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Fox News legal analyst Gregg Jarrett reveals the real story behind Hillary Clinton’s deep state
collaborators in government and exposes their nefarious actions during and after the 2016
election.The Russia Hoax reveals how persons within the FBI and Barack Obama’s Justice
Department worked improperly to help elect Hillary Clinton and defeat Donald Trump in the 2016
presidential election.When this suspected effort failed, those same people appear to have
pursued a contrived investigation of President Trump in an attempt to undo the election results
and remove him as president.The evidence suggests that partisans within the FBI and the
Department of Justice, driven by personal animus and a misplaced sense of political
righteousness, surreptitiously acted to subvert electoral democracy in our country.The book will
examine:How did Hillary Clinton manage to escape prosecution despite compelling evidence
she violated the law?Did Peter Strzok, James Comey, Andrew McCabe, Loretta Lynch, and
others obstruct justice by protecting Clinton?Why was there never a legitimate criminal
investigation of Clinton in the Uranium One case?Are the text messages exchanged between
Strzok and FBI lawyer Lisa Page evidence of a concerted effort to undermine the electoral
process?Was there ever any real evidence of "collusion" between Trump and the Russians?Did
Trump obstruct justice in the firing of Comey or was he legally exercising his constitutional
authority?Did the FBI and DOJ improperly use a discredited "dossier" about Trump to obtain a
FISA warrant to spy on Trump associates?Should Muller have disqualified himself under the
special counsel law based on glaring conflicts of interest?Was fired National Security Adviser
Michael Flynn unfairly charged with making a false statement?With insightful analysis and a fact-
filled narrative, The Russia Hoax delves deeply into Democrat wrongdoing.

A must-read! The Russia Hoax by the brilliant legal analyst Gregg Jarrett. A sad chapter for law
enforcement. A rigged system!-- "President Donald J. Trump"Under James Comey, the FBI was
ravaged by a lack of leadership and discipline. Under Obama, the Justice Department exploited
the law and misused its authority. Gregg Jarrett has penned a superb expose of the conspiracy
to protect Clinton and sabotage Trump. Well researched and compelling, it is a cautionary tale of
how power corrupts.-- "James K. Kallstrom, former assistant director, Federal Bureau of
Investigation" --This text refers to an alternate kindle_edition edition.From the Inside FlapOn July
5, 2016, as James Comey announced that he had cleared Hillary Clinton, his FBI was furtively
meeting with the author of the fictitious anti-Trump "dossier" funded by Clinton and the
Democrats. The document, together with many other unfounded accusations, would be
exploited in a malicious attempt to frame Trump for unidentified crimes he did not commit. This
was the beginning of the Russia hoax.This book is a defense of the rule of law, which came
under sustained attack by high government officials who abused their positions of power to



subvert our system of justice and undermine the democratic process.As facts emerged, legal
analyst Gregg Jarrett became incensed that top figures at the FBI and Department of Justice
deliberately abused their offices. They absolved Hillary Clinton of flagrantly violating felony
statutes. They weaponized other laws and regulations to investigate Trump without legal
justification, in an effort to destroy him. They compromised essential principles and damaged the
nation's trust.As The Russia Hoax details, there was never any plausible evidence that Trump or
his campaign collaborated with Russia to win the presidency. The FBI had no legal basis to
initiate its investigation. Facts were invented or exaggerated. Laws were perverted or ignored.
The law enforcers became lawbreakers; James Comey's scheme to trigger the appointment of
his friend as special counsel was a devious maneuver by an unscrupulous man. His insinuation
that the president obstructed justice was another canard designed to inflame the liberal media.
Sure enough, they became witting accessories.It may take months, if not years, before a true
accounting is divulged. This is how cover-ups work--the truth is slow to emerge. However, we
know enough about the misdeeds and conflicts of interest by people like Robert Mueller, Peter
Strzok, Lisa Page, Andrew McCabe, and others to know that real crimes by career officials have
piled up. Until history--or a special prosecutor--brings these officials down, the story told here
presents more than sufficient facts for the reader to reach the inexorable conclusion that the
investigation of President Trump is the witch hunt he's called it.With insightful analysis and a fact-
filled narrative, The Russia Hoax builds a step-by-step case that even the most partisan
Democrat will find nearly impossible to dispute.--Rush Limbaugh --This text refers to an alternate
kindle_edition edition.From the Back CoverOn July 5, 2016, as James Comey announced that
he had cleared Hillary Clinton, his FBI was furtively meeting with the author of the fictitious anti-
Trump “dossier” funded by Clinton and the Democrats. The document, together with many other
unfounded accusations, would be exploited in a malicious attempt to frame Trump for
unidentified crimes he did not commit. This was the beginning of the Russia hoax.As facts
emerged, legal analyst Gregg Jarrett became incensed that top figures at the FBI and
Department of Justice deliberately abused their offices. They absolved Hillary Clinton of
flagrantly violating felony statutes. They weaponized other laws and regulations to investigate
Trump without legal justification in an effort to destroy him. They compromised essential
principles and damaged the nation’s trust.As The Russia Hoax details, there was never any
plausible evidence that Trump or his campaign collaborated with Russia to win the presidency.
The FBI had no legal basis to initiate its investigation. Facts were invented or exaggerated. Laws
were perverted or ignored. The law enforcers became lawbreakers. It may take months, if not
years, before a true accounting is divulged. However, the story told here presents more than
sufficient facts for the reader to reach the inexorable conclusion that the investigation of
President Trump is the witch hunt he’s called it.With insightful analysis and a fact-filled narrative,
The Russia Hoax builds a step-by-step case that even the most partisan Democrat will find
nearly impossible to dispute.--This text refers to an alternate kindle_edition edition.ReviewA
must-read! The Russia Hoax by the brilliant legal analyst Gregg Jarrett. A sad chapter for law



