the White House. I have no announcements, so I go to the 
Associated Press. 
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Thank you. Given that White House officials have said that you worked 
with Senate Democrats on their millionaire surtax proposal, has the White House 
also been working with congressional Republicans on changes to the pay-fors? 

MR. CARNEY: I'm not even sure -- that question doesn't make a lot of sense 
to me. We are interested in Congress taking up, in the Senate and in the House, 
the American Jobs Act. We are pleased, obviously, that the Senate will be 
taking up the President's American Jobs Act next week. We hope that the House 
will do the same. 

And we are -- to answer your question broadly, as I've said before, we are 
in communication with Congress -- both parties, both houses; leadership, both 
parties, both houses -- in general about the agenda going forward this fall. 
And the primary -- the highest priority on the President's agenda is the 
American Jobs Act. 

So regarding the Senate bill, or the process in the Senate -- and this 
would apply to the House -- we have said all along, from the very beginning, 
that we are open to different ways of paying for the very important, broadly 
supported measures in the American Jobs Act that would grow the economy and 
create jobs, and of course we've worked with the Senate as they've settled on a 
way to pay for it. 

That would be true, too, in the House. If the House -- if the obstacle in 
the House to taking up the full measure is coming up with a way to pay for it, 
we're certainly open to that, as I've said many times from this podium, and 
we'll have those discussions, as long as -- but the principles have to be met 
here. It has to be paid for in a way that is balanced and fair; that doesn't 
put the burden on the middle class, which has borne such a substantial burden, 
both of the Great Recession and the essentially middle-class -- what was 
essentially middle-class stagnation for the decade prior to it -- or on seniors 
through voucherization of Medicare or any other segment of society. 

The President's belief and approach is based on the idea that those who 
have succeeded in this country, in this great country of ours, should pay their 
fair share. And when we have to make choices between taking measures that 
create jobs and put teachers back to work and construction workers back to work 
and put -- through tax cuts, put money in every working American's pocket and 
give tax cuts to small businesses so that they can grow and hire, or giving 
preferential tax treatment to the wealthiest Americans -- the President thinks 
the choice is clear. 

So if there's a way that the House wants to approach this that reflects 
those principles, we are more than willing to have that discussion. 
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• I just want to make sure I'm clear, though. When you said that the 
White House has also been in discussions with Republican leaders, does that mean 
that the White House has talked with McConnell about -- or Boehner about the 
millionaire surtax? 

MR. CARNEY: I'm not going to get into specific conversations. There is an 
obsession with -- 

• But we know that you have been in conversations with Democrats. 

MR. CARNEY: -- with process that the American people, the consumers of 
your product, do not care very much about. What they want is -- 

• It's not about process, though. 

MR. CARNEY: It is process. 

• It's not, though, because there's an impression -- if all we know is 
that the White House is dealing with Democrats and not Republicans, then it 
gives off an impression that the objective is to rally a unified Democratic 
Party and set the Republicans -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, let me just -- let me just -- no, no. I said the other 
day, we would be elated if the result of this process were passage of the 
American Jobs Act, in its entirety, all the component parts -- 

• What process? 

MR. CARNEY: What's that? 

• What process? You said the result of this process. 

MR. CARNEY: No, but if the idea that our goal here is to use this as a 
political weapon -- it's not. Our goal is to take action to put Americans back 
to work and to deal with our economy. 

Look, we can't be casual. We can't be sitting back, hoping that things get 
better. This President believes that we are in a precarious situation in our 
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economy as we continue to struggle to recover from the worst recession since the 
Great Depression. We have an employment crisis that continues to need to be -- 
needs to be addressed. And it is simply not an option to do nothing. And it's 
not an option to pass measures that, even if they were all the right things to 
do -- and we certainly debate that, but I'm talking about the House Republican 
proposals -- no economist -- serious economist, independent economist, would 
suggest that those measures would have a direct, immediate impact on growth or 
job creation. 

The problem is, we need to take measures to address our short -- 
medium-term and long-term economic health and fiscal health, but we also have to 
do things right now to address our short-term problems. 

So to back up again, we are -- we will, as this process goes forward, be 
more than willing to have discussions with the leaders in the House, of both 
parties, about how we can move this legislation forward in the House. And we 
look forward to those discussions. 

• Are you waiting for them to come to you? 

MR. CARNEY: But the -- look, the Majority Leader of the House, as the 
President noted yesterday, declared preemptively that he wasn't even going to 
bring it up to a vote. Well, we just think that's unacceptable. What is it 
that he opposes in this bill? 

• Where's the process? To go back to his question. 

MR. CARNEY: Why not -- well, look, bring it up for a vote, and if we then 
get to a point where we can -- where we need to move on individual provisions 
within the jobs act, then let's do that. And as we've said in the past, as long 
as they're paid for in a way that meets the President's principles, he will sign 
them into law and then say, where's the rest? Because all of these provisions 
are essential for the health of the economy. 

I mean, we're not -- we are aggressively pursuing this because we think it is 
absolutely the best thing for the American economy. 

• Jay, can I just ask one question on the substance of the Senate 
Democrats' proposal? It sounds like this surtax would start January 1, 2012. 
Is the President comfortable with the idea of raising taxes on a percentage of 
Americans at a time of economic uncertainty? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I haven't -- I confess that I haven't studied the 
provision to that level of detail. So I would just say in general that we 

DOJ-FF-61441 



believe that the jobs provisions, the economic growth provisions in the American 
Jobs Act need to be paid for -- that was the principle the President set out 
from the beginning, and that's why the legislation he sent up contained within 
it provisions that paid for it entirely -- and that in doing so, you need to do 
it in a way that's fair and balanced, and that puts the burden not on the middle 
class and not on seniors and other sectors of our society who have borne such a 
heavy burden in the recent past. So we're open to different ideas. The Senate 
has put forward -- Senate Democrats have put forward a different idea that we 
think would work. 

The important part -- the important aspect of this is, is that the bill 
they will vote on is the President's bill in its entirety, in terms of putting 
teachers back to work, up to 280,000 laid-off teachers around the country, up to 
a total of 400,000 teachers overall; putting construction workers who are idle 
back to work building bridges, rebuilding schools, highways; putting $1,500 on 
average into working Americans' pockets next year through the payroll tax cut 
and expansion; a tax cut for small business so that they can grow and hire; 
incentives for small business -- rather, for all businesses to hire our 
incredibly talented and experienced veterans returning from Iraq and 
Afghanistan. 

These are all provisions that will be contained in what the Senate votes 
on, and we think should get 100 votes in the Senate, because they are all -- 
first of all, they'll be paid for in a way that's fair, that the vast majority 
of the American people support. And there are provisions that absolutely make 
sense at this time of economic need -- when we need to grow the economy and 
create jobs. 

Yes. 

The Senate is expected to take up -- to vote on the China currency 
bill tomorrow. You have said several times that the administration shares the 
goal of China letting its currency appreciate, but the House Speaker has called 
it a dangerous overreach by Congress. 

Does the administration share that concern, that this might -- compelling 
another country to appreciate its currency might be an overstep? And where are 
you on the -- is the administration on its review? When can we expect that to 
be completed? 

MR. CARNEY: Let me answer this way -- that we share the goal, as you 
noted, of this legislation in taking action to ensure that our workers and 
businesses have a more level playing field with the Chinese, including 
addressing the undervaluation of their currency. 
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It is also the case that aspects of this legislation do, however, raise 
concerns about consistency with our international obligations. And we are in 
the process of discussing those issues with members of Congress. If this 
legislation were to advance, those concerns should be addressed. 

So to restate: We share the goals, we share the concern about the need for 
our workers and businesses to be able to compete on a level playing field; we 
have, from the beginning, as an administration, worked on the issue of the 
undervalued Chinese currency, and it has appreciated to some degree as a result, 
we think, of those efforts. More needs to be done, and we certainly also have 
concerns about this particular legislation and whether or not it would create 
consistency issues with our international obligations. 

Could you explain more about the consistency issue? What do you mean 
by that? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I think we have a series of international obligations 
that we adhere to, and that we wouldn't want legislation that would be less than 
effective because it conflicted with our international obligations. 

• Is there a concern that this could lead to a trade war, as the Chinese 
have said it might? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, that's speculation that I don't want to engage in. I 
think that we're talking with members of Congress about it. We will -- if this 
legislation were to advance and emerge from Congress, we would continue to talk 
with members about the need to address these concerns. 

• So the review is done, and this is the -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I think the process is ongoing, obviously, as it's 
ongoing in Congress. And our conversations about it will continue. 

• And so, what was -- sorry, one other quick subject. The Nobel Peace 
Prize will be announced in coming days. The President said when he was awarded 
his Nobel Peace Prize, in October 2009, that he was humbled by it, that he felt 
it was more of a call to action than a reward for actions that he had actually 
taken. Does the President feel that at this stage he has earned his Nobel, 
given the current -- 

MR. CARNEY: I can assure you that that is not a conversation probably any 
of us have had with him, because he does not think about it in those terms at 
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all. He's focused -- as concerns matters of war and peace, and of national 
security and the need to protect the United States and advance our interests 
around the globe, he takes an approach that he thinks increases American 
stature, enhances our security, and enhances our opportunities to affect events 
globally in a way that increases the prospects for peoples around the world to 
enjoy democracy and peace and freedom. 

That is the approach he's taken with the uprisings in the Middle East, in 
the Arab Spring. It is the approach he's taken around the world. And it is a 
component part of the approach that he's taken to ensuring that he does 
everything he can, as President of the United States and Commander-in-Chief, to 
take the fight to those who would do harm to Americans and the United States and 
our allies, principally al Qaeda, and to ensure that we are, through all our 
means, advancing American interests around the globe in a way that both protects 
us and improves our cooperative relationships with our allies and partners. 

• He feels like he has promoted peace in the two years since he was 
awarded -- 

MR. CARNEY: I think he has promoted a foreign policy and a national 
security policy that he believes has been in the best interests of the American 
people, and judgments about -- like that, he'll leave to others to make when he 
leaves office in about six years. 

Yes. 	(Laughter.) 

• The President -- and the White House in general -- are not talking to 
Republicans in the way they did during the -- 

MR. CARNEY: Do you guys all get a memo in the morning to, like -- 
"Remember to ask Jay about meetings that should be happening"? 

• I'm not talking about -- I'm not even -- I'm just -- I'm not trying to 
get processy. But if there aren't -- if there isn't the outreach that we saw in 
the past on trying to avert a government shutdown or increase the debt ceiling 
-- I mean, you have to read into that. Why the change? 

MR. CARNEY: We've been very candid and transparent about the approach that 
we're taking in promoting the American Jobs Act and trying to get Congress to 
act on it, because it's in the interest of the American people. 

Someone I think on the Republican side suggested yesterday or the day 
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before that it's somehow a problem or wrong that the President is out there 
talking about the American Jobs Act with the American people as opposed to 
sitting in a room with members of Congress. His responsibility as President is 
to have these conversations with the American people, to take his message out 
and explain the approach he's taking, and, in this case, and to urge Americans 
who believe, as he does, that Congress needs to act, that Washington needs to 
act, to take action to grow the economy and create jobs, to make their voices 
heard with their representatives, their senators and congressmen that they've 
sent to Washington. 

But one does not preclude the other. I mean, the fact of the matter is, we 
are now going to have the Senate vote on the President's jobs bill. So 
something is working. And we believe that the approach we're taking will 
hopefully get the House to -- 

But it won't pass. But it won't pass. It likely won't pass. So how 
is that anything more than setting up a political argument of Republicans are 
protecting the wealthy, which it seems the White House is doing? 

MR. CARNEY: I think, again, our goal, our highest priority, is to pass 
this bill and all the elements within it. If we were to get only some of the 
bill, that would be a good thing; it would not be enough, and we would keep up 
the fight. 

If, in the end, we get all of it, whether in whole or in part, by the end, 
if we get it all, that would be a victory for the American people. We would be 
very satisfied with that if Congress took that action in that way. 

So I think that predictions about what Congress will do -- I think a couple 
days ago folks were predicting that the Senate wasn't going to vote on it, and 
that looks not to have been a wise forecast. 

So we'll see how this plays out. When it does get to the Senate, I think 
that every -- if 100 senators will not vote yes, then those who vote no will 
have to explain what is it they oppose, and why, and what priorities are they 
balancing if they're revenue increases on the wealthiest Americans to pay for 
legislation that would put teachers back to work and construction workers back 
to work and would give a tax cut to every working American, 150 million 
Americans, $1,500 next year for the average American family. They don't want to 
do that because they don't think -- they think that the choice is not fair, that 
the most successful and affluent Americans shouldn't pay more, shouldn't pay 
their fair share, then they ought to say so. 

And if, then, we come to a point where we get pieces of the legislation, if 
your grim predictions prove true that we don't get the entire bill here at the 
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White House to be signed in whole, then we will ask that question as each piece 
is passed and others are left behind, because we think that there is enormous 
widespread, bipartisan support out in the country for the provisions contained 
within the bill, and there is an enormous need here. 

I mean, you've heard what people are saying about where our economy is 
right now. We need to take action. This is not -- it's really not an option to 
just sit on the sidelines and say, well, I hope it gets better. Certainly 
that's not the way that the American people feel. 

So we think Congress needs to take action. We're going to continue to 
press for Congress to take action. We're gratified by the progress being made 
in the Senate, and we hope that we see the same kind of progress in the House. 

• So the President is okay with -- 

MR. CARNEY: And we will meet -- we will discuss and meet with leaders, as 
well as take the -- take this discussion out among the American people, which we 
certainly think is a worthwhile thing to do. 

• So the President is what with the 5 percent surcharge? 

MR. CARNEY: We have said all along that we put forward our proposal that 
we thought was the best way to pay for it, that alternatives -- 

• But these are (inaudible) Senate Democrats' alternatives. 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, alternatives to pay for it were obviously available. 
Remember that our provision for the pay-fors was designed so that we could 
submit to Congress specific legislation that if it passed in a vacuum would be 
paid for, and nothing else happened. But as you know, within our legislation, 
it's linked to action by the super committee, and it would, if passed, would 
compel the super committee to extend or increase the amount of its savings in 
order to pay for this. It was basically a trigger-off provision. 

So if the super committee found alternative means to pay for the jobs bill 
that were different from our pay-fors, then it would trigger off, turn off the 
pay-fors we had. 

So what is important to us in the bill are the job-creating, economy- 
growing measures. The pay-fors, as long as they're -- they meet the principles 
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the President has set forward, are up to Congress to decide. 

And sorry to monopolize your time, but you said that Republicans would 
need to say why they don't stand for it. Mitch McConnell has actually already 
told our Hill producer, Ted Barrett, that he would be against the surcharge 
because raising taxes during a recession is not a good idea. Your response? 

MR. CARNEY: I would simply say that that's unfortunate; that the American 
people are making it very clear that they want action on the economy, they want 
action on jobs. The American people are very clear that they feel that an 
appropriate way to pay for the necessary action on the economy and jobs is to 
ask the wealthiest Americans to pay a little more, and those who disagree 
obviously have to explain that to their constituents. 

I don't expect that we'll get every Senator; it sounds like we've lost one 
and I suppose we'll lose more. But this President is focused on a proposition 
here that has broad support in the American public. And it's just -- again, 
what's the alternative? Whatever you think of -- I mean, the jobs proposal that 
-- or so-called jobs proposal that has been put forward, for example, by the 
Republicans on the House side contains within it some provisions that this 
President fully supports and actually has acted on -- free trade agreements 
which, as you know, are moving through Congress as we speak; the patent reform 
bill which this President signed into law recently, and we expect and hope will 
unleash innovation in this country, which in turn will help create jobs. 

But what that -- those proposals don't do, separated from the free trade 
and patent reform, is address the immediate problem. Even if you agree that 
everything in that proposal was the right thing to do -- and we certainly take 
issue with that -- but even if you did, I don't think anybody who's seriously 
looked at it as an economist would suggest that it would have the kind of impact 
on our economic growth and employment in 2012 that the President's proposal has 
-- not even close. 

So what's the answer that those who oppose the American Jobs Act have for 
the problem that we have? The President agrees that we have medium- and 
long-term issues that we need to address. That's why he put forward his 
sweeping proposal for significantly greater deficit reduction than is mandated 
by Congress to the super committee. He agrees. And he put forward a balanced 
approach. He also believes we have a short-term immediate problem that we need 
to act on now, and we need to do things that have an effect on the economy and 
that accelerate hiring now. And what we haven't seen yet are proposals from 
others in Congress that would do that -- alternative proposals. So if they 
aren't available, let's vote on the jobs act, pass it, make it law. 

Mr. Tapper. 
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• I assume you know that the quote she said about raising taxes during a 
recession is not a good idea is pretty much a word-for-word quote of something 
President Obama said in 2009. 

MR. CARNEY: I do. I think the context is different. And, again, I don't 
know the -- I'm hesitant to make comments on the specifics of the Senate pay-for 
proposal because I haven't examined it. 

The fact of the matter is, if low taxes on millionaires were the answer to 
economic growth, what exactly happened in 2007, 2008 and 2009? Is that the 
answer? Because we had our lowest tax rates on the wealthiest Americans -- 

• I'm not the one that said it, the President is. 

MR. CARNEY: -- and we experienced a catastrophic recession. 

• So he's changed his mind? 

MR. CARNEY: No. Again, I'm not going to -- this goes to what happens with 
the Senate provision, and I'm just not familiar with it so I don't want to 
address it. 

This is about choices. The President thinks that if it's a choice between 
millionaires whose successes are a blessing of being American and being part of 
this great country and the opportunities that it provides, should pay a little 
more to help this economy move forward, to put teachers back to work and 
construction workers back to work and give a tax cut to working Americans, then, 
yes, he thinks that tradeoff is sensible. 

• It's actually -- I mean, I think it's actually more a question of 
timing, in some ways, because the President's proposal raises taxes, but as he 
has pointed during his barnstorming tour, not until 2013, and the Democrats' 
proposal actually would raise taxes, I believe, as of the first of the year. So 
is the President going to stop saying that in his speech? 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I would have to look at the provision here. I think 
that -- 

• I'm telling you what it -- 
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MR. CARNEY: Well, I would -- 

• You don't trust me. (Laughter.) 

MR. CARNEY: I do trust you, Jake, but the problem is I wouldn't want to 
comment if there were specifics that I'm missing here, and -- but look, the 
broad point stands -- the second broad point also stands, that if we have to 
make choices here, that this trade-off is an acceptable one, whenever the 
revenue increases kick in, because of the urgent need we face to address an 
economic problem. 

• Okay. So since you had your briefing last, a couple bits of news have 
come out. One is, the House Democrats released some emails about the Solyndra 
controversy, and specifically about the Department of Energy's vetting process. 
And as you know, there are a lot of officials at the Department of the Office of 
Management and Budget who are concerned about the vetting process at the 
Department of Energy -- the word "oblivious" was used. Another OMB official 
said that -- I forget the exact language -- but implied that the Solyndra case 
is just the tip of the iceberg -- "Bad days are ahead." 

Has the administration gone back to the Department of Energy to make sure 
that this vetting process for these taxpayers' dollars -- billions in taxpayer 
dollars -- is as rigorous as is necessary? 

MR. CARNEY: I got a version of this question a few days ago and I can tell 
you that as this process has moved along, from the beginning -- and this is a 
program, as you know, that existed in the Bush administration before we took 
over; its funding increased through the Recovery Act but it was an existing 
program where loan applications, loan guarantee applications were reviewed by 
career experts, and that -- 

• They were (inaudible) at Solyndra, though -- 

MR. CARNEY: And that is -- well, no. They sent back the application. And 
the person who headed that office under President Bush, for a large part of 
President Bush's two terms in office, has said that he might have made the very 
same call on Solyndra. 

There is no question -- I think you have to step back and say, look, if 
you're going to do a loan guarantee program, a loan guarantee program has within 
it a risk. There is no guarantee -- the reason why you're backing up these 
loans is because there's no guarantee of success, but you believe, as a matter 
of policy, that these investments are worthwhile because you believe that the 
industries represented by these investments are essential to the economic future 
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of the country. 

The Chinese certainly believe that, and they're investing billions and 
billions of dollars in clean energy technologies and it -- 

I'm talking about the officials in OMB who are saying that the guys 
that manage the department aren't doing due diligence. 

MR. CARNEY: I understand that there was -- there were differing opinions 
here. What is also true is that -- and there is substantial data on this about 
all the people who thought that this was a bet, and -- but a worthwhile one, 
including all sorts of private investors who thought it was worthwhile, as well 
as assessments made by The Wall Street Journal and others about the potential 
for this company as an innovative company. 

It is obvious that not every investment is going to succeed, and we are 
disappointed that this one didn't. But the overall program continues to 
succeed. And what we refuse to buy into is the defeatist attitude that was 
expressed just the other day -- yesterday, I think, maybe the day before -- by 
the Chairman of the Energy Committee in the House who said, we can't compete; 
the United States cannot compete with China in the solar energy field or the 
wind turbine field. 

Really? So that's it? For the next -- I mean, in these vital industries 
we're just going to be buying our technology and our products from China? I 
don't think that's an approach that the American people want to hear from 
Washington. Because we're the United States of America. These are vital 
industries. We should be investing in them, helping them grow so that they can 
create jobs here and they can enhance our energy independence. 

Because don't forget, if we're reliant on foreign countries for the 
technology for renewable energy, we're only -- then we just become reliable -- 
even as our reliance on oil decreases, we rely on imports for other forms of 
energy. And that's just -- that's not sensible national security policy, and 
it's not sensible economic policy. So we remain -- 

Is the vetting any more rigorous? That's really just 

the question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm sorry. But the -- and I think I addressed it, and I 
addressed it in the past -- it has been evaluated and adjustments have been made 
-- not in the last few weeks or months because of these stories -- but all 
along, from the beginning. And that's my understanding. And for more specifics 
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I would refer you to the Department of Energy. But it's important to just step 
back and look at why this program is worthwhile, why folks in the previous 
administration thought it was worthwhile, why people who understand the vital 
importance of the clean energy industry, in general, to the 21st century, 
believe it's worthwhile. And the President remains committed to it. 

• There have been calls for a general counsel to investigate whether or 
not the Attorney General perjured himself when testifying about Fast and 
Furious. Does the President have a reaction? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there has been one call -- and I think it's a biannual 
call for a special counsel by this particular congressman. Once every six 
months we hear something similar. And the fact is, the Attorney General's 
testimony to both the House and the Senate was consistent and truthful. 

He said in both March and May of this year that he became aware of the 
questionable tactics employed in the Fast and Furious operation in early 2011, 
when ATF agents first raised them publicly. And he then asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate the matter, demonstrating how seriously he took 
them. 

• The question in May was when did he first hear about Fast and 
Furious? Not the questionable tactics, but when did he first hear of the 
program? 

MR. CARNEY: Look, the Attorney General's testimony was consistent and 
truthful. And calls for special counsels, which seem to be a regular 
occurrence, do not change that fact. 

And when the Attorney General learned about the questionable tactics, he 
asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate the matter. 

Yes. 

• On Solyndra for just a second before we get back to the -- 

MR. CARNEY: Sure -- urgent need to create jobs and grow the economy. 

• -- urgent need to create jobs. The question was never whether you 
were going to lose money on venture capital. Of course you can. The question 
was whether this particular program was properly vetted and whether the 
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technology itself was vetted properly in addition to the financial 
arrangements. I mean -- and that's the question. 

MR. CARNEY: Well, sure. And I think that -- that is a question. One 
question has been about was the -- was there undue, inappropriate influence. 
And there is no evidence to suggest there was because -- precisely because 
career experts at the Department of Energy were evaluating these loan 
applications and recommended that we move forward on Solyndra. 

The fact that people knew that, as you would expect -- 

But the people at OMB raised questions about this, as you very well 
know. 

MR. CARNEY: Again, and the experts -- rather than here at the White House, 
the experts at the Department of Energy made that judgment. But to say that 
every -- if these things were absolutely, patently obvious and clear, and 100 
percent everybody agreed, then they wouldn't be in an industry that requires the 
kind of investments that we're talking about. The reason why you have these 
loan guarantee programs is because you need to help seed these industries so 
that they then can grow and attract private capital, which you understand. 

• Sure, but there are also questions raised about the kind -- the 
particular kind of solar technology -- 

MR. CARNEY: No, actually, the questions were raised -- this has to do with 
Chinese actions on the pricing of solar panels and subsidies and that kind of 
thing. The technology itself, as I understand it, was widely celebrated within 
the community -- 

• There were questions raised about the particular kind of technology 
Solyndra was -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, again -- 

• Anyway -- 

MR. CARNEY: That's a process that was evaluated by -- over at the 
Department of Energy. And for more details on that, you can -- I refer you to 
them. 
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• So you're aggressively pursuing the American Jobs Act. What does that 
mean apart from the President going out every couple of days and saying "pass 
this bill"? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there is an extraordinary amount of contempt expressed 
here and apparently on Capitol Hill for the idea that the President of the 
United States should actually go out and meet and talk with the American people. 

• No, I'm not expressing contempt for that at all. 

MR. CARNEY: I find that rather surprising because -- 

Q I'm just asking if that's all you're doing. 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, he's spending a lot of time focusing on this, as 
he should be, because it is the number-one priority of this administration, this 
President, and this American public. And he is engaging -- it's another way of 
asking what kind of conversations is he having with members of Congress. 

And he's having those conversations, and he will continue to have those 
conversations. His senior team here will continue to have those conversations, 
and eventually I'm sure negotiations as we move forward. But I simply reject 
the idea that there is not a compelling reason for him to go out and talk about 
this -- 

• I didn't suggest there wasn't. 

MR. CARNEY: -- in Texas, or Ohio. In Kentucky or Virginia. All over the 
country -- Seattle, California. This is the urgent priority the American people 
have made clear they have, so I think Presidents deserve to hear from -- rather, 
the American people deserve to hear from their President. 

• Senate Democrats were not going to vote on this bill until they're 
ready, which is sometime next week. Durbin himself said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Six days is not -- 
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• No, Durbin himself said -- Durbin himself said last Friday -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- soon enough for you? 

• -- they didn't have the votes, and yet the President is ragging on the 
Republican House to vote. 

MR. CARNEY: Here's what I'll tell you, Bill. First of all, the Senate, as 
you know, today announced that it's moving forward and will have a vote on this 
legislation. I am confident -- 

Q Right. They didn't say when. 

MR. CARNEY: No, they said next Tuesday. Pretty soon. 

Secondly, I am absolutely confident that the overwhelming majority of 
Democrats who have an opportunity to vote on the American Jobs Act will vote 
yes. And I hope that that would be true of the Republicans as well. So, I 
mean, there's no question where this President stands, where Democrats stand, 
and outside of the hothouse of Congress, where Americans stand who identify 
themselves as independents, Democrats and even Republicans about what we need to 
do to address our economic problems. 

• Thanks, Jay. I want to go back to Fast and Furious because what you 
said the Attorney General said is not what he said. He said, quote -- and this 
is in May of this year -- "I'm not sure of the exact date but I probably heard 
about Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks." Now these 
documents that Jake was referring to say that he was actually told the first 
time about this July 2010 and October of 2010 -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, you're suggesting -- first of all, I would refer you to 
the Department of Justice that is handling this. 

• He's the President's Attorney General, so -- 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, and the President believes he's an excellent Attorney 
General and has great confidence in him, and we absolutely know that the 
testimony he gave was consistent and truthful. And -- 

DOJ-FF-61454 



• So how does he have confidence in him if he's a year off on what -- 

MR. CARNEY: If a piece of paper in a document that's many, many pages long 
contained a phrase that discussed nothing about the tactics that are at issue 
here, I think what we're talking about -- 

• But he didn't talk about -- I just want to be clear. In his quote he 
never said tactics. He said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Ed, the Attorney General's testimony -- 

• -- the first time he heard about it -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- was consistent and truthful. 

• -- and in the document, in July, he heard about it. 

MR. CARNEY: Consistent and truthful. 

• Okay, but you're not addressing the fact that he was not talking about 
questionable tactics. 

MR. CARNEY: I think I just did. 

• In his quote in May, he said, "The first time I heard about it was a 
few weeks ago." 

MR. CARNEY: The issue here is not the name, it's what happened and the 
questionable tactics. When he heard that, as testified, he asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate it aggressively, and he has cooperated with -- 
the Department of Justice has cooperated with the congressional investigation. 
So what he's testified to is consistent and truthful, and his cooperation -- 
both the fact that he believes it was a problem that needed to be investigated 
is demonstrated by the action he took, and the department has cooperated with 
the Congress as it looks into the matter. 

• So to clear up any confusion, when was the first time the President -- 
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MR. CARNEY: Again, I -- 

• No, no, not the Attorney General. When was the first time the 
President heard about this program? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, as he said in public, in a press conference, he heard 
about it when he read about it. And that was sometime earlier this year. I 
think the press conference was in El Salvador when he was on that trip, and he 
referenced having heard about it recently. I don't have a specific day. 

• Okay. And Sheryl Atkinson of CBS News is saying that a few days ago, 
I believe, a White House official and a Justice Department official was yelling 
and screaming at her -- she's been reporting about this for some time -- about 
this whole story. 

You were a reporter once. When government officials start yelling at you, 
sometimes it's because they're getting defensive, right? Why would they be 
yelling at her? 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, I have no insight into the conversations she may 
or may not have had. Second of all, I know that you guys are all hard-bitten, 
veteran journalists and probably don't complain when you have tough 
conversations with your sources sometimes. Again, this is just generally 
speaking. 

I don't know about it. I think it's -- 

• But she's a credible reporter. When you say, "I'm not sure what 
conversations she had," I mean, she said this on the record that she was yelled 
at and screamed at. Why would the administration be yelling at her about this 
story? I don't -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I take issue with the report. I don't know that it's 
true. I'm just -- what I think is that I know you are tough enough to handle an 
extra decibel or two in a phone conversation. I'm not sure that that happened 
here, but it's a surprising complaint. 

• Last thing. There were some riots in Greece today, and Mayor 
Bloomberg recently suggested that because of high unemployment there could be 
riots in the streets of the United States. And right now we don't have riots 
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but there's the Occupy Wall Street movement that's going on. What's the White 
House view about Occupy Wall Street, and what do you think about the riots in 
Greece and whether or not something like that could happen here? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I'll leave aside the comparison to Greece. The fact is 
that there are Americans out there who are understandably frustrated with the 
economy, with their difficulty in finding a job or holding onto a job. I mean, 
this is exactly why the President is -- despite Bill's contempt -- barnstorming 
around the country arguing for the urgent need for Congress to act on the 
American Jobs Act. 

So I think that it's understandable that there's frustration. And need I 
remind you that this President fought -- and it wasn't always pretty -- to make 
sure that we passed sweeping consumer protections in the Financial Reform Act 
that was opposed by Congress, and that which members -- I mean, Congress, by 
Republicans in Congress -- Republicans now who want to repeal it. 

Why? I mean, in part because millions and millions of dollars are being 
spent to lobby against it by the industries who don't like it. But the -- look, 
we got into an awful mess because of in part some of the actions that were taken 
by Wall Street. And two things are true about the actions this President took 
in the wake of that, when he took office during the worst recession since the 
Great Depression -- a catastrophic contraction in the economy, catastrophic job 
loss. 

One, he had to ensure that we stopped the bleeding and we prevented a 
depression. He also wanted to make sure that we -- he believes very strongly in 
capitalism and the absolute need for the United States of America to have a 
vibrant, strong financial sector. And he took actions that weren't necessarily 
popular to make sure that that remained the case -- and he's got the scars to 
prove it. 

He also believes that that industry needs to be held to account, and that 
we need to take actions to ensure that the kind of things -- the kinds of 
things, the kinds of actions and behaviors that helped cause this incredible 
crisis can't happen again. And that's why he fought to pass the Financial 
Reform Act. And it provides protections to consumers that are vital, and lays 
out some rules of the road that Wall Street should follow, and that, again, the 
vast majority of Americans agree with him on this. 

Jay, over the last couple of days, a plot to assassinate Hamid Karzai 
was apparently foiled. Mr. Rabbani, the designated peacemaker, was assassinated 
about two weeks ago. President Karzai has suspended talks with elements of the 
Taliban who may or may not have been willing to lay down their arms. And now 
the Pew Research Center has a poll out this morning saying one in three American 
veterans -- post-9/11 veterans say the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan are not 
worth it. 
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Given everything that's going on and all the corners that have been turned 
in Afghanistan only to lead to wide alleys, what does the President say to those 
veterans? 

MR. CARNEY: Thank you. Because their country asked them to do heroic, 
extraordinary things. And for the veterans who came back, we honor their 
service every day. 

This President's position on Iraq, which was the principle preoccupation of 
the previous administration in terms of these wars, was clear during the 
campaign, and his promises are being kept. He is ending that war, has ended 
it. And we are on track to remove all troops from Iraq by the end of the year. 
And we are doing it -- we're ending that war in a responsible way. 

On Afghanistan, he made clear during the campaign that partly because of 
the preoccupation and focus on Iraq, the effort in Afghanistan was neglected. 
He has kept his promise to refocus our attention on Afghanistan and to make 
clear that our objective and primary goal there is to defeat al Qaeda, the enemy 
that attacked us on September 11, 2001. 

He is meeting those objectives and he is keeping those promises. As you 
know, the drawdown from the surge forces is underway. It will be complete. And 
then we will -- by next year, next summer, I believe -- and then we will 
continue to draw down forces to the point where we turn over security lead to 
the Afghans by the end of 2014. 

These are hard fights, and the sacrifice is immense and tremendous. And, 
again, to go back to the beginning, he is extraordinarily grateful -- we all 
are, and everyone I believe here -- for their sacrifice and service. 

A final question. When you -- when the President unveiled his 
stimulus/not a stimulus, the $450 billion jobs plan, the Buffett rule was only a 
principle. Now Senate leaders have gone further than simply a principle and 
probably further than the principle that was enunciated, as I understood it, 
anyway, to make sure that millionaires pay their fair tax -- Warren Buffett pays 
the same rate as his secretary. 

The President has been criticized in the past over the course of his 
administration for ceding leadership to Congress and elsewhere on health care 
and ending up with sort of half a loaf. Core Democratic supporters even say 
that. 
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MR. CARNEY: I don't actually think so. Let me stop you there. I think 
achieving health care reform -- 

I mean, is he ceding leadership again on this issue? 

MR. CARNEY: -- after 100 years of effort, ensuring that 30 million 
Americans get ensured, ensuring that people with preexisting conditions get 
insurance coverage, ensuring that, as we've already seen, millions of young 
Americans get to stay on their parents' policies -- that's a lot more than half 
a loaf. 

Did the President misread Congress on the pay-fors in this issue? 

MR. CARNEY: No. I'll go back, Mike, to what I said. The pay-fors are 
incidental, if you will. The meat of this legislation, the President's 
proposal, is, are the provisions that put teachers back to work, put 
construction workers to work, that cut taxes for working Americans, incentivize 
small business to grow and hire and increase their wages. And that will be 
voted on. 

How you pay for it we've always said was something we were hoping to 
negotiate and debate as long as it meets the President's principles. And the 
Senate is taking action accordingly. 

As you know -- and we had this discussion as we were trying to explain the 
complexity of it -- when we put forward the American Jobs Act with the pay-fors 
in it, we explained that they were isolated portions of what the President would 
put forward in his very broad deficit reduction plan, the revenue increases from 
that, that we were attaching to this provision to make is a standalone piece of 
legislation. 

There was -- within it was always the possibility, because of the link with 
the super committee, that if other means were found to pay for it through the 
super committee, the pay-fors that we put in the bill would be turned off and 
not used. 

So I think that makes clear that from the beginning we were focused on the 
job-creating and economy-growing provisions, and not the specific means to pay 
for it, as long as those means meet the President's principles. 

Yes. 
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• The other day the President said that he was opposed to the Bank of 
America new debit fee, and that this was -- the government should do something 
to stop it. Is there anything the administration -- 

MR. CARNEY: I'm not sure he said that. I think that -- two points about 
that. One, let's be clear that the consumer protections -- the financial reform 
that passed contains within it no compulsion, no provision that compels banks to 
do this -- quite the opposite. It protects consumers from hidden fees. 

And the other point is, obviously, that banks have to decide how they 
adjust to the provisions within that act, and consumers have to decide what 
they're going to do in reaction to that. I mean, that's how the system works. 
But there's nothing in the legislation that was passed -- financial reform -- 
that compels banks to do this. 

• Right. So is it -- is this fee a legitimate fee, albeit one that 
consumers may want to take into account when choosing their bank? Is this a 
legitimate fee that the government has no particular cause to try and stop? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, it's up to the companies -- the banks, in this case -- 
to decide what approach they want to take, and I think that then consumers to 
judge accordingly. Again, this is not -- what the provision with regard to the 
bank swipe -- I mean, to the card swipe fee that is in the legislation has to do 
with insuring that small enterprises are able to -- are not gouged by the 
companies, the credit card companies, and therefore so that they are able to 
accept debit cards from consumers and customers. 