enforcement. A rigged system!-- "President Donald J. Trump"Under James Comey, the FBI was
ravaged by a lack of leadership and discipline. Under Obama, the Justice Department exploited
the law and misused its authority. Gregg Jarrett has penned a superb expose of the conspiracy
to protect Clinton and sabotage Trump. Well researched and compelling, it is a cautionary tale of
how power corrupts.-- "James K. Kallstrom, former assistant director, Federal Bureau of
Investigation" --This text refers to the audioCD edition.About the AuthorGregg Jarrett is a legal
and political analyst for Fox News and was an anchor at the network for fifteen years. Before
joining Fox News, he was an anchor and correspondent for MSNBC and an anchor for Court TV.
He is a former trial attorney. He lives in Stamford, Connecticut.Charles Constant is an actor
whose professional storytelling career began at the age of thirteen, when he became an Actors'
Equity Association apprentice. An accomplished audiobook narrator, he has recorded many
popular titles, including How to Win at the Sport of Business by Mark Cuban.--This text refers to
the audioCD edition.Read more
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DedicationTO CATE, GRACE AND LIV,FOR YOUR LOVE AND SUPPORTEpigraphThe greatest
dangers to liberty lurk in insidious encroachment by men of zeal.—JUSTICE LOUIS D.
BRANDEIS (OLMSTEAD V. U.S., 1928, 277 U.S. 438, 479)ContentsCoverTitle
PageDedicationEpigraphPreface: An Insidious Abuse of PowerChapter 1: Hillary Clinton’s Email
ServerChapter 2: Comey Contorts the Law to Clear ClintonChapter 3: “The Fix”Chapter 4:
Clinton Greed and “Uranium One”Chapter 5: The Fraudulent Case Against Donald
TrumpChapter 6: The Fabricated “Dossier” Used Against TrumpChapter 7: Government Abuse of
SurveillanceChapter 8: Meeting with Russians Is Not a CrimeChapter 9: Flynn’s Firing,
Sessions’s Recusal, and the Canning of ComeyChapter 10: Obstruction of JusticeChapter 11:
The Illegitimate Appointment of Robert MuellerEpilogueAcknowledgmentsNotesAbout the
AuthorCopyrightAbout the PublisherPrefaceAn Insidious Abuse of PowerIn the spring of 2018,
James Comey began peddling his vainglorious book with an imposturous title, A Higher Loyalty.
It reads like a Harlequin romance, except that the protagonist is in love with himself.Comey
sermonizes about lies and lying people. This is perversely ironic coming from a man who, more
than anyone else, is responsible for the most notorious hoax in modern American history.As
director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Comey launched a dilating investigation into
Donald J. Trump in the summer of 2016. There was not a whiff of credible evidence to legally
justify the probe. So, in a deception worthy of a solid street hustle, Comey labeled it a
“counterintelligence matter.” The clever feint allowed for a covert criminal investigation in search
of a crime, reversing and bastardizing the legal process.This is what abuse of power looks
like.For the better part of two years, the FBI, U.S. intelligence apparatus, mainstream media,
Democrats, and, eventually, Special Counsel Robert Mueller, and his team of partisans peered
furiously into every obscure corner and crevice for some proof that Trump “colluded” with Russia
to steal the 2016 presidential election. They seemed to believe that Trump could not possibly
have won absent some treasonous conspiracy hatched by him in the bowels of the Kremlin.
They were convinced he was an illegitimate president. Besides, Comey and his minions didn’t
like Trump—the man or his politics. They loathed him. The vaunted director, who surely knew
better than naïve and gullible voters, would be the savior of the nation.Armed with immense
power, Comey and other top officials at the FBI became the law unto themselves. The end would
justify the means, if only collaboration with the Russians could be found. Failing that, the
investigation itself could be manipulated to create the illusion of wrongdoing. The ensuing
scandal would be sufficient to annul Trump. It wasn’t merely that the flamboyant businessman-
turned-candidate would upset the natural order of the political landscape, but as president he
would likely show the director the door at the Hoover Building in Washington, D.C. There is
nothing that will motivate a man like Comey more than the prospect of power forfeited.
Something had to be done.But first, Comey and his confederates had to turn an even tougher
trick by exculpating Hillary Clinton, the Democratic presidential nominee, from the sundry crimes
she appeared to have committed by storing copious classified documents on her unauthorized
private computer system at the Clinton homestead. Despite a subpoena to preserve her records,



tens of thousands of government documents were deleted, her server wiped clean, and
numerous devices destroyed. How exactly could the FBI circumvent the inevitable multicount
indictments against Clinton for everything from obstruction of justice to mishandling of classified
documents?It would not be easy. Criminal codes would have to be creatively reinterpreted or
deliberately misconstrued. A grand jury must be avoided or diminished at all costs. But the
Department of Justice would acquiesce since it was brimming with Clinton allies, especially
Attorney General Loretta Lynch. Best of all, President Barack Obama had sent out the clarion
call on national television that his chosen Democratic successor should not be prosecuted since
she never “intended” to jeopardize national security, notwithstanding what he characterized as
her “carelessness.”Comey was instrumental to the scheme. He penned an “exoneration
statement” well before the FBI interviewed seventeen key witnesses, including Clinton herself.
Then he commandeered the authority of the attorney general in delivering his infamous
pronouncement that no charges should be brought. No mention was ever made of another
vexing FBI probe into whether Clinton had engaged in corrupt acts with the Russians by hanging
the equivalent of a “for sale” sign on her office door as secretary of state. That investigation
quietly vanished under the auspices of the Obama administration. Thus, there was never a
serious examination of Clinton and the various laws she seemed to have plainly violated. The
entire exercise was a preconceived charade with a predetermined outcome.Evidence of the
suspected scheme to protect Clinton from any criminal prosecution was divulged in a five-
hundred-page report by the Justice Department’s inspector general, Michael Horowitz, that was
made public two weeks after The Russia Hoax went to print. In one of the more stunning
revelations, Comey claimed he had no memory of the moment he decided—and put down in
writing—that Clinton committed crimes. He admitted composing a statement on May 2, 2016
concluding that Clinton was “grossly negligent.” Those pivotal words have a distinct legal
meaning and are drawn directly from a federal statute that makes it a felony to handle classified
documents in a “grossly negligent” manner.Comey used the exact phrase not once, but twice.
Based on his finding, Clinton should have faced a multiple-count indictment since the FBI
discovered that she had stored 110 classified emails on her unauthorized, private computer
server. Other people had been prosecuted for similar conduct that jeopardized national security
in violation of the law. Yet Comey—despite characterizing Clinton’s actions with the clear
language denoting violations of law–saw to it that no charges were ever brought against
Clinton.Under questioning, Comey admitted to the I-G that he authored the May 2 statement and
penned every word of it himself. But then he offered the implausible claim that “he did not recall
that his original draft used the term ‘gross negligence,’ and did not recall discussions about that
issue.”Comey’s amnesia is preposterous. He would have us believe that, as FBI director, he
memorialized in print his decision that the leading candidate for president of the United States
had committed crimes, yet later could not recollect anything about the most important decision
of his career.The truth is that Comey surely remembers what he wrote, because he participated
in subsequent discussions with top officials at the FBI about Clinton’s “gross negligence.”



Several meetings were held on the subject and contemporaneous notes prove that Comey was
in attendance. Those records show that although Comey seemed convinced that Clinton was
“grossly negligent” in violation of the law, he was determined to clear her notwithstanding. To
achieve this somersault and absolve the soon-to-be-Democratic nominee, the legally damning
terminology would have to be stricken from his statement.Metadata shows that on June 6, the
FBI’s lead investigator on the case, Peter Strzok, sat down at his office computer to cleanse his
boss’s statement of the vexing term, “gross negligence.” With the help of his paramour and FBI
lawyer Lisa Page, the words “extremely careless” were substituted to make Clinton appear less
criminally culpable. When questioned herself, Page told the I-G that “to use a term that actually
has a legal definition would be confusing.”It most certainly would. After all, how could Clinton be
exonerated under the “gross negligence” law if that very phrase was used to describe her
behavior? The two phrases actually mean the same thing in the law, but only one appears in the
statute.Strzok and Page also expunged from Comey’s statement his reference to another statute
that Clinton had plainly violated. She should have been charged under the statute’s “intent”
provisions. With Comey’s consent and encouragement, the pair sanitized his findings of fact and
contorted his conclusions of law. Clinton, who had not even been interviewed by the FBI yet, was
free and clear. The investigation was a sham.While Comey claimed he could not remember
writing the words that should have indicted Clinton, he had complete recall of the law he either
misinterpreted or misunderstood. He told the I-G that he thought “Congress intended for there to
be some level of willfulness present even to prove a ‘gross negligence’ violation.” Yet no such
“intent” is required. If Comey had ever read the legislative history, he would have known that in
1948, Congress amended the original Espionage Act of 1917 to add a new “gross negligence”
provision that did not require intent or willfulness.Amnesia must be contagious at the FBI.
Testifying before Congress, Strzok feigned no recollection of using his computer to make the
critical alteration that cleared Clinton. He did, however, directly implicate the FBI director.
“Ultimately, he [Comey] made the decision to change that wording,” said Strzok.Text messages
exchanged between Strzok and Page provide a powerful narrative of how severe bias against
Trump drove top officials to clear Clinton and target Trump in an effort to prevent him from
becoming president. The most damning exchange discovered by the I-G occurred on August 8,
2016, one week after Strzok signed formal documents launching the FBI’s investigation of
Trump.Page asked, “[Trump’s] not ever going to become president, right? Right?” Strzok
responded, “No. No, he won’t. We’ll stop it.” When questioned by Congress, Strzok once again
pleaded amnesia insisting that he did not recall writing the infamous text. Yet he then testified,
“What I can tell you is that text in no way suggested that I or the FBI would take any action to
influence the candidacy.”That is a remarkably dexterous explanation for something he does not
remember doing. When confronted with myriad other messages extoling Clinton and
disparaging Trump, Strzok had the temerity to say, “I do not have bias.” He added, “Those text
messages are not indicative of bias.” No one with an ounce of intelligence could possibly buy the
self-serving rubbish that Strzok was peddling. This included the inspector general who, after an



exhaustive investigation, concluded that the Strzok-Page communications “are not only
indicative of a biased state of mind but imply a willingness to take official action to impact a
presidential candidate’s electoral process.”This pervasive anti-Trump bias propelled top officials
at the FBI to pursue its imaginary case of “collusion” against Trump. The evidence was scant,
even nonexistent, until a scurrilous anti-Trump “dossier” surfaced. It was secretly funded by the
Clinton campaign and delivered to the FBI by a former British spy who claimed to have spoken
to unidentified Russians. The FBI first met with the author of the “dossier” on the same day that
Comey absolved Clinton. But try as it may, the bureau seemed unable to verify its inflammatory
contents alleging that Trump had been collaborating with Russia for at least five years. No
matter. The FBI appropriated the document as a pretext for spying on a Trump campaign
associate while simultaneously advancing their investigation of the candidate who unexpectedly
became president. They actively hid the fact that Clinton and Democrats had underwritten the
specious document. At the same time, Comey’s FBI deployed an undercover government
informant to infiltrate the Trump campaign to induce (or entrap) associates into saying something
incriminating.The unverified “dossier” was leaked to the press and, by the time Trump was sworn
in as president, the mainstream media had its “collusion” tale. It was off to the races as
journalists propagated their nonstop narrative that Trump was undoubtedly guilty of collaborating
with Moscow to win the election. But a curious thing happened on the way to their twin goal of
indictment and impeachment. “Collusion” is not a crime, except in antitrust law. Reporters and
anchors never bothered to cite a specific statute because none could be found in the criminal
codes. Not that they ever bothered to look. They were satisfied, indeed anxious, to level the
accusation as a legal conclusion because their bias against Trump was so impassioned and
pervasive that it became impervious to the facts.The media’s miscalculation was compounded
by the inconvenient absence of any incriminating evidence to prove this invisible offense called
“collusion.” They were adamant that meeting with, or talking to, a Russian, even on American
soil, was somehow an undefined crime unprotected by the First Amendment. Any chance
encounter or a casual handshake with a Russian was vilified. Breathless media accounts
inflated trivial contacts beyond reason. They fanned tiny embers, repeatedly arguing that this
much smoke means there will eventually be fire. When the truth finally sunk in that “collusion”
appeared to be a myth, the press seamlessly shifted to a different accusation that Trump must
have obstructed justice by attempting to impede the FBI’s investigation.In this, Comey once
again became the central character. When he was fired as FBI director for repeated violations of
the bureau’s regulations, he admitted pilfering government memorandums, which he improbably
claimed as his own, for the sole purpose of triggering a special counsel who just happened to be
his longtime friend and ally, Robert Mueller. When Comey testified before Congress, he all but
accused the president of attempting to obstruct his investigation, even though the detailed
memos offer no such allegation. It was a Machiavellian move to perpetuate the fabricated case
against Trump.Over the course of a year, Mueller’s investigation did manage to render several
indictments. However, none of them had anything whatsoever to do with “collusion” with the