How the banks decide to deal with the overall legislation is up to them. 
It's not a matter of compulsion that the government might engage in. 

• In his interview with ABC, he said, regarding the debit fees, "You can 
stop it," meaning the government could stop these fees -- and, presumably, he 
favored they would. And he also said that the government can tell the banks, 
"You don't have some inherent right to just, you know, get a certain amount of 
profit if your customers are being mistreated." 

So does Bank of America have the inherent right to get the profit it's 
going to get from this $5 fee or no? 

MR. CARNEY: I think that the point is, is that there's not an inherent 
right. If they make decisions, they make decisions. And customers, the market 
reacts accordingly. We can -- he can, or anybody can, express an opinion that 
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they think it's excessive or unfair, and some have done that. 

But the point is, they didn't have to do this. And other -- different 
institutions will take different actions. 

• So you're saying that there's no plans, and the President has not 
directed any way for any agency of the government to try to stop or -- 

MR. CARNEY: Correct. 

• -- this fee. 

MR. CARNEY: Yes. 

• Getting back to paying for the job creation bill, Jay. You said the 
Senate Democrats have put out an idea that we think will work. Have you now 
concluded that this is the best way to pay for this thing? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, we put forward what we thought was the best or a good 
way to pay for it. Again, going back -- and I won't repeat them -- all my 
comments about the relative -- 

• Thanks. 	(Laughter.) 

MR. CARNEY: You hurt my feelings -- (laughter) -- but the relative 
importance of -- 

• Nothing personal. You're a veteran -- 

MR. CARNEY: That's right, I can take it. I got thick skin. The relative 
importance of the job provisions and economic growth provisions versus how you 
pay for it. So we're interested in the President's bill, the American Jobs Act, 
moving through Congress, being voted on. The Senate is going to do that. We've 
said from the beginning that there may be adjustments or changes in the 
pay-fors. Looks like they're doing that; that's ok with us. Again, it's about 
meeting the principles and then getting a vote, and hopefully a law that allows 
for these tax cuts to go into effect and for all the provisions that will put 
teachers back to work and veterans and construction workers back to work. 
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• A quick logistical thing I've been asked to ask you about: Is the 
President going to be part of this ceremony with Captain Kelly and Congresswoman 
Giffords tomorrow in the Vice President's office? Is he going to see them at 
all? 

MR. CARNEY: I'll have to get back to you. Not that I'm aware of. 

Q Okay. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't know. 

Yes. 

Q All right, thanks. If you would. 

• Just to clarify. You said DOE vetting has been evaluated. Is that 
since Solyndra, or before? 

MR. CARNEY: I think -- well, what do you mean by -- I mean, Solyndra was a 
program that was -- 

• Since the controversy. 

MR. CARNEY: Okay. I think I addressed that and said that the process is, 
as I understand it -- and I would refer most of these questions to those who 
know the details at the Department of Energy -- has been evaluated and adjusted 
throughout. But not in reactions to stories in the last few weeks, but 
throughout the two years plus that it's been under our watch. 

• And any calls to European leaders in the past couple of days? 

MR. CARNEY: I don't believe so. I can check that. We'll get back to you 
if there were. 

• And one final thing. Can you confirm that al-Asiri and Samir Khan 
were killed in the Awlaki 
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MR. CARNEY: I don't think we've confirmed any death from that incident 
beyond Awlaki. 

• It's been reported in a lot of places. 

MR. CARNEY: I understand that. But I think we've confirmed Awlaki's 
death. 

• Jay, you sound as if the President is agnostic about what the pay-fors 
are. 

MR. CARNEY: I can restate it. It has to meet his principles, but yes. 

• Right. But it's not one of his principles. The substantive tax cuts 
and spending are the principles, but the pay-fors are just -- you're saying 
making the rich pay is a principle, but whether it -- when it kicks in is not a 
principle. 

MR. CARNEY: Ensuring it is balanced and fair, or fair and balanced, you 
might say, in its pay-fors is -- those are his principles, as regards how you 
pay for the legislation, which would put Americans back to work. 

• Right. But you're saying you're agnostic as to when the pay-fors 
would kick in. 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I'm hesitant to engage in a discussion about the Senate 
proposed pay-for when I'm not familiar with the details of when it would kick 
in. 

• It's just that on the campaign trail since he's been going around the 
country he says nobody is talking about raising taxes right now. That's one of 
his selling points. 

MR. CARNEY: Again -- well, I know, because you were sitting there, that 
you heard the discussion I just had. I just -- I'm not familiar with, in enough 
detail, to comment on that difference. And, again, the overall approach is one 
that we feel meets the President's principles. 
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• But as part of economic policy it seems important. 

MR. CARNEY: And as a matter of tradeoffs, we think those tradeoffs are 
worthwhile. But, again, without addressing when it would take effect, because I 
haven't -- I don't have the information, I'm happy to take that question 
tomorrow. 

• But it seems like as a matter of economic policy whether you think 
there should be tax hikes now or later is kind of important. 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I mean, the President said what he said. Again, I will 
address the issue of the Senate provision when I have more information about it. 

• One other question about this. I know that in the weeks past you've 
been asked various versions of this, but the package itself, as you point out 
over and over again, is very popular. It's the pay-fors that are controversial. 

MR. CARNEY: The pay-fors are very popular, too. 

• Well, it seems like the pay-fors are opposed by enough Democrats that 
it's allowed Republicans to point out the difference between the President and 
his own Democrats on this issue. So I guess my question is, why not -- 

MR. CARNEY: If you're saying -- and, again, this is hypothetical -- the 
fact that 100 percent of Republicans in the Senate presumably, if that's what 
they're saying, oppose something that the vast majority of the American people 
support, and 90 to 95 or 98 percent of Democrats support what the American 
people support, I think -- 

• Well, whatever -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- who's on whose side is pretty clear. 

• -- the Democrats is not enough for you to get it passed. 

MR. CARNEY: It's a -- well, the reality of the way that the Senate has 
been functioning is that you need 60 votes, which is why -- not a majority, but 
60, for anything; naming a post office, practically -- we are going to work hard 
to try to convince Republican senators about the wisdom of putting teachers back 
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to work in their states, construction workers back to work in their states, 
giving an expanded payroll tax cut to the citizens of their state. 

So the reality of this system in the Senate is that what you need exceeds 
even 100 percent "yes" votes from the Democrats. But we are confident that the 
overwhelming majority of Democrats support this provision. 

Mark. 

• Jay, just one -- just one question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm going to Mark, Lester. 

• Excuse me. And, Jay, that leads directly to my question, which is: 
You and the President were both really scathing over the summer about the whole 
idea of holding votes on things that can't pass. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't remember that. 

• Excuse me? 

MR. CARNEY: Look -- 

Q Can I just finish my question? 

MR. CARNEY: Sure. 

• I mean, seriously, you were talking about how the Republicans insisted 
on putting their -- the House Republicans had their deficit plan that could -- 
the President had threatened a veto; it wasn't going to become law -- why do 
it? Do you still -- even with that history, do you want the House Republicans 
to vote on the President's plan, even though Eric Cantor says, I know my guys 
are not going to vote for it; it won't pass. And you don't want Harry Reid to 
hold a vote on the whole package, even though, when the appointed hour comes, he 
may well not have enough to get past a filibuster? You want that to go ahead? 

MR. CARNEY: We do, Mark. And we were engaged in obvious negotiations. 
There were provisions that -- the absolute important difference is that the 
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things that you were talking about that were being voted on in the House, that 
had no chance of clearing Congress, let alone being signed into law by the 
President, were overwhelmingly unpopular, unsupported by the American people. 
Voucherizing Medicare -- check your data -- not popular. The kind of approach 
that was represented in the House Republican budget -- not -- this was not 
something that had the American people's support. 

What we know about the American Jobs Act and the provisions within it is 
not only does it have the support of the American people, every provision in it 
has been supported -- or similar provisions to it -- the kinds of provisions 
that are in the American Jobs Act have been supported overwhelmingly by 
Republicans in the past, including Mitch McConnell. 

So that's a big -- that's a huge difference. When you talk about -- and 
it's a huge difference when you talk about the admittedly difficult task, but 
possible task, of convincing members of Congress to actually vote with the 
people they represent, to vote in line with how they voted in the past. So I 
would say that distinction is pretty significant. 

• So a symbolic vote is okay -- 

MR. CARNEY: I don't think it has to be symbolic. 

• -- if it polls well. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't think it has to be symbolic. And I think that we need 
to take urgent action on the economy, and that's what the American people are 
saying. There wasn't a groundswell of the American people saying, you know 
what? What we need right now is to dismantle Medicare, charge seniors $6,000 
more per year, and that will answer all our problems. I can guarantee you that 
wasn't what we were hearing from the American people. 

Carrie. 

• Jay -- Jay, I was next. 

MR. CARNEY: Carrie. 

• I was next. 
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MR. CARNEY: I'm afraid -- 

Q One question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm afraid the Washington Post was next. 

Carrie. 

• Thanks, Jay. 

MR. CARNEY: Now Politico is next. 

• I was confused for a second. Shifting gears a little bit to the super 
committee, does the President believe that the Pentagon can take -- handle any 
more cuts above the $350 billion that was prescribed in the Budget Control Act? 
Does he think that the Pentagon can take any more cuts as part of any kind of 
next phase of this deficit deal? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I don't want to get into sort of incremental stuff. I 
think that one essential truth about the trigger -- 

• I'm not asking about the trigger. 

MR. CARNEY: Well -- but is that those cuts, with regard to defense 
spending, are significant and not ones that we think are the right way to go, 
which is just another reason for the super committee to avoid that outcome and 
take action that represents a balanced approach to deficit and debt reduction. 

Q But there is that possibility of a figure that's lower than the $600 
billion that could -- just the Pentagon could take -- 

MR. CARNEY: What we think -- 

• -- does the President think that that should be on the table, even an 
amount less than $600 billion? 
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MR. CARNEY: Well, I don't want to get into drawing lines about what dollar 
figure is acceptable. The President put forward his proposals and contained -- 
and those proposals contain within them reductions in spending, as well as cuts 
in entitlement costs and revenue increases. 

He believes that's the right approach to take, and that you don't need to 
do anything dramatic to entitlements, to defense, certainly to non-defense 
discretionary if you approach this in a balanced way. You can achieve 
significant long-term deficit and debt reduction on the order of the $3 trillion 
he put forward, in addition to the $1 trillion already agreed upon, if you do it 
in a balanced way that doesn't put the burden unduly on any sector of the 
government and its responsibilities, including national security, or on any 
segment of society. 

And I just have one follow-up question on the -- or I'm sorry, the $1 
million threshold that you were talking about. The Senate Democrats -- talking 
about the surtax, the President in his principle seems to start at $1 million or 
above millionaires. Why is -- is there an attempt to back away from the 
$250,000 level? I mean, is there any kind of now protected status for people 
under $1 million? Has it changed at all, or is this just something -- 

MR. CARNEY: This President supports the expiration of the Bush tax cuts 
for the highest-income earners, those making more than $250,000. That has not 
changed. Full stop. 

He also supports tax reform that would as a guiding principle contain 
within it the Buffett rule, and those things coexist happily, as does the Senate 
approach to this. One does not cancel out the other. But, again, the Buffett 
rule -- or Buffett principle is an approach that he believes should guide 
Congress as it deals with the complex issues of tax reform. 

Let me go to April. Yes. 

Jay, there's been a groundswell on the issue of voter suppression. 
What is the White House and the Justice Department doing to look into issues of 
voter suppression to include the voter ID issue? 

MR. CARNEY: April, it's a good question. Those kinds of things are 
handled by the Department of Justice. I mean, we obviously believe that the 
right to vote is a fundamental right of every American citizen that should be 
honored and upheld and certainly not suppressed. But I don't have any details 
about what Justice might be doing to look into those issues, but it's a vital 
principle. 
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• I know it was -- I know early on the White House said it was basically 
a state issue. But because it's become more of an issue, has the White House 
called, worked with Justice on this? 

MR. CARNEY: I don't know the answer to that. Again, Justice would be 
working on it if there was actions of any kind, so I would refer you there. 

• And I want to ask you one more question. As you are actively involved 
in campaigning now, 13 months out -- the administration, President, to include 
the campaign has said this is going to be a hard-fought election. Has there 
been attacks on this President or the presidency in regards to issues of race? 
Do you think it's both? Or do you think it's just one? 

MR. CARNEY: Honestly, April, we're just not focused on that, not because 
it's not a question that you might ask, but because this President firmly 
believes that Americans out there have serious challenges and problems that need 
to be addressed. And he's been hired to lead the country and to address these 
challenges, and he's not worried about himself at all. He's worried about a 
recovery that's not moving quick enough, unemployment that's unacceptably high. 
And he feels like if he puts forward ideas and articulates them well and 
convinces Congress to take them up and pass them, and that, in turn, results in 
some much needed help for the American people, some much needed help for this 
economy, and for those who are looking for work, that that -- that would be a 
big success, and that's why he's focused on that. 

So he doesn't -- I mean, campaigning is one thing. And he's obviously 
going to engage in the campaign, and he's -- and he has campaign events. But, I 
mean, I just know, from spending so much time with him, this is not about him. 
It is not at all about him. It is about the reason he got in to begin with, 
which was he saw leadership in Washington that had sort of taken its eye off the 
ball, both on our domestic issues and our national security issues; that we were 
-- that the middle class was falling behind; that in a decade where the 
wealthiest Americans had seen their incomes and their share of the country's 
wealth expand dramatically, the middle class had been running in place or 
falling behind. 

And so that's what he really is focused on. He doesn't -- we don't spend 
any time talking about the kinds of issues that you're raising. 

• But wait a minute, what we're seeing -- and many people have remarked 
we've seen attacks on this President that we have not seen with other presidents 
before. And this is a question -- if you attack him with his race, is that an 
attack on the presidency? Because he is the President of the United States. 
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MR. CARNEY: I think, again, we're just -- it's not the kind of thing we're 
focused on. Politics is -- can be a rough-and-tumble business, but it's a 
business that, at its best, is engaged in doing right by the American people. 
So that's what he's focused on. 

Thanks very much, guys. 

Thank you. 

END 	2:55 P.M. EDT 
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Subject: Press Briefing #82 by Jay Carney 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release 	 October 5, 2011 

PRESS BRIEFING 

BY PRESS SECRETARY JAY CARNEY 

James S. Brady Press Briefing Room 

1:51 P.M. EDT 

MR. CARNEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Thanks for coming to 
your daily briefing at the White House. I have no announcements, so I go to the 
Associated Press. 

Thank you. Given that White House officials have said that you worked 
with Senate Democrats on their millionaire surtax proposal, has the White House 
also been working with congressional Republicans on changes to the pay-fors? 
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MR. CARNEY: I'm not even sure -- that question doesn't make a lot of sense 
to me. We are interested in Congress taking up, in the Senate and in the House, 
the American Jobs Act. We are pleased, obviously, that the Senate will be 
taking up the President's American Jobs Act next week. We hope that the House 
will do the same. 

And we are -- to answer your question broadly, as I've said before, we are 
in communication with Congress -- both parties, both houses; leadership, both 
parties, both houses -- in general about the agenda going forward this fall. 
And the primary -- the highest priority on the President's agenda is the 
American Jobs Act. 

So regarding the Senate bill, or the process in the Senate -- and this 
would apply to the House -- we have said all along, from the very beginning, 
that we are open to different ways of paying for the very important, broadly 
supported measures in the American Jobs Act that would grow the economy and 
create jobs, and of course we've worked with the Senate as they've settled on a 
way to pay for it. 

That would be true, too, in the House. If the House -- if the obstacle in 
the House to taking up the full measure is coming up with a way to pay for it, 
we're certainly open to that, as I've said many times from this podium, and 
we'll have those discussions, as long as -- but the principles have to be met 
here. It has to be paid for in a way that is balanced and fair; that doesn't 
put the burden on the middle class, which has borne such a substantial burden, 
both of the Great Recession and the essentially middle-class -- what was 
essentially middle-class stagnation for the decade prior to it -- or on seniors 
through voucherization of Medicare or any other segment of society. 

The President's belief and approach is based on the idea that those who 
have succeeded in this country, in this great country of ours, should pay their 
fair share. And when we have to make choices between taking measures that 
create jobs and put teachers back to work and construction workers back to work 
and put -- through tax cuts, put money in every working American's pocket and 
give tax cuts to small businesses so that they can grow and hire, or giving 
preferential tax treatment to the wealthiest Americans -- the President thinks 
the choice is clear. 

So if there's a way that the House wants to approach this that reflects 
those principles, we are more than willing to have that discussion. 

I just want to make sure I'm clear, though. When you said that the 
White House has also been in discussions with Republican leaders, does that mean 
that the White House has talked with McConnell about -- or Boehner about the 
millionaire surtax? 

DOJ-FF-61472 



MR. CARNEY: I'm not going to get into specific conversations. There is an 
obsession with -- 

• But we know that you have been in conversations with Democrats. 

MR. CARNEY: -- with process that the American people, the consumers of 
your product, do not care very much about. What they want is -- 

• It's not about process, though. 

MR. CARNEY: It is process. 

• It's not, though, because there's an impression -- if all we know is 
that the White House is dealing with Democrats and not Republicans, then it 
gives off an impression that the objective is to rally a unified Democratic 
Party and set the Republicans -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, let me just -- let me just -- no, no. I said the other 
day, we would be elated if the result of this process were passage of the 
American Jobs Act, in its entirety, all the component parts -- 

• What process? 

MR. CARNEY: What's that? 

• What process? You said the result of this process. 

MR. CARNEY: No, but if the idea that our goal here is to use this as a 
political weapon -- it's not. Our goal is to take action to put Americans back 
to work and to deal with our economy. 

Look, we can't be casual. We can't be sitting back, hoping that things get 
better. This President believes that we are in a precarious situation in our 
economy as we continue to struggle to recover from the worst recession since the 
Great Depression. We have an employment crisis that continues to need to be -- 
needs to be addressed. And it is simply not an option to do nothing. And it's 
not an option to pass measures that, even if they were all the right things to 
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do -- and we certainly debate that, but I'm talking about the House Republican 
proposals -- no economist -- serious economist, independent economist, would 
suggest that those measures would have a direct, immediate impact on growth or 
job creation. 

The problem is, we need to take measures to address our short -- 
medium-term and long-term economic health and fiscal health, but we also have to 
do things right now to address our short-term problems. 

So to back up again, we are -- we will, as this process goes forward, be 
more than willing to have discussions with the leaders in the House, of both 
parties, about how we can move this legislation forward in the House. And we 
look forward to those discussions. 

• Are you waiting for them to come to you? 

MR. CARNEY: But the -- look, the Majority Leader of the House, as the 
President noted yesterday, declared preemptively that he wasn't even going to 
bring it up to a vote. Well, we just think that's unacceptable. What is it 
that he opposes in this bill? 

• Where's the process? To go back to his question. 

MR. CARNEY: Why not -- well, look, bring it up for a vote, and if we then 
get to a point where we can -- where we need to move on individual provisions 
within the jobs act, then let's do that. And as we've said in the past, as long 
as they're paid for in a way that meets the President's principles, he will sign 
them into law and then say, where's the rest? Because all of these provisions 
are essential for the health of the economy. 

I mean, we're not -- we are aggressively pursuing this because we think it is 
absolutely the best thing for the American economy. 

• Jay, can I just ask one question on the substance of the Senate 
Democrats' proposal? It sounds like this surtax would start January 1, 2012. 
Is the President comfortable with the idea of raising taxes on a percentage of 
Americans at a time of economic uncertainty? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I haven't -- I confess that I haven't studied the 
provision to that level of detail. So I would just say in general that we 
believe that the jobs provisions, the economic growth provisions in the American 
Jobs Act need to be paid for -- that was the principle the President set out 
from the beginning, and that's why the legislation he sent up contained within 
it provisions that paid for it entirely -- and that in doing so, you need to do 
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it in a way that's fair and balanced, and that puts the burden not on the middle 
class and not on seniors and other sectors of our society who have borne such a 
heavy burden in the recent past. So we're open to different ideas. The Senate 
has put forward -- Senate Democrats have put forward a different idea that we 
think would work. 

The important part -- the important aspect of this is, is that the bill 
they will vote on is the President's bill in its entirety, in terms of putting 
teachers back to work, up to 280,000 laid-off teachers around the country, up to 
a total of 400,000 teachers overall; putting construction workers who are idle 
back to work building bridges, rebuilding schools, highways; putting $1,500 on 
average into working Americans' pockets next year through the payroll tax cut 
and expansion; a tax cut for small business so that they can grow and hire; 
incentives for small business -- rather, for all businesses to hire our 
incredibly talented and experienced veterans returning from Iraq and 
Afghanistan. 

These are all provisions that will be contained in what the Senate votes 
on, and we think should get 100 votes in the Senate, because they are all -- 
first of all, they'll be paid for in a way that's fair, that the vast majority 
of the American people support. And there are provisions that absolutely make 
sense at this time of economic need -- when we need to grow the economy and 
create jobs. 

Yes. 

The Senate is expected to take up -- to vote on the China currency 
bill tomorrow. You have said several times that the administration shares the 
goal of China letting its currency appreciate, but the House Speaker has called 
it a dangerous overreach by Congress. 

Does the administration share that concern, that this might -- compelling 
another country to appreciate its currency might be an overstep? And where are 
you on the -- is the administration on its review? When can we expect that to 
be completed? 

MR. CARNEY: Let me answer this way -- that we share the goal, as you 
noted, of this legislation in taking action to ensure that our workers and 
businesses have a more level playing field with the Chinese, including 
addressing the undervaluation of their currency. 

It is also the case that aspects of this legislation do, however, raise 
concerns about consistency with our international obligations. And we are in 
the process of discussing those issues with members of Congress. If this 
legislation were to advance, those concerns should be addressed. 
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So to restate: We share the goals, we share the concern about the need for 
our workers and businesses to be able to compete on a level playing field; we 
have, from the beginning, as an administration, worked on the issue of the 
undervalued Chinese currency, and it has appreciated to some degree as a result, 
we think, of those efforts. More needs to be done, and we certainly also have 
concerns about this particular legislation and whether or not it would create 
consistency issues with our international obligations. 

Could you explain more about the consistency issue? What do you mean 
by that? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I think we have a series of international obligations 
that we adhere to, and that we wouldn't want legislation that would be less than 
effective because it conflicted with our international obligations. 

• Is there a concern that this could lead to a trade war, as the Chinese 
have said it might? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, that's speculation that I don't want to engage in. I 
think that we're talking with members of Congress about it. We will -- if this 
legislation were to advance and emerge from Congress, we would continue to talk 
with members about the need to address these concerns. 

• So the review is done, and this is the -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I think the process is ongoing, obviously, as it's 
ongoing in Congress. And our conversations about it will continue. 

• And so, what was -- sorry, one other quick subject. The Nobel Peace 
Prize will be announced in coming days. The President said when he was awarded 
his Nobel Peace Prize, in October 2009, that he was humbled by it, that he felt 
it was more of a call to action than a reward for actions that he had actually 
taken. Does the President feel that at this stage he has earned his Nobel, 
given the current -- 

MR. CARNEY: I can assure you that that is not a conversation probably any 
of us have had with him, because he does not think about it in those terms at 
all. He's focused -- as concerns matters of war and peace, and of national 
security and the need to protect the United States and advance our interests 
around the globe, he takes an approach that he thinks increases American 
stature, enhances our security, and enhances our opportunities to affect events 
globally in a way that increases the prospects for peoples around the world to 
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enjoy democracy and peace and freedom. 

That is the approach he's taken with the uprisings in the Middle East, in 
the Arab Spring. It is the approach he's taken around the world. And it is a 
component part of the approach that he's taken to ensuring that he does 
everything he can, as President of the United States and Commander-in-Chief, to 
take the fight to those who would do harm to Americans and the United States and 
our allies, principally al Qaeda, and to ensure that we are, through all our 
means, advancing American interests around the globe in a way that both protects 
us and improves our cooperative relationships with our allies and partners. 

• He feels like he has promoted peace in the two years since he was 
awarded -- 

MR. CARNEY: I think he has promoted a foreign policy and a national 
security policy that he believes has been in the best interests of the American 
people, and judgments about -- like that, he'll leave to others to make when he 
leaves office in about six years. 

Yes. 	(Laughter.) 

• The President -- and the White House in general -- are not talking to 
Republicans in the way they did during the -- 

MR. CARNEY: Do you guys all get a memo in the morning to, like -- 
"Remember to ask Jay about meetings that should be happening"? 

• I'm not talking about -- I'm not even -- I'm just -- I'm not trying to 
get processy. But if there aren't -- if there isn't the outreach that we saw in 
the past on trying to avert a government shutdown or increase the debt ceiling 
-- I mean, you have to read into that. Why the change? 

MR. CARNEY: We've been very candid and transparent about the approach that 
we're taking in promoting the American Jobs Act and trying to get Congress to 
act on it, because it's in the interest of the American people. 

Someone I think on the Republican side suggested yesterday or the day 
before that it's somehow a problem or wrong that the President is out there 
talking about the American Jobs Act with the American people as opposed to 
sitting in a room with members of Congress. His responsibility as President is 
to have these conversations with the American people, to take his message out 
and explain the approach he's taking, and, in this case, and to urge Americans 
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who believe, as he does, that Congress needs to act, that Washington needs to 
act, to take action to grow the economy and create jobs, to make their voices 
heard with their representatives, their senators and congressmen that they've 
sent to Washington. 

But one does not preclude the other. I mean, the fact of the matter is, we 
are now going to have the Senate vote on the President's jobs bill. So 
something is working. And we believe that the approach we're taking will 
hopefully get the House to -- 

But it won't pass. But it won't pass. It likely won't pass. So how 
is that anything more than setting up a political argument of Republicans are 
protecting the wealthy, which it seems the White House is doing? 

MR. CARNEY: I think, again, our goal, our highest priority, is to pass 
this bill and all the elements within it. If we were to get only some of the 
bill, that would be a good thing; it would not be enough, and we would keep up 
the fight. 

If, in the end, we get all of it, whether in whole or in part, by the end, 
if we get it all, that would be a victory for the American people. We would be 
very satisfied with that if Congress took that action in that way. 

So I think that predictions about what Congress will do -- I think a couple 
days ago folks were predicting that the Senate wasn't going to vote on it, and 
that looks not to have been a wise forecast. 

So we'll see how this plays out. When it does get to the Senate, I think 
that every -- if 100 senators will not vote yes, then those who vote no will 
have to explain what is it they oppose, and why, and what priorities are they 
balancing if they're revenue increases on the wealthiest Americans to pay for 
legislation that would put teachers back to work and construction workers back 
to work and would give a tax cut to every working American, 150 million 
Americans, $1,500 next year for the average American family. They don't want to 
do that because they don't think -- they think that the choice is not fair, that 
the most successful and affluent Americans shouldn't pay more, shouldn't pay 
their fair share, then they ought to say so. 

And if, then, we come to a point where we get pieces of the legislation, if 
your grim predictions prove true that we don't get the entire bill here at the 
White House to be signed in whole, then we will ask that question as each piece 
is passed and others are left behind, because we think that there is enormous 
widespread, bipartisan support out in the country for the provisions contained 
within the bill, and there is an enormous need here. 
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I mean, you've heard what people are saying about where our economy is 
right now. We need to take action. This is not -- it's really not an option to 
just sit on the sidelines and say, well, I hope it gets better. Certainly 
that's not the way that the American people feel. 

So we think Congress needs to take action. We're going to continue to 
press for Congress to take action. We're gratified by the progress being made 
in the Senate, and we hope that we see the same kind of progress in the House. 

• So the President is okay with -- 

MR. CARNEY: And we will meet -- we will discuss and meet with leaders, as 
well as take the -- take this discussion out among the American people, which we 
certainly think is a worthwhile thing to do. 

• So the President is what with the 5 percent surcharge? 

MR. CARNEY: We have said all along that we put forward our proposal that 
we thought was the best way to pay for it, that alternatives -- 

• But these are (inaudible) Senate Democrats' alternatives. 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, alternatives to pay for it were obviously available. 
Remember that our provision for the pay-fors was designed so that we could 
submit to Congress specific legislation that if it passed in a vacuum would be 
paid for, and nothing else happened. But as you know, within our legislation, 
it's linked to action by the super committee, and it would, if passed, would 
compel the super committee to extend or increase the amount of its savings in 
order to pay for this. It was basically a trigger-off provision. 

So if the super committee found alternative means to pay for the jobs bill 
that were different from our pay-fors, then it would trigger off, turn off the 
pay-fors we had. 

So what is important to us in the bill are the job-creating, economy-
growing measures. The pay-fors, as long as they're -- they meet the principles 
the President has set forward, are up to Congress to decide. 

• And sorry to monopolize your time, but you said that Republicans would 
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need to say why they don't stand for it. Mitch McConnell has actually already 
told our Hill producer, Ted Barrett, that he would be against the surcharge 
because raising taxes during a recession is not a good idea. Your response? 

MR. CARNEY: I would simply say that that's unfortunate; that the American 
people are making it very clear that they want action on the economy, they want 
action on jobs. The American people are very clear that they feel that an 
appropriate way to pay for the necessary action on the economy and jobs is to 
ask the wealthiest Americans to pay a little more, and those who disagree 
obviously have to explain that to their constituents. 

I don't expect that we'll get every Senator; it sounds like we've lost one 
and I suppose we'll lose more. But this President is focused on a proposition 
here that has broad support in the American public. And it's just -- again, 
what's the alternative? Whatever you think of -- I mean, the jobs proposal that 
-- or so-called jobs proposal that has been put forward, for example, by the 
Republicans on the House side contains within it some provisions that this 
President fully supports and actually has acted on -- free trade agreements 
which, as you know, are moving through Congress as we speak; the patent reform 
bill which this President signed into law recently, and we expect and hope will 
unleash innovation in this country, which in turn will help create jobs. 

But what that -- those proposals don't do, separated from the free trade 
and patent reform, is address the immediate problem. Even if you agree that 
everything in that proposal was the right thing to do -- and we certainly take 
issue with that -- but even if you did, I don't think anybody who's seriously 
looked at it as an economist would suggest that it would have the kind of impact 
on our economic growth and employment in 2012 that the President's proposal has 
-- not even close. 

So what's the answer that those who oppose the American Jobs Act have for 
the problem that we have? The President agrees that we have medium- and 
long-term issues that we need to address. That's why he put forward his 
sweeping proposal for significantly greater deficit reduction than is mandated 
by Congress to the super committee. He agrees. And he put forward a balanced 
approach. He also believes we have a short-term immediate problem that we need 
to act on now, and we need to do things that have an effect on the economy and 
that accelerate hiring now. And what we haven't seen yet are proposals from 
others in Congress that would do that -- alternative proposals. So if they 
aren't available, let's vote on the jobs act, pass it, make it law. 

Mr. Tapper. 

I assume you know that the quote she said about raising taxes during a 
recession is not a good idea is pretty much a word-for-word quote of something 
President Obama said in 2009. 
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MR. CARNEY: I do. I think the context is different. And, again, I don't 
know the -- I'm hesitant to make comments on the specifics of the Senate pay-for 
proposal because I haven't examined it. 

The fact of the matter is, if low taxes on millionaires were the answer to 
economic growth, what exactly happened in 2007, 2008 and 2009? Is that the 
answer? Because we had our lowest tax rates on the wealthiest Americans -- 

• I'm not the one that said it, the President is. 

MR. CARNEY: -- and we experienced a catastrophic recession. 

• So he's changed his mind? 

MR. CARNEY: No. Again, I'm not going to -- this goes to what happens with 
the Senate provision, and I'm just not familiar with it so I don't want to 
address it. 

This is about choices. The President thinks that if it's a choice between 
millionaires whose successes are a blessing of being American and being part of 
this great country and the opportunities that it provides, should pay a little 
more to help this economy move forward, to put teachers back to work and 
construction workers back to work and give a tax cut to working Americans, then, 
yes, he thinks that tradeoff is sensible. 

• It's actually -- I mean, I think it's actually more a question of 
timing, in some ways, because the President's proposal raises taxes, but as he 
has pointed during his barnstorming tour, not until 2013, and the Democrats' 
proposal actually would raise taxes, I believe, as of the first of the year. So 
is the President going to stop saying that in his speech? 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I would have to look at the provision here. I think 
that -- 

• I'm telling you what it -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I would -- 
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• You don't trust me. (Laughter.) 

MR. CARNEY: I do trust you, Jake, but the problem is I wouldn't want to 
comment if there were specifics that I'm missing here, and -- but look, the 
broad point stands -- the second broad point also stands, that if we have to 
make choices here, that this trade-off is an acceptable one, whenever the 
revenue increases kick in, because of the urgent need we face to address an 
economic problem. 

• Okay. So since you had your briefing last, a couple bits of news have 
come out. One is, the House Democrats released some emails about the Solyndra 
controversy, and specifically about the Department of Energy's vetting process. 
And as you know, there are a lot of officials at the Department of the Office of 
Management and Budget who are concerned about the vetting process at the 
Department of Energy -- the word "oblivious" was used. Another OMB official 
said that -- I forget the exact language -- but implied that the Solyndra case 
is just the tip of the iceberg -- "Bad days are ahead." 

Has the administration gone back to the Department of Energy to make sure 
that this vetting process for these taxpayers' dollars -- billions in taxpayer 
dollars -- is as rigorous as is necessary? 

MR. CARNEY: I got a version of this question a few days ago and I can tell 
you that as this process has moved along, from the beginning -- and this is a 
program, as you know, that existed in the Bush administration before we took 
over; its funding increased through the Recovery Act but it was an existing 
program where loan applications, loan guarantee applications were reviewed by 
career experts, and that -- 

• They were (inaudible) at Solyndra, though -- 

MR. CARNEY: And that is -- well, no. They sent back the application. And 
the person who headed that office under President Bush, for a large part of 
President Bush's two terms in office, has said that he might have made the very 
same call on Solyndra. 

There is no question -- I think you have to step back and say, look, if 
you're going to do a loan guarantee program, a loan guarantee program has within 
it a risk. There is no guarantee -- the reason why you're backing up these 
loans is because there's no guarantee of success, but you believe, as a matter 
of policy, that these investments are worthwhile because you believe that the 
industries represented by these investments are essential to the economic future 
of the country. 
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The Chinese certainly believe that, and they're investing billions and 
billions of dollars in clean energy technologies and it -- 

I'm talking about the officials in OMB who are saying that the guys 
that manage the department aren't doing due diligence. 

MR. CARNEY: I understand that there was -- there were differing opinions 
here. What is also true is that -- and there is substantial data on this about 
all the people who thought that this was a bet, and -- but a worthwhile one, 
including all sorts of private investors who thought it was worthwhile, as well 
as assessments made by The Wall Street Journal and others about the potential 
for this company as an innovative company. 

It is obvious that not every investment is going to succeed, and we are 
disappointed that this one didn't. But the overall program continues to 
succeed. And what we refuse to buy into is the defeatist attitude that was 
expressed just the other day -- yesterday, I think, maybe the day before -- by 
the Chairman of the Energy Committee in the House who said, we can't compete; 
the United States cannot compete with China in the solar energy field or the 
wind turbine field. 

Really? So that's it? For the next -- I mean, in these vital industries 
we're just going to be buying our technology and our products from China? I 
don't think that's an approach that the American people want to hear from 
Washington. Because we're the United States of America. These are vital 
industries. We should be investing in them, helping them grow so that they can 
create jobs here and they can enhance our energy independence. 

Because don't forget, if we're reliant on foreign countries for the 
technology for renewable energy, we're only -- then we just become reliable -- 
even as our reliance on oil decreases, we rely on imports for other forms of 
energy. And that's just -- that's not sensible national security policy, and 
it's not sensible economic policy. So we remain -- 

Is the vetting any more rigorous? That's really just 

the question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm sorry. But the -- and I think I addressed it, and I 
addressed it in the past -- it has been evaluated and adjustments have been made 
-- not in the last few weeks or months because of these stories -- but all 
along, from the beginning. And that's my understanding. And for more specifics 
I would refer you to the Department of Energy. But it's important to just step 
back and look at why this program is worthwhile, why folks in the previous 
administration thought it was worthwhile, why people who understand the vital 
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importance of the clean energy industry, in general, to the 21st century, 
believe it's worthwhile. And the President remains committed to it. 

• There have been calls for a general counsel to investigate whether or 
not the Attorney General perjured himself when testifying about Fast and 
Furious. Does the President have a reaction? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there has been one call -- and I think it's a biannual 
call for a special counsel by this particular congressman. Once every six 
months we hear something similar. And the fact is, the Attorney General's 
testimony to both the House and the Senate was consistent and truthful. 