Russians. Did Moscow meddle in the presidential election? Yes, in much the same way it had
tried to tamper for decades. Their design was to sow discord in the Western democracy they so
detest. But the notion that anyone in the Trump campaign had somehow been complicit was
dispelled when the indictment of numerous Russians revealed that no Americans knowingly
participated. To date, no known actionable proof of “collusion” involving Trump has
surfaced.They did, however, sow their desired political discord, thanks to a deluded and
compliant American left.Comey devoted several months to a cross-country “adoration tour,”
hawking his book and pocketing millions of dollars. In the process, he accused Trump of being
morally unfit, ignoring that he was all too willing to serve the same president he now so freely
condemns. There is something profoundly incongruous about a man who pontificates about
professional ethics but seems bereft of them himself. His hypocrisy was underscored when,
three days after his book was published, it was confirmed that the inspector general of the
Justice Department was investigating Comey for leaking the presidential memos and
mishandling classified information. FBI agents were forced to conduct searches to contain the
leak. It is conceivable that Comey committed the very offenses he helped Clinton escape. Self-
righteous people tend to self-immolate.The tale of The Russia Hoax is a labyrinth of intertwined
stories. Clinton’s penchant for secrecy surrounding her dealings with foreign governments and
money sources almost certainly propelled her to set up her private server. When caught, she
spun a series of deceptions to justify her actions. Comey and company abided by distorting the
law to clear her path to the presidency and influence its outcome. This same small group of
Washington insiders then abused the power of their positions to conjure a case against Trump to
defeat him in the election. When that failed, they doubled down to frame the new president for
crimes he did not commit. The “dossier,” which Comey confessed was “salacious and unverified,”
was their in flagrante delicto or “smoking gun.” Its lack of authenticity was irrelevant. It would be
politicized and weaponized to achieve the objective of destroying Trump and driving him from
office.The provenance of this book can be found in the many opinion columns I began
composing three years ago in which I argued that Clinton mishandled classified documents and
violated the law. When Comey inexplicably absolved her, and launched a fraudulent
investigation of Trump, even more columns were written. But the shape and theme of the book
did not fully materialize until October 2017, when I published The Trump-Russian Collusion and
Other Great Hoaxes, followed by a column titled “Did the FBI and the Justice Department Plot to
Clear Hillary Clinton, Bring Down Trump?” By this time, it had become evident to me that the FBI,
as well as the Department of Justice, had become cesspools of corruption that played a direct
hand in attempting to influence the election and subvert the democratic process.Following the
publication of The Russia Hoax, Mueller and his assembled team of partisans continued their
pursuit of Trump with scant success. The special counsel eventually abandoned his quest to
personally interview the president, accepting instead written responses to a limited number of
questions. Since Mueller had no legal right to interrogate the president for exercising his
constitutional authority, the issue of obstruction of justice was excluded from the questioning. In



his answers, Trump repeated the same statements he had made publicly so often over the
course of nearly two years—he never “colluded,” conspired, or coordinated with Russia to win
the 2016 election.By all appearances, the special counsel investigation appears to be reaching
an ignominious end. Not a single charge involving “collusion” with Russia has been brought.
There was no secret rendezvous in Moscow, no clandestine bank transfer, no corrupt
conveyance, and no incriminating document that would reveal some grand conspiracy to steal
the presidency. Trump’s critics were absolutely convinced—and promised–that such evidence
would be known by now. Given the continuous stream of leaks coming from the special counsel,
it is nearly inconceivable that such credible proof of “collusion” will suddenly emerge to justify
the endless and unwarranted accusations that have bedeviled the president.This is not to say
that Mueller will resist leveling some stinging criticism when he issues his final report. The
special counsel is nothing if not an implacable antagonist. He seems determined to find fault,
however unreasoned or remote. Trump’s inveterate detractors in Congress and the mainstream
media will surely seize upon any minor or casual contact with Russia and inflate it into a
treacherous plot. Demands for impeachment will persist, as they have since Trump was barely
sworn into office. All the while, Mueller has ignored the egregious conduct of top officials at the
FBI and Department of Justice who schemed to clear Clinton and frame Trump.The greatest
peril to democracy today is not a foreign force, but the abuse of power from within. Those who
operate under color of authority are prone to exploit it for political reasons and personal gain. In a
government of laws, they too often fail to follow the law themselves. As Justice Brandeis put it, “if
the government becomes a lawbreaker, it breeds contempt for the law; it invites every man to
become a law unto himself; it invites anarchy.”The most celebrated form of governance known to
the world is democracy. It is a system of, by, and for the people. Because of this personal
construct, democracy is susceptible to the same human frailties that afflict us all—greed,
prejudice, hubris, intellectual dishonesty, and moral weakness. Government, therefore, is only as
sound and effective as the people who are empowered to run it at any given time. This is its
fundamental imperfection.Sometimes, driven by these flaws of the human condition, democracy
can be trifled with by those who hold the reins of power in government. Despite carefully devised
checks and balances, individual positions are nevertheless misused in ways unseen by the
public. Systems are unduly influenced in defiance of both the law and conscience. Misdeeds are
covered up.This is the story of The Russia Hoax. It is a cautionary story of the damage wrought
when those who serve in government seek to undermine it.Comey and other participants in this
hoax were not interviewed for the book. I doubted they would consent and distrusted their
credibility. My conclusions about their motivations and intent are drawn from the extensive public
record of their conduct in these matters and interviews with current and former employees of the
FBI and Justice Department about such conduct, and, based on this record, no other conclusion
is reasonably supportable.GREGG JARRETTNOVEMBER 2018Chapter 1Hillary Clinton’s Email
ServerConvenience is not a legal principle.—LORD JUSTICE EDWARD PEARCE, QUEENS
BENCH, HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE OF ENGLAND AND WALES (1961)This is a story of