He said in both March and May of this year that he became aware of the 
questionable tactics employed in the Fast and Furious operation in early 2011, 
when ATF agents first raised them publicly. And he then asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate the matter, demonstrating how seriously he took 
them. 

• The question in May was when did he first hear about Fast and 
Furious? Not the questionable tactics, but when did he first hear of the 
program? 

MR. CARNEY: Look, the Attorney General's testimony was consistent and 
truthful. And calls for special counsels, which seem to be a regular 
occurrence, do not change that fact. 

And when the Attorney General learned about the questionable tactics, he 
asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate the matter. 

Yes. 

• On Solyndra for just a second before we get back to the -- 

MR. CARNEY: Sure -- urgent need to create jobs and grow the economy. 

• -- urgent need to create jobs. The question was never whether you 
were going to lose money on venture capital. Of course you can. The question 
was whether this particular program was properly vetted and whether the 
technology itself was vetted properly in addition to the financial 
arrangements. I mean -- and that's the question. 
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MR. CARNEY: Well, sure. And I think that -- that is a question. One 
question has been about was the -- was there undue, inappropriate influence. 
And there is no evidence to suggest there was because -- precisely because 
career experts at the Department of Energy were evaluating these loan 
applications and recommended that we move forward on Solyndra. 

The fact that people knew that, as you would expect -- 

But the people at OMB raised questions about this, as you very well 
know. 

MR. CARNEY: Again, and the experts -- rather than here at the White House, 
the experts at the Department of Energy made that judgment. But to say that 
every -- if these things were absolutely, patently obvious and clear, and 100 
percent everybody agreed, then they wouldn't be in an industry that requires the 
kind of investments that we're talking about. The reason why you have these 
loan guarantee programs is because you need to help seed these industries so 
that they then can grow and attract private capital, which you understand. 

• Sure, but there are also questions raised about the kind -- the 
particular kind of solar technology -- 

MR. CARNEY: No, actually, the questions were raised -- this has to do with 
Chinese actions on the pricing of solar panels and subsidies and that kind of 
thing. The technology itself, as I understand it, was widely celebrated within 
the community -- 

• There were questions raised about the particular kind of technology 
Solyndra was -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, again -- 

• Anyway -- 

MR. CARNEY: That's a process that was evaluated by -- over at the 
Department of Energy. And for more details on that, you can -- I refer you to 
them. 

• So you're aggressively pursuing the American Jobs Act. What does that 
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mean apart from the President going out every couple of days and saying "pass 
this bill"? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there is an extraordinary amount of contempt expressed 
here and apparently on Capitol Hill for the idea that the President of the 
United States should actually go out and meet and talk with the American people. 

• No, I'm not expressing contempt for that at all. 

MR. CARNEY: I find that rather surprising because -- 

Q I'm just asking if that's all you're doing. 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, he's spending a lot of time focusing on this, as 
he should be, because it is the number-one priority of this administration, this 
President, and this American public. And he is engaging -- it's another way of 
asking what kind of conversations is he having with members of Congress. 

And he's having those conversations, and he will continue to have those 
conversations. His senior team here will continue to have those conversations, 
and eventually I'm sure negotiations as we move forward. But I simply reject 
the idea that there is not a compelling reason for him to go out and talk about 
this -- 

• I didn't suggest there wasn't. 

MR. CARNEY: -- in Texas, or Ohio. In Kentucky or Virginia. All over the 
country -- Seattle, California. This is the urgent priority the American people 
have made clear they have, so I think Presidents deserve to hear from -- rather, 
the American people deserve to hear from their President. 

• Senate Democrats were not going to vote on this bill until they're 
ready, which is sometime next week. Durbin himself said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Six days is not -- 

• No, Durbin himself said -- Durbin himself said last Friday -- 
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MR. CARNEY: -- soon enough for you? 

• -- they didn't have the votes, and yet the President is ragging on the 
Republican House to vote. 

MR. CARNEY: Here's what I'll tell you, Bill. First of all, the Senate, as 
you know, today announced that it's moving forward and will have a vote on this 
legislation. I am confident -- 

Q Right. They didn't say when. 

MR. CARNEY: No, they said next Tuesday. Pretty soon. 

Secondly, I am absolutely confident that the overwhelming majority of 
Democrats who have an opportunity to vote on the American Jobs Act will vote 
yes. And I hope that that would be true of the Republicans as well. So, I 
mean, there's no question where this President stands, where Democrats stand, 
and outside of the hothouse of Congress, where Americans stand who identify 
themselves as independents, Democrats and even Republicans about what we need to 
do to address our economic problems. 

• Thanks, Jay. I want to go back to Fast and Furious because what you 
said the Attorney General said is not what he said. He said, quote -- and this 
is in May of this year -- "I'm not sure of the exact date but I probably heard 
about Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks." Now these 
documents that Jake was referring to say that he was actually told the first 
time about this July 2010 and October of 2010 -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, you're suggesting -- first of all, I would refer you to 
the Department of Justice that is handling this. 

• He's the President's Attorney General, so -- 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, and the President believes he's an excellent Attorney 
General and has great confidence in him, and we absolutely know that the 
testimony he gave was consistent and truthful. And -- 

• So how does he have confidence in him if he's a year off on what -- 
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MR. CARNEY: If a piece of paper in a document that's many, many pages long 
contained a phrase that discussed nothing about the tactics that are at issue 
here, I think what we're talking about -- 

• But he didn't talk about -- I just want to be clear. In his quote he 
never said tactics. He said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Ed, the Attorney General's testimony -- 

• -- the first time he heard about it -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- was consistent and truthful. 

• -- and in the document, in July, he heard about it. 

MR. CARNEY: Consistent and truthful. 

• Okay, but you're not addressing the fact that he was not talking about 
questionable tactics. 

MR. CARNEY: I think I just did. 

• In his quote in May, he said, "The first time I heard about it was a 
few weeks ago." 

MR. CARNEY: The issue here is not the name, it's what happened and the 
questionable tactics. When he heard that, as testified, he asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate it aggressively, and he has cooperated with -- 
the Department of Justice has cooperated with the congressional investigation. 
So what he's testified to is consistent and truthful, and his cooperation -- 
both the fact that he believes it was a problem that needed to be investigated 
is demonstrated by the action he took, and the department has cooperated with 
the Congress as it looks into the matter. 

• So to clear up any confusion, when was the first time the President -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I -- 
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• No, no, not the Attorney General. When was the first time the 
President heard about this program? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, as he said in public, in a press conference, he heard 
about it when he read about it. And that was sometime earlier this year. I 
think the press conference was in El Salvador when he was on that trip, and he 
referenced having heard about it recently. I don't have a specific day. 

• Okay. And Sheryl Atkinson of CBS News is saying that a few days ago, 
I believe, a White House official and a Justice Department official was yelling 
and screaming at her -- she's been reporting about this for some time -- about 
this whole story. 

You were a reporter once. When government officials start yelling at you, 
sometimes it's because they're getting defensive, right? Why would they be 
yelling at her? 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, I have no insight into the conversations she may 
or may not have had. Second of all, I know that you guys are all hard-bitten, 
veteran journalists and probably don't complain when you have tough 
conversations with your sources sometimes. Again, this is just generally 
speaking. 

I don't know about it. I think it's -- 

• But she's a credible reporter. When you say, "I'm not sure what 
conversations she had," I mean, she said this on the record that she was yelled 
at and screamed at. Why would the administration be yelling at her about this 
story? I don't -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I take issue with the report. I don't know that it's 
true. I'm just -- what I think is that I know you are tough enough to handle an 
extra decibel or two in a phone conversation. I'm not sure that that happened 
here, but it's a surprising complaint. 

• Last thing. There were some riots in Greece today, and Mayor 
Bloomberg recently suggested that because of high unemployment there could be 
riots in the streets of the United States. And right now we don't have riots 
but there's the Occupy Wall Street movement that's going on. What's the White 
House view about Occupy Wall Street, and what do you think about the riots in 
Greece and whether or not something like that could happen here? 
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MR. CARNEY: Well, I'll leave aside the comparison to Greece. The fact is 
that there are Americans out there who are understandably frustrated with the 
economy, with their difficulty in finding a job or holding onto a job. I mean, 
this is exactly why the President is -- despite Bill's contempt -- barnstorming 
around the country arguing for the urgent need for Congress to act on the 
American Jobs Act. 

So I think that it's understandable that there's frustration. And need I 
remind you that this President fought -- and it wasn't always pretty -- to make 
sure that we passed sweeping consumer protections in the Financial Reform Act 
that was opposed by Congress, and that which members -- I mean, Congress, by 
Republicans in Congress -- Republicans now who want to repeal it. 

Why? I mean, in part because millions and millions of dollars are being 
spent to lobby against it by the industries who don't like it. But the -- look, 
we got into an awful mess because of in part some of the actions that were taken 
by Wall Street. And two things are true about the actions this President took 
in the wake of that, when he took office during the worst recession since the 
Great Depression -- a catastrophic contraction in the economy, catastrophic job 
loss. 

One, he had to ensure that we stopped the bleeding and we prevented a 
depression. He also wanted to make sure that we -- he believes very strongly in 
capitalism and the absolute need for the United States of America to have a 
vibrant, strong financial sector. And he took actions that weren't necessarily 
popular to make sure that that remained the case -- and he's got the scars to 
prove it. 

He also believes that that industry needs to be held to account, and that 
we need to take actions to ensure that the kind of things -- the kinds of 
things, the kinds of actions and behaviors that helped cause this incredible 
crisis can't happen again. And that's why he fought to pass the Financial 
Reform Act. And it provides protections to consumers that are vital, and lays 
out some rules of the road that Wall Street should follow, and that, again, the 
vast majority of Americans agree with him on this. 

Jay, over the last couple of days, a plot to assassinate Hamid Karzai 
was apparently foiled. Mr. Rabbani, the designated peacemaker, was assassinated 
about two weeks ago. President Karzai has suspended talks with elements of the 
Taliban who may or may not have been willing to lay down their arms. And now 
the Pew Research Center has a poll out this morning saying one in three American 
veterans -- post-9/11 veterans say the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan are not 
worth it. 

Given everything that's going on and all the corners that have been turned 
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in Afghanistan only to lead to wide alleys, what does the President say to those 
veterans? 

MR. CARNEY: Thank you. Because their country asked them to do heroic, 
extraordinary things. And for the veterans who came back, we honor their 
service every day. 

This President's position on Iraq, which was the principle preoccupation of 
the previous administration in terms of these wars, was clear during the 
campaign, and his promises are being kept. He is ending that war, has ended 
it. And we are on track to remove all troops from Iraq by the end of the year. 
And we are doing it -- we're ending that war in a responsible way. 

On Afghanistan, he made clear during the campaign that partly because of 
the preoccupation and focus on Iraq, the effort in Afghanistan was neglected. 
He has kept his promise to refocus our attention on Afghanistan and to make 
clear that our objective and primary goal there is to defeat al Qaeda, the enemy 
that attacked us on September 11, 2001. 

He is meeting those objectives and he is keeping those promises. As you 
know, the drawdown from the surge forces is underway. It will be complete. And 
then we will -- by next year, next summer, I believe -- and then we will 
continue to draw down forces to the point where we turn over security lead to 
the Afghans by the end of 2014. 

These are hard fights, and the sacrifice is immense and tremendous. And, 
again, to go back to the beginning, he is extraordinarily grateful -- we all 
are, and everyone I believe here -- for their sacrifice and service. 

A final question. When you -- when the President unveiled his 
stimulus/not a stimulus, the $450 billion jobs plan, the Buffett rule was only a 
principle. Now Senate leaders have gone further than simply a principle and 
probably further than the principle that was enunciated, as I understood it, 
anyway, to make sure that millionaires pay their fair tax -- Warren Buffett pays 
the same rate as his secretary. 

The President has been criticized in the past over the course of his 
administration for ceding leadership to Congress and elsewhere on health care 
and ending up with sort of half a loaf. Core Democratic supporters even say 
that. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't actually think so. Let me stop you there. I think 
achieving health care reform -- 
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• I mean, is he ceding leadership again on this issue? 

MR. CARNEY: -- after 100 years of effort, ensuring that 30 million 
Americans get ensured, ensuring that people with preexisting conditions get 
insurance coverage, ensuring that, as we've already seen, millions of young 
Americans get to stay on their parents' policies -- that's a lot more than half 
a loaf. 

• Did the President misread Congress on the pay-fors in this issue? 

MR. CARNEY: No. I'll go back, Mike, to what I said. The pay-fors are 
incidental, if you will. The meat of this legislation, the President's 
proposal, is, are the provisions that put teachers back to work, put 
construction workers to work, that cut taxes for working Americans, incentivize 
small business to grow and hire and increase their wages. And that will be 
voted on. 

How you pay for it we've always said was something we were hoping to 
negotiate and debate as long as it meets the President's principles. And the 
Senate is taking action accordingly. 

As you know -- and we had this discussion as we were trying to explain the 
complexity of it -- when we put forward the American Jobs Act with the pay-fors 
in it, we explained that they were isolated portions of what the President would 
put forward in his very broad deficit reduction plan, the revenue increases from 
that, that we were attaching to this provision to make is a standalone piece of 
legislation. 

There was -- within it was always the possibility, because of the link with 
the super committee, that if other means were found to pay for it through the 
super committee, the pay-fors that we put in the bill would be turned off and 
not used. 

So I think that makes clear that from the beginning we were focused on the 
job-creating and economy-growing provisions, and not the specific means to pay 
for it, as long as those means meet the President's principles. 

Yes. 

• The other day the President said that he was opposed to the Bank of 
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America new debit fee, and that this was -- the government should do something 
to stop it. Is there anything the administration -- 

MR. CARNEY: I'm not sure he said that. I think that -- two points about 
that. One, let's be clear that the consumer protections -- the financial reform 
that passed contains within it no compulsion, no provision that compels banks to 
do this -- quite the opposite. It protects consumers from hidden fees. 

And the other point is, obviously, that banks have to decide how they 
adjust to the provisions within that act, and consumers have to decide what 
they're going to do in reaction to that. I mean, that's how the system works. 
But there's nothing in the legislation that was passed -- financial reform -- 
that compels banks to do this. 

Right. So is it -- is this fee a legitimate fee, albeit one that 
consumers may want to take into account when choosing their bank? Is this a 
legitimate fee that the government has no particular cause to try and stop? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, it's up to the companies -- the banks, in this case -- 
to decide what approach they want to take, and I think that then consumers to 
judge accordingly. Again, this is not -- what the provision with regard to the 
bank swipe -- I mean, to the card swipe fee that is in the legislation has to do 
with insuring that small enterprises are able to -- are not gouged by the 
companies, the credit card companies, and therefore so that they are able to 
accept debit cards from consumers and customers. 

How the banks decide to deal with the overall legislation is up to them. 
It's not a matter of compulsion that the government might engage in. 

In his interview with ABC, he said, regarding the debit fees, "You can 
stop it," meaning the government could stop these fees -- and, presumably, he 
favored they would. And he also said that the government can tell the banks, 
"You don't have some inherent right to just, you know, get a certain amount of 
profit if your customers are being mistreated." 

So does Bank of America have the inherent right to get the profit it's 
going to get from this $5 fee or no? 

MR. CARNEY: I think that the point is, is that there's not an inherent 
right. If they make decisions, they make decisions. And customers, the market 
reacts accordingly. We can -- he can, or anybody can, express an opinion that 
they think it's excessive or unfair, and some have done that. 
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But the point is, they didn't have to do this. And other -- different 
institutions will take different actions. 

• So you're saying that there's no plans, and the President has not 
directed any way for any agency of the government to try to stop or -- 

MR. CARNEY: Correct. 

• -- this fee. 

MR. CARNEY: Yes. 

• Getting back to paying for the job creation bill, Jay. You said the 
Senate Democrats have put out an idea that we think will work. Have you now 
concluded that this is the best way to pay for this thing? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, we put forward what we thought was the best or a good 
way to pay for it. Again, going back -- and I won't repeat them -- all my 
comments about the relative -- 

• Thanks. 	(Laughter.) 

MR. CARNEY: You hurt my feelings -- (laughter) -- but the relative 
importance of -- 

• Nothing personal. You're a veteran -- 

MR. CARNEY: That's right, I can take it. I got thick skin. The relative 
importance of the job provisions and economic growth provisions versus how you 
pay for it. So we're interested in the President's bill, the American Jobs Act, 
moving through Congress, being voted on. The Senate is going to do that. We've 
said from the beginning that there may be adjustments or changes in the 
pay-fors. Looks like they're doing that; that's ok with us. Again, it's about 
meeting the principles and then getting a vote, and hopefully a law that allows 
for these tax cuts to go into effect and for all the provisions that will put 
teachers back to work and veterans and construction workers back to work. 

• A quick logistical thing I've been asked to ask you about: Is the 
President going to be part of this ceremony with Captain Kelly and Congresswoman 
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Giffords tomorrow in the Vice President's office? Is he going to see them at 
all? 

MR. CARNEY: I'll have to get back to you. Not that I'm aware of. 

Q Okay. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't know. 

Yes. 

Q All right, thanks. If you would. 

• Just to clarify. You said DOE vetting has been evaluated. Is that 
since Solyndra, or before? 

MR. CARNEY: I think -- well, what do you mean by -- I mean, Solyndra was a 
program that was -- 

• Since the controversy. 

MR. CARNEY: Okay. I think I addressed that and said that the process is, 
as I understand it -- and I would refer most of these questions to those who 
know the details at the Department of Energy -- has been evaluated and adjusted 
throughout. But not in reactions to stories in the last few weeks, but 
throughout the two years plus that it's been under our watch. 

• And any calls to European leaders in the past couple of days? 

MR. CARNEY: I don't believe so. I can check that. We'll get back to you 
if there were. 

• And one final thing. Can you confirm that al-Asiri and Samir Khan 
were killed in the Awlaki 

MR. CARNEY: I don't think we've confirmed any death from that incident 
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beyond Awlaki. 

• It's been reported in a lot of places. 

MR. CARNEY: I understand that. But I think we've confirmed Awlaki's 
death. 

• Jay, you sound as if the President is agnostic about what the pay-fors 
are. 

MR. CARNEY: I can restate it. It has to meet his principles, but yes. 

• Right. But it's not one of his principles. The substantive tax cuts 
and spending are the principles, but the pay-fors are just -- you're saying 
making the rich pay is a principle, but whether it -- when it kicks in is not a 
principle. 

MR. CARNEY: Ensuring it is balanced and fair, or fair and balanced, you 
might say, in its pay-fors is -- those are his principles, as regards how you 
pay for the legislation, which would put Americans back to work. 

• Right. But you're saying you're agnostic as to when the pay-fors 
would kick in. 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I'm hesitant to engage in a discussion about the Senate 
proposed pay-for when I'm not familiar with the details of when it would kick 
in. 

• It's just that on the campaign trail since he's been going around the 
country he says nobody is talking about raising taxes right now. That's one of 
his selling points. 

MR. CARNEY: Again -- well, I know, because you were sitting there, that 
you heard the discussion I just had. I just -- I'm not familiar with, in enough 
detail, to comment on that difference. And, again, the overall approach is one 
that we feel meets the President's principles. 

• But as part of economic policy it seems important. 
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MR. CARNEY: And as a matter of tradeoffs, we think those tradeoffs are 
worthwhile. But, again, without addressing when it would take effect, because I 
haven't -- I don't have the information, I'm happy to take that question 
tomorrow. 

• But it seems like as a matter of economic policy whether you think 
there should be tax hikes now or later is kind of important. 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I mean, the President said what he said. Again, I will 
address the issue of the Senate provision when I have more information about it. 

• One other question about this. I know that in the weeks past you've 
been asked various versions of this, but the package itself, as you point out 
over and over again, is very popular. It's the pay-fors that are controversial. 

MR. CARNEY: The pay-fors are very popular, too. 

• Well, it seems like the pay-fors are opposed by enough Democrats that 
it's allowed Republicans to point out the difference between the President and 
his own Democrats on this issue. So I guess my question is, why not -- 

MR. CARNEY: If you're saying -- and, again, this is hypothetical -- the 
fact that 100 percent of Republicans in the Senate presumably, if that's what 
they're saying, oppose something that the vast majority of the American people 
support, and 90 to 95 or 98 percent of Democrats support what the American 
people support, I think -- 

• Well, whatever -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- who's on whose side is pretty clear. 

• -- the Democrats is not enough for you to get it passed. 

MR. CARNEY: It's a -- well, the reality of the way that the Senate has 
been functioning is that you need 60 votes, which is why -- not a majority, but 
60, for anything; naming a post office, practically -- we are going to work hard 
to try to convince Republican senators about the wisdom of putting teachers back 
to work in their states, construction workers back to work in their states, 
giving an expanded payroll tax cut to the citizens of their state. 
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So the reality of this system in the Senate is that what you need exceeds 
even 100 percent "yes" votes from the Democrats. But we are confident that the 
overwhelming majority of Democrats support this provision. 

Mark. 

• Jay, just one -- just one question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm going to Mark, Lester. 

• Excuse me. And, Jay, that leads directly to my question, which is: 
You and the President were both really scathing over the summer about the whole 
idea of holding votes on things that can't pass. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't remember that. 

• Excuse me? 

MR. CARNEY: Look -- 

Q Can I just finish my question? 

MR. CARNEY: Sure. 

• I mean, seriously, you were talking about how the Republicans insisted 
on putting their -- the House Republicans had their deficit plan that could -- 
the President had threatened a veto; it wasn't going to become law -- why do 
it? Do you still -- even with that history, do you want the House Republicans 
to vote on the President's plan, even though Eric Cantor says, I know my guys 
are not going to vote for it; it won't pass. And you don't want Harry Reid to 
hold a vote on the whole package, even though, when the appointed hour comes, he 
may well not have enough to get past a filibuster? You want that to go ahead? 

MR. CARNEY: We do, Mark. And we were engaged in obvious negotiations. 
There were provisions that -- the absolute important difference is that the 
things that you were talking about that were being voted on in the House, that 
had no chance of clearing Congress, let alone being signed into law by the 
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President, were overwhelmingly unpopular, unsupported by the American people. 
Voucherizing Medicare -- check your data -- not popular. The kind of approach 
that was represented in the House Republican budget -- not -- this was not 
something that had the American people's support. 

What we know about the American Jobs Act and the provisions within it is 
not only does it have the support of the American people, every provision in it 
has been supported -- or similar provisions to it -- the kinds of provisions 
that are in the American Jobs Act have been supported overwhelmingly by 
Republicans in the past, including Mitch McConnell. 

So that's a big -- that's a huge difference. When you talk about -- and 
it's a huge difference when you talk about the admittedly difficult task, but 
possible task, of convincing members of Congress to actually vote with the 
people they represent, to vote in line with how they voted in the past. So I 
would say that distinction is pretty significant. 

• So a symbolic vote is okay -- 

MR. CARNEY: I don't think it has to be symbolic. 

• -- if it polls well. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't think it has to be symbolic. And I think that we need 
to take urgent action on the economy, and that's what the American people are 
saying. There wasn't a groundswell of the American people saying, you know 
what? What we need right now is to dismantle Medicare, charge seniors $6,000 
more per year, and that will answer all our problems. I can guarantee you that 
wasn't what we were hearing from the American people. 

Carrie. 

• Jay -- Jay, I was next. 

MR. CARNEY: Carrie. 

• I was next. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm afraid -- 
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• One question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm afraid the Washington Post was next. 

Carrie. 

• Thanks, Jay. 

MR. CARNEY: Now Politico is next. 

• I was confused for a second. Shifting gears a little bit to the super 
committee, does the President believe that the Pentagon can take -- handle any 
more cuts above the $350 billion that was prescribed in the Budget Control Act? 
Does he think that the Pentagon can take any more cuts as part of any kind of 
next phase of this deficit deal? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I don't want to get into sort of incremental stuff. I 
think that one essential truth about the trigger -- 

• I'm not asking about the trigger. 

MR. CARNEY: Well -- but is that those cuts, with regard to defense 
spending, are significant and not ones that we think are the right way to go, 
which is just another reason for the super committee to avoid that outcome and 
take action that represents a balanced approach to deficit and debt reduction. 

Q But there is that possibility of a figure that's lower than the $600 
billion that could -- just the Pentagon could take -- 

MR. CARNEY: What we think -- 

• -- does the President think that that should be on the table, even an 
amount less than $600 billion? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I don't want to get into drawing lines about what dollar 
figure is acceptable. The President put forward his proposals and contained -- 
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and those proposals contain within them reductions in spending, as well as cuts 
in entitlement costs and revenue increases. 

He believes that's the right approach to take, and that you don't need to 
do anything dramatic to entitlements, to defense, certainly to non-defense 
discretionary if you approach this in a balanced way. You can achieve 
significant long-term deficit and debt reduction on the order of the $3 trillion 
he put forward, in addition to the $1 trillion already agreed upon, if you do it 
in a balanced way that doesn't put the burden unduly on any sector of the 
government and its responsibilities, including national security, or on any 
segment of society. 

And I just have one follow-up question on the -- or I'm sorry, the $1 
million threshold that you were talking about. The Senate Democrats -- talking 
about the surtax, the President in his principle seems to start at $1 million or 
above millionaires. Why is -- is there an attempt to back away from the 
$250,000 level? I mean, is there any kind of now protected status for people 
under $1 million? Has it changed at all, or is this just something -- 

MR. CARNEY: This President supports the expiration of the Bush tax cuts 
for the highest-income earners, those making more than $250,000. That has not 
changed. Full stop. 

He also supports tax reform that would as a guiding principle contain 
within it the Buffett rule, and those things coexist happily, as does the Senate 
approach to this. One does not cancel out the other. But, again, the Buffett 
rule -- or Buffett principle is an approach that he believes should guide 
Congress as it deals with the complex issues of tax reform. 

Let me go to April. Yes. 

Jay, there's been a groundswell on the issue of voter suppression. 
What is the White House and the Justice Department doing to look into issues of 
voter suppression to include the voter ID issue? 

MR. CARNEY: April, it's a good question. Those kinds of things are 
handled by the Department of Justice. I mean, we obviously believe that the 
right to vote is a fundamental right of every American citizen that should be 
honored and upheld and certainly not suppressed. But I don't have any details 
about what Justice might be doing to look into those issues, but it's a vital 
principle. 
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• I know it was -- I know early on the White House said it was basically 
a state issue. But because it's become more of an issue, has the White House 
called, worked with Justice on this? 

MR. CARNEY: I don't know the answer to that. Again, Justice would be 
working on it if there was actions of any kind, so I would refer you there. 

• And I want to ask you one more question. As you are actively involved 
in campaigning now, 13 months out -- the administration, President, to include 
the campaign has said this is going to be a hard-fought election. Has there 
been attacks on this President or the presidency in regards to issues of race? 
Do you think it's both? Or do you think it's just one? 

MR. CARNEY: Honestly, April, we're just not focused on that, not because 
it's not a question that you might ask, but because this President firmly 
believes that Americans out there have serious challenges and problems that need 
to be addressed. And he's been hired to lead the country and to address these 
challenges, and he's not worried about himself at all. He's worried about a 
recovery that's not moving quick enough, unemployment that's unacceptably high. 
And he feels like if he puts forward ideas and articulates them well and 
convinces Congress to take them up and pass them, and that, in turn, results in 
some much needed help for the American people, some much needed help for this 
economy, and for those who are looking for work, that that -- that would be a 
big success, and that's why he's focused on that. 

So he doesn't -- I mean, campaigning is one thing. And he's obviously 
going to engage in the campaign, and he's -- and he has campaign events. But, I 
mean, I just know, from spending so much time with him, this is not about him. 
It is not at all about him. It is about the reason he got in to begin with, 
which was he saw leadership in Washington that had sort of taken its eye off the 
ball, both on our domestic issues and our national security issues; that we were 
-- that the middle class was falling behind; that in a decade where the 
wealthiest Americans had seen their incomes and their share of the country's 
wealth expand dramatically, the middle class had been running in place or 
falling behind. 

And so that's what he really is focused on. He doesn't -- we don't spend 
any time talking about the kinds of issues that you're raising. 

• But wait a minute, what we're seeing -- and many people have remarked 
we've seen attacks on this President that we have not seen with other presidents 
before. And this is a question -- if you attack him with his race, is that an 
attack on the presidency? Because he is the President of the United States. 
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MR. CARNEY: I think, again, we're just -- it's not the kind of thing we're 
focused on. Politics is -- can be a rough-and-tumble business, but it's a 
business that, at its best, is engaged in doing right by the American people. 
So that's what he's focused on. 

Thanks very much, guys. 

Thank you. 

END 	2:55 P.M. EDT 
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PRESS BRIEFING 

BY PRESS SECRETARY JAY CARNEY 

James S. Brady Press Briefing Room 

1:51 P.M. EDT 

MR. CARNEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Thanks for coming to 
your daily briefing at the White House. I have no announcements, so I go to the 
Associated Press. 

Thank you. Given that White House officials have said that you worked 
with Senate Democrats on their millionaire surtax proposal, has the White House 
also been working with congressional Republicans on changes to the pay-fors? 

MR. CARNEY: I'm not even sure -- that question doesn't make a lot of sense 
to me. We are interested in Congress taking up, in the Senate and in the House, 
the American Jobs Act. We are pleased, obviously, that the Senate will be 
taking up the President's American Jobs Act next week. We hope that the House 
will do the same. 

And we are -- to answer your question broadly, as I've said before, we are 
in communication with Congress -- both parties, both houses; leadership, both 
parties, both houses -- in general about the agenda going forward this fall. 
And the primary -- the highest priority on the President's agenda is the 
American Jobs Act. 

So regarding the Senate bill, or the process in the Senate -- and this 
would apply to the House -- we have said all along, from the very beginning, 
that we are open to different ways of paying for the very important, broadly 
supported measures in the American Jobs Act that would grow the economy and 
create jobs, and of course we've worked with the Senate as they've settled on a 
way to pay for it. 

That would be true, too, in the House. If the House -- if the obstacle in 
the House to taking up the full measure is coming up with a way to pay for it, 
we're certainly open to that, as I've said many times from this podium, and 
we'll have those discussions, as long as -- but the principles have to be met 
here. It has to be paid for in a way that is balanced and fair; that doesn't 
put the burden on the middle class, which has borne such a substantial burden, 
both of the Great Recession and the essentially middle-class -- what was 
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essentially middle-class stagnation for the decade prior to it -- or on seniors 
through voucherization of Medicare or any other segment of society. 

The President's belief and approach is based on the idea that those who 
have succeeded in this country, in this great country of ours, should pay their 
fair share. And when we have to make choices between taking measures that 
create jobs and put teachers back to work and construction workers back to work 
and put -- through tax cuts, put money in every working American's pocket and 
give tax cuts to small businesses so that they can grow and hire, or giving 
preferential tax treatment to the wealthiest Americans -- the President thinks 
the choice is clear. 

So if there's a way that the House wants to approach this that reflects 
those principles, we are more than willing to have that discussion. 

• I just want to make sure I'm clear, though. When you said that the 
White House has also been in discussions with Republican leaders, does that mean 
that the White House has talked with McConnell about -- or Boehner about the 
millionaire surtax? 

MR. CARNEY: I'm not going to get into specific conversations. There is an 
obsession with -- 

• But we know that you have been in conversations with Democrats. 

MR. CARNEY: -- with process that the American people, the consumers of 
your product, do not care very much about. What they want is -- 

• It's not about process, though. 

MR. CARNEY: It is process. 

• It's not, though, because there's an impression -- if all we know is 
that the White House is dealing with Democrats and not Republicans, then it 
gives off an impression that the objective is to rally a unified Democratic 
Party and set the Republicans -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, let me just -- let me just -- no, no. I said the other 
day, we would be elated if the result of this process were passage of the 
American Jobs Act, in its entirety, all the component parts -- 
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• What process? 

MR. CARNEY: What's that? 

• What process? You said the result of this process. 

MR. CARNEY: No, but if the idea that our goal here is to use this as a 
political weapon -- it's not. Our goal is to take action to put Americans back 
to work and to deal with our economy. 

Look, we can't be casual. We can't be sitting back, hoping that things get 
better. This President believes that we are in a precarious situation in our 
economy as we continue to struggle to recover from the worst recession since the 
Great Depression. We have an employment crisis that continues to need to be -- 
needs to be addressed. And it is simply not an option to do nothing. And it's 
not an option to pass measures that, even if they were all the right things to 
do -- and we certainly debate that, but I'm talking about the House Republican 
proposals -- no economist -- serious economist, independent economist, would 
suggest that those measures would have a direct, immediate impact on growth or 
job creation. 

The problem is, we need to take measures to address our short -- 
medium-term and long-term economic health and fiscal health, but we also have to 
do things right now to address our short-term problems. 

So to back up again, we are -- we will, as this process goes forward, be 
more than willing to have discussions with the leaders in the House, of both 
parties, about how we can move this legislation forward in the House. And we 
look forward to those discussions. 

• Are you waiting for them to come to you? 

MR. CARNEY: But the -- look, the Majority Leader of the House, as the 
President noted yesterday, declared preemptively that he wasn't even going to 
bring it up to a vote. Well, we just think that's unacceptable. What is it 
that he opposes in this bill? 

• Where's the process? To go back to his question. 
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MR. CARNEY: Why not -- well, look, bring it up for a vote, and if we then 
get to a point where we can -- where we need to move on individual provisions 
within the jobs act, then let's do that. And as we've said in the past, as long 
as they're paid for in a way that meets the President's principles, he will sign 
them into law and then say, where's the rest? Because all of these provisions 
are essential for the health of the economy. 

I mean, we're not -- we are aggressively pursuing this because we think it is 
absolutely the best thing for the American economy. 

Jay, can I just ask one question on the substance of the Senate 
Democrats' proposal? It sounds like this surtax would start January 1, 2012. 
Is the President comfortable with the idea of raising taxes on a percentage of 
Americans at a time of economic uncertainty? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I haven't -- I confess that I haven't studied the 
provision to that level of detail. So I would just say in general that we 
believe that the jobs provisions, the economic growth provisions in the American 
Jobs Act need to be paid for -- that was the principle the President set out 
from the beginning, and that's why the legislation he sent up contained within 
it provisions that paid for it entirely -- and that in doing so, you need to do 
it in a way that's fair and balanced, and that puts the burden not on the middle 
class and not on seniors and other sectors of our society who have borne such a 
heavy burden in the recent past. So we're open to different ideas. The Senate 
has put forward -- Senate Democrats have put forward a different idea that we 
think would work. 

The important part -- the important aspect of this is, is that the bill 
they will vote on is the President's bill in its entirety, in terms of putting 
teachers back to work, up to 280,000 laid-off teachers around the country, up to 
a total of 400,000 teachers overall; putting construction workers who are idle 
back to work building bridges, rebuilding schools, highways; putting $1,500 on 
average into working Americans' pockets next year through the payroll tax cut 
and expansion; a tax cut for small business so that they can grow and hire; 
incentives for small business -- rather, for all businesses to hire our 
incredibly talented and experienced veterans returning from Iraq and 
Afghanistan. 

These are all provisions that will be contained in what the Senate votes 
on, and we think should get 100 votes in the Senate, because they are all -- 
first of all, they'll be paid for in a way that's fair, that the vast majority 
of the American people support. And there are provisions that absolutely make 
sense at this time of economic need -- when we need to grow the economy and 
create jobs. 

Yes. 
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The Senate is expected to take up -- to vote on the China currency 
bill tomorrow. You have said several times that the administration shares the 
goal of China letting its currency appreciate, but the House Speaker has called 
it a dangerous overreach by Congress. 

Does the administration share that concern, that this might -- compelling 
another country to appreciate its currency might be an overstep? And where are 
you on the -- is the administration on its review? When can we expect that to 
be completed? 

MR. CARNEY: Let me answer this way -- that we share the goal, as you 
noted, of this legislation in taking action to ensure that our workers and 
businesses have a more level playing field with the Chinese, including 
addressing the undervaluation of their currency. 

It is also the case that aspects of this legislation do, however, raise 
concerns about consistency with our international obligations. And we are in 
the process of discussing those issues with members of Congress. If this 
legislation were to advance, those concerns should be addressed. 

So to restate: We share the goals, we share the concern about the need for 
our workers and businesses to be able to compete on a level playing field; we 
have, from the beginning, as an administration, worked on the issue of the 
undervalued Chinese currency, and it has appreciated to some degree as a result, 
we think, of those efforts. More needs to be done, and we certainly also have 
concerns about this particular legislation and whether or not it would create 
consistency issues with our international obligations. 

Could you explain more about the consistency issue? What do you mean 
by that? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I think we have a series of international obligations 
that we adhere to, and that we wouldn't want legislation that would be less than 
effective because it conflicted with our international obligations. 

Is there a concern that this could lead to a trade war, as the Chinese 
have said it might? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, that's speculation that I don't want to engage in. I 
think that we're talking with members of Congress about it. We will -- if this 
legislation were to advance and emerge from Congress, we would continue to talk 
with members about the need to address these concerns. 
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• So the review is done, and this is the -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I think the process is ongoing, obviously, as it's 
ongoing in Congress. And our conversations about it will continue. 

• And so, what was -- sorry, one other quick subject. The Nobel Peace 
Prize will be announced in coming days. The President said when he was awarded 
his Nobel Peace Prize, in October 2009, that he was humbled by it, that he felt 
it was more of a call to action than a reward for actions that he had actually 
taken. Does the President feel that at this stage he has earned his Nobel, 
given the current -- 

MR. CARNEY: I can assure you that that is not a conversation probably any 
of us have had with him, because he does not think about it in those terms at 
all. He's focused -- as concerns matters of war and peace, and of national 
security and the need to protect the United States and advance our interests 
around the globe, he takes an approach that he thinks increases American 
stature, enhances our security, and enhances our opportunities to affect events 
globally in a way that increases the prospects for peoples around the world to 
enjoy democracy and peace and freedom. 

That is the approach he's taken with the uprisings in the Middle East, in 
the Arab Spring. It is the approach he's taken around the world. And it is a 
component part of the approach that he's taken to ensuring that he does 
everything he can, as President of the United States and Commander-in-Chief, to 
take the fight to those who would do harm to Americans and the United States and 
our allies, principally al Qaeda, and to ensure that we are, through all our 
means, advancing American interests around the globe in a way that both protects 
us and improves our cooperative relationships with our allies and partners. 

• He feels like he has promoted peace in the two years since he was 
awarded -- 

MR. CARNEY: I think he has promoted a foreign policy and a national 
security policy that he believes has been in the best interests of the American 
people, and judgments about -- like that, he'll leave to others to make when he 
leaves office in about six years. 

Yes. 	(Laughter.) 

• The President -- and the White House in general -- are not talking to 
Republicans in the way they did during the -- 
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MR. CARNEY: Do you guys all get a memo in the morning to, like -- 
"Remember to ask Jay about meetings that should be happening"? 

I'm not talking about -- I'm not even -- I'm just -- I'm not trying to 
get processy. But if there aren't -- if there isn't the outreach that we saw in 
the past on trying to avert a government shutdown or increase the debt ceiling 
-- I mean, you have to read into that. Why the change? 

MR. CARNEY: We've been very candid and transparent about the approach that 
we're taking in promoting the American Jobs Act and trying to get Congress to 
act on it, because it's in the interest of the American people. 

Someone I think on the Republican side suggested yesterday or the day 
before that it's somehow a problem or wrong that the President is out there 
talking about the American Jobs Act with the American people as opposed to 
sitting in a room with members of Congress. His responsibility as President is 
to have these conversations with the American people, to take his message out 
and explain the approach he's taking, and, in this case, and to urge Americans 
who believe, as he does, that Congress needs to act, that Washington needs to 
act, to take action to grow the economy and create jobs, to make their voices 
heard with their representatives, their senators and congressmen that they've 
sent to Washington. 

But one does not preclude the other. I mean, the fact of the matter is, we 
are now going to have the Senate vote on the President's jobs bill. So 
something is working. And we believe that the approach we're taking will 
hopefully get the House to -- 

But it won't pass. But it won't pass. It likely won't pass. So how 
is that anything more than setting up a political argument of Republicans are 
protecting the wealthy, which it seems the White House is doing? 

MR. CARNEY: I think, again, our goal, our highest priority, is to pass 
this bill and all the elements within it. If we were to get only some of the 
bill, that would be a good thing; it would not be enough, and we would keep up 
the fight. 

If, in the end, we get all of it, whether in whole or in part, by the end, 
if we get it all, that would be a victory for the American people. We would be 
very satisfied with that if Congress took that action in that way. 

So I think that predictions about what Congress will do -- I think a couple 
days ago folks were predicting that the Senate wasn't going to vote on it, and 
that looks not to have been a wise forecast. 
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So we'll see how this plays out. When it does get to the Senate, I think 
that every -- if 100 senators will not vote yes, then those who vote no will 
have to explain what is it they oppose, and why, and what priorities are they 
balancing if they're revenue increases on the wealthiest Americans to pay for 
legislation that would put teachers back to work and construction workers back 
to work and would give a tax cut to every working American, 150 million 
Americans, $1,500 next year for the average American family. They don't want to 
do that because they don't think -- they think that the choice is not fair, that 
the most successful and affluent Americans shouldn't pay more, shouldn't pay 
their fair share, then they ought to say so. 

And if, then, we come to a point where we get pieces of the legislation, if 
your grim predictions prove true that we don't get the entire bill here at the 
White House to be signed in whole, then we will ask that question as each piece 
is passed and others are left behind, because we think that there is enormous 
widespread, bipartisan support out in the country for the provisions contained 
within the bill, and there is an enormous need here. 

I mean, you've heard what people are saying about where our economy is 
right now. We need to take action. This is not -- it's really not an option to 
just sit on the sidelines and say, well, I hope it gets better. Certainly 
that's not the way that the American people feel. 

So we think Congress needs to take action. We're going to continue to 
press for Congress to take action. We're gratified by the progress being made 
in the Senate, and we hope that we see the same kind of progress in the House. 

• So the President is okay with -- 

MR. CARNEY: And we will meet -- we will discuss and meet with leaders, as 
well as take the -- take this discussion out among the American people, which we 
certainly think is a worthwhile thing to do. 

• So the President is what with the 5 percent surcharge? 

MR. CARNEY: We have said all along that we put forward our proposal that 
we thought was the best way to pay for it, that alternatives -- 

• But these are (inaudible) Senate Democrats' alternatives. 
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MR. CARNEY: Yes, alternatives to pay for it were obviously available. 
Remember that our provision for the pay-fors was designed so that we could 
submit to Congress specific legislation that if it passed in a vacuum would be 
paid for, and nothing else happened. But as you know, within our legislation, 
it's linked to action by the super committee, and it would, if passed, would 
compel the super committee to extend or increase the amount of its savings in 
order to pay for this. It was basically a trigger-off provision. 

So if the super committee found alternative means to pay for the jobs bill 
that were different from our pay-fors, then it would trigger off, turn off the 
pay-fors we had. 

So what is important to us in the bill are the job-creating, economy-
growing measures. The pay-fors, as long as they're -- they meet the principles 
the President has set forward, are up to Congress to decide. 

And sorry to monopolize your time, but you said that Republicans would 
need to say why they don't stand for it. Mitch McConnell has actually already 
told our Hill producer, Ted Barrett, that he would be against the surcharge 
because raising taxes during a recession is not a good idea. Your response? 

MR. CARNEY: I would simply say that that's unfortunate; that the American 
people are making it very clear that they want action on the economy, they want 
action on jobs. The American people are very clear that they feel that an 
appropriate way to pay for the necessary action on the economy and jobs is to 
ask the wealthiest Americans to pay a little more, and those who disagree 
obviously have to explain that to their constituents. 

I don't expect that we'll get every Senator; it sounds like we've lost one 
and I suppose we'll lose more. But this President is focused on a proposition 
here that has broad support in the American public. And it's just -- again, 
what's the alternative? Whatever you think of -- I mean, the jobs proposal that 
-- or so-called jobs proposal that has been put forward, for example, by the 
Republicans on the House side contains within it some provisions that this 
President fully supports and actually has acted on -- free trade agreements 
which, as you know, are moving through Congress as we speak; the patent reform 
bill which this President signed into law recently, and we expect and hope will 
unleash innovation in this country, which in turn will help create jobs. 

But what that -- those proposals don't do, separated from the free trade 
and patent reform, is address the immediate problem. Even if you agree that 
everything in that proposal was the right thing to do -- and we certainly take 
issue with that -- but even if you did, I don't think anybody who's seriously 
looked at it as an economist would suggest that it would have the kind of impact 
on our economic growth and employment in 2012 that the President's proposal has 
-- not even close. 
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So what's the answer that those who oppose the American Jobs Act have for 
the problem that we have? The President agrees that we have medium- and 
long-term issues that we need to address. That's why he put forward his 
sweeping proposal for significantly greater deficit reduction than is mandated 
by Congress to the super committee. He agrees. And he put forward a balanced 
approach. He also believes we have a short-term immediate problem that we need 
to act on now, and we need to do things that have an effect on the economy and 
that accelerate hiring now. And what we haven't seen yet are proposals from 
others in Congress that would do that -- alternative proposals. So if they 
aren't available, let's vote on the jobs act, pass it, make it law. 

Mr. Tapper. 

• I assume you know that the quote she said about raising taxes during a 
recession is not a good idea is pretty much a word-for-word quote of something 
President Obama said in 2009. 

MR. CARNEY: I do. I think the context is different. And, again, I don't 
know the -- I'm hesitant to make comments on the specifics of the Senate pay-for 
proposal because I haven't examined it. 

The fact of the matter is, if low taxes on millionaires were the answer to 
economic growth, what exactly happened in 2007, 2008 and 2009? Is that the 
answer? Because we had our lowest tax rates on the wealthiest Americans -- 

• I'm not the one that said it, the President is. 

MR. CARNEY: -- and we experienced a catastrophic recession. 

• So he's changed his mind? 

MR. CARNEY: No. Again, I'm not going to -- this goes to what happens with 
the Senate provision, and I'm just not familiar with it so I don't want to 
address it. 

This is about choices. The President thinks that if it's a choice between 
millionaires whose successes are a blessing of being American and being part of 
this great country and the opportunities that it provides, should pay a little 
more to help this economy move forward, to put teachers back to work and 
construction workers back to work and give a tax cut to working Americans, then, 
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yes, he thinks that tradeoff is sensible. 

• It's actually -- I mean, I think it's actually more a question of 
timing, in some ways, because the President's proposal raises taxes, but as he 
has pointed during his barnstorming tour, not until 2013, and the Democrats' 
proposal actually would raise taxes, I believe, as of the first of the year. So 
is the President going to stop saying that in his speech? 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I would have to look at the provision here. I think 
that -- 

• I'm telling you what it -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I would -- 

Q You don't trust me. (Laughter.) 

MR. CARNEY: I do trust you, Jake, but the problem is I wouldn't want to 
comment if there were specifics that I'm missing here, and -- but look, the 
broad point stands -- the second broad point also stands, that if we have to 
make choices here, that this trade-off is an acceptable one, whenever the 
revenue increases kick in, because of the urgent need we face to address an 
economic problem. 

• Okay. So since you had your briefing last, a couple bits of news have 
come out. One is, the House Democrats released some emails about the Solyndra 
controversy, and specifically about the Department of Energy's vetting process. 
And as you know, there are a lot of officials at the Department of the Office of 
Management and Budget who are concerned about the vetting process at the 
Department of Energy -- the word "oblivious" was used. Another OMB official 
said that -- I forget the exact language -- but implied that the Solyndra case 
is just the tip of the iceberg -- "Bad days are ahead." 

Has the administration gone back to the Department of Energy to make sure 
that this vetting process for these taxpayers' dollars -- billions in taxpayer 
dollars -- is as rigorous as is necessary? 

MR. CARNEY: I got a version of this question a few days ago and I can tell 
you that as this process has moved along, from the beginning -- and this is a 
program, as you know, that existed in the Bush administration before we took 
over; its funding increased through the Recovery Act but it was an existing 
program where loan applications, loan guarantee applications were reviewed by 
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career experts, and that -- 

They were (inaudible) at Solyndra, though -- 

MR. CARNEY: And that is -- well, no. They sent back the application. And 
the person who headed that office under President Bush, for a large part of 
President Bush's two terms in office, has said that he might have made the very 
same call on Solyndra. 

There is no question -- I think you have to step back and say, look, if 
you're going to do a loan guarantee program, a loan guarantee program has within 
it a risk. There is no guarantee -- the reason why you're backing up these 
loans is because there's no guarantee of success, but you believe, as a matter 
of policy, that these investments are worthwhile because you believe that the 
industries represented by these investments are essential to the economic future 
of the country. 

The Chinese certainly believe that, and they're investing billions and 
billions of dollars in clean energy technologies and it -- 

I'm talking about the officials in OMB who are saying that the guys 
that manage the department aren't doing due diligence. 

MR. CARNEY: I understand that there was -- there were differing opinions 
here. What is also true is that -- and there is substantial data on this about 
all the people who thought that this was a bet, and -- but a worthwhile one, 
including all sorts of private investors who thought it was worthwhile, as well 
as assessments made by The Wall Street Journal and others about the potential 
for this company as an innovative company. 

It is obvious that not every investment is going to succeed, and we are 
disappointed that this one didn't. But the overall program continues to 
succeed. And what we refuse to buy into is the defeatist attitude that was 
expressed just the other day -- yesterday, I think, maybe the day before -- by 
the Chairman of the Energy Committee in the House who said, we can't compete; 
the United States cannot compete with China in the solar energy field or the 
wind turbine field. 

Really? So that's it? For the next -- I mean, in these vital industries 
we're just going to be buying our technology and our products from China? I 
don't think that's an approach that the American people want to hear from 
Washington. Because we're the United States of America. These are vital 
industries. We should be investing in them, helping them grow so that they can 
create jobs here and they can enhance our energy independence. 
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Because don't forget, if we're reliant on foreign countries for the 
technology for renewable energy, we're only -- then we just become reliable -- 
even as our reliance on oil decreases, we rely on imports for other forms of 
energy. And that's just -- that's not sensible national security policy, and 
it's not sensible economic policy. So we remain -- 

• Is the vetting any more rigorous? That's really just 

the question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm sorry. But the -- and I think I addressed it, and I 
addressed it in the past -- it has been evaluated and adjustments have been made 
-- not in the last few weeks or months because of these stories -- but all 
along, from the beginning. And that's my understanding. And for more specifics 
I would refer you to the Department of Energy. But it's important to just step 
back and look at why this program is worthwhile, why folks in the previous 
administration thought it was worthwhile, why people who understand the vital 
importance of the clean energy industry, in general, to the 21st century, 
believe it's worthwhile. And the President remains committed to it. 

• There have been calls for a general counsel to investigate whether or 
not the Attorney General perjured himself when testifying about Fast and 
Furious. Does the President have a reaction? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there has been one call -- and I think it's a biannual 
call for a special counsel by this particular congressman. Once every six 
months we hear something similar. And the fact is, the Attorney General's 
testimony to both the House and the Senate was consistent and truthful. 

He said in both March and May of this year that he became aware of the 
questionable tactics employed in the Fast and Furious operation in early 2011, 
when ATF agents first raised them publicly. And he then asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate the matter, demonstrating how seriously he took 
them. 

• The question in May was when did he first hear about Fast and 
Furious? Not the questionable tactics, but when did he first hear of the 
program? 

MR. CARNEY: Look, the Attorney General's testimony was consistent and 
truthful. And calls for special counsels, which seem to be a regular 
occurrence, do not change that fact. 
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And when the Attorney General learned about the questionable tactics, he 
asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate the matter. 

Yes. 

• On Solyndra for just a second before we get back to the -- 

MR. CARNEY: Sure -- urgent need to create jobs and grow the economy. 

• -- urgent need to create jobs. The question was never whether you 
were going to lose money on venture capital. Of course you can. The question 
was whether this particular program was properly vetted and whether the 
technology itself was vetted properly in addition to the financial 
arrangements. I mean -- and that's the question. 

MR. CARNEY: Well, sure. And I think that -- that is a question. One 
question has been about was the -- was there undue, inappropriate influence. 
And there is no evidence to suggest there was because -- precisely because 
career experts at the Department of Energy were evaluating these loan 
applications and recommended that we move forward on Solyndra. 

The fact that people knew that, as you would expect -- 

But the people at OMB raised questions about this, as you very well 
know. 

MR. CARNEY: Again, and the experts -- rather than here at the White House, 
the experts at the Department of Energy made that judgment. But to say that 
every -- if these things were absolutely, patently obvious and clear, and 100 
percent everybody agreed, then they wouldn't be in an industry that requires the 
kind of investments that we're talking about. The reason why you have these 
loan guarantee programs is because you need to help seed these industries so 
that they then can grow and attract private capital, which you understand. 

• Sure, but there are also questions raised about the kind -- the 
particular kind of solar technology -- 

MR. CARNEY: No, actually, the questions were raised -- this has to do with 
Chinese actions on the pricing of solar panels and subsidies and that kind of 
thing. The technology itself, as I understand it, was widely celebrated within 
the community -- 

DOJ-FF-61551 



• There were questions raised about the particular kind of technology 
Solyndra was -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, again -- 

• Anyway -- 

MR. CARNEY: That's a process that was evaluated by -- over at the 
Department of Energy. And for more details on that, you can -- I refer you to 
them. 

• So you're aggressively pursuing the American Jobs Act. What does that 
mean apart from the President going out every couple of days and saying "pass 
this bill"? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there is an extraordinary amount of contempt expressed 
here and apparently on Capitol Hill for the idea that the President of the 
United States should actually go out and meet and talk with the American people. 

• No, I'm not expressing contempt for that at all. 

MR. CARNEY: I find that rather surprising because -- 

Q I'm just asking if that's all you're doing. 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, he's spending a lot of time focusing on this, as 
he should be, because it is the number-one priority of this administration, this 
President, and this American public. And he is engaging -- it's another way of 
asking what kind of conversations is he having with members of Congress. 

And he's having those conversations, and he will continue to have those 
conversations. His senior team here will continue to have those conversations, 
and eventually I'm sure negotiations as we move forward. But I simply reject 
the idea that there is not a compelling reason for him to go out and talk about 
this -- 

• I didn't suggest there wasn't. 
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MR. CARNEY: -- in Texas, or Ohio. In Kentucky or Virginia. All over the 
country -- Seattle, California. This is the urgent priority the American people 
have made clear they have, so I think Presidents deserve to hear from -- rather, 
the American people deserve to hear from their President. 

• Senate Democrats were not going to vote on this bill until they're 
ready, which is sometime next week. Durbin himself said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Six days is not -- 

Q No, Durbin himself said -- Durbin himself said last Friday -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- soon enough for you? 

• -- they didn't have the votes, and yet the President is ragging on the 
Republican House to vote. 

MR. CARNEY: Here's what I'll tell you, Bill. First of all, the Senate, as 
you know, today announced that it's moving forward and will have a vote on this 
legislation. I am confident -- 

Q Right. They didn't say when. 

MR. CARNEY: No, they said next Tuesday. Pretty soon. 

Secondly, I am absolutely confident that the overwhelming majority of 
Democrats who have an opportunity to vote on the American Jobs Act will vote 
yes. And I hope that that would be true of the Republicans as well. So, I 
mean, there's no question where this President stands, where Democrats stand, 
and outside of the hothouse of Congress, where Americans stand who identify 
themselves as independents, Democrats and even Republicans about what we need to 
do to address our economic problems. 

• Thanks, Jay. I want to go back to Fast and Furious because what you 
said the Attorney General said is not what he said. He said, quote -- and this 
is in May of this year -- "I'm not sure of the exact date but I probably heard 
about Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks." Now these 
documents that Jake was referring to say that he was actually told the first 
time about this July 2010 and October of 2010 -- 
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MR. CARNEY: Well, you're suggesting -- first of all, I would refer you to 
the Department of Justice that is handling this. 

• He's the President's Attorney General, so -- 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, and the President believes he's an excellent Attorney 
General and has great confidence in him, and we absolutely know that the 
testimony he gave was consistent and truthful. And -- 

• So how does he have confidence in him if he's a year off on what -- 

MR. CARNEY: If a piece of paper in a document that's many, many pages long 
contained a phrase that discussed nothing about the tactics that are at issue 
here, I think what we're talking about -- 

• But he didn't talk about -- I just want to be clear. In his quote he 
never said tactics. He said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Ed, the Attorney General's testimony -- 

• -- the first time he heard about it -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- was consistent and truthful. 

• -- and in the document, in July, he heard about it. 

MR. CARNEY: Consistent and truthful. 

• Okay, but you're not addressing the fact that he was not talking about 
questionable tactics. 

MR. CARNEY: I think I just did. 

• In his quote in May, he said, "The first time I heard about it was a 
few weeks ago." 
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MR. CARNEY: The issue here is not the name, it's what happened and the 
questionable tactics. When he heard that, as testified, he asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate it aggressively, and he has cooperated with -- 
the Department of Justice has cooperated with the congressional investigation. 
So what he's testified to is consistent and truthful, and his cooperation -- 
both the fact that he believes it was a problem that needed to be investigated 
is demonstrated by the action he took, and the department has cooperated with 
the Congress as it looks into the matter. 

• So to clear up any confusion, when was the first time the President -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I -- 

Q No, no, not the Attorney General. When was the first time the 
President heard about this program? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, as he said in public, in a press conference, he heard 
about it when he read about it. And that was sometime earlier this year. I 
think the press conference was in El Salvador when he was on that trip, and he 
referenced having heard about it recently. I don't have a specific day. 

• Okay. And Sheryl Atkinson of CBS News is saying that a few days ago, 
I believe, a White House official and a Justice Department official was yelling 
and screaming at her -- she's been reporting about this for some time -- about 
this whole story. 

You were a reporter once. When government officials start yelling at you, 
sometimes it's because they're getting defensive, right? Why would they be 
yelling at her? 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, I have no insight into the conversations she may 
or may not have had. Second of all, I know that you guys are all hard-bitten, 
veteran journalists and probably don't complain when you have tough 
conversations with your sources sometimes. Again, this is just generally 
speaking. 

I don't know about it. I think it's -- 

• But she's a credible reporter. When you say, "I'm not sure what 
conversations she had," I mean, she said this on the record that she was yelled 
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at and screamed at. Why would the administration be yelling at her about this 
story? I don't -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I take issue with the report. I don't know that it's 
true. I'm just -- what I think is that I know you are tough enough to handle an 
extra decibel or two in a phone conversation. I'm not sure that that happened 
here, but it's a surprising complaint. 

Last thing. There were some riots in Greece today, and Mayor 
Bloomberg recently suggested that because of high unemployment there could be 
riots in the streets of the United States. And right now we don't have riots 
but there's the Occupy Wall Street movement that's going on. What's the White 
House view about Occupy Wall Street, and what do you think about the riots in 
Greece and whether or not something like that could happen here? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I'll leave aside the comparison to Greece. The fact is 
that there are Americans out there who are understandably frustrated with the 
economy, with their difficulty in finding a job or holding onto a job. I mean, 
this is exactly why the President is -- despite Bill's contempt -- barnstorming 
around the country arguing for the urgent need for Congress to act on the 
American Jobs Act. 

So I think that it's understandable that there's frustration. And need I 
remind you that this President fought -- and it wasn't always pretty -- to make 
sure that we passed sweeping consumer protections in the Financial Reform Act 
that was opposed by Congress, and that which members -- I mean, Congress, by 
Republicans in Congress -- Republicans now who want to repeal it. 

Why? I mean, in part because millions and millions of dollars are being 
spent to lobby against it by the industries who don't like it. But the -- look, 
we got into an awful mess because of in part some of the actions that were taken 
by Wall Street. And two things are true about the actions this President took 
in the wake of that, when he took office during the worst recession since the 
Great Depression -- a catastrophic contraction in the economy, catastrophic job 
loss. 

One, he had to ensure that we stopped the bleeding and we prevented a 
depression. He also wanted to make sure that we -- he believes very strongly in 
capitalism and the absolute need for the United States of America to have a 
vibrant, strong financial sector. And he took actions that weren't necessarily 
popular to make sure that that remained the case -- and he's got the scars to 
prove it. 

He also believes that that industry needs to be held to account, and that 
we need to take actions to ensure that the kind of things -- the kinds of 
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things, the kinds of actions and behaviors that helped cause this incredible 
crisis can't happen again. And that's why he fought to pass the Financial 
Reform Act. And it provides protections to consumers that are vital, and lays 
out some rules of the road that Wall Street should follow, and that, again, the 
vast majority of Americans agree with him on this. 

Jay, over the last couple of days, a plot to assassinate Hamid Karzai 
was apparently foiled. Mr. Rabbani, the designated peacemaker, was assassinated 
about two weeks ago. President Karzai has suspended talks with elements of the 
Taliban who may or may not have been willing to lay down their arms. And now 
the Pew Research Center has a poll out this morning saying one in three American 
veterans -- post-9/11 veterans say the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan are not 
worth it. 

Given everything that's going on and all the corners that have been turned 
in Afghanistan only to lead to wide alleys, what does the President say to those 
veterans? 

MR. CARNEY: Thank you. Because their country asked them to do heroic, 
extraordinary things. And for the veterans who came back, we honor their 
service every day. 

This President's position on Iraq, which was the principle preoccupation of 
the previous administration in terms of these wars, was clear during the 
campaign, and his promises are being kept. He is ending that war, has ended 
it. And we are on track to remove all troops from Iraq by the end of the year. 
And we are doing it -- we're ending that war in a responsible way. 

On Afghanistan, he made clear during the campaign that partly because of 
the preoccupation and focus on Iraq, the effort in Afghanistan was neglected. 
He has kept his promise to refocus our attention on Afghanistan and to make 
clear that our objective and primary goal there is to defeat al Qaeda, the enemy 
that attacked us on September 11, 2001. 

He is meeting those objectives and he is keeping those promises. As you 
know, the drawdown from the surge forces is underway. It will be complete. And 
then we will -- by next year, next summer, I believe -- and then we will 
continue to draw down forces to the point where we turn over security lead to 
the Afghans by the end of 2014. 

These are hard fights, and the sacrifice is immense and tremendous. And, 
again, to go back to the beginning, he is extraordinarily grateful -- we all 
are, and everyone I believe here -- for their sacrifice and service. 
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• A final question. When you -- when the President unveiled his 
stimulus/not a stimulus, the $450 billion jobs plan, the Buffett rule was only a 
principle. Now Senate leaders have gone further than simply a principle and 
probably further than the principle that was enunciated, as I understood it, 
anyway, to make sure that millionaires pay their fair tax -- Warren Buffett pays 
the same rate as his secretary. 

The President has been criticized in the past over the course of his 
administration for ceding leadership to Congress and elsewhere on health care 
and ending up with sort of half a loaf. Core Democratic supporters even say 
that. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't actually think so. Let me stop you there. I think 
achieving health care reform -- 

• I mean, is he ceding leadership again on this issue? 

MR. CARNEY: -- after 100 years of effort, ensuring that 30 million 
Americans get ensured, ensuring that people with preexisting conditions get 
insurance coverage, ensuring that, as we've already seen, millions of young 
Americans get to stay on their parents' policies -- that's a lot more than half 
a loaf. 

• Did the President misread Congress on the pay-fors in this issue? 

MR. CARNEY: No. I'll go back, Mike, to what I said. The pay-fors are 
incidental, if you will. The meat of this legislation, the President's 
proposal, is, are the provisions that put teachers back to work, put 
construction workers to work, that cut taxes for working Americans, incentivize 
small business to grow and hire and increase their wages. And that will be 
voted on. 

How you pay for it we've always said was something we were hoping to 
negotiate and debate as long as it meets the President's principles. And the 
Senate is taking action accordingly. 

As you know -- and we had this discussion as we were trying to explain the 
complexity of it -- when we put forward the American Jobs Act with the pay-fors 
in it, we explained that they were isolated portions of what the President would 
put forward in his very broad deficit reduction plan, the revenue increases from 
that, that we were attaching to this provision to make is a standalone piece of 
legislation. 
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There was -- within it was always the possibility, because of the link with 
the super committee, that if other means were found to pay for it through the 
super committee, the pay-fors that we put in the bill would be turned off and 
not used. 

So I think that makes clear that from the beginning we were focused on the 
job-creating and economy-growing provisions, and not the specific means to pay 
for it, as long as those means meet the President's principles. 

Yes. 

• The other day the President said that he was opposed to the Bank of 
America new debit fee, and that this was -- the government should do something 
to stop it. Is there anything the administration -- 

MR. CARNEY: I'm not sure he said that. I think that -- two points about 
that. One, let's be clear that the consumer protections -- the financial reform 
that passed contains within it no compulsion, no provision that compels banks to 
do this -- quite the opposite. It protects consumers from hidden fees. 

And the other point is, obviously, that banks have to decide how they 
adjust to the provisions within that act, and consumers have to decide what 
they're going to do in reaction to that. I mean, that's how the system works. 
But there's nothing in the legislation that was passed -- financial reform -- 
that compels banks to do this. 

• Right. So is it -- is this fee a legitimate fee, albeit one that 
consumers may want to take into account when choosing their bank? Is this a 
legitimate fee that the government has no particular cause to try and stop? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, it's up to the companies -- the banks, in this case -- 
to decide what approach they want to take, and I think that then consumers to 
judge accordingly. Again, this is not -- what the provision with regard to the 
bank swipe -- I mean, to the card swipe fee that is in the legislation has to do 
with insuring that small enterprises are able to -- are not gouged by the 
companies, the credit card companies, and therefore so that they are able to 
accept debit cards from consumers and customers. 

How the banks decide to deal with the overall legislation is up to them. 
It's not a matter of compulsion that the government might engage in. 

• In his interview with ABC, he said, regarding the debit fees, "You can 
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stop it," meaning the government could stop these fees -- and, presumably, he 
favored they would. And he also said that the government can tell the banks, 
"You don't have some inherent right to just, you know, get a certain amount of 
profit if your customers are being mistreated." 

So does Bank of America have the inherent right to get the profit it's 
going to get from this $5 fee or no? 

MR. CARNEY: I think that the point is, is that there's not an inherent 
right. If they make decisions, they make decisions. And customers, the market 
reacts accordingly. We can -- he can, or anybody can, express an opinion that 
they think it's excessive or unfair, and some have done that. 

But the point is, they didn't have to do this. And other -- different 
institutions will take different actions. 

• So you're saying that there's no plans, and the President has not 
directed any way for any agency of the government to try to stop or -- 

MR. CARNEY: Correct. 

• -- this fee. 

MR. CARNEY: Yes. 

• Getting back to paying for the job creation bill, Jay. You said the 
Senate Democrats have put out an idea that we think will work. Have you now 
concluded that this is the best way to pay for this thing? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, we put forward what we thought was the best or a good 
way to pay for it. Again, going back -- and I won't repeat them -- all my 
comments about the relative -- 

• Thanks. 	(Laughter.) 

MR. CARNEY: You hurt my feelings -- (laughter) -- but the relative 
importance of -- 
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• Nothing personal. You're a veteran -- 

MR. CARNEY: That's right, I can take it. I got thick skin. The relative 
importance of the job provisions and economic growth provisions versus how you 
pay for it. So we're interested in the President's bill, the American Jobs Act, 
moving through Congress, being voted on. The Senate is going to do that. We've 
said from the beginning that there may be adjustments or changes in the 
pay-fors. Looks like they're doing that; that's ok with us. Again, it's about 
meeting the principles and then getting a vote, and hopefully a law that allows 
for these tax cuts to go into effect and for all the provisions that will put 
teachers back to work and veterans and construction workers back to work. 

• A quick logistical thing I've been asked to ask you about: Is the 
President going to be part of this ceremony with Captain Kelly and Congresswoman 
Giffords tomorrow in the Vice President's office? Is he going to see them at 
all? 

MR. CARNEY: I'll have to get back to you. Not that I'm aware of. 

Q Okay. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't know. 

Yes. 

Q All right, thanks. If you would. 

• Just to clarify. You said DOE vetting has been evaluated. Is that 
since Solyndra, or before? 

MR. CARNEY: I think -- well, what do you mean by -- I mean, Solyndra was a 
program that was -- 

• Since the controversy. 

MR. CARNEY: Okay. I think I addressed that and said that the process is, 
as I understand it -- and I would refer most of these questions to those who 
know the details at the Department of Energy -- has been evaluated and adjusted 
throughout. But not in reactions to stories in the last few weeks, but 
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throughout the two years plus that it's been under our watch. 

• And any calls to European leaders in the past couple of days? 

MR. CARNEY: I don't believe so. I can check that. We'll get back to you 
if there were. 

• And one final thing. Can you confirm that al-Asiri and Samir Khan 
were killed in the Awlaki 

MR. CARNEY: I don't think we've confirmed any death from that incident 
beyond Awlaki. 

• It's been reported in a lot of places. 

MR. CARNEY: I understand that. But I think we've confirmed Awlaki's 
death. 

• Jay, you sound as if the President is agnostic about what the pay-fors 
are. 

MR. CARNEY: I can restate it. It has to meet his principles, but yes. 

• Right. But it's not one of his principles. The substantive tax cuts 
and spending are the principles, but the pay-fors are just -- you're saying 
making the rich pay is a principle, but whether it -- when it kicks in is not a 
principle. 

MR. CARNEY: Ensuring it is balanced and fair, or fair and balanced, you 
might say, in its pay-fors is -- those are his principles, as regards how you 
pay for the legislation, which would put Americans back to work. 

• Right. But you're saying you're agnostic as to when the pay-fors 
would kick in. 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I'm hesitant to engage in a discussion about the Senate 
proposed pay-for when I'm not familiar with the details of when it would kick 
in. 
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• It's just that on the campaign trail since he's been going around the 
country he says nobody is talking about raising taxes right now. That's one of 
his selling points. 

MR. CARNEY: Again -- well, I know, because you were sitting there, that 
you heard the discussion I just had. I just -- I'm not familiar with, in enough 
detail, to comment on that difference. And, again, the overall approach is one 
that we feel meets the President's principles. 

• But as part of economic policy it seems important. 

MR. CARNEY: And as a matter of tradeoffs, we think those tradeoffs are 
worthwhile. But, again, without addressing when it would take effect, because I 
haven't -- I don't have the information, I'm happy to take that question 
tomorrow. 

• But it seems like as a matter of economic policy whether you think 
there should be tax hikes now or later is kind of important. 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I mean, the President said what he said. Again, I will 
address the issue of the Senate provision when I have more information about it. 

• One other question about this. I know that in the weeks past you've 
been asked various versions of this, but the package itself, as you point out 
over and over again, is very popular. It's the pay-fors that are controversial. 

MR. CARNEY: The pay-fors are very popular, too. 

• Well, it seems like the pay-fors are opposed by enough Democrats that 
it's allowed Republicans to point out the difference between the President and 
his own Democrats on this issue. So I guess my question is, why not -- 

MR. CARNEY: If you're saying -- and, again, this is hypothetical -- the 
fact that 100 percent of Republicans in the Senate presumably, if that's what 
they're saying, oppose something that the vast majority of the American people 
support, and 90 to 95 or 98 percent of Democrats support what the American 
people support, I think -- 

• Well, whatever -- 
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MR. CARNEY: -- who's on whose side is pretty clear. 

• -- the Democrats is not enough for you to get it passed. 

MR. CARNEY: It's a -- well, the reality of the way that the Senate has 
been functioning is that you need 60 votes, which is why -- not a majority, but 
60, for anything; naming a post office, practically -- we are going to work hard 
to try to convince Republican senators about the wisdom of putting teachers back 
to work in their states, construction workers back to work in their states, 
giving an expanded payroll tax cut to the citizens of their state. 

So the reality of this system in the Senate is that what you need exceeds 
even 100 percent "yes" votes from the Democrats. But we are confident that the 
overwhelming majority of Democrats support this provision. 

Mark. 

• Jay, just one -- just one question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm going to Mark, Lester. 

• Excuse me. And, Jay, that leads directly to my question, which is: 
You and the President were both really scathing over the summer about the whole 
idea of holding votes on things that can't pass. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't remember that. 

• Excuse me? 

MR. CARNEY: Look -- 

Q Can I just finish my question? 

MR. CARNEY: Sure. 
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• I mean, seriously, you were talking about how the Republicans insisted 
on putting their -- the House Republicans had their deficit plan that could -- 
the President had threatened a veto; it wasn't going to become law -- why do 
it? Do you still -- even with that history, do you want the House Republicans 
to vote on the President's plan, even though Eric Cantor says, I know my guys 
are not going to vote for it; it won't pass. And you don't want Harry Reid to 
hold a vote on the whole package, even though, when the appointed hour comes, he 
may well not have enough to get past a filibuster? You want that to go ahead? 

MR. CARNEY: We do, Mark. And we were engaged in obvious negotiations. 
There were provisions that -- the absolute important difference is that the 
things that you were talking about that were being voted on in the House, that 
had no chance of clearing Congress, let alone being signed into law by the 
President, were overwhelmingly unpopular, unsupported by the American people. 
Voucherizing Medicare -- check your data -- not popular. The kind of approach 
that was represented in the House Republican budget -- not -- this was not 
something that had the American people's support. 

What we know about the American Jobs Act and the provisions within it is 
not only does it have the support of the American people, every provision in it 
has been supported -- or similar provisions to it -- the kinds of provisions 
that are in the American Jobs Act have been supported overwhelmingly by 
Republicans in the past, including Mitch McConnell. 

So that's a big -- that's a huge difference. When you talk about -- and 
it's a huge difference when you talk about the admittedly difficult task, but 
possible task, of convincing members of Congress to actually vote with the 
people they represent, to vote in line with how they voted in the past. So I 
would say that distinction is pretty significant. 