corruption. It begins, as it must, with Hillary Clinton.Clinton’s determination to set up a private
email server in the basement of her home to use as the exclusive method for electronically
communicating all of her official business as secretary of state was a fateful decision. At its core,
the idea was fundamentally reckless. It also appears to have been criminal. More than any other
event or factor, it led to the inexorable end to her aspiration to be President of the United
States.THE EMAIL SETUPUnraveling Clinton’s private server apparatus was complicated by the
hidden nature of its design. The domain was not registered in her name, but under a separate
identity even though the IP address was connected to the Chappaqua, New York, residence of
Bill and Hillary Clinton. Indeed, the server itself was installed in the basement of their house.1
The State Department never certified the server as secure, as its rules require.2 Thus, anyone
within the home, including those without security clearance, had physical access to it, as did the
two individuals who were instrumental in its installation, operation, and maintenance, Justin
Cooper and Bryan Pagliano. Neither was cleared for handling classified information.3Why would
Clinton want to keep all her communications as secretary of state on a private server? The
obvious answer is often the correct one. With no emails on a government account, Clinton would
be able to avoid complying with various requests filed by the media and the public under the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). This explanation is reinforced by the conscious decision she
and her staff made not to utilize an electronic program called SMART, which would have
preserved her records for the government.4The motivation behind Clinton’s decision to use a
secret server invites the question: if someone has nothing to hide, why hide? People who
engage in improper, if not illegal, activities often cloak them in darkness. They seek to obscure
their illicit behavior. Clinton may have wanted to hide decisions and mistakes that would look bad
when she ran for president. She may have wanted to keep from public view any evidence that
she and her husband used her position of power in government to enrich themselves. As will be
detailed in Chapter 4, their charity, the Clinton Foundation, served as the conduit for hundreds of
millions of dollars that flowed from foreign sources at the same time Hillary appeared to have
exerted influence on their behalf. At the same time, Bill pocketed tens of millions for speaking
engagements overseas, many of them connected to his wife’s work.The improper use of
Clinton’s surreptitious server stands in stark contrast to the promises she made before taking
office. While campaigning for president in 2008, Clinton had promised complete transparency
and vowed to fulfill all FOIA requests.5 In retrospect, her public assurances were nothing more
than a carefully crafted deception. Her private server afforded her a clever and clandestine way
to evade the public disclosure of her communications and to hide her self-serving deals.On or
about the day Clinton was sworn in to office, January 21, 2009, the State Department activated a
classified email account on its secure government server for her benefit. Clinton never used it.6
Instead, she chose to utilize her unsecured private server for all her work-related
communications, including classified documents.How this went undetected during her four-year
term remains inexplicable, unless those with knowledge were complicit in enabling her scheme
or turned a blind eye to Clinton’s conduct. Staffers at the State Department and the White



House, including President Obama, regularly communicated with the secretary of state at her
private email address.7Documents uncovered by the FBI show that Obama used a pseudonym
in communicating with Clinton on her private email account.8 Sometimes he did so while his
secretary of state was overseas using an unprotected mobile device. When the FBI showed a
copy of one such Obama email to Clinton’s top aide, Huma Abedin, she exclaimed, “How is that
not classified?”9 Indeed, it surely was classified. Thereafter, the White House refused to
disclose the contents of any of the president’s emails involving his fake name. Obama was not
only concealing his communications with an alias, he was mishandling classified information in
the same negligent manner as Clinton. This may explain why the FBI and the DOJ were
motivated not to charge Clinton. If they did so, Obama’s mishandling of classified
communications would be exposed.It is hard to imagine that the president and others never
noticed that Clinton was using a nongovernment, nonsecure private account. Indeed, emails
prove that many of them did know.10 But the secretary of state was surrounded by long-time
Clinton cronies. They shielded her. They were not about to challenge the person they were
certain would become the next president of the United States.Clinton’s disdain for regulations
and statutory law was also evident in her use of BlackBerrys linked to her home server, despite
warnings from State Department security personnel.11 According to an FBI report, she insisted
on keeping her mobile device in an area where they were not allowed because hackers can
infiltrate them to record classified discussions.12 While on foreign visits, Clinton incessantly
used her unprotected BlackBerry to send or receive dozens of confidential emails that were
susceptible to interception by foreign governments.13 She ignored security protocols and the
law with impunity.CLINTON’S SERVER DISCOVEREDBefore Clinton left office in early 2013,
FOIA requests seeking information about her emails resulted in terse statements from the State
Department that no such records could be located.14 No wonder. Clinton had stealthily kept all
her emails on her private server and never preserved them on a government account as
regulations required. These vacuous responses to FOIA demands should have immediately
raised red flags of alarm.It was not until 2014 when the House Benghazi Committee began
investigating the September 11, 2012, terrorist attack in Libya during Clinton’s tenure that the
true nature and extent of her secret server began to slowly unfold. During the summer of 2014,
the Committee demanded access to her emails which prompted the State Department to
contact Clinton who was now out of office. Negotiations among lawyers ensued and, several
months later on December 5, 2014, Clinton reluctantly handed over 30,490 emails from her
private account. Simultaneously, she withheld some 31,839 emails, insisting they were private
and personal.15At least one of Clinton’s lawyers, Heather Samuelson, who helped sort the
emails that included classified documents, appeared to have no security clearance in violation
of the law.16 Although Clinton later stated under oath that she had provided all work-related
emails, this was not true. According to then-FBI director James B. Comey, thousands of work-
related emails were improperly held back by Clinton.17Upon examining the large cache of
documents provided by Clinton’s attorneys, the Benghazi Committee realized something was