• So a symbolic vote is okay -- 

MR. CARNEY: I don't think it has to be symbolic. 

• -- if it polls well. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't think it has to be symbolic. And I think that we need 
to take urgent action on the economy, and that's what the American people are 
saying. There wasn't a groundswell of the American people saying, you know 
what? What we need right now is to dismantle Medicare, charge seniors $6,000 
more per year, and that will answer all our problems. I can guarantee you that 
wasn't what we were hearing from the American people. 

Carrie. 
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• Jay -- Jay, I was next. 

MR. CARNEY: Carrie. 

• I was next. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm afraid -- 

• One question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm afraid the Washington Post was next. 

Carrie. 

• Thanks, Jay. 

MR. CARNEY: Now Politico is next. 

• I was confused for a second. Shifting gears a little bit to the super 
committee, does the President believe that the Pentagon can take -- handle any 
more cuts above the $350 billion that was prescribed in the Budget Control Act? 
Does he think that the Pentagon can take any more cuts as part of any kind of 
next phase of this deficit deal? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I don't want to get into sort of incremental stuff. I 
think that one essential truth about the trigger -- 

• I'm not asking about the trigger. 

MR. CARNEY: Well -- but is that those cuts, with regard to defense 
spending, are significant and not ones that we think are the right way to go, 
which is just another reason for the super committee to avoid that outcome and 
take action that represents a balanced approach to deficit and debt reduction. 

Q But there is that possibility of a figure that's lower than the $600 
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billion that could -- just the Pentagon could take -- 

MR. CARNEY: What we think -- 

• -- does the President think that that should be on the table, even an 
amount less than $600 billion? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I don't want to get into drawing lines about what dollar 
figure is acceptable. The President put forward his proposals and contained -- 
and those proposals contain within them reductions in spending, as well as cuts 
in entitlement costs and revenue increases. 

He believes that's the right approach to take, and that you don't need to 
do anything dramatic to entitlements, to defense, certainly to non-defense 
discretionary if you approach this in a balanced way. You can achieve 
significant long-term deficit and debt reduction on the order of the $3 trillion 
he put forward, in addition to the $1 trillion already agreed upon, if you do it 
in a balanced way that doesn't put the burden unduly on any sector of the 
government and its responsibilities, including national security, or on any 
segment of society. 

• And I just have one follow-up question on the -- or I'm sorry, the $1 
million threshold that you were talking about. The Senate Democrats -- talking 
about the surtax, the President in his principle seems to start at $1 million or 
above millionaires. Why is -- is there an attempt to back away from the 
$250,000 level? I mean, is there any kind of now protected status for people 
under $1 million? Has it changed at all, or is this just something -- 

MR. CARNEY: This President supports the expiration of the Bush tax cuts 
for the highest-income earners, those making more than $250,000. That has not 
changed. Full stop. 

He also supports tax reform that would as a guiding principle contain 
within it the Buffett rule, and those things coexist happily, as does the Senate 
approach to this. One does not cancel out the other. But, again, the Buffett 
rule -- or Buffett principle is an approach that he believes should guide 
Congress as it deals with the complex issues of tax reform. 

Let me go to April. Yes. 

• Jay, there's been a groundswell on the issue of voter suppression. 
What is the White House and the Justice Department doing to look into issues of 
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voter suppression to include the voter ID issue? 

MR. CARNEY: April, it's a good question. Those kinds of things are 
handled by the Department of Justice. I mean, we obviously believe that the 
right to vote is a fundamental right of every American citizen that should be 
honored and upheld and certainly not suppressed. But I don't have any details 
about what Justice might be doing to look into those issues, but it's a vital 
principle. 

I know it was -- I know early on the White House said it was basically 
a state issue. But because it's become more of an issue, has the White House 
called, worked with Justice on this? 

MR. CARNEY: I don't know the answer to that. Again, Justice would be 
working on it if there was actions of any kind, so I would refer you there. 

And I want to ask you one more question. As you are actively involved 
in campaigning now, 13 months out -- the administration, President, to include 
the campaign has said this is going to be a hard-fought election. Has there 
been attacks on this President or the presidency in regards to issues of race? 
Do you think it's both? Or do you think it's just one? 

MR. CARNEY: Honestly, April, we're just not focused on that, not because 
it's not a question that you might ask, but because this President firmly 
believes that Americans out there have serious challenges and problems that need 
to be addressed. And he's been hired to lead the country and to address these 
challenges, and he's not worried about himself at all. He's worried about a 
recovery that's not moving quick enough, unemployment that's unacceptably high. 
And he feels like if he puts forward ideas and articulates them well and 
convinces Congress to take them up and pass them, and that, in turn, results in 
some much needed help for the American people, some much needed help for this 
economy, and for those who are looking for work, that that -- that would be a 
big success, and that's why he's focused on that. 

So he doesn't -- I mean, campaigning is one thing. And he's obviously 
going to engage in the campaign, and he's -- and he has campaign events. But, I 
mean, I just know, from spending so much time with him, this is not about him. 
It is not at all about him. It is about the reason he got in to begin with, 
which was he saw leadership in Washington that had sort of taken its eye off the 
ball, both on our domestic issues and our national security issues; that we were 
-- that the middle class was falling behind; that in a decade where the 
wealthiest Americans had seen their incomes and their share of the country's 
wealth expand dramatically, the middle class had been running in place or 
falling behind. 
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And so that's what he really is focused on. He doesn't -- we don't spend 
any time talking about the kinds of issues that you're raising. 

But wait a minute, what we're seeing -- and many people have remarked 
we've seen attacks on this President that we have not seen with other presidents 
before. And this is a question -- if you attack him with his race, is that an 
attack on the presidency? Because he is the President of the United States. 

MR. CARNEY: I think, again, we're just -- it's not the kind of thing we're 
focused on. Politics is -- can be a rough-and-tumble business, but it's a 
business that, at its best, is engaged in doing right by the American people. 
So that's what he's focused on. 

Thanks very much, guys. 

Thank you. 

END 	 2:55 P.M. EDT 
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From: Nielsen, Jennifer D. (Contractor) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 6:09 PM 
Subject: Press Briefing #82 by Jay Carney 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release 	 October 5, 2011 

PRESS BRIEFING 

BY PRESS SECRETARY JAY CARNEY 

James S. Brady Press Briefing Room 

1:51 P.M. EDT 

MR. CARNEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Thanks for coming to 
your daily briefing at the White House. I have no announcements, so I go to the 
Associated Press. 

Thank you. Given that White House officials have said that you worked 
with Senate Democrats on their millionaire surtax proposal, has the White House 
also been working with congressional Republicans on changes to the pay-fors? 

MR. CARNEY: I'm not even sure -- that question doesn't make a lot of sense 
to me. We are interested in Congress taking up, in the Senate and in the House, 
the American Jobs Act. We are pleased, obviously, that the Senate will be 
taking up the President's American Jobs Act next week. We hope that the House 
will do the same. 

And we are -- to answer your question broadly, as I've said before, we are 
in communication with Congress -- both parties, both houses; leadership, both 
parties, both houses -- in general about the agenda going forward this fall. 
And the primary -- the highest priority on the President's agenda is the 
American Jobs Act. 

So regarding the Senate bill, or the process in the Senate -- and this 
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would apply to the House -- we have said all along, from the very beginning, 
that we are open to different ways of paying for the very important, broadly 
supported measures in the American Jobs Act that would grow the economy and 
create jobs, and of course we've worked with the Senate as they've settled on a 
way to pay for it. 

That would be true, too, in the House. If the House -- if the obstacle in 
the House to taking up the full measure is coming up with a way to pay for it, 
we're certainly open to that, as I've said many times from this podium, and 
we'll have those discussions, as long as -- but the principles have to be met 
here. It has to be paid for in a way that is balanced and fair; that doesn't 
put the burden on the middle class, which has borne such a substantial burden, 
both of the Great Recession and the essentially middle-class -- what was 
essentially middle-class stagnation for the decade prior to it -- or on seniors 
through voucherization of Medicare or any other segment of society. 

The President's belief and approach is based on the idea that those who 
have succeeded in this country, in this great country of ours, should pay their 
fair share. And when we have to make choices between taking measures that 
create jobs and put teachers back to work and construction workers back to work 
and put -- through tax cuts, put money in every working American's pocket and 
give tax cuts to small businesses so that they can grow and hire, or giving 
preferential tax treatment to the wealthiest Americans -- the President thinks 
the choice is clear. 

So if there's a way that the House wants to approach this that reflects 
those principles, we are more than willing to have that discussion. 

• I just want to make sure I'm clear, though. When you said that the 
White House has also been in discussions with Republican leaders, does that mean 
that the White House has talked with McConnell about -- or Boehner about the 
millionaire surtax? 

MR. CARNEY: I'm not going to get into specific conversations. There is an 
obsession with -- 

• But we know that you have been in conversations with Democrats. 

MR. CARNEY: -- with process that the American people, the consumers of 
your product, do not care very much about. What they want is -- 

• It's not about process, though. 
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MR. CARNEY: It is process. 

• It's not, though, because there's an impression -- if all we know is 
that the White House is dealing with Democrats and not Republicans, then it 
gives off an impression that the objective is to rally a unified Democratic 
Party and set the Republicans -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, let me just -- let me just -- no, no. I said the other 
day, we would be elated if the result of this process were passage of the 
American Jobs Act, in its entirety, all the component parts -- 

• What process? 

MR. CARNEY: What's that? 

• What process? You said the result of this process. 

MR. CARNEY: No, but if the idea that our goal here is to use this as a 
political weapon -- it's not. Our goal is to take action to put Americans back 
to work and to deal with our economy. 

Look, we can't be casual. We can't be sitting back, hoping that things get 
better. This President believes that we are in a precarious situation in our 
economy as we continue to struggle to recover from the worst recession since the 
Great Depression. We have an employment crisis that continues to need to be -- 
needs to be addressed. And it is simply not an option to do nothing. And it's 
not an option to pass measures that, even if they were all the right things to 
do -- and we certainly debate that, but I'm talking about the House Republican 
proposals -- no economist -- serious economist, independent economist, would 
suggest that those measures would have a direct, immediate impact on growth or 
job creation. 

The problem is, we need to take measures to address our short -- 
medium-term and long-term economic health and fiscal health, but we also have to 
do things right now to address our short-term problems. 

So to back up again, we are -- we will, as this process goes forward, be 
more than willing to have discussions with the leaders in the House, of both 
parties, about how we can move this legislation forward in the House. And we 
look forward to those discussions. 
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• Are you waiting for them to come to you? 

MR. CARNEY: But the -- look, the Majority Leader of the House, as the 
President noted yesterday, declared preemptively that he wasn't even going to 
bring it up to a vote. Well, we just think that's unacceptable. What is it 
that he opposes in this bill? 

• Where's the process? To go back to his question. 

MR. CARNEY: Why not -- well, look, bring it up for a vote, and if we then 
get to a point where we can -- where we need to move on individual provisions 
within the jobs act, then let's do that. And as we've said in the past, as long 
as they're paid for in a way that meets the President's principles, he will sign 
them into law and then say, where's the rest? Because all of these provisions 
are essential for the health of the economy. 

I mean, we're not -- we are aggressively pursuing this because we think it is 
absolutely the best thing for the American economy. 

• Jay, can I just ask one question on the substance of the Senate 
Democrats' proposal? It sounds like this surtax would start January 1, 2012. 
Is the President comfortable with the idea of raising taxes on a percentage of 
Americans at a time of economic uncertainty? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I haven't -- I confess that I haven't studied the 
provision to that level of detail. So I would just say in general that we 
believe that the jobs provisions, the economic growth provisions in the American 
Jobs Act need to be paid for -- that was the principle the President set out 
from the beginning, and that's why the legislation he sent up contained within 
it provisions that paid for it entirely -- and that in doing so, you need to do 
it in a way that's fair and balanced, and that puts the burden not on the middle 
class and not on seniors and other sectors of our society who have borne such a 
heavy burden in the recent past. So we're open to different ideas. The Senate 
has put forward -- Senate Democrats have put forward a different idea that we 
think would work. 

The important part -- the important aspect of this is, is that the bill 
they will vote on is the President's bill in its entirety, in terms of putting 
teachers back to work, up to 280,000 laid-off teachers around the country, up to 
a total of 400,000 teachers overall; putting construction workers who are idle 
back to work building bridges, rebuilding schools, highways; putting $1,500 on 
average into working Americans' pockets next year through the payroll tax cut 
and expansion; a tax cut for small business so that they can grow and hire; 
incentives for small business -- rather, for all businesses to hire our 
incredibly talented and experienced veterans returning from Iraq and 
Afghanistan. 
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These are all provisions that will be contained in what the Senate votes 
on, and we think should get 100 votes in the Senate, because they are all -- 
first of all, they'll be paid for in a way that's fair, that the vast majority 
of the American people support. And there are provisions that absolutely make 
sense at this time of economic need -- when we need to grow the economy and 
create jobs. 

Yes. 

The Senate is expected to take up -- to vote on the China currency 
bill tomorrow. You have said several times that the administration shares the 
goal of China letting its currency appreciate, but the House Speaker has called 
it a dangerous overreach by Congress. 

Does the administration share that concern, that this might -- compelling 
another country to appreciate its currency might be an overstep? And where are 
you on the -- is the administration on its review? When can we expect that to 
be completed? 

MR. CARNEY: Let me answer this way -- that we share the goal, as you 
noted, of this legislation in taking action to ensure that our workers and 
businesses have a more level playing field with the Chinese, including 
addressing the undervaluation of their currency. 

It is also the case that aspects of this legislation do, however, raise 
concerns about consistency with our international obligations. And we are in 
the process of discussing those issues with members of Congress. If this 
legislation were to advance, those concerns should be addressed. 

So to restate: We share the goals, we share the concern about the need for 
our workers and businesses to be able to compete on a level playing field; we 
have, from the beginning, as an administration, worked on the issue of the 
undervalued Chinese currency, and it has appreciated to some degree as a result, 
we think, of those efforts. More needs to be done, and we certainly also have 
concerns about this particular legislation and whether or not it would create 
consistency issues with our international obligations. 

Could you explain more about the consistency issue? What do you mean 
by that? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I think we have a series of international obligations 
that we adhere to, and that we wouldn't want legislation that would be less than 

DOJ-FF-61608 



effective because it conflicted with our international obligations. 

• Is there a concern that this could lead to a trade war, as the Chinese 
have said it might? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, that's speculation that I don't want to engage in. I 
think that we're talking with members of Congress about it. We will -- if this 
legislation were to advance and emerge from Congress, we would continue to talk 
with members about the need to address these concerns. 

• So the review is done, and this is the -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I think the process is ongoing, obviously, as it's 
ongoing in Congress. And our conversations about it will continue. 

• And so, what was -- sorry, one other quick subject. The Nobel Peace 
Prize will be announced in coming days. The President said when he was awarded 
his Nobel Peace Prize, in October 2009, that he was humbled by it, that he felt 
it was more of a call to action than a reward for actions that he had actually 
taken. Does the President feel that at this stage he has earned his Nobel, 
given the current -- 

MR. CARNEY: I can assure you that that is not a conversation probably any 
of us have had with him, because he does not think about it in those terms at 
all. He's focused -- as concerns matters of war and peace, and of national 
security and the need to protect the United States and advance our interests 
around the globe, he takes an approach that he thinks increases American 
stature, enhances our security, and enhances our opportunities to affect events 
globally in a way that increases the prospects for peoples around the world to 
enjoy democracy and peace and freedom. 

That is the approach he's taken with the uprisings in the Middle East, in 
the Arab Spring. It is the approach he's taken around the world. And it is a 
component part of the approach that he's taken to ensuring that he does 
everything he can, as President of the United States and Commander-in-Chief, to 
take the fight to those who would do harm to Americans and the United States and 
our allies, principally al Qaeda, and to ensure that we are, through all our 
means, advancing American interests around the globe in a way that both protects 
us and improves our cooperative relationships with our allies and partners. 

• He feels like he has promoted peace in the two years since he was 
awarded -- 
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MR. CARNEY: I think he has promoted a foreign policy and a national 
security policy that he believes has been in the best interests of the American 
people, and judgments about -- like that, he'll leave to others to make when he 
leaves office in about six years. 

Yes. 	(Laughter.) 

• The President -- and the White House in general -- are not talking to 
Republicans in the way they did during the -- 

MR. CARNEY: Do you guys all get a memo in the morning to, like -- 
"Remember to ask Jay about meetings that should be happening"? 

• I'm not talking about -- I'm not even -- I'm just -- I'm not trying to 
get processy. But if there aren't -- if there isn't the outreach that we saw in 
the past on trying to avert a government shutdown or increase the debt ceiling 
-- I mean, you have to read into that. Why the change? 

MR. CARNEY: We've been very candid and transparent about the approach that 
we're taking in promoting the American Jobs Act and trying to get Congress to 
act on it, because it's in the interest of the American people. 

Someone I think on the Republican side suggested yesterday or the day 
before that it's somehow a problem or wrong that the President is out there 
talking about the American Jobs Act with the American people as opposed to 
sitting in a room with members of Congress. His responsibility as President is 
to have these conversations with the American people, to take his message out 
and explain the approach he's taking, and, in this case, and to urge Americans 
who believe, as he does, that Congress needs to act, that Washington needs to 
act, to take action to grow the economy and create jobs, to make their voices 
heard with their representatives, their senators and congressmen that they've 
sent to Washington. 

But one does not preclude the other. I mean, the fact of the matter is, we 
are now going to have the Senate vote on the President's jobs bill. So 
something is working. And we believe that the approach we're taking will 
hopefully get the House to -- 

• But it won't pass. But it won't pass. It likely won't pass. So how 
is that anything more than setting up a political argument of Republicans are 
protecting the wealthy, which it seems the White House is doing? 
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MR. CARNEY: I think, again, our goal, our highest priority, is to pass 
this bill and all the elements within it. If we were to get only some of the 
bill, that would be a good thing; it would not be enough, and we would keep up 
the fight. 

If, in the end, we get all of it, whether in whole or in part, by the end, 
if we get it all, that would be a victory for the American people. We would be 
very satisfied with that if Congress took that action in that way. 

So I think that predictions about what Congress will do -- I think a couple 
days ago folks were predicting that the Senate wasn't going to vote on it, and 
that looks not to have been a wise forecast. 

So we'll see how this plays out. When it does get to the Senate, I think 
that every -- if 100 senators will not vote yes, then those who vote no will 
have to explain what is it they oppose, and why, and what priorities are they 
balancing if they're revenue increases on the wealthiest Americans to pay for 
legislation that would put teachers back to work and construction workers back 
to work and would give a tax cut to every working American, 150 million 
Americans, $1,500 next year for the average American family. They don't want to 
do that because they don't think -- they think that the choice is not fair, that 
the most successful and affluent Americans shouldn't pay more, shouldn't pay 
their fair share, then they ought to say so. 

And if, then, we come to a point where we get pieces of the legislation, if 
your grim predictions prove true that we don't get the entire bill here at the 
White House to be signed in whole, then we will ask that question as each piece 
is passed and others are left behind, because we think that there is enormous 
widespread, bipartisan support out in the country for the provisions contained 
within the bill, and there is an enormous need here. 

I mean, you've heard what people are saying about where our economy is 
right now. We need to take action. This is not -- it's really not an option to 
just sit on the sidelines and say, well, I hope it gets better. Certainly 
that's not the way that the American people feel. 

So we think Congress needs to take action. We're going to continue to 
press for Congress to take action. We're gratified by the progress being made 
in the Senate, and we hope that we see the same kind of progress in the House. 

So the President is okay with -- 

MR. CARNEY: And we will meet -- we will discuss and meet with leaders, as 
well as take the -- take this discussion out among the American people, which we 
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certainly think is a worthwhile thing to do. 

• So the President is what with the 5 percent surcharge? 

MR. CARNEY: We have said all along that we put forward our proposal that 
we thought was the best way to pay for it, that alternatives -- 

• But these are (inaudible) Senate Democrats' alternatives. 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, alternatives to pay for it were obviously available. 
Remember that our provision for the pay-fors was designed so that we could 
submit to Congress specific legislation that if it passed in a vacuum would be 
paid for, and nothing else happened. But as you know, within our legislation, 
it's linked to action by the super committee, and it would, if passed, would 
compel the super committee to extend or increase the amount of its savings in 
order to pay for this. It was basically a trigger-off provision. 

So if the super committee found alternative means to pay for the jobs bill 
that were different from our pay-fors, then it would trigger off, turn off the 
pay-fors we had. 

So what is important to us in the bill are the job-creating, economy-
growing measures. The pay-fors, as long as they're -- they meet the principles 
the President has set forward, are up to Congress to decide. 

• And sorry to monopolize your time, but you said that Republicans would 
need to say why they don't stand for it. Mitch McConnell has actually already 
told our Hill producer, Ted Barrett, that he would be against the surcharge 
because raising taxes during a recession is not a good idea. Your response? 

MR. CARNEY: I would simply say that that's unfortunate; that the American 
people are making it very clear that they want action on the economy, they want 
action on jobs. The American people are very clear that they feel that an 
appropriate way to pay for the necessary action on the economy and jobs is to 
ask the wealthiest Americans to pay a little more, and those who disagree 
obviously have to explain that to their constituents. 

I don't expect that we'll get every Senator; it sounds like we've lost one 
and I suppose we'll lose more. But this President is focused on a proposition 
here that has broad support in the American public. And it's just -- again, 
what's the alternative? Whatever you think of -- I mean, the jobs proposal that 
-- or so-called jobs proposal that has been put forward, for example, by the 
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Republicans on the House side contains within it some provisions that this 
President fully supports and actually has acted on -- free trade agreements 
which, as you know, are moving through Congress as we speak; the patent reform 
bill which this President signed into law recently, and we expect and hope will 
unleash innovation in this country, which in turn will help create jobs. 

But what that -- those proposals don't do, separated from the free trade 
and patent reform, is address the immediate problem. Even if you agree that 
everything in that proposal was the right thing to do -- and we certainly take 
issue with that -- but even if you did, I don't think anybody who's seriously 
looked at it as an economist would suggest that it would have the kind of impact 
on our economic growth and employment in 2012 that the President's proposal has 
-- not even close. 

So what's the answer that those who oppose the American Jobs Act have for 
the problem that we have? The President agrees that we have medium- and 
long-term issues that we need to address. That's why he put forward his 
sweeping proposal for significantly greater deficit reduction than is mandated 
by Congress to the super committee. He agrees. And he put forward a balanced 
approach. He also believes we have a short-term immediate problem that we need 
to act on now, and we need to do things that have an effect on the economy and 
that accelerate hiring now. And what we haven't seen yet are proposals from 
others in Congress that would do that -- alternative proposals. So if they 
aren't available, let's vote on the jobs act, pass it, make it law. 

Mr. Tapper. 

I assume you know that the quote she said about raising taxes during a 
recession is not a good idea is pretty much a word-for-word quote of something 
President Obama said in 2009. 

MR. CARNEY: I do. I think the context is different. And, again, I don't 
know the -- I'm hesitant to make comments on the specifics of the Senate pay-for 
proposal because I haven't examined it. 

The fact of the matter is, if low taxes on millionaires were the answer to 
economic growth, what exactly happened in 2007, 2008 and 2009? Is that the 
answer? Because we had our lowest tax rates on the wealthiest Americans -- 

I'm not the one that said it, the President is. 

MR. CARNEY: -- and we experienced a catastrophic recession. 
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• So he's changed his mind? 

MR. CARNEY: No. Again, I'm not going to -- this goes to what happens with 
the Senate provision, and I'm just not familiar with it so I don't want to 
address it. 

This is about choices. The President thinks that if it's a choice between 
millionaires whose successes are a blessing of being American and being part of 
this great country and the opportunities that it provides, should pay a little 
more to help this economy move forward, to put teachers back to work and 
construction workers back to work and give a tax cut to working Americans, then, 
yes, he thinks that tradeoff is sensible. 

• It's actually -- I mean, I think it's actually more a question of 
timing, in some ways, because the President's proposal raises taxes, but as he 
has pointed during his barnstorming tour, not until 2013, and the Democrats' 
proposal actually would raise taxes, I believe, as of the first of the year. So 
is the President going to stop saying that in his speech? 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I would have to look at the provision here. I think 
that -- 

• I'm telling you what it -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I would -- 

Q You don't trust me. (Laughter.) 

MR. CARNEY: I do trust you, Jake, but the problem is I wouldn't want to 
comment if there were specifics that I'm missing here, and -- but look, the 
broad point stands -- the second broad point also stands, that if we have to 
make choices here, that this trade-off is an acceptable one, whenever the 
revenue increases kick in, because of the urgent need we face to address an 
economic problem. 

• Okay. So since you had your briefing last, a couple bits of news have 
come out. One is, the House Democrats released some emails about the Solyndra 
controversy, and specifically about the Department of Energy's vetting process. 
And as you know, there are a lot of officials at the Department of the Office of 
Management and Budget who are concerned about the vetting process at the 
Department of Energy -- the word "oblivious" was used. Another OMB official 
said that -- I forget the exact language -- but implied that the Solyndra case 
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is just the tip of the iceberg -- "Bad days are ahead." 

Has the administration gone back to the Department of Energy to make sure 
that this vetting process for these taxpayers' dollars -- billions in taxpayer 
dollars -- is as rigorous as is necessary? 

MR. CARNEY: I got a version of this question a few days ago and I can tell 
you that as this process has moved along, from the beginning -- and this is a 
program, as you know, that existed in the Bush administration before we took 
over; its funding increased through the Recovery Act but it was an existing 
program where loan applications, loan guarantee applications were reviewed by 
career experts, and that -- 

They were (inaudible) at Solyndra, though -- 

MR. CARNEY: And that is -- well, no. They sent back the application. And 
the person who headed that office under President Bush, for a large part of 
President Bush's two terms in office, has said that he might have made the very 
same call on Solyndra. 

There is no question -- I think you have to step back and say, look, if 
you're going to do a loan guarantee program, a loan guarantee program has within 
it a risk. There is no guarantee -- the reason why you're backing up these 
loans is because there's no guarantee of success, but you believe, as a matter 
of policy, that these investments are worthwhile because you believe that the 
industries represented by these investments are essential to the economic future 
of the country. 

The Chinese certainly believe that, and they're investing billions and 
billions of dollars in clean energy technologies and it -- 

I'm talking about the officials in OMB who are saying that the guys 
that manage the department aren't doing due diligence. 

MR. CARNEY: I understand that there was -- there were differing opinions 
here. What is also true is that -- and there is substantial data on this about 
all the people who thought that this was a bet, and -- but a worthwhile one, 
including all sorts of private investors who thought it was worthwhile, as well 
as assessments made by The Wall Street Journal and others about the potential 
for this company as an innovative company. 

It is obvious that not every investment is going to succeed, and we are 
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disappointed that this one didn't. But the overall program continues to 
succeed. And what we refuse to buy into is the defeatist attitude that was 
expressed just the other day -- yesterday, I think, maybe the day before -- by 
the Chairman of the Energy Committee in the House who said, we can't compete; 
the United States cannot compete with China in the solar energy field or the 
wind turbine field. 

Really? So that's it? For the next -- I mean, in these vital industries 
we're just going to be buying our technology and our products from China? I 
don't think that's an approach that the American people want to hear from 
Washington. Because we're the United States of America. These are vital 
industries. We should be investing in them, helping them grow so that they can 
create jobs here and they can enhance our energy independence. 

Because don't forget, if we're reliant on foreign countries for the 
technology for renewable energy, we're only -- then we just become reliable -- 
even as our reliance on oil decreases, we rely on imports for other forms of 
energy. And that's just -- that's not sensible national security policy, and 
it's not sensible economic policy. So we remain -- 

Is the vetting any more rigorous? That's really just 

the question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm sorry. But the -- and I think I addressed it, and I 
addressed it in the past -- it has been evaluated and adjustments have been made 
-- not in the last few weeks or months because of these stories -- but all 
along, from the beginning. And that's my understanding. And for more specifics 
I would refer you to the Department of Energy. But it's important to just step 
back and look at why this program is worthwhile, why folks in the previous 
administration thought it was worthwhile, why people who understand the vital 
importance of the clean energy industry, in general, to the 21st century, 
believe it's worthwhile. And the President remains committed to it. 

There have been calls for a general counsel to investigate whether or 
not the Attorney General perjured himself when testifying about Fast and 
Furious. Does the President have a reaction? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there has been one call -- and I think it's a biannual 
call for a special counsel by this particular congressman. Once every six 
months we hear something similar. And the fact is, the Attorney General's 
testimony to both the House and the Senate was consistent and truthful. 

He said in both March and May of this year that he became aware of the 
questionable tactics employed in the Fast and Furious operation in early 2011, 
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when ATF agents first raised them publicly. And he then asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate the matter, demonstrating how seriously he took 
them. 

• The question in May was when did he first hear about Fast and 
Furious? Not the questionable tactics, but when did he first hear of the 
program? 

MR. CARNEY: Look, the Attorney General's testimony was consistent and 
truthful. And calls for special counsels, which seem to be a regular 
occurrence, do not change that fact. 

And when the Attorney General learned about the questionable tactics, he 
asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate the matter. 

Yes. 

• On Solyndra for just a second before we get back to the -- 

MR. CARNEY: Sure -- urgent need to create jobs and grow the economy. 

• -- urgent need to create jobs. The question was never whether you 
were going to lose money on venture capital. Of course you can. The question 
was whether this particular program was properly vetted and whether the 
technology itself was vetted properly in addition to the financial 
arrangements. I mean -- and that's the question. 

MR. CARNEY: Well, sure. And I think that -- that is a question. One 
question has been about was the -- was there undue, inappropriate influence. 
And there is no evidence to suggest there was because -- precisely because 
career experts at the Department of Energy were evaluating these loan 
applications and recommended that we move forward on Solyndra. 

The fact that people knew that, as you would expect -- 

But the people at OMB raised questions about this, as you very well 
know. 

MR. CARNEY: Again, and the experts -- rather than here at the White House, 
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the experts at the Department of Energy made that judgment. But to say that 
every -- if these things were absolutely, patently obvious and clear, and 100 
percent everybody agreed, then they wouldn't be in an industry that requires the 
kind of investments that we're talking about. The reason why you have these 
loan guarantee programs is because you need to help seed these industries so 
that they then can grow and attract private capital, which you understand. 

• Sure, but there are also questions raised about the kind -- the 
particular kind of solar technology -- 

MR. CARNEY: No, actually, the questions were raised -- this has to do with 
Chinese actions on the pricing of solar panels and subsidies and that kind of 
thing. The technology itself, as I understand it, was widely celebrated within 
the community -- 

• There were questions raised about the particular kind of technology 
Solyndra was -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, again -- 

• Anyway -- 

MR. CARNEY: That's a process that was evaluated by -- over at the 
Department of Energy. And for more details on that, you can -- I refer you to 
them. 

• So you're aggressively pursuing the American Jobs Act. What does that 
mean apart from the President going out every couple of days and saying "pass 
this bill"? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there is an extraordinary amount of contempt expressed 
here and apparently on Capitol Hill for the idea that the President of the 
United States should actually go out and meet and talk with the American people. 

• No, I'm not expressing contempt for that at all. 

MR. CARNEY: I find that rather surprising because -- 

Q I'm just asking if that's all you're doing. 

DOJ-FF-61618 



MR. CARNEY: First of all, he's spending a lot of time focusing on this, as 
he should be, because it is the number-one priority of this administration, this 
President, and this American public. And he is engaging -- it's another way of 
asking what kind of conversations is he having with members of Congress. 

And he's having those conversations, and he will continue to have those 
conversations. His senior team here will continue to have those conversations, 
and eventually I'm sure negotiations as we move forward. But I simply reject 
the idea that there is not a compelling reason for him to go out and talk about 
this -- 

• I didn't suggest there wasn't. 

MR. CARNEY: -- in Texas, or Ohio. In Kentucky or Virginia. All over the 
country -- Seattle, California. This is the urgent priority the American people 
have made clear they have, so I think Presidents deserve to hear from -- rather, 
the American people deserve to hear from their President. 

• Senate Democrats were not going to vote on this bill until they're 
ready, which is sometime next week. Durbin himself said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Six days is not -- 

• No, Durbin himself said -- Durbin himself said last Friday -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- soon enough for you? 

• -- they didn't have the votes, and yet the President is ragging on the 
Republican House to vote. 

MR. CARNEY: Here's what I'll tell you, Bill. First of all, the Senate, as 
you know, today announced that it's moving forward and will have a vote on this 
legislation. I am confident -- 

Q Right. They didn't say when. 

MR. CARNEY: No, they said next Tuesday. Pretty soon. 
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Secondly, I am absolutely confident that the overwhelming majority of 
Democrats who have an opportunity to vote on the American Jobs Act will vote 
yes. And I hope that that would be true of the Republicans as well. So, I 
mean, there's no question where this President stands, where Democrats stand, 
and outside of the hothouse of Congress, where Americans stand who identify 
themselves as independents, Democrats and even Republicans about what we need to 
do to address our economic problems. 

• Thanks, Jay. I want to go back to Fast and Furious because what you 
said the Attorney General said is not what he said. He said, quote -- and this 
is in May of this year -- "I'm not sure of the exact date but I probably heard 
about Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks." Now these 
documents that Jake was referring to say that he was actually told the first 
time about this July 2010 and October of 2010 -- 

MR. CARNEY: Well, you're suggesting -- first of all, I would refer you to 
the Department of Justice that is handling this. 

• He's the President's Attorney General, so -- 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, and the President believes he's an excellent Attorney 
General and has great confidence in him, and we absolutely know that the 
testimony he gave was consistent and truthful. And -- 

• So how does he have confidence in him if he's a year off on what -- 

MR. CARNEY: If a piece of paper in a document that's many, many pages long 
contained a phrase that discussed nothing about the tactics that are at issue 
here, I think what we're talking about -- 

• But he didn't talk about -- I just want to be clear. In his quote he 
never said tactics. He said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Ed, the Attorney General's testimony -- 

Q -- the first time he heard about it -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- was consistent and truthful. 
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• -- and in the document, in July, he heard about it. 

MR. CARNEY: Consistent and truthful. 

• Okay, but you're not addressing the fact that he was not talking about 
questionable tactics. 

MR. CARNEY: I think I just did. 

• In his quote in May, he said, "The first time I heard about it was a 
few weeks ago." 

MR. CARNEY: The issue here is not the name, it's what happened and the 
questionable tactics. When he heard that, as testified, he asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate it aggressively, and he has cooperated with -- 
the Department of Justice has cooperated with the congressional investigation. 
So what he's testified to is consistent and truthful, and his cooperation -- 
both the fact that he believes it was a problem that needed to be investigated 
is demonstrated by the action he took, and the department has cooperated with 
the Congress as it looks into the matter. 

• So to clear up any confusion, when was the first time the President -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I -- 

Q No, no, not the Attorney General. When was the first time the 
President heard about this program? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, as he said in public, in a press conference, he heard 
about it when he read about it. And that was sometime earlier this year. I 
think the press conference was in El Salvador when he was on that trip, and he 
referenced having heard about it recently. I don't have a specific day. 

• Okay. And Sheryl Atkinson of CBS News is saying that a few days ago, 
I believe, a White House official and a Justice Department official was yelling 
and screaming at her -- she's been reporting about this for some time -- about 
this whole story. 
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You were a reporter once. When government officials start yelling at you, 
sometimes it's because they're getting defensive, right? Why would they be 
yelling at her? 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, I have no insight into the conversations she may 
or may not have had. Second of all, I know that you guys are all hard-bitten, 
veteran journalists and probably don't complain when you have tough 
conversations with your sources sometimes. Again, this is just generally 
speaking. 

I don't know about it. I think it's -- 

But she's a credible reporter. When you say, "I'm not sure what 
conversations she had," I mean, she said this on the record that she was yelled 
at and screamed at. Why would the administration be yelling at her about this 
story? I don't -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I take issue with the report. I don't know that it's 
true. I'm just -- what I think is that I know you are tough enough to handle an 
extra decibel or two in a phone conversation. I'm not sure that that happened 
here, but it's a surprising complaint. 

Last thing. There were some riots in Greece today, and Mayor 
Bloomberg recently suggested that because of high unemployment there could be 
riots in the streets of the United States. And right now we don't have riots 
but there's the Occupy Wall Street movement that's going on. What's the White 
House view about Occupy Wall Street, and what do you think about the riots in 
Greece and whether or not something like that could happen here? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I'll leave aside the comparison to Greece. The fact is 
that there are Americans out there who are understandably frustrated with the 
economy, with their difficulty in finding a job or holding onto a job. I mean, 
this is exactly why the President is -- despite Bill's contempt -- barnstorming 
around the country arguing for the urgent need for Congress to act on the 
American Jobs Act. 

So I think that it's understandable that there's frustration. And need I 
remind you that this President fought -- and it wasn't always pretty -- to make 
sure that we passed sweeping consumer protections in the Financial Reform Act 
that was opposed by Congress, and that which members -- I mean, Congress, by 
Republicans in Congress -- Republicans now who want to repeal it. 

Why? I mean, in part because millions and millions of dollars are being 
spent to lobby against it by the industries who don't like it. But the -- look, 

DOJ-FF-61622 



we got into an awful mess because of in part some of the actions that were taken 
by Wall Street. And two things are true about the actions this President took 
in the wake of that, when he took office during the worst recession since the 
Great Depression -- a catastrophic contraction in the economy, catastrophic job 
loss. 

One, he had to ensure that we stopped the bleeding and we prevented a 
depression. He also wanted to make sure that we -- he believes very strongly in 
capitalism and the absolute need for the United States of America to have a 
vibrant, strong financial sector. And he took actions that weren't necessarily 
popular to make sure that that remained the case -- and he's got the scars to 
prove it. 

He also believes that that industry needs to be held to account, and that 
we need to take actions to ensure that the kind of things -- the kinds of 
things, the kinds of actions and behaviors that helped cause this incredible 
crisis can't happen again. And that's why he fought to pass the Financial 
Reform Act. And it provides protections to consumers that are vital, and lays 
out some rules of the road that Wall Street should follow, and that, again, the 
vast majority of Americans agree with him on this. 

Jay, over the last couple of days, a plot to assassinate Hamid Karzai 
was apparently foiled. Mr. Rabbani, the designated peacemaker, was assassinated 
about two weeks ago. President Karzai has suspended talks with elements of the 
Taliban who may or may not have been willing to lay down their arms. And now 
the Pew Research Center has a poll out this morning saying one in three American 
veterans -- post-9/11 veterans say the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan are not 
worth it. 

Given everything that's going on and all the corners that have been turned 
in Afghanistan only to lead to wide alleys, what does the President say to those 
veterans? 

MR. CARNEY: Thank you. Because their country asked them to do heroic, 
extraordinary things. And for the veterans who came back, we honor their 
service every day. 

This President's position on Iraq, which was the principle preoccupation of 
the previous administration in terms of these wars, was clear during the 
campaign, and his promises are being kept. He is ending that war, has ended 
it. And we are on track to remove all troops from Iraq by the end of the year. 
And we are doing it -- we're ending that war in a responsible way. 

On Afghanistan, he made clear during the campaign that partly because of 
the preoccupation and focus on Iraq, the effort in Afghanistan was neglected. 
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He has kept his promise to refocus our attention on Afghanistan and to make 
clear that our objective and primary goal there is to defeat al Qaeda, the enemy 
that attacked us on September 11, 2001. 

He is meeting those objectives and he is keeping those promises. As you 
know, the drawdown from the surge forces is underway. It will be complete. And 
then we will -- by next year, next summer, I believe -- and then we will 
continue to draw down forces to the point where we turn over security lead to 
the Afghans by the end of 2014. 

These are hard fights, and the sacrifice is immense and tremendous. And, 
again, to go back to the beginning, he is extraordinarily grateful -- we all 
are, and everyone I believe here -- for their sacrifice and service. 

• A final question. When you -- when the President unveiled his 
stimulus/not a stimulus, the $450 billion jobs plan, the Buffett rule was only a 
principle. Now Senate leaders have gone further than simply a principle and 
probably further than the principle that was enunciated, as I understood it, 
anyway, to make sure that millionaires pay their fair tax -- Warren Buffett pays 
the same rate as his secretary. 

The President has been criticized in the past over the course of his 
administration for ceding leadership to Congress and elsewhere on health care 
and ending up with sort of half a loaf. Core Democratic supporters even say 
that. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't actually think so. Let me stop you there. I think 
achieving health care reform -- 

• I mean, is he ceding leadership again on this issue? 

MR. CARNEY: -- after 100 years of effort, ensuring that 30 million 
Americans get ensured, ensuring that people with preexisting conditions get 
insurance coverage, ensuring that, as we've already seen, millions of young 
Americans get to stay on their parents' policies -- that's a lot more than half 
a loaf. 

• Did the President misread Congress on the pay-fors in this issue? 

MR. CARNEY: No. I'll go back, Mike, to what I said. The pay-fors are 
incidental, if you will. The meat of this legislation, the President's 
proposal, is, are the provisions that put teachers back to work, put 

DOJ-FF-61624 



construction workers to work, that cut taxes for working Americans, incentivize 
small business to grow and hire and increase their wages. And that will be 
voted on. 

How you pay for it we've always said was something we were hoping to 
negotiate and debate as long as it meets the President's principles. And the 
Senate is taking action accordingly. 

As you know -- and we had this discussion as we were trying to explain the 
complexity of it -- when we put forward the American Jobs Act with the pay-fors 
in it, we explained that they were isolated portions of what the President would 
put forward in his very broad deficit reduction plan, the revenue increases from 
that, that we were attaching to this provision to make is a standalone piece of 
legislation. 

There was -- within it was always the possibility, because of the link with 
the super committee, that if other means were found to pay for it through the 
super committee, the pay-fors that we put in the bill would be turned off and 
not used. 

So I think that makes clear that from the beginning we were focused on the 
job-creating and economy-growing provisions, and not the specific means to pay 
for it, as long as those means meet the President's principles. 

Yes. 

The other day the President said that he was opposed to the Bank of 
America new debit fee, and that this was -- the government should do something 
to stop it. Is there anything the administration -- 

MR. CARNEY: I'm not sure he said that. I think that -- two points about 
that. One, let's be clear that the consumer protections -- the financial reform 
that passed contains within it no compulsion, no provision that compels banks to 
do this -- quite the opposite. It protects consumers from hidden fees. 

And the other point is, obviously, that banks have to decide how they 
adjust to the provisions within that act, and consumers have to decide what 
they're going to do in reaction to that. I mean, that's how the system works. 
But there's nothing in the legislation that was passed -- financial reform -- 
that compels banks to do this. 

Right. So is it -- is this fee a legitimate fee, albeit one that 
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consumers may want to take into account when choosing their bank? Is this a 
legitimate fee that the government has no particular cause to try and stop? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, it's up to the companies -- the banks, in this case -- 
to decide what approach they want to take, and I think that then consumers to 
judge accordingly. Again, this is not -- what the provision with regard to the 
bank swipe -- I mean, to the card swipe fee that is in the legislation has to do 
with insuring that small enterprises are able to -- are not gouged by the 
companies, the credit card companies, and therefore so that they are able to 
accept debit cards from consumers and customers. 

How the banks decide to deal with the overall legislation is up to them. 
It's not a matter of compulsion that the government might engage in. 

• In his interview with ABC, he said, regarding the debit fees, "You can 
stop it," meaning the government could stop these fees -- and, presumably, he 
favored they would. And he also said that the government can tell the banks, 
"You don't have some inherent right to just, you know, get a certain amount of 
profit if your customers are being mistreated." 

So does Bank of America have the inherent right to get the profit it's 
going to get from this $5 fee or no? 

MR. CARNEY: I think that the point is, is that there's not an inherent 
right. If they make decisions, they make decisions. And customers, the market 
reacts accordingly. We can -- he can, or anybody can, express an opinion that 
they think it's excessive or unfair, and some have done that. 

But the point is, they didn't have to do this. And other -- different 
institutions will take different actions. 

• So you're saying that there's no plans, and the President has not 
directed any way for any agency of the government to try to stop or -- 

MR. CARNEY: Correct. 

• -- this fee. 

MR. CARNEY: Yes. 
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• Getting back to paying for the job creation bill, Jay. You said the 
Senate Democrats have put out an idea that we think will work. Have you now 
concluded that this is the best way to pay for this thing? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, we put forward what we thought was the best or a good 
way to pay for it. Again, going back -- and I won't repeat them -- all my 
comments about the relative -- 

• Thanks. 	(Laughter.) 

MR. CARNEY: You hurt my feelings -- (laughter) -- but the relative 
importance of -- 

• Nothing personal. You're a veteran -- 

MR. CARNEY: That's right, I can take it. I got thick skin. The relative 
importance of the job provisions and economic growth provisions versus how you 
pay for it. So we're interested in the President's bill, the American Jobs Act, 
moving through Congress, being voted on. The Senate is going to do that. We've 
said from the beginning that there may be adjustments or changes in the 
pay-fors. Looks like they're doing that; that's ok with us. Again, it's about 
meeting the principles and then getting a vote, and hopefully a law that allows 
for these tax cuts to go into effect and for all the provisions that will put 
teachers back to work and veterans and construction workers back to work. 

• A quick logistical thing I've been asked to ask you about: Is the 
President going to be part of this ceremony with Captain Kelly and Congresswoman 
Giffords tomorrow in the Vice President's office? Is he going to see them at 
all? 

MR. CARNEY: I'll have to get back to you. Not that I'm aware of. 

Q Okay. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't know. 

Yes. 

Q All right, thanks. If you would. 
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• Just to clarify. You said DOE vetting has been evaluated. Is that 
since Solyndra, or before? 

MR. CARNEY: I think -- well, what do you mean by -- I mean, Solyndra was a 
program that was -- 

• Since the controversy. 

MR. CARNEY: Okay. I think I addressed that and said that the process is, 
as I understand it -- and I would refer most of these questions to those who 
know the details at the Department of Energy -- has been evaluated and adjusted 
throughout. But not in reactions to stories in the last few weeks, but 
throughout the two years plus that it's been under our watch. 

• And any calls to European leaders in the past couple of days? 

MR. CARNEY: I don't believe so. I can check that. We'll get back to you 
if there were. 

• And one final thing. Can you confirm that al-Asiri and Samir Khan 
were killed in the Awlaki 

MR. CARNEY: I don't think we've confirmed any death from that incident 
beyond Awlaki. 

• It's been reported in a lot of places. 

MR. CARNEY: I understand that. But I think we've confirmed Awlaki's 
death. 

• Jay, you sound as if the President is agnostic about what the pay-fors 
are. 

MR. CARNEY: I can restate it. It has to meet his principles, but yes. 

• Right. But it's not one of his principles. The substantive tax cuts 
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and spending are the principles, but the pay-fors are just -- you're saying 
making the rich pay is a principle, but whether it -- when it kicks in is not a 
principle. 

MR. CARNEY: Ensuring it is balanced and fair, or fair and balanced, you 
might say, in its pay-fors is -- those are his principles, as regards how you 
pay for the legislation, which would put Americans back to work. 

• Right. But you're saying you're agnostic as to when the pay-fors 
would kick in. 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I'm hesitant to engage in a discussion about the Senate 
proposed pay-for when I'm not familiar with the details of when it would kick 
in. 

• It's just that on the campaign trail since he's been going around the 
country he says nobody is talking about raising taxes right now. That's one of 
his selling points. 

MR. CARNEY: Again -- well, I know, because you were sitting there, that 
you heard the discussion I just had. I just -- I'm not familiar with, in enough 
detail, to comment on that difference. And, again, the overall approach is one 
that we feel meets the President's principles. 

• But as part of economic policy it seems important. 

MR. CARNEY: And as a matter of tradeoffs, we think those tradeoffs are 
worthwhile. But, again, without addressing when it would take effect, because I 
haven't -- I don't have the information, I'm happy to take that question 
tomorrow. 

• But it seems like as a matter of economic policy whether you think 
there should be tax hikes now or later is kind of important. 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I mean, the President said what he said. Again, I will 
address the issue of the Senate provision when I have more information about it. 

• One other question about this. I know that in the weeks past you've 
been asked various versions of this, but the package itself, as you point out 
over and over again, is very popular. It's the pay-fors that are controversial. 
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MR. CARNEY: The pay-fors are very popular, too. 

• Well, it seems like the pay-fors are opposed by enough Democrats that 
it's allowed Republicans to point out the difference between the President and 
his own Democrats on this issue. So I guess my question is, why not -- 

MR. CARNEY: If you're saying -- and, again, this is hypothetical -- the 
fact that 100 percent of Republicans in the Senate presumably, if that's what 
they're saying, oppose something that the vast majority of the American people 
support, and 90 to 95 or 98 percent of Democrats support what the American 
people support, I think -- 

• Well, whatever -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- who's on whose side is pretty clear. 

• -- the Democrats is not enough for you to get it passed. 

MR. CARNEY: It's a -- well, the reality of the way that the Senate has 
been functioning is that you need 60 votes, which is why -- not a majority, but 
60, for anything; naming a post office, practically -- we are going to work hard 
to try to convince Republican senators about the wisdom of putting teachers back 
to work in their states, construction workers back to work in their states, 
giving an expanded payroll tax cut to the citizens of their state. 

So the reality of this system in the Senate is that what you need exceeds 
even 100 percent "yes" votes from the Democrats. But we are confident that the 
overwhelming majority of Democrats support this provision. 

Mark. 

• Jay, just one -- just one question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm going to Mark, Lester. 

• Excuse me. And, Jay, that leads directly to my question, which is: 
You and the President were both really scathing over the summer about the whole 
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idea of holding votes on things that can't pass. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't remember that. 

• Excuse me? 

MR. CARNEY: Look -- 

Q Can I just finish my question? 

MR. CARNEY: Sure. 

• I mean, seriously, you were talking about how the Republicans insisted 
on putting their -- the House Republicans had their deficit plan that could -- 
the President had threatened a veto; it wasn't going to become law -- why do 
it? Do you still -- even with that history, do you want the House Republicans 
to vote on the President's plan, even though Eric Cantor says, I know my guys 
are not going to vote for it; it won't pass. And you don't want Harry Reid to 
hold a vote on the whole package, even though, when the appointed hour comes, he 
may well not have enough to get past a filibuster? You want that to go ahead? 

MR. CARNEY: We do, Mark. And we were engaged in obvious negotiations. 
There were provisions that -- the absolute important difference is that the 
things that you were talking about that were being voted on in the House, that 
had no chance of clearing Congress, let alone being signed into law by the 
President, were overwhelmingly unpopular, unsupported by the American people. 
Voucherizing Medicare -- check your data -- not popular. The kind of approach 
that was represented in the House Republican budget -- not -- this was not 
something that had the American people's support. 

What we know about the American Jobs Act and the provisions within it is 
not only does it have the support of the American people, every provision in it 
has been supported -- or similar provisions to it -- the kinds of provisions 
that are in the American Jobs Act have been supported overwhelmingly by 
Republicans in the past, including Mitch McConnell. 

So that's a big -- that's a huge difference. When you talk about -- and 
it's a huge difference when you talk about the admittedly difficult task, but 
possible task, of convincing members of Congress to actually vote with the 
people they represent, to vote in line with how they voted in the past. So I 
would say that distinction is pretty significant. 

DOJ-FF-61631 



• So a symbolic vote is okay -- 

MR. CARNEY: I don't think it has to be symbolic. 

• -- if it polls well. 

MR. CARNEY: I don't think it has to be symbolic. And I think that we need 
to take urgent action on the economy, and that's what the American people are 
saying. There wasn't a groundswell of the American people saying, you know 
what? What we need right now is to dismantle Medicare, charge seniors $6,000 
more per year, and that will answer all our problems. I can guarantee you that 
wasn't what we were hearing from the American people. 

Carrie. 

• Jay -- Jay, I was next. 

MR. CARNEY: Carrie. 

• I was next. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm afraid -- 

Q One question. 

MR. CARNEY: I'm afraid the Washington Post was next. 

Carrie. 

• Thanks, Jay. 

MR. CARNEY: Now Politico is next. 
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• I was confused for a second. Shifting gears a little bit to the super 
committee, does the President believe that the Pentagon can take -- handle any 
more cuts above the $350 billion that was prescribed in the Budget Control Act? 
Does he think that the Pentagon can take any more cuts as part of any kind of 
next phase of this deficit deal? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I don't want to get into sort of incremental stuff. I 
think that one essential truth about the trigger -- 

• I'm not asking about the trigger. 

MR. CARNEY: Well -- but is that those cuts, with regard to defense 
spending, are significant and not ones that we think are the right way to go, 
which is just another reason for the super committee to avoid that outcome and 
take action that represents a balanced approach to deficit and debt reduction. 

Q But there is that possibility of a figure that's lower than the $600 
billion that could -- just the Pentagon could take -- 

MR. CARNEY: What we think -- 

• -- does the President think that that should be on the table, even an 
amount less than $600 billion? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, I don't want to get into drawing lines about what dollar 
figure is acceptable. The President put forward his proposals and contained -- 
and those proposals contain within them reductions in spending, as well as cuts 
in entitlement costs and revenue increases. 

He believes that's the right approach to take, and that you don't need to 
do anything dramatic to entitlements, to defense, certainly to non-defense 
discretionary if you approach this in a balanced way. You can achieve 
significant long-term deficit and debt reduction on the order of the $3 trillion 
he put forward, in addition to the $1 trillion already agreed upon, if you do it 
in a balanced way that doesn't put the burden unduly on any sector of the 
government and its responsibilities, including national security, or on any 
segment of society. 

• And I just have one follow-up question on the -- or I'm sorry, the $1 
million threshold that you were talking about. The Senate Democrats -- talking 
about the surtax, the President in his principle seems to start at $1 million or 
above millionaires. Why is -- is there an attempt to back away from the 
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$250,000 level? I mean, is there any kind of now protected status for people 
under $1 million? Has it changed at all, or is this just something -- 

MR. CARNEY: This President supports the expiration of the Bush tax cuts 
for the highest-income earners, those making more than $250,000. That has not 
changed. Full stop. 

He also supports tax reform that would as a guiding principle contain 
within it the Buffett rule, and those things coexist happily, as does the Senate 
approach to this. One does not cancel out the other. But, again, the Buffett 
rule -- or Buffett principle is an approach that he believes should guide 
Congress as it deals with the complex issues of tax reform. 

Let me go to April. Yes. 

• Jay, there's been a groundswell on the issue of voter suppression. 
What is the White House and the Justice Department doing to look into issues of 
voter suppression to include the voter ID issue? 

MR. CARNEY: April, it's a good question. Those kinds of things are 
handled by the Department of Justice. I mean, we obviously believe that the 
right to vote is a fundamental right of every American citizen that should be 
honored and upheld and certainly not suppressed. But I don't have any details 
about what Justice might be doing to look into those issues, but it's a vital 
principle. 

• I know it was -- I know early on the White House said it was basically 
a state issue. But because it's become more of an issue, has the White House 
called, worked with Justice on this? 

MR. CARNEY: I don't know the answer to that. Again, Justice would be 
working on it if there was actions of any kind, so I would refer you there. 

• And I want to ask you one more question. As you are actively involved 
in campaigning now, 13 months out -- the administration, President, to include 
the campaign has said this is going to be a hard-fought election. Has there 
been attacks on this President or the presidency in regards to issues of race? 
Do you think it's both? Or do you think it's just one? 

MR. CARNEY: Honestly, April, we're just not focused on that, not because 
it's not a question that you might ask, but because this President firmly 
believes that Americans out there have serious challenges and problems that need 
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to be addressed. And he's been hired to lead the country and to address these 
challenges, and he's not worried about himself at all. He's worried about a 
recovery that's not moving quick enough, unemployment that's unacceptably high. 
And he feels like if he puts forward ideas and articulates them well and 
convinces Congress to take them up and pass them, and that, in turn, results in 
some much needed help for the American people, some much needed help for this 
economy, and for those who are looking for work, that that -- that would be a 
big success, and that's why he's focused on that. 

So he doesn't -- I mean, campaigning is one thing. And he's obviously 
going to engage in the campaign, and he's -- and he has campaign events. But, I 
mean, I just know, from spending so much time with him, this is not about him. 
It is not at all about him. It is about the reason he got in to begin with, 
which was he saw leadership in Washington that had sort of taken its eye off the 
ball, both on our domestic issues and our national security issues; that we were 
-- that the middle class was falling behind; that in a decade where the 
wealthiest Americans had seen their incomes and their share of the country's 
wealth expand dramatically, the middle class had been running in place or 
falling behind. 

And so that's what he really is focused on. He doesn't -- we don't spend 
any time talking about the kinds of issues that you're raising. 

But wait a minute, what we're seeing -- and many people have remarked 
we've seen attacks on this President that we have not seen with other presidents 
before. And this is a question -- if you attack him with his race, is that an 
attack on the presidency? Because he is the President of the United States. 

MR. CARNEY: I think, again, we're just -- it's not the kind of thing we're 
focused on. Politics is -- can be a rough-and-tumble business, but it's a 
business that, at its best, is engaged in doing right by the American people. 
So that's what he's focused on. 

Thanks very much, guys. 

Thank you. 

END 	 2:55 P.M. EDT 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: : 	 Matthew A. Lehrich 	

, 
:Andy, Adora (OPA) L 

Sent: 	 10/5/2011 9:27:36 AM 
Subject: 	 Re: checking in 

F and F - Eric's in loop. 

Don't think much else --I 	
- - 	- 	- 

From:: 	 Matthew A. Leh rich 

Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 09:14 AM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Andy, Adora (OPA) 
Subject: checking in 

Anything going on today or coming up that Jay could get asked about? 

Unrelated 
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From: 	 Lehrich, Matt 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Andy, Adora (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 9:28:08 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: checking in 

Cool. Thanks. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler©usdoj.gov ] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 9:28 AM 
To: Lehrich, Matt; Andy, Adora (OPA) 
Subject: Re: checking in 

F and F - Eric's in loop. 

Don't think much else 	 Unrelated 

From: Lehrich, Matt [mailto:Matthew A. Lehrich@who.eop.govl 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 09:14 AM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Andy, Adora (OPA) 
Subject: checking in 

Anything going on today or coming up that Jay could get asked about? 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 'Lehrich, Matt' 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 6:23:13 PM 
Subject: 	 RE: checking in 

Can you send this to me? 

From: Lehrich, Matt [mailto:[ 	Matthew A. Leh rich 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 3:21 PM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Andy, Adora (OPA) 
Cc: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: RE: checking in 

FYI — Jay got a good bit of Holder/F&F today. Will send transcript when I see it. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler©usdoj.gov ] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 9:28 AM 
To: Lehrich, Matt; Andy, Adora (OPA) 
Subject: Re: checking in 

F and F - Eric's in loop. 

Don't think much else -- 	 Unrelated 

From: Lehrich, Matt [mailto:: 	Matthew A. Lehrich 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 09:14 AM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Andy, Adora (OPA) 
Subject: checking in 

Anything going on today or coming up that Jay could get asked about? 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Schultz, Eric 
CC: 	 Lehrich, Matt; Andy, Adora (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 3:22:09 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: checking in 

not a one. 

On Oct 5 2011 at 3:21 PM "Schultz Eric" 1 Eric H. Shultz 	wrote: L._. 

Were there questions in Cincinnati on F&F? 

From: Lehrich, Matt 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 3:21 PM 
To: 'Schmaler, Tracy (OPA)'; Andy, Adora (OPA) 
Cc: Schultz, Eric 
Subject: RE: checking in 

FYI — Jay got a good bit of Holder/F&F today. Will send transcript when I see it. 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) [mailto:Tracy.Schmaler@usdoj.govl  
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 9:28 AM 
To: Lehrich, Matt; Andy, Adora (OPA) 
Subject: Re: checking in 

F and F - Eric's in loop. 

Don't think much else --I 	 Unrelated 

From: Lehrich, Matti 	 Matthew A. Lehrich 

Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 09:14 AM 
To: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Andy, Adora (OPA) 
Subject: checking in 

Anything going on today or coming up that Jay could get asked about? 
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To: 	Schmaler, Tracy_ .(0PAITracy.Schmaler©usdoj.gov]; 
Attorney General 	 Grindler, Gary (0AG)[Gary.Grindler©usdoj.gov ]; 

Richardson, Margaret (0AG)[Margaret.Richardson@usdoj.gov ]; Delery, Stuart F. 
(0AG)[Stuart.F.Deler_yausdoLcio .y1 . _ . , 
From: 	I 	General 
Sent: 	Thur 10/6/2011 1:31:35 AM 
Subject: Re: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

DP 
We're doing this. 

	 Original Message 	 
From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesda_y_, October 05, 2011 09:28 PM 
To:[ 	Attorney General 	I . 	Attorney General 	1; Grindler, Gary (0AG); 
Richardson, Margaret 
Subject: Re: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

D P 
L._ 

	Original Message 	 
From: [ Attorney General 
Sent: Wednesday_October 05,_2011 09:02 PM 
To:1 	Attorney General 	I; Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Grindler, Gary (0AG); 
Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Delery, Stuart P. (0AG) 
Subject: Re: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

i 
i 

D P 	
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 

i 
i 
i 
i 	 i i 

	Original Messacie 	 
i 

From: 	. Attorney General 	i _. 
Sent: Wednesday_, October 05, 2011 08:58 PM 
To: 1 	Attorney General 	1 ‘,. 
Subject: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1011/65208.html  

Sent from my iPhone - So please forgive my typos. 
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To: 	Grindler, Gary (pAG)[Gary.Grindler@usdoj.gov] 
From: 	[Attorney General 
Sent: 	Thur 10/6/2011 3:06:11 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Confidentially 

Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Matthew Miller <I 	Matthew Miller 

Date: October 5, 201110:52:33 PM EDT 
To: I 	Attorney General 
Subject: Confidentially 
Reply-To: Matthew Miller <i 	Matthew Miller 	:> 

If I were you, I would want answers from the entire team (Cole, Reich, on down), on why the 
Department let Issa decide what to do with these memos. The whole point of the review is to find 
things like this and come up with plans for dealing with them. It should have been obvious that 
these memos were going to be a huge target, and instead of just handing them over, the 
Department should have put them out to reporters on its own terms, instead of letting Issa do it. 
Give them to lssa at the same time you give them to the press with an explanation that takes the air 
out of the balloon. 

And if the answer is we owe it to Issa to give him this stuff first -- well, that's obviously ridiculous. 
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i 
To: 	i

i 	 Attorney General 	 i i 
From: 	i Attorney General_i 

Sent: 	Thur 10/6/2011 3:01:57 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Matthew Miller <I 	Matthew Miller 	i> 

Date: October 5, 2011 9:29:32 PM EDT 
To:L . 	Attorney General 	Kevin Ohlson <kevin. ohl sontiusdoj.gov> 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - 

Reply-To: Matthew Miller < 	Miller 

I've been giving this a lot of thought today. The coverage really did break through -- the cables all 
spent time on it, and of course it was in the NYT this morning. 

I think you have to personally answer this. Because the charge right now goes to your credibility, 
the answer has to come from you. The Department can do its defense as well, but you need to be 
out there defending it. So I would do two things immediately: 

1. Send a letter to the Hill explaining what happened. Put in context the amount of information you 
get every week, say that you don't recall reading those bullets or being aware of Fast and Furious at 
any time before early this year, but in any event, you certainly weren't aware of the gun walking 
aspect of it until the news broke earlier this year (at which point you took immediate steps to have 
the IG investigate, etc.). This needs to happen tomorrow. In fact, it should've happened today. The 
last time your credibility was directly questioned was whether you had disclosed all of your amicus 
briefs -- the story started to break on a Thursday night, and we made people stay up all night 
compiling information so we could get a response out by 1 pm or so on Friday. 

2. Find a way for you to get in front of a reporter or two about this. You don't want to call a press 
conference on this because it will blow things out perspective, but if you have any events in the next 
few days (preferably tomorrow), you could find a way to take two or three questions on it afterwards. 
Or if that's not easily doable, you could find a way to "run into" a couple of reporters on your way to 

something. Maybe Pete Williams, Carrie, Pete Yost -- that part can be managed. Most important is 
that you're in front of a camera in a relaxed manner giving a response you have rehearsed. 

It would be ideal if those two things happened in the same day so you didn't have two news cycles 
of responding -- you want to do it all at once. 

There may be things you need to do to go on offense as well, but I think most important right now is 
that you answer the charge about covering this up. Then you can move to offense. 
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unnamed 

Nno 

i i 
To: 	i 	 Attorney General 	

i i i i 
From: 	i Attorney General : 

Sent: 	'thur 10/6/2011 2:59:46 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 

To: "Ohlson, Kevin \(ODAG\)" <Kevin.Ohison ov>,  I Attorney _General 1 
Attorney General 

Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - 
'ICt .  

Reply-To: Matthew Miller <;_ 	Matthew Miller 

Reading Kevin's advice after I sent mine. I think we agree strategically that you personally need to 
answer this, and the rest is just tactics (who you talk to, when, etc). 

The more I think about the offense versus defense part, I do think you should go on offense, too. 
After explaining what happened, you could go back at them by saying something like: "But let's be 
clear what this is all about. I've ordered an investigation into what happened. But there are people 
on the Hill who don't care about what really happened. For them this has become about scoring 
political points and weakening an agency charged with cracking down on gun violence. There are a 
lot of powerful lobbyists and their allies on the hill who have wanted to cripple the ATF for a long 
time, and they're using this as an opportunity to do so. I'm not going to let them. Its clear the ATF 
made mistakes here. We've cleaned house, and we're going to fix the agency, but we're not going 
to allow it to be put out of business by people carrying water for the gun lobby." 

This part has to be really carefully crafted and delivered, but I think it could be effective as a one-two 
punch. (One, explain what happened with your testimony; two, punch back.) 

From: "Ohlson,.Kevin._(ODAG)" . <1<evin : OhlspnAusdoigov>  
To: 	 Attorney General I. 

	

;, 	Matthew Miller 

Matthew Miller 

Sent: Wednesday, October 5,2011 9:18 PM 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - 'uLITICO.corn 

From: Matthew Miller 	Matthew Miller 
Date: October 5, 2011 940:46 PM EDT 

This story is gaining 
sources in the 
immediate on the 
want to agitate) -- 
showing that this 

(ou need to 5 . 	 it from snowballing -- now. I 

	

: end you is 	• :••ing to 	I 1 
.ind-pad with 	.:i,ular DOJ 
..r_:.s -- in your cc •:.;erence roc. 	you lay 

	

the Rig' 	'u:ihit. 

Frhttp://cbsnews.treemo.com/ EXTERNAL_Iink_loadExternalSite: PARAM http://www.cbsnews.com/htdoc!  
. 	 . . 	Genera l Attorney . L_  
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Sent: 
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To: 	
. Attorney General 	 !; Richardson, Margaret 

(0AG)[Margaret.Richardson@usdoj.gov ] 
From: 	Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	Thur 10/6/2011 10:50:46 AM 
Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

OK 

From: : Attorney General 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 201111:04 PM 
To: Grind ler, Gary (OAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

: 	 . 
From: i .,_. 	Attorney General 	: ; 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 10:59 PM 
To: I 	Attorney General 	1 : 
Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Matthew Miller 	Matthew Miller 

Date: October 5, 2011 9:40:46 PM EDT 
To: "Ohlson, Kevin \(ODAG\)" <Kevin.Ohlson >,  Attorney General I 
_Attorney General 

Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - 
ITICO.com  

Reply-To: Matthew Miller <; 	Matthew Miller 

Reading Kevin's advice after I sent mine. I think we agree strategically that you personally need to 
answer this, and the rest is just tactics (who you talk to, when, etc). 

The more I think about the offense versus defense part, I do think you should go on offense, too. 
After explaining what happened, you could go back at them by saying something like: "But let's be 

L. 

DOJ-FF-61651 



clear what this is all about. I've ordered an investigation into what happened. But there are people 
on the Hill who don't care about what really happened. For them this has become about scoring 
political points and weakening an agency charged with cracking down on gun violence. There are a 
lot of powerful lobbyists and their allies on the hill who have wanted to cripple the ATF for a long 
time, and they're using this as an opportunity to do so. I'm not going to let them. It's clear the ATF 
made mistakes here. We've cleaned house, and we're going to fix the agency, but we're not going 
to allow it to be put out of business by people carrying water for the gun lobby." 

This part has to be really carefully crafted and delivered, but I think it could be effective as a one-two 
punch. (One, explain what happened with your testimony; two, punch back.) 

From: "Oh!son, Kevin (ODAG)" <Kevin.Ohlson@usdoigov> 
To: 1 Attorney General 	 Matthew Miller 

Matthew Miller 
telit-We-dnesday, -Oclifil561-5011 9:18 PM 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICacom 

This story is Qaining traction. You need to stop it from snowballing -- now. Having unnamed 
sources in the Department defend you is never going to work. I would suggest an immediate on the 
record pen-and-pad with all regular DOJ reporters (no interlopers who want to agitate) -- and no 
cameras -- in your conference room. Then you lay it all out showing that this drumbeat from the 
Right is bullshit. 

yrhttp_://cbsnews.treemosorn/ __EXTERNAL_link_loadExternalSite: PARAM http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/pdf  
Attorney General _ 

Sent: 
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To: 	 Attorney General 
From: 	Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	Thur 10/6/2011 10:53:10 AM 
Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

op 

From: Attorney General 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 201111:09 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

From: i 	Attorney General 	i 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 11:01 PM . 	 . 
To: [ 	Attorney General 	i 

_J 
Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Matthew Miller Matthew Miller 

Date: October 5, 2011 9:29:32 PM EDT 
To: I 	Attorney General 	I, Kevin Ohlson <kevin.ohlsonkiusdoj.LIov>  
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - 

,ITICO.com   
Reply-To: Matthew Miller 1_ 	Matthew Miller 	I> 

I've been giving this a lot of thought today. The coverage really did break through -- the cables all 
spent time on it, and of course it was in the NYT this morning. 

I think you have to personally answer this. Because the charge right now goes to your credibility, 
the answer has to come from you. The Department can do its defense as well, but you need to be 
out there defending it. So I would do two things immediately: 

1. Send a letter to the Hill explaining what happened. Put in context the amount of information you 
get every week, say that you don't recall reading those bullets or being aware of Fast and Furious at 
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any time before early this year, but in any event, you certainly weren't aware of the gun walking 
aspect of it until the news broke earlier this year (at which point you took immediate steps to have 
the IG investigate, etc.). This needs to happen tomorrow. In fact, it should've happened today. The 
last time your credibility was directly questioned was whether you had disclosed all of your amicus 
briefs -- the story started to break on a Thursday night, and we made people stay up all night 
compiling information so we could get a response out by 1 pm or so on Friday. 

2. Find a way for you to get in front of a reporter or two about this. You don't want to call a press 
conference on this because it will blow things out perspective, but if you have any events in the next 
few days (preferably tomorrow), you could find a way to take two or three questions on it afterwards. 
Or if that's not easily doable, you could find a way to "run into" a couple of reporters on your way to 

something. Maybe Pete Williams, Carrie, Pete Yost -- that part can be managed. Most important is 
that you're in front of a camera in a relaxed manner giving a response you have rehearsed. 

It would be ideal if those two things happened in the same day so you didn't have two news cycles 
of responding -- you want to do it all at once. 

There may be things you need to do to go on offense as well, but I think most important right now is 
that you answer the charge about covering this up. Then you can move to offense. 

DOJ-FF-61655 



Affnrrinxt a.nruarml 
To: L._ 
From: 	Grindler, Gary (0AG) 
Sent: 	Thur 10/6/2011 11:01:34 AM 
Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

`."Ve can cancel a few meetings this 	 ; ar:: 	. 	TraLy 
for the 8:30 to get her moving on this 

From: Grindler, Gary (0AG) 
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 6:53 AM 
To: [ Attorney General 
Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

From: I Attorney General 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 201111:09 PM 
To: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

i i 
From: : 	Attorney General 	i i 

	

.., 	..... 	.. 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 201111:01 PM 
To: L. 	Attorney General 	i — , 

Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Matthew Miller <1 	Matthew Miller 	i> 

Date: October 5 .,.2011 9:29:32 PM EDT 
To: 	Attorney General 	Kevin Ohlson <kevin.ohlsonausdoj.gov>  
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - 
POL IT I CO.co  m  
Reply-To: Matthew Miller <I 	Matthew Miller 
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I've been giving this a lot of thought today. The coverage really did break through -- the cables all 
spent time on it, and of course it was in the NYT this morning. 

I think you have to personally answer this. Because the charge right now goes to your credibility, 
the answer has to come from you. The Department can do its defense as well, but you need to be 
out there defending it. So I would do two things immediately: 

1. Send a letter to the Hill explaining what happened. Put in context the amount of information you 
get every week, say that you don't recall reading those bullets or being aware of Fast and Furious at 
any time before early this year, but in any event, you certainly weren't aware of the gun walking 
aspect of it until the news broke earlier this year (at which point you took immediate steps to have 
the IG investigate, etc.). This needs to happen tomorrow. In fact, it should've happened today. The 
last time your credibility was directly questioned was whether you had disclosed all of your amicus 
briefs -- the story started to break on a Thursday night, and we made people stay up all night 
compiling information so we could get a response out by 1 pm or so on Friday. 

2. Find a way for you to get in front of a reporter or two about this. You don't want to call a press 
conference on this because it will blow things out perspective, but if you have any events in the next 
few days (preferably tomorrow), you could find a way to take two or three questions on it afterwards. 
Or if that's not easily doable, you could find a way to "run into" a couple of reporters on your way to 

something. Maybe Pete Williams, Carrie, Pete Yost -- that part can be managed. Most important is 
that you're in front of a camera in a relaxed manner giving a response you have rehearsed. 