amiss: as secretary of state, Clinton had never used her secure government account for any of
her communications. Instead, she had conducted all of her business on an unsecured account
on a private server located in the basement of her residence. It was, in essence, a hacker’s
paradise. Confidential information was exposed to theft. Foreign governments with their
sophisticated computer expertise could readily access America’s classified secrets. Clinton’s
egregious breach of rules, regulations, and laws jeopardized national security.New York Times
broke the story wide open on March 2, 2015, creating a firestorm of controversy with immense
political consequences for Clinton, just as she prepared to launch another bid for president of
the United States in the next month.18 Her actions, decried by many as irresponsible and
reckless, called into question both her judgment and competency to hold the highest public
office in the land. More important, Clinton’s unmitigated disregard for the law quickly
metastasized into allegations of criminal wrongdoing.CLINTON’S ATTEMPTS TO COVER
UPInitially, Clinton employed a phalanx strategy of “no comment.” It did not quell the gathering
storm. On March 10, 2015, she decided to address the matter with reporters by holding a news
conference.19 It was an unqualified disaster. Under questioning, she appeared unsteady in front
of cameras, unsure of her answers and seeming to prevaricate at every turn. Her statements
stretched credulity.Clinton insisted, “I did not email any classified material to anyone on my
email. There is no classified material.”20 That remark was brazenly untrue. Clinton had sent
numerous classified emails on her unauthorized and unsecured server.Later, when faced with
evidence that contradicted her claim, Clinton changed her story significantly by stating, “I am
confident that I never sent or received any information that was classified at the time it was sent
or received.”21 In other words, she claimed the classifications were made retroactively. But this
amended statement was also false. In truth, the FBI confirmed that 110 of her emails contained
classified information at the time they were sent or received.22As the emerging facts continued
to belie Clinton’s statements, she altered her story for a third time by claiming, “I never sent or
received any email that was marked classified.”23 Translation: the classified documents on her
email server were unmarked and, as such, she could not be expected to know that they were
classified. But this was another untrue statement. It earned her four Pinocchios, the worst rating,
from the Washington Post “Fact Checker,” Glenn Kessler.24Many of Clinton’s emails were,
indeed, marked classified, as the FBI later revealed. While testifying before the House
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Director Comey called Clinton’s statement
“not true.”25 Moreover, the markings were irrelevant under the law, since the content—not the
marking—made them classified.It is important to note that knowledge of a document’s
classification status is of no legal consequence. Thus, it was no defense for Clinton to claim she
did not know that matters were classified. As secretary of state, she was privy to many of the
nation’s most guarded secrets. Did they have to be specifically marked “Top-secret” or
“classified” for her to recognize them for what they were? Over the course of four years, she was
America’s top diplomat with direct access to the most sensitive information and data. Assuming
a modicum of competency, classified information should have been recognized by her



instantaneously.Still, Clinton seemed to be arguing her own incompetence. That is, she should
not be held legally liable because she was too uninformed or inept to recognize classified
materials without their markings. But ignorance and maladroitness are not defenses under the
law. This rendered Clinton’s explanations of her actions all the more unconvincing.One of the
more outlandish, if not comical, explanations offered by Clinton during her FBI interview was that
she did not realize that the parenthetical “C” meant classified material at the confidential level
when it appeared on documents.26 She claimed that she thought it simply a way of organizing
messages in alphabetical order, although there were no other letters used in this way on the
same records.Several former FBI officials interviewed for this book accused Clinton of
deliberately deceiving the FBI during her interview. Bill Gavin, who first joined the bureau in 1967
and became assistant director, did not believe her rationale for one moment:“C” stands for
cunning. She knew exactly. You cannot have access to classified information without going
through the briefings, fully understand what the briefings are telling you and then signing off on
documents admitting that you understood what the briefings have said. To say she didn’t
understand what “C” meant is just a bald-faced lie. She understood what was going on. She
didn’t care because she knew she was allowed to do anything she wanted to do.27Oliver “Buck”
Revell, who spent thirty years with the FBI and rose to become the associate deputy director,
called Clinton’s alibi absurd:She didn’t know what the “C” on top of the documents meant? No
one believed her. She didn’t even believe it herself. That’s so nonsensical. It’s just ridiculous. I
think it reflected a total disregard of the system and the rules that have been established to
protect the system. She exposed the nation’s secrets through her emails. She took the privileged
approach to virtually everything she’s ever done in her life, disregarding the rules and regulations
that apply to everyone else.28All the excuses offered by Clinton were subsequently contradicted
by both the FBI and the inspector general at the State Department. Undaunted by her series of
demonstrably false statements, she then resorted to a blanket assertion that her actions were
legally permissible. In a July 7, 2015, interview, Clinton insisted:Everything I did was permitted.
There was no law. There was no regulation. There was nothing that did not give me the full
authority to decide how I was going to communicate. Everything I did was permitted by law and
regulation.29This was another audaciously untrue assertion by Clinton that earned her three
Pinocchios from the Washington Post “Fact Checker.”30 Her claim was also disproven by the
State Department’s own inspector general who took office after Clinton left her post but
investigated her conduct while she was in office. First, the IG found that Clinton “did not comply
with the Department’s policies that were implemented in accordance with the Federal Records
Act.”31 Second, the IG determined that Clinton never sought approval for her server and, had
she done so, it would have been rejected as a risk to national security.32 Third, the IG learned
that employees who voiced concerns about the private server were instructed “to never speak of
the Secretary’s personal email system again.”33 Fourth, the IG concluded that any classified
material “never should have been transmitted via an unclassified personal system.”34A federal
judge also voiced his disbelief in Clinton’s rationalizations and alibis. During a FOIA lawsuit by a