It would be ideal if those two things happened in the same day so you didn't have two news cycles 
of responding -- you want to do it all at once. 

There may be things you need to do to go on offense as well, but I think most important right now is 
that you answer the charge about covering this up. Then you can move to offense. 
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To: 	Gr.indleL_GarylOAGIGary.Grindler@usdoj.gov] 
From: 	Attorney General 
Sent: 	'Thur 10/6/2011 11:54:29 AM 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Ctyi 	 DP 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Thursday, October 06 2011 06:53 AM 
To:] Attorney General 
Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Iss'a to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

i DP 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 

i 

From:[ Attorney General 1 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 201111:09 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

i From: i 	Attorney General 	i i L._ 	 , 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 201111:01 PM 
To: L . 	Attorney General 	i 

i 

Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Matthew Miller I Matthew Miller 

Date: October 5, 2011 9:29:32 PM EDT 
To: 	Attorney General 	Kevin Ohlson <kevin.ohlsonkjusdoj.gov>  
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - 

,ITICO.com   
Reply-To: Matthew Miller <I 	Matthew Miller 

I've been giving this a lot of thought today. The coverage really did break through -- the cables all 
spent time on it, and of course it was in the NYT this morning. 
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I think you have to personally answer this. Because the charge right now goes to your credibility, 
the answer has to come from you. The Department can do its defense as well, but you need to be 
out there defending it. So I would do two things immediately: 

1. Send a letter to the Hill explaining what happened. Put in context the amount of information you 
get every week, say that you don't recall reading those bullets or being aware of Fast and Furious at 
any time before early this year, but in any event, you certainly weren't aware of the gun walking 
aspect of it until the news broke earlier this year (at which point you took immediate steps to have 
the IG investigate, etc.). This needs to happen tomorrow. In fact, it should've happened today. The 
last time your credibility was directly questioned was whether you had disclosed all of your amicus 
briefs -- the story started to break on a Thursday night, and we made people stay up all night 
compiling information so we could get a response out by 1 pm or so on Friday. 

2. Find a way for you to get in front of a reporter or two about this. You don't want to call a press 
conference on this because it will blow things out perspective, but if you have any events in the next 
few days (preferably tomorrow), you could find a way to take two or three questions on it afterwards. 
Or if that's not easily doable, you could find a way to "run into" a couple of reporters on your way to 

something. Maybe Pete Williams, Carrie, Pete Yost -- that part can be managed. Most important is 
that you're in front of a camera in a relaxed manner giving a response you have rehearsed. 

It would be ideal if those two things happened in the same day so you didn't have two news cycles 
of responding -- you want to do it all at once. 

There may be things you need to do to go on offense as well, but I think most important right now is 
that you answer the charge about covering this up. Then you can move to offense. 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Attorney General 

Sent: 	 10/6/2011 8:00:03 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

I spoke with Tracy. Hopefully she is beginning to work on this. : 

DP 

From: : 	Attorney General 	. 
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 7:54 AM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

	

. 	 , i i 

	

Exactly.; 	 DP 	i 
i 
i i 

	

L 	 i 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 06:53 AM 
To: 	Attorney General 

Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

From: : 	Attorney General 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 11:09 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

From: :_ 	 Attorney General 	 . 

Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 11:01 PM . 
To: . 	Attorney General 	. 

Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 

DP 

DP 

From: Matthew Miller i 	 MatthemHAffler 
Date: October 5, 2011 9:29:32 PM EDT 
To: 	Attorney General 	 Kevin Ohlson <kevin.ohlson@usdoj.gov > 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee 
Reply-To: Matthew Miller: 	 Matthew Miller 

- POLITICO.com  

I've been giving this a lot of thought today. The coverage really did break through -- the 
cables all spent time on it, and of course it was in the NYT this morning. 
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I think you have to personally answer this. Because the charge right now goes to your 
credibility, the answer has to come from you. The Department can do its defense as well, but 
you need to be out there defending it. So I would do two things immediately: 

1. Send a letter to the Hill explaining what happened. Put in context the amount of 
information you get every week, say that you don't recall reading those bullets or being aware 
of Fast and Furious at any time before early this year, but in any event, you certainly 
weren't aware of the gun walking aspect of it until the news broke earlier this year (at which 
point you took immediate steps to have the IG investigate, etc.). This needs to happen 
tomorrow. In fact, it should've happened today. The last time your credibility was directly 
questioned was whether you had disclosed all of your amicus briefs -- the story started to 
break on a Thursday night, and we made people stay up all night compiling information so we 
could get a response out by 1 pm or so on Friday. 

2. Find a way for you to get in front of a reporter or two about this. You don't want to call 
a press conference on this because it will blow things out perspective, but if you have any 
events in the next few days (preferably tomorrow), you could find a way to take two or three 
questions on it afterwards. Or if that's not easily doable, you could find a way to "run into" 
a couple of reporters on your way to something. Maybe Pete Williams, Carrie, Pete Yost -- that 
part can be managed. Most important is that you're in front of a camera in a relaxed manner 
giving a response you have rehearsed. 

It would be ideal if those two things happened in the same day so you didn't have two news 
cycles of responding -- you want to do it all at once. 

There may be things you need to do to go on offense as well, but I think most important right 
now is that you answer the charge about covering this up. Then you can move to offense. 
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DP 

To: 	 Attorney General 
From: 	Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	Thur 10/6/2011 12:00:03 PM 
Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

.., 
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From: I Attorney General 
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 7:54 AM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

I sp_oke with Tracy. Hopefully_ . she is beginning_to work on this. 	 DP 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Thursday October 062011 06:53 AM 
To: I Attorney General 
Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

i DP 	 i 
i 
i 

i 
i 
i 
i 	 i 

From:I Attorney General 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 201111:09 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

From: 1 Attorney General i 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 201111:01 PM 
To: i 	Attorney General 	: 

Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  
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Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Matthew Miller <I 	Matthew Miller 	1> L.__ 
Date: October 5., 2011 9:29:32 PM EDT 
To: Attorney General 	Kevin Ohlson <kevin.ohlson@;usdoj.gov>  
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - 
POL IT ICO.com   
Reply-To: Matthew Miller <I 	Matthew Miller 

I've been giving this a lot of thought today. The coverage really did break through -- the cables all 
spent time on it, and of course it was in the NYT this morning. 

I think you have to personally answer this. Because the charge right now goes to your credibility, 
the answer has to come from you. The Department can do its defense as well, but you need to be 
out there defending it. So I would do two things immediately: 

1. Send a letter to the Hill explaining what happened. Put in context the amount of information you 
get every week, say that you don't recall reading those bullets or being aware of Fast and Furious at 
any time before early this year, but in any event, you certainly weren't aware of the gun walking 
aspect of it until the news broke earlier this year (at which point you took immediate steps to have 
the IG investigate, etc.). This needs to happen tomorrow. In fact, it should've happened today. The 
last time your credibility was directly questioned was whether you had disclosed all of your amicus 
briefs -- the story started to break on a Thursday night, and we made people stay up all night 
compiling information so we could get a response out by 1 pm or so on Friday. 

2. Find a way for you to get in front of a reporter or two about this. You don't want to call a press 
conference on this because it will blow things out perspective, but if you have any events in the next 
few days (preferably tomorrow), you could find a way to take two or three questions on it afterwards. 
Or if that's not easily doable, you could find a way to "run into" a couple of reporters on your way to 

something. Maybe Pete Williams, Carrie, Pete Yost -- that part can be managed. Most important is 
that you're in front of a camera in a relaxed manner giving a response you have rehearsed. 

It would be ideal if those two things happened in the same day so you didn't have two news cycles 
of responding -- you want to do it all at once. 

There may be things you need to do to go on offense as well, but I think most important right now is 
that you answer the charge about covering this up. Then you can move to offense. 

DOJ-FF-61663 



To: 	,Grindler, Gary (0AGAGary.Grindler@usdoj.gov] 
From: 	i 	Attorney General 	i L._  
Sent: 	Thur 10/6/2011 12:02:21 PM 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

c 	 i 
i 

D P 	
i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i._. 	 i 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 08:00 AM 
To: L . _ ._Attorney_General_i 
Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

I spoke with Tracy. Hopefully she is beginning to work on this. 	 DP J. 

op 

From: Attorney General 
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 7:54 AM 
To: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

. 	 ! 
i 

ctly. I DP 	
i 
i 
i 

i i i L 	 i 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 06:53 AM 
To: 1_ . _ . 	Attorney General 

Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

. 	 , 
i 
i 	

DP 	

i 
i i 
i i 

L 	 i 

From: I Attorney General ; 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 201111:09 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
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Subject: Fw: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

From: 	Attorney General I• 
Sent: Oledh-d§da0dRiber 05-,. -201TI1:01 PM 
To:[ 	Attorney General 
Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Matthew Miller z 	Matthew Miller :> 

Date: October 5, 2011 9:29:32 PM EDT 
To: 	Attorney General 	1, Kevin Ohlson <kevin. oh1son@ usdoj .gov > 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - 

,ITICO.com   
Reply-To: Matthew Miller <1 	Matthew Miller 

I've been giving this a lot of thought today. The coverage really did break through -- the cables all 
spent time on it, and of course it was in the NYT this morning. 

I think you have to personally answer this. Because the charge right now goes to your credibility, 
the answer has to come from you. The Department can do its defense as well, but you need to be 
out there defending it. So I would do two things immediately: 

1. Send a letter to the Hill explaining what happened. Put in context the amount of information you 
get every week, say that you don't recall reading those bullets or being aware of Fast and Furious at 
any time before early this year, but in any event, you certainly weren't aware of the gun walking 
aspect of it until the news broke earlier this year (at which point you took immediate steps to have 
the IG investigate, etc.). This needs to happen tomorrow. In fact, it should've happened today. The 
last time your credibility was directly questioned was whether you had disclosed all of your amicus 
briefs -- the story started to break on a Thursday night, and we made people stay up all night 
compiling information so we could get a response out by 1 pm or so on Friday. 

2. Find a way for you to get in front of a reporter or two about this. You don't want to call a press 
conference on this because it will blow things out perspective, but if you have any events in the next 
few days (preferably tomorrow), you could find a way to take two or three questions on it afterwards. 
Or if that's not easily doable, you could find a way to "run into" a couple of reporters on your way to 
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something. Maybe Pete Williams, Carrie, Pete Yost -- that part can be managed. Most important is 
that you're in front of a camera in a relaxed manner giving a response you have rehearsed. 

It would be ideal if those two things happened in the same day so you didn't have two news cycles 
of responding -- you want to do it all at once. 

There may be things you need to do to go on offense as well, but I think most important right now is 
that you answer the charge about covering this up. Then you can move to offense. 

DOJ-FF-61666 



To: 	Grindler, Gary (0AGIGa_r4Grindler@usdoj.gov ] 
From: 	I 	Attorney General 

Sent: 	Thur 10/6/2011 11:57:04 AM 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

DP 

From:: Attorney General 
Sent: IThursday, October 06, 2011 07:54 AM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

i 
i 

ctly. I DP 	
i 
i 
i 
i i 	 i i 	 i i 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Thursday, October 062011 06:53 AM 
To: [. 	Attorney General 

Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

i DP 	i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 
i 	 i 

; 

From: 1 Attorney General 

Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 201111:09 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

From::.. Attorney General 	; 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 201111:01 PM 
To: I 	Attorney General 

Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to 'Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 
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From: Matthew Miller < . 	Miller 	I> 
Date: October 5, 2011 9:29:32 PM EDT 
To: L 	Attorney General, Kevin Ohlson <kevin. ohl son @,usdoj.gov> 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - 
0I 	).corn  

Reply-To: Matthew Miller < 	Matthew Miller 	i> 

I've been giving this a lot of thought today. The coverage really did break through -- the cables all 
spent time on it, and of course it was in the NYT this morning. 

I think you have to personally answer this. Because the charge right now goes to your credibility, 
the answer has to come from you. The Department can do its defense as well, but you need to be 
out there defending it. So I would do two things immediately: 

1. Send a letter to the Hill explaining what happened. Put in context the amount of information you 
get every week, say that you don't recall reading those bullets or being aware of Fast and Furious at 
any time before early this year, but in any event, you certainly weren't aware of the gun walking 
aspect of it until the news broke earlier this year (at which point you took immediate steps to have 
the IG investigate, etc.). This needs to happen tomorrow. In fact, it should've happened today. The 
last time your credibility was directly questioned was whether you had disclosed all of your amicus 
briefs -- the story started to break on a Thursday night, and we made people stay up all night 
compiling information so we could get a response out by 1 pm or so on Friday. 

2. Find a way for you to get in front of a reporter or two about this. You don't want to call a press 
conference on this because it will blow things out perspective, but if you have any events in the next 
few days (preferably tomorrow), you could find a way to take two or three questions on it afterwards. 
Or if that's not easily doable, you could find a way to "run into" a couple of reporters on your way to 

something. Maybe Pete Williams, Carrie, Pete Yost -- that part can be managed. Most important is 
that you're in front of a camera in a relaxed manner giving a response you have rehearsed. 

It would be ideal if those two things happened in the same day so you didn't have two news cycles 
of responding -- you want to do it all at once. 

There may be things you need to do to go on offense as well, but I think most important right now is 
that you answer the charge about covering this up. Then you can move to offense. 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 L Attorney General 

Sent: 	 10/6/2011 6:53:10 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

From: . 	Attorney General 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 11:09 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

i 	Attorney General 	i i From: L 	 j 

Sent: Wednesday:, October 05, 2011 11:01 PM 
To: i 	Attorney General 	i i 
Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Sent from my iPad2 - forgive my typos. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Matthew Miller L 	Matthew Miller 	i _A 
Date: October 5, 2011 9:29:32 PM EDT 
To: . 	Attorney General 	 Kevin Ohlson <kevin.ohlson@usdoj.gov > L 	 , 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

- 
Reply-To: Matthew Miller : 	Matthew Miller 	i i 

I've been giving this a lot of thought today. The coverage really did break through -- the 
cables all spent time on it, and of course it was in the NYT this morning. 

I think you have to personally answer this. Because the charge right now goes to your 
credibility, the answer has to come from you. The Department can do its defense as well, but 
you need to be out there defending it. So I would do two things immediately: 

1. Send a letter to the Hill explaining what happened. Put in context the amount of 
information you get every week, say that you don't recall reading those bullets or being aware 
of Fast and Furious at any time before early this year, but in any event, you certainly 
weren't aware of the gun walking aspect of it until the news broke earlier this year (at which 
point you took immediate steps to have the IG investigate, etc.). This needs to happen 
tomorrow. In fact, it should've happened today. The last time your credibility was directly 
questioned was whether you had disclosed all of your amicus briefs -- the story started to 
break on a Thursday night, and we made people stay up all night compiling information so we 
could get a response out by 1 pm or so on Friday. 

2. Find a way for you to get in front of a reporter or two about this. You don't want to call 
a press conference on this because it will blow things out perspective, but if you have any 
events in the next few days (preferably tomorrow), you could find a way to take two or three 
questions on it afterwards. Or if that's not easily doable, you could find a way to "run into" 
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a couple of reporters on your way to something. Maybe Pete Williams, Carrie, Pete Yost -- that 
part can be managed. Most important is that you're in front of a camera in a relaxed manner 
giving a response you have rehearsed. 

It would be ideal if those two things happened in the same day so you didn't have two news 
cycles of responding -- you want to do it all at once. 

There may be things you need to do to go on offense as well, but I think most important right 
now is that you answer the charge about covering this up. Then you can move to offense. 

DOJ-FF-61670 



From: 	 GrindlerGaryA0AG) 
To: 	 L Attorney General 

Sent: 	 10/6/2011 7:01:34 AM 
Subject: 	 RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

We can cancel a few meetin gs this afternoon. I am trying  to reach Tracy  before I leave for the 
8:30 to get her moving  on this. GGG 

From: Grindler, Gar y  (OAG) 
Sent: Thursday , October 06, 2011 6:53 AM 
To: : 	Attorney General 

Subject: RE: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

DP 

From:: 	Attorney General 
Sent: Wednesday , October 05, 2011 11:09 PM 
To: Grindler, Gary  (OAG) 
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

From: . 	General 
Sent: Wednesday , October 05, 2011 11:01 PM 
To: L 	Attorney General 

Subject: Fwd: Darrell Issa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  

Sent from my  iPad2 - for give my  typos. 

Be gin forwarded messa ge: 

From: Matthew Miller 1 	Matthew Miller i 

Date: October 5, 2011 9:29:32 PM EDT 
To:: 	Attorney General 	Kevin Ohlson <kevin.ohlson@usdoj. gov> 
Subj-ect: Re: Flza -i Darrei-lsa to Eric Holder: Admit you knew - MJ Lee - POLITICO.com  
Repl y-To: Matthew Miller 1 	Matthew Miller i 	 ._J 

I've been giving  this a lot of thought today . The coverage reall y  did break throu gh -- the 
cables all spent time on it, and of course it was in the NYT this mornin g . 

I think you have to personall y  answer this. Because the charge ri ght now goes to your 
credibility , the answer has to come from you. The Department can do its defense as well, but 
you need to be out there defendin g  it. So I would do two things immediatel y : 

1. Send a letter to the Hill explainin g  what happened. Put in context the amount of 
information you get every  week, say  that you don't recall reading  those bullets or being  aware 
of Fast and Furious at an y  time before earl y  this year, but in an y  event, you certainl y  
weren't aware of the gun walking  aspect of it until the news broke earlier this year (at which 
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point you took immediate steps to have the IG investigate, etc.). This needs to happen 
tomorrow. In fact, it should've happened today. The last time your credibility was directly 
questioned was whether you had disclosed all of your amicus briefs -- the story started to 
break on a Thursday night, and we made people stay up all night compiling information so we 
could get a response out by 1 pm or so on Friday. 

2. Find a way for you to get in front of a reporter or two about this. You don't want to call 
a press conference on this because it will blow things out perspective, but if you have any 
events in the next few days (preferably tomorrow), you could find a way to take two or three 
questions on it afterwards. Or if that's not easily doable, you could find a way to "run into" 
a couple of reporters on your way to something. Maybe Pete Williams, Carrie, Pete Yost -- that 
part can be managed. Most important is that you're in front of a camera in a relaxed manner 
giving a response you have rehearsed. 

It would be ideal if those two things happened in the same day so you didn't have two news 
cycles of responding -- you want to do it all at once. 

There may be things you need to do to go on offense as well, but I think most important right 
now is that you answer the charge about covering this up. Then you can move to offense. 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Attorney General 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 2:28:01 PM 
Subject: 	 Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 

CBS on wide receiver H 	 DP 

October 5, 2011 9:56 AM 

Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 
The ATF, the agency that's supposed to stop gun smuggling, turned a blind eye for years, as hundreds of guns 
"walked" across the Mexican border, CBS News has learned. 

In a report on "The Early Show," CBS News investigative correspondent Sharyl Attkisson said a confidential 
informant has come forward "with a fascinating story of how U.S. agents began letting guns 'walk' across the Mexican 
border - more than four years ago." 

ATF "Fast and Furious": New documents show Attorney General Eric Holder was briefed in July 2010 

Gun enthusiast and licensed dealer Mike Detty said he was working a Tucson, Ariz., gun show in early 2006 when a 
young Hispanic man bought a half-dozen semi-automatic rifles. He paid $1,600 cash. 

Detty recalled, "But then he asked if I had more, and I told him that later in the month I would have another 20 from 
my supplier. And he said, 'I'll take 'em all." 

Detty said he suspected the buyer was trafficking for a drug cartel. Tucson is just an hour from the Mexican border 
and a popular shopping center for smugglers. 

Detty notified ATF - the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. To his surprise, ATF told him to go ahead with 
the big sale and sent an undercover agent to watch. Then, a local ATF manager made an unusual and dangerous 
proposition: He asked Detty to be a confidential informant. 

Detty told CBS News, "He said, 'Mike, I think we've got a real chance at taking out a powerful cartel. Can you help 
us?' I made that commitment. And I really thought I was doing something good." 

Detty said he even signed an informant contract. As he understood it, he'd sell to suspected traffickers. Agents would 
track the weapons, expose the cartel's inner workings, and then interdict the guns before they could ever get loose on 
the street - or so Detty thought. 

Detty said his business, "Mad Dawg," catered to this dangerous clientele in his living-room showroom. ATF agents 
watched and listened outside. 

In an audio recording from a sale, Detty can be heard saying, "if your guys need more guns -" A suspect replies, "I 
do." Detty says, "You let me know." 

"I do," the suspect repeats. Detty says, "And it's cool with me, OK?" 

"I want to buy all of them that are like that. All of them I can get," the suspect says. Detty responds, "OK, I have a 
lot of them like that." 
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"I want to buy them all," the suspect responds. 

Detty said ATF would have a small audio recording device. Sometimes it was hidden in a box of Kleenex," he said. 
One of the biggest cases was code-named: "Operation Wide Receiver." 

Attkisson asked Detty, "Do you know about how many guns we're talking about?" 

Detty said, "It's right around 450." 

Detty came forward after things didn't work out as Detty had thought they would. Detty says he realized ATF was 
letting guns "walk" and instead of helping to take down cartels, he'd helped ATF arm them. 

Attkisson asked, "When you look back and think in hindsight knowing what we know now - that all those guns were 
going on the street - what do you think about?" 

Detty said, "It really makes me sick." 

Attkisson noted that all this happened under the Bush administration - three years before the start of "Fast and 
Furious," the better-known ATF operation under the Obama administration that has come under scrutiny. "Fast and 
Furious" allegedly let thousands of weapons fall into the hands of Mexican drug cartels, and is now the subject of two 
investigations. 

The "Fast and Furious" tactic of letting guns "walk" was exposed after Border Patrol Agent Brian Terry was 
murdered last December and at least two assault rifles from "Fast and Furious" were found at the scene. 

As for its predecessor, "Wide Receiver,": prosecutors finally, quietly, rounded up seven suspects last fall. No cartel 
leaders, just buyers who - critics say - should never have been allowed to put even one weapon on the street, let 
alone operate for years. 

Detty said, "My first day as an informant, if they had said, 'Here's our plan, Mike: We're going to let as many guns go 
across the border as they can haul, and we're just gonna look and see where they pop up,' I'd have said, 'No way. 
That's not a plan. That's idiocy.' " 

Attkisson said efforts to reach former Attorney General Alberto Gonzalez, who was in office when "Wide 
Receiver" started under the Bush administration, were unsuccessful Meanwhile, his successor is under fire. 
Republicans are calling for a special prosecutor to investigate whether Attorney General Eric Holder told the truth 
when he testified earlier this year to Congress about when he first knew about 'Fast and Furious." 

According to Atkisson, "gunwalking" may not be limited to border towns. 

She said, "We have found allegations of gunwalking in at least 10 cities in five states, so this apparently was not 
isolated to Arizona." 

For more on this story, go to CBS News Investigates.  

0 2011 CBS Interactive Inc.. All Rights Reserved. 

Read more: http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-500202  162-20115824 .html#ixzzlZvcdj Aj I 
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From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 1:02 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Welch, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Subject: Re: 

- ret and I are on bb -- can you paste? 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 01:00 PM 
To: Welch, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: 

http://www.cbsnews.co  mist° ries/2011/10/05/ea rlyshow/ma in 20115824.shtml?tag=stack 

Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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From: 	 Attorney General 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 3:43:19 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 

DP 	 1 H ow so? L._ 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 02:28 PM 
To: Attorney General 
SubjettrliifbTifialitTATF -g-un walking" went on for years 

CBS on wide receiver -; 	 DP L._ 

October 5, 2011 9:56 AM 

Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 
The ATF, the agency that's supposed to stop gun smuggling, turned a blind eye for years, as hundreds of guns 
"walked" across the Mexican border, CBS News has learned. 

In a report on "The Early Show," CBS News investigative correspondent Sharyl Attkisson said a confidential 
informant has come forward "with a fascinating story of how U.S. agents began letting guns 'walk' across the Mexican 
border - more than four years ago." 

ATF "Fast and Furious" New documents show Attorney General Eric Holder was briefed in July 2010 

Gun enthusiast and licensed dealer Mike Detty said he was working a Tucson, Ariz., gun show in early 2006 when a 
young Hispanic man bought a half-dozen semi-automatic rifles. He paid $1,600 cash. 

Detty recalled, "But then he asked if I had more, and I told him that later in the month I would have another 20 from 
my supplier. And he said, 'I'll take 'em all." 

Detty said he suspected the buyer was trafficking for a drug cartel. Tucson is just an hour from the Mexican border 
and a popular shopping center for smugglers. 

Detty notified ATF - the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. To his surprise, ATF told him to go ahead with 
the big sale and sent an undercover agent to watch. Then, a local ATF manager made an unusual and dangerous 
proposition: He asked Detty to be a confidential informant. 

Detty told CBS News, "He said, 'Mike, I think we've got a real chance at taking out a powerful cartel. Can you help 
us?' I made that commitment. And I really thought I was doing something good." 

Detty said he even signed an informant contract. As he understood it, he'd sell to suspected traffickers. Agents would 
track the weapons, expose the cartel's inner workings, and then interdict the guns before they could ever get loose on 
the street - or so Detty thought. 

Detty said his business, "Mad Dawg," catered to this dangerous clientele in his living-room showroom. ATF agents 
watched and listened outside. 
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In an audio recording from a sale, Detty can be heard saying, "if your guys need more guns -" A suspect replies, "I 
do." Detty says, "You let me know " 

"I do," the suspect repeats. Detty says, "And it's cool with me, OK?" 

"I want to buy all of them that are like that. All of them I can get," the suspect says. Detty responds, "OK, I have a 
lot of them like that." 

"I want to buy them all," the suspect responds. 

Detty said ATF would have a small audio recording device. Sometimes it was hidden in a box of Kleenex," he said. 
One of the biggest cases was code-named: "Operation Wide Receiver." 

Attkisson asked Detty, "Do you know about how many guns we're talking about?" 

Detty said, "It's right around 450." 

Detty came forward after things didn't work out as Detty had thought they would. Detty says he realized ATF was 
letting guns "walk" and instead of helping to take down cartels, he'd helped ATF arm them. 

Attkisson asked, "When you look back and think in hindsight knowing what we know now - that all those guns were 
going on the street - what do you think about?" 

Detty said, "It really makes me sick." 

Attkisson noted that all this happened under the Bush administration - three years before the start of "Fast and 
Furious," the better-known ATF operation under the Obama administration that has come under scrutiny. "Fast and 
Furious" allegedly let thousands of weapons fall into the hands of Mexican drug cartels, and is now the subject of two 
investigations. 

The "Fast and Furious" tactic of letting guns "walk" was exposed after Border Patrol Agent Brian Terry was 
murdered last December and at least two assault rifles from "Fast and Furious" were found at the scene 

As for its predecessor, "Wide Receiver,": prosecutors finally, quietly, rounded up seven suspects last fall. No cartel 
leaders, just buyers who - critics say - should never have been allowed to put even one weapon on the street, let 
alone operate for years. 

Detty said, "My first day as an informant, if they had said, 'Here's our plan, Mike: We're going to let as many guns go 
across the border as they can haul, and we're just gonna look and see where they pop up,' I'd have said, 'No way. 
That's not a plan. That's idiocy.' " 

Attkisson said efforts to reach former Attorney General Alberto Gonzalez, who was in office when "Wide 
Receiver" started under the Bush administration, were unsuccessful Meanwhile, his successor is under fire. 
Republicans are calling for a special prosecutor to investigate whether Attorney General Eric Holder told the truth 
when he testified earlier this year to Congress about when he first knew about 'Fast and Furious " 

According to Atkisson, "gunwalking" may not be limited to border towns. 

She said, "We have found allegations of gunwalking in at least 10 cities in five states, so this apparently was not 
isolated to Arizona." 

For more on this story, go to CBS News Investigates.  

0 2011 CBS Interactive Inc.. All Rights Reserved. 
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Read more: http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-500202  162-20115824.html#ixzzlZvcdj Ajl 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 1:02 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Welch, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Subject: Re: 

Margaret and I are on bb -- can you paste? 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 01:00 PM 
To: Welch, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: 

http://www.cbsnews.co  mist° ries/2011/10/05/ea rlyshow/ma in 20115824.shtml?tag=stack 

Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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From: 	 ,Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) ._.. 
To: 	 ! Attorney General I 
Sent: 	 I0f5/2011 -I58:51 E5M----  
Subject: 	 Re: Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 

DP 
From:: Attorney General 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 03:43 PM 
To: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 

DP iHow so? 

From: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 02:28 PM 
To: L_ Attorney General 

Subject: Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 

CBS on wide receiver -I 	 DP 

October 5, 2011 9:56 AM 

Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 
The ATF, the agency that's supposed to stop gun smuggling, turned a blind eye for years, as hundreds of guns 
"walked" across the Mexican border, CBS News has learned. 

In a report on "The Early Show," CBS News investigative correspondent Sharyl Attkisson said a confidential 
informant has come forward "with a fascinating story of how U.S. agents began letting guns 'walk' across the Mexican 
border - more than four years ago." 

ATF "Fast and Furious" New documents show Attorney General Eric Holder was briefed in July 2010 

Gun enthusiast and licensed dealer Mike Detty said he was working a Tucson, Ariz., gun show in early 2006 when a 
young Hispanic man bought a half-dozen semi-automatic rifles. He paid $1,600 cash. 

Detty recalled, "But then he asked if I had more, and I told him that later in the month I would have another 20 from 
my supplier. And he said, 'I'll take 'em all." 

Detty said he suspected the buyer was trafficking for a drug cartel. Tucson is just an hour from the Mexican border 
and a popular shopping center for smugglers. 

Detty notified ATF - the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. To his surprise, ATF told him to go ahead with 
the big sale and sent an undercover agent to watch. Then, a local ATF manager made an unusual and dangerous 
proposition: He asked Detty to be a confidential informant. 
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Detty told CBS News, "He said, 'Mike, I think we've got a real chance at taking out a powerful cartel. Can you help 
us?' I made that commitment. And I really thought I was doing something good." 

Detty said he even signed an informant contract. As he understood it, he'd sell to suspected traffickers. Agents would 
track the weapons, expose the cartel's inner workings, and then interdict the guns before they could ever get loose on 
the street - or so Detty thought. 

Detty said his business, "Mad Dawg," catered to this dangerous clientele in his living-room showroom. ATF agents 
watched and listened outside. 

In an audio recording from a sale, Detty can be heard saying, "if your guys need more guns -" A suspect replies, "I 
do." Detty says, "You let me know " 

"I do," the suspect repeats. Detty says, "And it's cool with me, OK?" 

"I want to buy all of them that are like that. All of them I can get," the suspect says. Detty responds, "OK, I have a 
lot of them like that." 

"I want to buy them all," the suspect responds. 

Detty said ATF would have a small audio recording device. Sometimes it was hidden in a box of Kleenex," he said. 
One of the biggest cases was code-named: "Operation Wide Receiver." 

Attkisson asked Detty, "Do you know about how many guns we're talking about?" 

Detty said, "It's right around 450." 

Detty came forward after things didn't work out as Detty had thought they would. Detty says he realized ATF was 
letting guns "walk" and instead of helping to take down cartels, he'd helped ATF arm them. 

Attkisson asked, "When you look back and think in hindsight knowing what we know now - that all those guns were 
going on the street - what do you think about?" 

Detty said, "It really makes me sick." 

Attkisson noted that all this happened under the Bush administration - three years before the start of "Fast and 
Furious," the better-known ATF operation under the Obama administration that has come under scrutiny. "Fast and 
Furious" allegedly let thousands of weapons fall into the hands of Mexican drug cartels, and is now the subject of two 
investigations. 

The "Fast and Furious" tactic of letting guns "walk" was exposed after Border Patrol Agent Brian Terry was 
murdered last December and at least two assault rifles from "Fast and Furious" were found at the scene. 

As for its predecessor, "Wide Receiver,": prosecutors finally, quietly, rounded up seven suspects last fall. No cartel 
leaders, just buyers who - critics say - should never have been allowed to put even one weapon on the street, let 
alone operate for years. 

Detty said, "My first day as an informant, if they had said, 'Here's our plan, Mike: We're going to let as many guns go 
across the border as they can haul, and we're just gonna look and see where they pop up,' I'd have said, 'No way. 
That's not a plan. That's idiocy.' " 

Attkisson said efforts to reach former Attorney General Alberto Gonzalez, who was in office when "Wide 
Receiver" started under the Bush administration, were unsuccessful Meanwhile, his successor is under fire. 
Republicans are calling for a special prosecutor to investigate whether Attorney General Eric Holder told the truth 
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when he testified earlier this year to Congress about when he first knew about 'Fast and Furious." 

According to Atkisson, "gunwalking" may not be limited to border towns. 

She said, "We have found allegations of gunwalking in at least 10 cities in five states, so this apparently was not 
isolated to Arizona." 

For more on this story, go to CBS News Investigates.  

0 2011 CBS Interactive Inc.. All Rights Reserved. 

Read more: http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-500202  162-20115824.html#ixzzlZvcdj Aj I 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 1:02 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Welch, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Subject: Re: 

Margaret and I are on bb -- can you paste? 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 01:00 PM 
To: Welch, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: 

http://www.cbsnews.co  mist° ries/2011/10/05/ea rlyshow/ma in 20115824.shtml?tag=stack 

Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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■ ._ DP 

From: 	 Attorney General 
To: 	 iSaimaleTracy (OPAr 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 4:33:04 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesdayi_October_05, 2011 03:58 PM 
To: 	Attorney General 

Subject: Re: Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 

DP 
L._ 

From: L Attorney General I 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 03:43 PM 
To: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: Re: Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 

DP 	How so? 

From: Schma ler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 02:28 PM 
To: 	Attorney General 

Subject: Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 

CBS on wide receiver H 	 DP 

October 5, 2011 9:56 AM 

Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 
The ATF, the agency that's supposed to stop gun smuggling, turned a blind eye for years, as hundreds of guns 
"walked" across the Mexican border, CBS News has learned. 

In a report on "The Early Show," CBS News investigative correspondent Sharyl Attkisson said a confidential 
informant has come forward with  a fascinating story of how U.S. agents began letting guns 'walk' across the Mexican 
border - more than four years ago." 

ATF "Fast and Furious" New documents show Attorney General Eric Holder was briefed in July 2010 

Gun enthusiast and licensed dealer Mike Detty said he was working a Tucson, Ariz., gun show in early 2006 when a 
young Hispanic man bought a half-dozen semi-automatic rifles. He paid $1,600 cash. 
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Detty recalled, "But then he asked if I had more, and I told him that later in the month I would have another 20 from 
my supplier. And he said, 'I'll take 'em all." 

Detty said he suspected the buyer was trafficking for a drug cartel. Tucson is just an hour from the Mexican border 
and a popular shopping center for smugglers. 

Detty notified ATF - the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. To his surprise, ATF told him to go ahead with 
the big sale and sent an undercover agent to watch. Then, a local ATF manager made an unusual and dangerous 
proposition: He asked Detty to be a confidential informant. 

Detty told CBS News, "He said, 'Mike, I think we've got a real chance at taking out a powerful cartel. Can you help 
us?' I made that commitment. And I really thought I was doing something good." 

Detty said he even signed an informant contract. As he understood it, he'd sell to suspected traffickers. Agents would 
track the weapons, expose the cartel's inner workings, and then interdict the guns before they could ever get loose on 
the street - or so Detty thought. 

Detty said his business, "Mad Dawg," catered to this dangerous clientele in his living-room showroom. ATF agents 
watched and listened outside. 

In an audio recording from a sale, Detty can be heard saying, "if your guys need more guns -" A suspect replies, "I 
do." Detty says, "You let me know " 

"I do," the suspect repeats. Detty says, "And it's cool with me, OK?" 

"I want to buy all of them that are like that. All of them I can get," the suspect says. Detty responds, "OK, I have a 
lot of them like that." 

"I want to buy them all," the suspect responds. 

Detty said ATF would have a small audio recording device. Sometimes it was hidden in a box of Kleenex," he said. 
One of the biggest cases was code-named: "Operation Wide Receiver." 

Attkisson asked Detty, "Do you know about how many guns we're talking about?" 

Detty said, "It's right around 450." 

Detty came forward after things didn't work out as Detty had thought they would. Detty says he realized ATF was 
letting guns "walk" and instead of helping to take down cartels, he'd helped ATF arm them. 

Attkisson asked, "When you look back and think in hindsight knowing what we know now - that all those guns were 
going on the street - what do you think about?" 

Detty said, "It really makes me sick." 

Attkisson noted that all this happened under the Bush administration - three years before the start of "Fast and 
Furious," the better-known ATF operation under the Obama administration that has come under scrutiny. "Fast and 
Furious" allegedly let thousands of weapons fall into the hands of Mexican drug cartels, and is now the subject of two 
investigations. 