nonprofit group called Judicial Watch to recover emails, U.S. District Judge Emmet G. Sullivan
scolded Clinton over her disdain for the law when he said, “We wouldn’t be here today if this
employee had followed government policy.”35CLINTON KNEW SHE BROKE THE LAWClinton
certainly knew that she was breaking the law when she made the conscious decision to use a
personal server for all her work that would, as secretary of state, necessarily involve classified
information, including “top-secret” records.On January 22, 2009, the day after she was sworn
into office, she signed a document titled “Classified Information Nondisclosure Agreement,”
which stated the following:I have been advised that the unauthorized disclosure, unauthorized
retention, or negligent handling of classified information by me could cause damage or
irreparable injury to the United States or could be used to advantage by a foreign nation. I have
been advised that any unauthorized disclosure of classified information by me may constitute a
violation or violations, of U.S. criminal laws.36Importantly, the document instructed Clinton that
classified material may not always be marked as classified on the face of the documents, but
that it would still be considered classified information. Thus, she was bound by law to protect it in
a secure place, not in her home.A second document entitled “Sensitive Compartmented
Information Nondisclosure Agreement” executed by Clinton that same day acknowledged that
she had received a comprehensive security briefing that instructed her on all the applicable laws
involving sensitive information and classified materials and how those documents must be kept
secure.37Clinton could hardly claim amnesia as a defense, since she sent an order to every
State Department employee two years later, on June 28, 2011, cautioning them not to do what
she was doing covertly in violating the law. Clinton’s order warned: Avoid conducting official
Department business from your personal email accounts.38There is little doubt that Hillary
Clinton flagrantly and shamelessly ignored not only State Department regulations, but federal
laws making it a crime to mishandle classified documents. She may also have had a direct hand
in the destruction of evidence.On March 4, 2015, Congress sent a letter to Clinton instructing
her to preserve all her emails.39 Subpoenas were sent immediately thereafter. The request
included both work-related emails and any of those she had previously withheld as
“personal.”Three weeks later, on March 25, more than thirty thousand of Clinton’s emails were
deleted. It is unclear how many of those emails might have been relevant to the subpoenas since
they have vanished. Her server was wiped clean by using a file-deleting software program called
BleachBit.40The act of defying a congressional subpoena is impudent at best, criminal at worst.
Destruction of records in any federal investigation constitutes obstruction of justice and a
violation of the Federal Records Act.41While the FBI did manage to recover several thousand
deleted emails that were, in fact, work-related, no charges were ever brought against Clinton or
anyone else involved in their deletion and destruction.Former assistant director of the FBI Steve
Pomerantz is convinced Clinton knew she was breaking the law, but didn’t care:It is consistent
with everything I know about the Clintons. They make their own rules, and it’s wrong. Hillary
Clinton engaged in conduct that was dangerous to the national security of the United States.
And, of course, lying about it only compounds the problem. The Clintons have a history of lying.



That’s what they do. First they commit the offense, then they lie about it. That’s what they do.42It
is revealing that Clinton spent five months refusing to turn over her email server to either the
Benghazi Committee or the FBI, despite repeated demands to do so. In the end, she relented
when faced with the likelihood that Bureau agents would begin serving search warrants to seize
it on their own. Fearing a knock on the door of her private residence, Clinton finally
capitulated.Although Clinton is a trained lawyer who graduated from Yale Law School, she
seemed oblivious to the law. Or, more likely, she felt that the law did not apply to her. Yet there is
no station in life or standing in government that absolves someone from criminal conduct. In this
way, we are all creatures of the law and are bound to obey it. An orderly society cannot function if
it permits individuals to disregard the law with impunity.This fundamental principle, enunciated
by the U.S. Supreme Court more than a century ago, is what gives sustenance to our
democracy. Without it, lawlessness, chaos, and tyranny at the hands of the few would surely
ensue. It follows, then, that Clinton is no higher or lower than any American. She must abide by
the rule of law regardless of her condition or circumstance.Former independent counsel Joseph
diGenova is convinced Clinton did not care about complying with the law:Mrs. Clinton knew
precisely what she was doing. She chose to ignore the law. There is simply no explanation other
than that. The requirements of the law were too oppressive for her. She was different. She
viewed herself differently. These restraints and constraints were something that were for other
people—not for her—because she was a special, special person.I think what is true about Mrs.
Clinton is that she had enablers around her all the time. No one was strong enough or willing to
tell her she shouldn’t do certain things because they all wanted to be part of the big game which
ended with her being President of the United States.43THE LAWWhenever a government
official creates or obtains a record during the course and scope of his or her employment, the
Federal Records Act and the Foreign Affairs Manual require that it be captured and preserved by
the agency.44 Clinton did not do so at any time during her service as secretary of state, thereby
violating the law on a daily basis for four years. Every single one of her work-related emails
constituted federal records, not her personal property.It is no excuse under the law that others
with whom Clinton communicated via email within the State Department may have kept their
own records in the agency system or elsewhere. The records on Clinton’s system were never
concurrently archived at the Department of State. She communicated with many other people
who were not employees of the agency or government and these emails were never captured or
archived. At no time was Clinton ever authorized to create her own private server for record-
keeping.Clinton should have been charged with stealing government documents. Converting
government records for personal use is a felony under the law. It is, in a word, theft. Consider 18
U.S.C. 641:Whoever embezzles, steals, purloins, or knowingly converts to his use or the use of
another, or without authority, sells, conveys or disposes of any record, voucher, money, or thing
of value of the United States or of any department or agency thereof . . . or whoever receives,
conceals, or retains the same with intent to convert it to his use or gain, knowing it to have been
embezzled, stolen, purloined or converted . . . shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not