The "Fast and Furious" tactic of letting guns "walk" was exposed after Border Patrol Agent Brian Terry was 
murdered last December and at least two assault rifles from "Fast and Furious" were found at the scene. 

As for its predecessor, "Wide Receiver,": prosecutors finally, quietly, rounded up seven suspects last fall. No cartel 
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leaders, just buyers who - critics say - should never have been allowed to put even one weapon on the street, let 
alone operate for years. 

Detty said, "My first day as an informant, if they had said, 'Here's our plan, Mike: We're going to let as many guns go 
across the border as they can haul, and we're just gonna look and see where they pop up,' I'd have said, 'No way. 
That's not a plan. That's idiocy.' " 

Attkisson said efforts to reach former Attorney General Alberto Gonzalez, who was in office when "Wide 
Receiver" started under the Bush administration, were unsuccessful Meanwhile, his successor is under fire. 
Republicans are calling for a special prosecutor to investigate whether Attorney General Eric Holder told the truth 
when he testified earlier this year to Congress about when he first knew about 'Fast and Furious." 

According to Atkisson, "gunwalking" may not be limited to border towns. 

She said, "We have found allegations of gunwalking in at least 10 cities in five states, so this apparently was not 
isolated to Arizona." 

For more on this story, go to CBS News Investigates.  

© 2011 CBS Interactive Inc.. All Rights Reserved. 

Read more: http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-500202  162-20115824 .html#ixzzlZvcdj Aj I 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 1:02 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Subject: Re: 

Margaret and I are on bb -- can you paste? 

From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 01:00 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: 

http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2011/10/05/earlyshow/ma  in 20115824.shtml?tag=sta ck 

Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 
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Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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To: 	Schmaler, Tracy (OPA)Fracy.Schmaler@usdoj.gov ] . 	 , 
From: 	1 

L. 	Attorney General 	i 
i 

Sent: 	Wed 10/5/2011 7:39:58 PM 
Subject: Re: Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 

DP 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 02:28 PM 
To: 	Attorney General 
Subject: Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for years 

CBS on wide receiver - 	 DP 
DP 

October 5, 2011 9:56 AM 

Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on 
for years 

The ATF, the agency that's supposed to stop gun smuggling, turned a blind eye for years, 
as hundreds of guns "walked" across the Mexican border, CBS News has learned. 

In a report on "The Early Show," CBS News investigative correspondent Sharyl Attkisson 
said a confidential informant has come forward "with a fascinating story of how U.S. agents 
began letting guns 'walk' across the Mexican border - more than four years ago." 

ATE "Fast and Furious": New documents show Attorney General Eric Holder was briefed 

in July 2010 

Gun enthusiast and licensed dealer Mike Deity said he was working a Tucson, Ariz., gun 
show in early 2006 when a young Hispanic man bought a half-dozen semi-automatic rifles. 
He paid $1,600 cash. 

Deity recalled, "But then he asked if I had more, and I told him that later in the month I 
would have another 20 from my supplier. And he said, 'I'll take 'em all." 

Detty said he suspected the buyer was trafficking for a drug cartel. Tucson is just an hour 
from the Mexican border and a popular shopping center for smugglers. 
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Deny notified ATF - the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. To his surprise, ATF 
told him to go ahead with the big sale and sent an undercover agent to watch. Then, a local 
ATF manager made an unusual and dangerous proposition: He asked Deny to be a 
confidential informant. 

Deity told CBS News, "He said, 'Mike, I think we've got a real chance at taking out a 
powerful cartel. Can you help us?' I made that commitment. And I really thought I was 
doing something good." 

Deity said he even signed an informant contract. As he understood it, he'd sell to suspected 
traffickers. Agents would track the weapons, expose the cartel's inner workings, and then 
interdict the guns before they could ever get loose on the street - or so Detty thought. 

Deity said his business, "Mad Dawg," catered to this dangerous clientele in his living-room 
showroom. ATF agents watched and listened outside. 

In an audio recording from a sale, Detty can be heard saying, "if your guys need more guns - 
"A suspect replies, "I do." Detty says, "You let me know." 

"I do," the suspect repeats. Deity says, "And it's cool with me, OK?" 

"I want to buy all of them that are like that. All of them I can get," the suspect says. Deity 
responds, "OK, I have a lot of them like that." 

"I want to buy them all," the suspect responds. 

Detty said ATF would have a small audio recording device. Sometimes it was hidden in a 
box of Kleenex," he said. One of the biggest cases was code-named: "Operation Wide 
Receiver." 

Attkisson asked Deity, "Do you know about how many guns we're talking about?" 

Deity said, "It's right around 450." 

Deity came forward after things didn't work out as Deity had thought they would. Deny 
says he realized ATF was letting guns "walk" and instead of helping to take down cartels, 
he'd helped ATF arm them. 

Attkisson asked, "When you look back and think in hindsight knowing what we know now - 
that all those guns were going on the street - what do you think about?" 

Deity said, "It really makes me sick." 

Attkisson noted that all this happened under the Bush administration - three years before 
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the start of "Fast and Furious," the better-known ATF operation under the Obama 
administration that has come under scrutiny . "Fast and Furious" allegedly let thousands of 
weapons fall into the hands of Mexican drug cartels, and is now the subject of two 
investigations. 

The "Fast and Furious" tactic of letting guns "walk" was exposed after Border Patrol Agent 
Brian Terry was murdered last December and at least two assault rifles from "Fast and 
Furious" were found at the scene. 

As for its predecessor, "Wide Receiver,": prosecutors finally, quietly, rounded up seven 
suspects last fall. No cartel leaders, just buyers who - critics say - should never have been 
allowed to put even one weapon on the street, let alone operate for years. 

Detty said, "My first day as an informant, if they had said, 'Here's our plan, Mike: We're 
going to let as many guns go across the border as they can haul, and we're just gonna look 
and see where they pop up,' I'd have said, 'No way. That's not a plan. That's idiocy.'" 

Attkisson said efforts to reach former Attorney General Alberto Gonzalez, who was in 
office when "Wide Receiver" started under the Bush administration, were unsuccessful. 
Meanwhile, his successor is under fire. Republicans are calling for a special prosecutor to 
investigate whether Attorney General Eric Holder told the truth when he testified earlier 
this year to Congress about when he first knew about 'Fast and Furious." 

According to Atkisson, "gunwalking" may not be limited to border towns. 

She said, "We have found allegations of gunwalking in at least 10 cities in five states, so 
this apparently was not isolated to Arizona." 

For more on this story, go to CBS News Investigates. 

0 2011 CBS Interactive Inc.. All Rights Reserved. 

Read more: htt cbsnews.com/8301-500202  162-20115824.html4ixzzlZvcdiAil 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 1:02 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Subject: Re: 

Margaret and I 	n bb -- can you paste? 
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From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 01:00 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (0AG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: 

http://www.ck.L .. - - ....,..om/stories/2011/10/05/earlys 	..:..iain20115824.shtml?taq=stack 

Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reichAusdoi.qov 
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Weich, Ron (OLA); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
10/5/2011 6:08:06 PM 
Pelletier on Fox 

Newell ' s lawyer. 
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From: 	 Schmaler.,_ TragylOPA) . _ . _ ..  
To: 	 1 Attorney General 1Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 16/5/2011 6:54:24 PM 
Subject: 	 WH briefing - q's on f and f 

Jay got a few q's ... they had our points and made them pretty effectively. 

There have been calls for a general counsel to investigate whether or 
not the Attorney General perjured himself when testifying about Fast and 
Furious. Does the President have a reaction? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there has been one call -- and I think it's a biannual 
call for a special counsel by this particular congressman. Once every six 
months we hear something similar. And the fact is, the Attorney General's 
testimony to both the House and the Senate was consistent and truthful. 

He said in both March and May of this year that he became aware of the 
questionable tactics employed in the Fast and Furious operation in early 2011, 
when ATF agents first raised them publicly. And he then asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate the matter, demonstrating how seriously he took 
them. 

The question in May was when did he first hear about Fast and 
Furious? Not the questionable tactics, but when did he first hear of the 
program? 

MR. CARNEY: Look, the Attorney General's testimony was consistent and 
truthful. And calls for special counsels, which seem to be a regular 
occurrence, do not change that fact. 

And when the Attorney General learned about the questionable tactics, he 
asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate the matter. 

Thanks, Jay. I want to go back to Fast and Furious because what you 
said the Attorney General said is not what he said. He said, quote -- and this 
is in May of this year -- "I'm not sure of the exact date but I probably heard 
about Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks." Now these 
documents that Jake was referring to say that he was actually told the first 
time about this July 2010 and October of 2010 -- 
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MR. CARNEY: Well, you're suggesting -- first of all, I would refer you to 
the Department of Justice that is handling this. 

He's the President's Attorney General, so -- 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, and the President believes he's an excellent Attorney 
General and has great confidence in him, and we absolutely know that the 
testimony he gave was consistent and truthful. And -- 

So how does he have confidence in him if he's a year off on what -- 

MR. CARNEY: If a piece of paper in a document that's many, many pages long 
contained a phrase that discussed nothing about the tactics that are at issue 
here, I think what we're talking about -- 

But he didn't talk about -- I just want to be clear. In his quote he 
never said tactics. He said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Ed, the Attorney General's testimony -- 

-- the first time he heard about it -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- was consistent and truthful. 

-- and in the document, in July, he heard about it. 

MR. CARNEY: Consistent and truthful. 

Okay, but you're not addressing the fact that he was not talking about 
questionable tactics. 

MR. CARNEY: I think I just did. 

In his quote in May, he said, "The first time I heard about it was a 
few weeks ago." 
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MR. CARNEY: The issue here is not the name, it's what happened and the 
questionable tactics. When he heard that, as testified, he asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate it aggressively, and he has cooperated with -- 
the Department of Justice has cooperated with the congressional investigation. 
So what he's testified to is consistent and truthful, and his cooperation -- 
both the fact that he believes it was a problem that needed to be investigated 
is demonstrated by the action he took, and the department has cooperated with 
the Congress as it looks into the matter. 

So to clear up any confusion, when was the first time the President -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I -- 

No, no, not the Attorney General. When was the first time the 
President heard about this program? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, as he said in public, in a press conference, he heard 
about it when he read about it. And that was sometime earlier this year. I 
think the press conference was in El Salvador when he was on that trip, and he 
referenced having heard about it recently. I don't have a specific day. 

Okay. And Sheryl Atkinson of CBS News is saying that a few days ago, 
I believe, a White House official and a Justice Department official was yelling 
and screaming at her -- she's been reporting about this for some time -- about 
this whole story. 

You were a reporter once. When government officials start yelling at you, 
sometimes it's because they're getting defensive, right? Why would they be 
yelling at her? 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, I have no insight into the conversations she may 
or may not have had. Second of all, I know that you guys are all hard-bitten, 
veteran journalists and probably don't complain when you have tough 
conversations with your sources sometimes. Again, this is just generally 
speaking. 

I don't know about it. I think it's -- 

But she's a credible reporter. When you say, "I'm not sure what 
conversations she had," I mean, she said this on the record that she was yelled 
at and screamed at. Why would the administration be yelling at her about this 
story? I don't -- 
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MR. CARNEY: Again, I take issue with the report. I don't know that it's 
true. I'm just -- what I think is that I know you are tough enough to handle an 
extra decibel or two in a phone conversation. I'm not sure that that happened 
here, but it's a surprising complaint. 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Eric Schultz 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 2:32:45 PM 
Subject: 	 Fwd: RE: 

in case you missed it 

October 5, 2011 9:56 AM 

Informant: ATF " gun walking" went on for years 
The ATF, the agency that's supposed to stop gun smuggling, turned a blind eye for years, as hundreds of guns 
"walked" across the Mexican border, CBS News has learned. 

In a report on "The Early Show," CBS News investigative correspondent Sharyl Attkisson said a confidential 
informant has come forward "with a fascinating story of how U.S. agents began letting guns 'walk' across the Mexican 
border - more than four years ago." 

ATF "Fast and Furious": New documents show Attorney General Eric Holder was briefed in July 2010 

Gun enthusiast and licensed dealer Mike Detty said he was working a Tucson, Ariz., gun show in early 2006 when a 
young Hispanic man bought a half-dozen semi-automatic rifles. He paid $1,600 cash. 

Detty recalled, "But then he asked if I had more, and I told him that later in the month I would have another 20 from 
my supplier. And he said, 'I'll take 'em all." 

Detty said he suspected the buyer was trafficking for a drug cartel. Tucson is just an hour from the Mexican border 
and a popular shopping center for smugglers. 

Detty notified ATF - the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. To his surprise, ATF told him to go ahead with 
the big sale and sent an undercover agent to watch. Then, a local ATF manager made an unusual and dangerous 
proposition: He asked Detty to be a confidential informant. 

Detty told CBS News, "He said, 'Mike, I think we've got a real chance at taking out a powerful cartel. Can you help 
us?' I made that commitment. And I really thought I was doing something good." 

Detty said he even signed an informant contract. As he understood it, he'd sell to suspected traffickers. Agents would 
track the weapons, expose the cartel's inner workings, and then interdict the guns before they could ever get loose on 
the street - or so Detty thought. 

Detty said his business, "Mad Dawg," catered to this dangerous clientele in his living-room showroom. ATF agents 
watched and listened outside. 

In an audio recording from a sale, Detty can be heard saying, "if your guys need more guns -" A suspect replies, "I 
do." Detty says, "You let me know." 

"I do," the suspect repeats. Detty says, "And it's cool with me, OK?" 

"I want to buy all of them that are like that. All of them I can get," the suspect says. Detty responds, "OK, I have a 
lot of them like that." 

"I want to buy them all," the suspect responds. 
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Detty said ATF would have a small audio recording device. Sometimes it was hidden in a box of Kleenex," he said. 
One of the biggest cases was code-named: "Operation Wide Receiver." 

Attkisson asked Detty, "Do you know about how many guns were talking about?" 

Detty said, "It's right around 450." 

Detty came forward after things didn't work out as Detty had thought they would. Detty says he realized ATF was 
letting guns "walk" and instead of helping to take down cartels, he'd helped ATF arm them. 

Attkisson asked, "When you look back and think in hindsight knowing what we know now - that all those guns were 
going on the street - what do you think about?" 

Detty said, "It really makes me sick." 

Attkisson noted that all this happened under the Bush administration - three years before the start of "Fast and 
Furious," the better-known ATF operation under the Obama administration that has come under scrutiny. "Fast and 
Furious" allegedly let thousands of weapons fall into the hands of Mexican drug cartels, and is now the subject of two 
investigations. 

The "Fast and Furious" tactic of letting guns "walk" was exposed after Border Patrol Agent Brian Terry was 
murdered last December and at least two assault rifles from "Fast and Furious" were found at the scene. 

As for its predecessor, "Wide Receiver,": prosecutors finally, quietly, rounded up seven suspects last fall. No cartel 
leaders, just buyers who - critics say - should never have been allowed to put even one weapon on the street, let 
alone operate for years. 

Detty said, "My first day as an informant, if they had said, 'Here's our plan, Mike: We're going to let as many guns go 
across the border as they can haul, and we're just gonna look and see where they pop up,' I'd have said, 'No way. 
That's not a plan. That's idiocy.' " 

Attkisson said efforts to reach former Attorney General Alberto Gonzalez, who was in office when "Wide 
Receiver" started under the Bush administration, were unsuccessful. Meanwhile, his successor is under fire. 
Republicans are calling for a special prosecutor to investigate whether Attorney General Eric Holder told the truth 
when he testified earlier this year to Congress about when he first knew about 'Fast and Furious." 

According to Atkisson, "gunwalking" may not be limited to border towns. 

She said, "We have found allegations of gunwalking in at least 10 cities in five states, so this apparently was not 
isolated to Arizona." 

For more on this story, go to CBS News Investigates.  

((;, 2011 CBS Interactive Inc.. All Rights Reserved. 

Read more: http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-500202  162-20115824.html#ixzzlZvcdjAjl 
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From: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
To: 	 Reich, Steven (ODAG); Axelrod, Matthew (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 11:20:11 AM 
Subject: 	 Fwd: Issa on CNN 

see issa response --i don't know who "they" are -- but he says even AG didn't know or at least 
that's how i read it . either way - reiterates ken didn't know, and he was the briefer on GGG 
power point a MONTH before Issa got his briefing. 

Issa: that is an outright lie that the justice department has been spinning, they shopped that 
to the newspapers until they found one that would print it. the fact is that kenneth melson, a 
man under oath very well recorded has said he didn't know much of this and clearly did not 
brief me in one briefing that was about gun trafficking into mexico. and let's understand 
something, anderson. they would have you believe that i knew that i knew what the attorney 
general didn't know, that i knew what they were deliberately withholding from atf and dea and 
from the u.s. ambassador to mexico. so  is this cover-up and this game of spin and delay 
continues, t 

Below is the interview with Issa. I have also included the full transcript from Anderson's 
segment: 
Interview with Issa: 
do you believe the attorney general lied to you? 
Issa: i certainly believe that he either misrepresented the facts or he's sufficiently 
incompetent that he didn't know what was in his weekly briefings. i support the fact that the 
attorney general cannot investigate himself. 
cnn has obtained some of the documents that you and your colleagues have referenced. and the 
attorney general did receive some memos last year acknowledging the existence of operation 
fast and furious but only in passing. the justice department is saying basically look he 
receives dozens of reports every week, some more than 100 pages, there's no indication he knew 
the problems of this operation that far back. do you believe that? 
Issa: well, it's difficult to believe it. additionally there's a spin going that when they 
talked about guns walking in excess, that this or other programs, we've had testimony in front 
of our committee that says justice never lets guns walk. now we have written proof that they 
were concerned about the guns walking. they were concerned about the optics of press 
interviews in which they were going to talk about problems, including brian terry's murder. 
and very clearly this was not hundreds of pa pages of reports. this is the key weekly briefing 
that the attorney general received on which there was a paragraph on fast and furious 
repeatedly. so  to say when asked specifically about fast and furious, he didn't understand the 
question, he certainly had to know that every week he was seeing briefings on fast and 
furious, he had to at least say i'm familiar with the name. what is it that you mean? or i 
don't fully understand everything as well as i did two weeks before. instead, in fairness both 
to myself and to jason chafitz, he implied he'd never heard of this two weeks before and that 
he didn't know what a felony stupid program this was that led to the death of brian terry and 
the release of 10,000 weapons into the worst of the worse people's hands. 
they're pushing back on what you're saying. chairman issa, of all people, should be familiar 
with the difference between knowing about an investigation and being aware of tactics used in 
that investigation since documents provided to his committee show that he was given a briefing 
that included the fast and furious operation in 2010, a year before the controversy emerged. 
so  i mean, did you yourself know about the operation last year? 
Issa: that is an outright lie that the justice department has been spinning, they shopped that 
to the newspapers until they found one that would print it. the fact is that kenneth melson, a 
man under oath very well recorded has said he didn't know much of this and clearly did not 
brief me in one briefing that was about gun trafficking into mexico. and let's understand 
something, anderson. they would have you believe that i knew that i knew what the attorney 
general didn't know, that i knew what they were deliberately withholding from atf and dea and 
from the u.s. ambassador to mexico. so  is this cover-up and this game of spin and delay 
continues, the problem is it's only creating problems that didn't initially exist. initially 
this was a dumb program that led to very adverse consequences. now it's about a cover-up, 
about deception, about slow rolling discovery of this and other committees. understand i got 
involved in this because senator grassley was denied any discovery because he wasn't the 
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chairman over in the senate, and i got involved somewhat on his behalf and my committee has 
taken a lead on it. but this was about stonewalling of the senate long before i got involved. 
i always thought this was the first time this kind of a program has been tried, new 
revelations tonight coming out that the bush administration had a similar weapons program 
something called operation wide receiver, do you think officials from that administration 
should be looked at as well? 
Issa: we'd know a lot more about it except that's among the documents we're still waiting to 
get. what we do know about wide receiver is very small amount of weapons, much more intensive 
following but in fact we will get to the bottom of whether or not this practice in a smaller 
way may have begun on the bush watch. we're not putting it past any administration and giving 
anyone a pass. the american people and the people of mexico expect us to have a zero tolerance 
for letting drugs come into our country or weapons go into mexico. 
congressman issa, appreciate your time. 
thank you, anderson. 

Full Segment: 
now tonight keeping them honest. what newly uncovered memos say about the botched atf 
operation called fast and furious, the operation to let firearms bought in america get across 
the border into mexico. the idea was to trace them to drug cartel leaders, but instead of 
tracing them, the atf lost track of them. they never even informed the mexican government 
about the weapons. to add insult to injury no one told the mexican about the whole thing. the 
whole thing was predicated on being able to follow these things but no one told the mexicans. 
the u.s. is charged with arming murderous drug cartels and no one tells mexico. we're talking 
about thousands of weapons. two of them, two of those weapons turned up at the murder scene of 
a u.s. border agent named brian terry. that's his photo. it's important we remember his name. 
tonight the gop controlled house judiciary committee asked the white house to name a special 
counsel to determine whether the attorney general himself eric holder lied when asked about 
fast and furious, this is what he said back in may. 
when did you first know about the program officially i believe called fast and furious, to the 
best of your knowledge, what date? 
i'm not sure of the exact date, but i probably heard about fast and furious for the first time 
over the last few weeks. 
however, keeping them honest, we've obtained memos that show otherwise. weekly reports from 
holder deputies to the attorney general, weekly reporting one dated the week of october 18th, 
2010 talks about eight pending indictments then under seal in connection with gun running to 
mexico. quote, the ceiling will likely last until another operation, operation fast and 
furious, is ready for takeoff. assuming that attorney general holder read the memo, assuming 
that he was aware of the operation months before he testify head was. another memo from the 
first week that july also mentioned fast and furious and gives a brief thumbnail description 
of it. presumably the attorney general read that one as well. both, we should say, are heavily 
redaktded. we don't know what else they say about fast and furious if they say anything at 
all. an  official told us all we know for sure is that the memo suggests that eric holder had 
reason to at least be aware of the operation months before he said he did before the oversight 
committee last may. an  official of the justice department says the attorney general was simply 
repeating the answer he gave a senate committee in march about whether he was aware of 
questionable tactics. this official says, and i quote, chairman issa, of all people, should be 
familiar with the difference of knowing about an investigation and being aware of questionable 
tactics employed in that investigation, but recall in the clip that was played congressman 
issa's question wasn't that complicated, he asked when attorney general holder became aware of 
the operation, not when he learned the details of it. so is our source at the justice 
department splitting hairs or is congressman issa? you can decide for yourself. we spoke with 
the congressman earlier tonight. the chairman of the house judiciary committee has formally 
asked the president to appoint a special counsel to investigate what attorney general holder 
knew and when he knew it. it was based on an exchange you had with him back in may. do you 
believe the attorney general lied to you? 
Issa: i certainly believe that he either misrepresented the facts or he's sufficiently 
incompetent that he didn't know what was in his weekly briefings. i support the fact that the 
attorney general cannot investigate himself. 
cnn has obtained some of the documents that you and your colleagues have referenced. and the 
attorney general did receive some memos last year acknowledging the existence of operation 
fast and furious but only in passing. the justice department is saying basically look he 
receives dozens of reports every week, some more than 100 pages, there's no indication he knew 
the problems of this operation that far back. do you believe that? 
Issa: well, it's difficult to believe it. additionally there's a spin going that when they 
talked about guns walking in excess, that this or other programs, we've had testimony in front 
of our committee that says justice never lets guns walk. now we have written proof that they 
were concerned about the guns walking. they were concerned about the optics of press 
interviews in which they were going to talk about problems, including brian terry's murder. 
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and very clearly this was not hundreds of pa pages of reports. this is the key weekly briefing 
that the attorney general received on which there was a paragraph on fast and furious 
repeatedly. so  to say when asked specifically about fast and furious, he didn't understand the 
question, he certainly had to know that every week he was seeing briefings on fast and 
furious, he had to at least say i'm familiar with the name. what is it that you mean? or i 
don't fully understand everything as well as i did two weeks before. instead, in fairness both 
to myself and to jason chafitz, he implied he'd never heard of this two weeks before and that 
he didn't know what a felony stupid program this was that led to the death of brian terry and 
the release of 10,000 weapons into the worst of the worse people's hands. 
they're pushing back on what you're saying. chairman issa, of all people, should be familiar 
with the difference between knowing about an investigation and being aware of tactics used in 
that investigation since documents provided to his committee show that he was given a briefing 
that included the fast and furious operation in 2010, a year before the controversy emerged. 
so  i mean, did you yourself know about the operation last year? 
Issa: that is an outright lie that the justice department has been spinning, they shopped that 
to the newspapers until they found one that would print it. the fact is that kenneth melson, a 
man under oath very well recorded has said he didn't know much of this and clearly did not 
brief me in one briefing that was about gun trafficking into mexico. and let's understand 
something, anderson. they would have you believe that i knew that i knew what the attorney 
general didn't know, that i knew what they were deliberately withholding from atf and dea and 
from the u.s. ambassador to mexico. so  is this cover-up and this game of spin and delay 
continues, the problem is it's only creating problems that didn't initially exist. initially 
this was a dumb program that led to very adverse consequences. now it's about a cover-up, 
about deception, about slow rolling discovery of this and other committees. understand i got 
involved in this because senator grassley was denied any discovery because he wasn't the 
chairman over in the senate, and i got involved somewhat on his behalf and my committee has 
taken a lead on it. but this was about stonewalling of the senate long before i got involved. 
i always thought this was the first time this kind of a program has been tried, new 
revelations tonight coming out that the bush administration had a similar weapons program 
something called operation wide receiver, do you think officials from that administration 
should be looked at as well? 
Issa: we'd know a lot more about it except that's among the documents we're still waiting to 
get. what we do know about wide receiver is very small amount of weapons, much more intensive 
following but in fact we will get to the bottom of whether or not this practice in a smaller 
way may have begun on the bush watch. we're not putting it past any administration and giving 
anyone a pass. the american people and the people of mexico expect us to have a zero tolerance 
for letting drugs come into our country or weapons go into mexico. 
congressman issa, appreciate your time. 
thank you, anderson. 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/6/2011 8:04:51 AM 
Subject: 	 No Subject-844.EML 

Margaret: We are going to add Stuart Delery to work with you on F&F. He will be getting deeply into the 
facts. We can discuss this later. 
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From: 	 Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
To: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/6/2011 8:14:48 AM 
Subject: 	 Re: 

Ok. 

From: Grind ler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 08:04 AM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Subject: 

Margaret: We are going to add Stuart Delery to work with you on F&F. He will be getbng deeply into the facts. We 

can discuss this later. 
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From: 	 Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
To: 	 Delery, Stuart F. (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/6/2011 8:04:58 AM 
Subject: 	 FW: 

From: Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 8:05 AM 
To: Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Subject: 

Margaret: We are going to add Stuart Delery to work with you on F&F. He will be getting deeply into the 
facts. We can discuss this later. 
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Welch, Ron (OLA) 
Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Reich, Steven (ODAG); Richardson, Margaret (0AG) 
10/5/2011 1:12:39 PM 
RE: 

October 5, 2011 9:56 AM 

Informant: ATF "gun walking" went on for 
years 
The ATF, the agency that's supposed to stop gun smuggling, turned a blind eye for years, as hundreds of guns 
"walked" across the Mexican border, CBS News has learned. 

In a report on "The Early Show," CBS News investigative correspondent Sharyl Attkisson said a confidential 
informant has come forward "with a fascinating story of how U.S. agents began letting guns 'walk' across the Mexican 
border - more than four years ago." 

ATF "Fast and Furious" New documents show Attorney General Eric Holder was briefed in July 2010 

Gun enthusiast and licensed dealer Mike Detty said he was working a Tucson, Ariz., gun show in early 2006 when a 
young Hispanic man bought a half-dozen semi-automatic rifles. He paid $1,600 cash. 

Detty recalled, "But then he asked if I had more, and I told him that later in the month I would have another 20 from 
my supplier. And he said, 'I'll take 'em all." 

Detty said he suspected the buyer was trafficking for a drug cartel. Tucson is just an hour from the Mexican border 
and a popular shopping center for smugglers. 

Detty notified ATF - the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. To his surprise, ATF told him to go ahead with 
the big sale and sent an undercover agent to watch. Then, a local ATF manager made an unusual and dangerous 
proposition: He asked Detty to be a confidential informant. 

Detty told CBS News, "He said, 'Mike, I think we've got a real chance at taking out a powerful cartel. Can you help 
us?' I made that commitment. And I really thought I was doing something good." 

Detty said he even signed an informant contract. As he understood it, he'd sell to suspected traffickers. Agents would 
track the weapons, expose the cartel's inner workings, and then interdict the guns before they could ever get loose on 
the street - or so Detty thought. 

Detty said his business, "Mad Dawg," catered to this dangerous clientele in his living-room showroom ATF agents 
watched and listened outside. 

In an audio recording from a sale, Detty can be heard saying, "if your guys need more guns -" A suspect replies, "I 
do." Detty says, "You let me know " 

"I do," the suspect repeats. Detty says, "And it's cool with me, OK?" 

"I want to buy all of them that are like that. All of them I can get," the suspect says. Detty responds, "OK, I have a 
lot of them like that." 

"I want to buy them all," the suspect responds. 
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Detty said ATF would have a small audio recording device. Sometimes it was hidden in a box of Kleenex," he said. 
One of the biggest cases was code-named: "Operation Wide Receiver." 

Attkisson asked Detty, "Do you know about how many guns we're talking about?" 

Detty said, "It's right around 450." 

Detty came forward after things didn't work out as Detty had thought they would. Detty says he realized ATF was 
letting guns "walk" and instead of helping to take down cartels, he'd helped ATF arm them. 

Attkisson asked, "When you look back and think in hindsight knowing what we know now - that all those guns were 
going on the street - what do you think about?" 

Detty said, "It really makes me sick." 

Attkisson noted that all this happened under the Bush administration - three years before the start of "Fast and 
Furious," the better-known ATF operation under the Obama administration that has come under scrutiny. "Fast and 
Furious" allegedly let thousands of weapons fall into the hands of Mexican drug cartels, and is now the subject of two 
investigations. 

The "Fast and Furious" tactic of letting guns "walk" was exposed after Border Patrol Agent Brian Terry was 
murdered last December and at least two assault rifles from "Fast and Furious" were found at the scene. 

As for its predecessor, "Wide Receiver,' prosecutors finally, quietly, rounded up seven suspects last fall No cartel 
leaders, just buyers who - critics say - should never have been allowed to put even one weapon on the street, let 
alone operate for years. 

Detty said, "My first day as an informant, if they had said, 'Here's our plan, Mike: We're going to let as many guns go 
across the border as they can haul, and we're just gonna look and see where they pop up,' I'd have said, 'No way. 
That's not a plan. That's idiocy.' " 

Attkisson said efforts to reach former Attorney General Alberto Gonzalez, who was in office when "Wide 
Receiver" started under the Bush administration, were unsuccessful Meanwhile, his successor is under fire. 
Republicans are calling for a special prosecutor to investigate whether Attorney General Eric Holder told the truth 
when he testified earlier this year to Congress about when he first knew about 'Fast and Furious." 

According to Atkisson, "gunwalking" may not be limited to border towns 

She said, "We have found allegations of gunwalking in at least 10 cities in five states, so this apparently was not 
isolated to Arizona." 

For more on this story, go to CBS News Investigates.  

© 2011 CBS Interactive Inc.. All Rights Reserved. 

Read more: http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-500202  162-20115824.html#ixzzlZvcdjAjl 

From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 1:02 PM 
To: Reich, Steven (ODAG); Welch, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG) 
Subject: Re: 

Margaret and I are on bb -- can you paste? 
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From: Reich, Steven (ODAG) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 01:00 PM 
To: Weich, Ron (OLA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Subject: 

http://www. cbsnews. com/stories/2011/10/05/earlyshow/m  ain 20115824. shtm 1?tag =stack 

Steven F. Reich 

Associate Deputy Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania, Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4121 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

(202) 305-0091 (office) 

(202) 616-1239 (fax) 

steven.reich@usdoj.gov  
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From: 	 Attorney General 
To: 	 Schmaler, Tracy (OPA); Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Sent: 	 10/5/2011 7:37:04 PM 
Subject: 	 Re: WH briefing - q's on f and f 
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From: Schmaler, Tracy (OPA) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 06:54 PM 
To: 	Attorney General 	Richardson, Margaret (OAG); Grindler, Gary (OAG) 
Subject: WH briefing - q's on f and f 

Jay got a few q's ... they had our points and made them pretty effectively. 

There have been calls for a general counsel to investigate whether or not 
the Attorney General perjured himself when testifying about Fast and Furious. 
Does the President have a reaction? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, there has been one call -- and I think it's a biannual call 
for a special counsel by this particular congressman. Once every six months we 
hear something similar. And the fact is, the Attorney General's testimony to 
both the House and the Senate was consistent and truthful. 

He said in both March and May of this year that he became aware of the 
questionable tactics employed in the Fast and Furious operation in early 2011, 
when ATF agents first raised them publicly. And he then asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate the matter, demonstrating how seriously he took 
them. 

The question in May was when did he first hear about Fast and Furious? Not 
the questionable tactics, but when did he first hear of the program? 

MR. CARNEY: Look, the Attorney General's testimony was consistent and 
truthful. And calls for special counsels, which seem to be a regular 
occurrence, do not change that fact. 

And when the Attorney General learned about the questionable tactics, he 
asked the Inspector General's Office to investigate the matter. 

Thanks, Jay. I want to go back to Fast and Furious because what you 
said the Attorney General said is not what he said. He said, quote -- and this 
is in May of this year -- "I'm not sure of the exact date but I probably heard 
about Fast and Furious for the first time over the last few weeks." Now these 
documents that Jake was referring to say that he was actually told the first 
time about this July 2010 and October of 2010 -- 

DOJ-FF-61706 



MR. CARNEY: Well, you're suggesting -- first of all, I would refer you to 
the Department of Justice that is handling this. 

He's the President's Attorney General, so -- 

MR. CARNEY: Yes, and the President believes he's an excellent Attorney 
General and has great confidence in him, and we absolutely know that the 
testimony he gave was consistent and truthful. And -- 

So how does he have confidence in him if he's a year off on what -- 

MR. CARNEY: If a piece of paper in a document that's many, many pages long 
contained a phrase that discussed nothing about the tactics that are at issue 
here, I think what we're talking about -- 

But he didn't talk about -- I just want to be clear. In his quote he 
never said tactics. He said -- 

MR. CARNEY: Ed, the Attorney General's testimony -- 

Q 	-- the first time he heard about it -- 

MR. CARNEY: -- was consistent and truthful. 

-- and in the document, in July, he heard about it. 

MR. CARNEY: Consistent and truthful. 

Okay, but you're not addressing the fact that he was not talking about 
questionable tactics. 

MR. CARNEY: I think I just did. 

In his quote in May, he said, "The first time I heard about it was a 
few weeks ago." 

MR. CARNEY: The issue here is not the name, it's what happened and the 
questionable tactics. When he heard that, as testified, he asked the Inspector 
General's Office to investigate it aggressively, and he has cooperated with -- 
the Department of Justice has cooperated with the congressional investigation. 
So what he's testified to is consistent and truthful, and his cooperation -- 
both the fact that he believes it was a problem that needed to be investigated 
is demonstrated by the action he took, and the department has cooperated with 
the Congress as it looks into the matter. 

So to clear up any confusion, when was the first time the President -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I -- 

Q 	No, no, not the Attorney General. When was the first time the 
President heard about this program? 

MR. CARNEY: Well, as he said in public, in a press conference, he heard 
about it when he read about it. And that was sometime earlier this year. I 
think the press conference was in El Salvador when he was on that trip, and he 
referenced having heard about it recently. I don't have a specific day. 

Okay. And Sheryl Atkinson of CBS News is saying that a few days ago, 

DOJ-FF-61707 



I believe, a White House official and a Justice Department official was yelling 
and screaming at her -- she's been reporting about this for some time -- about 
this whole story. 

You were a reporter once. When government officials start yelling at you, 
sometimes it's because they're getting defensive, right? Why would they be 
yelling at her? 

MR. CARNEY: First of all, I have no insight into the conversations she may or 
may not have had. Second of all, I know that you guys are all hard-bitten, 
veteran journalists and probably don't complain when you have tough 
conversations with your sources sometimes. Again, this is just generally 
speaking. 

I don't know about it. I think it's -- 

But she's a credible reporter. When you say, "I'm not sure what 
conversations she had," I mean, she said this on the record that she was yelled 
at and screamed at. Why would the administration be yelling at her about this 
story? I don't -- 

MR. CARNEY: Again, I take issue with the report. I don't know that it's true. 
I'm just -- what I think is that I know you are tough enough to handle an extra 
decibel or two in a phone conversation. I'm not sure that that happened here, 
but it's a surprising complaint. 
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