more than ten years, or both.45Isn’t this precisely what Clinton did? She converted government
documents for her use on a private server in her home. Only after she was out of office and
under legal pressure from the Benghazi Committee did she give some of the documents to the
State Department nearly two years later. That’s like stealing a car, but only giving it back after
being caught by authorities red-handed. The return of the car does not vitiate the crime.But
Clinton also concealed, removed, and destroyed government documents and wiped her private
record-keeping server clean by using a file-deleting software even though she had been
instructed by Congress to preserve all documents. The FBI later discovered that thousands of
work-related documents had never been turned over by her to the federal government, thus
depriving the government of its property. On this basis, Clinton violated 18 U.S.C.
2071(b):Whoever, having the custody of any such record, proceeding, map, book, document,
paper, or other thing, willfully and unlawfully conceals, removes, mutilates, obliterates, falsifies,
or destroys the same, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than three years, or
both.46Clinton created a private server for all her official communications as secretary of state.
In so doing, she purposefully deprived the government of the documents that belonged not to
her, but to the government.47 Case law supports a criminal prosecution under these facts.48But
there is more. By her own admission, Clinton directed that all her emails be deleted. Although
Clinton had promised to cooperate fully with the Benghazi Committee and its demand to
preserve and produce documents, her lawyer, David Kendall, subsequently sent a letter to the
House Benghazi Committee on March 27, 2015, confirming that both personal and business
emails had been removed from his client’s server and backup systems.49Making a materially
false statement to Congress is a crime under 18 U.S.C. 1001.50 It is also obstruction of justice
under 18 U.S.C. 1505 and 1515(b) to act “corruptly” by “withholding, concealing, altering, or
destroying a document or other information” in a congressional investigation.51 Not all of
Clinton’s emails were produced as the committee had demanded and as Clinton had
represented. The act of wiping her server clean of all original documentary evidence sought by
congressional committee meets the legal requirements of these crimes.Significantly, Clinton
broke other laws involving the very serious matter of mishandling of classified documents. In his
statement to the national media on July 5, 2016, FBI director Comey revealed his findings:From
the group of 30,000 emails returned to the State Department, 110 emails in 52 email chains
have been determined by the owning agency to contain classified information at the time they
were sent or received. Eight of those chains contained information that was Top Secret at the
time they were sent; 36 chains contained Secret information at the time; and eight contained
Confidential information, which is the lowest level of classification. Separate from those, about
2,000 additional emails were “up-classified” to make them Confidential; the information in those
had not been classified at the time the emails were sent.52Comey’s statement should have
been the equivalent of an indictment of Clinton under 18 U.S.C. 793(f):Whoever, being entrusted
with or having lawful possession or control of any document . . . relating to national defense, (1)
through gross negligence permits the same to be removed from its proper place of custody . . . or



(2) having knowledge that the same has been illegally removed from its proper place of
custody . . . shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than ten years, or
both.53Clinton surely knew that if her emails were stored on her private server in the basement
of her home, there would inevitably be innumerable classified documents residing in an
unauthorized place. This very clearly jeopardized national defense as the statute envisions. At
the very least, her conduct was grossly negligent as the above statute requires.But beyond
gross negligence, Clinton’s handling of classified information appears to have been quite
intentional. She intended to establish a nongovernment server and intended that it be used for
all her government business, which necessarily included classified documents. Such willful and
deliberate retention is defined as criminal under 18 U.S.C. 793(d) and (e).54 This will be
explored in greater detail in the next chapter.A separate law also criminalizes Clinton’s actions.
18 U.S.C. 1924(a) prohibits the following:Whoever, being an officer . . . of the United States, and,
by virtue of his office, employment, position, or contact, becomes possessed of documents or
materials containing classified information of the United States, knowingly removes such
documents or materials without authority and with the intent to retain such documents or
materials at an unauthorized location shall be fined under this titled or imprisoned for not more
than five years, or both.55The facts show that Clinton intended to create a private server. She
knew it was unauthorized. Yet, she deliberately used it for all her electronic communications,
including classified documents. These actions are violations of the above-stated statutes. Other
people in government have been prosecuted and convicted with much less incriminating
evidence, as will be explained in the next chapter.In addition to the potential felony charges
outlined, Clinton could also be charged with multiple conspiracy counts since her actions
involved acting in concert with other participants as defined in 18 U.S.C. 371 and 18 U.S.C.
286.56CLINTON’S PROTECTORSThe evidence shows that Clinton felt privileged and above
the law. She wanted to control the records of her high office and keep them secret at any cost.
She thwarted public access to nonclassified documents. In the process, she left vital classified
information, including “top-secret” material, vulnerable to theft by hackers, foreign intelligence
services, and governments seeking to steal America’s national security information.Clinton’s
principal defense of her actions was, in truth, no defense at all. She insisted that she utilized a
private server “for convenience” as if that was somehow a legal excuse for violating multiple
criminal statutes.57 The law abides no such defense, as Lord Justice Pearce observed long ago.
She also attempted to shift the blame or minimize her responsibility by claiming that others in
her position had done the same thing.58 That is a fatuous argument. It is a little like saying that
other people have robbed banks, so it is okay for me to rob a bank.While it is true that some
government officials had in the past used private email accounts for some occasional official
business, the practice was rare. None of Clinton’s predecessors created a private server for all
their communications as secretary of state. The reasons were quite simple. The law imposes
strict rules limiting such use. First, the emails must be carefully preserved by the employee’s
agency.59 Second, the communications cannot be destroyed by the employee.60 Third, and



most significantly, no classified material can be maintained on any private account.61Clinton
managed to violate these provisions of law during her four-year tenure as secretary of state. The
public was unaware because there was no one in authority at the State Department to oversee
whether Clinton was complying with the law. This would have been the duty of an internal
inspector general who is charged with uncovering mismanagement and corruption. However,
during the entire time of Clinton’s service, President Barack Obama never nominated anyone to
fill the position.62 While there was an “Acting Inspector General,” there was never a permanent I-
G who might have exercised greater authority to uncover how Clinton had circumvented the law.
This was likely a deliberate arrangement furtively negotiated by Clinton. Any other explanation
was implausible.Joseph diGenova, a former U.S. Attorney for the District of Columbia who also
served as an independent counsel, was blunt in his assessment of how Clinton avoided
detection:She was surrounded by a group of people at senior levels who protected her and
protected the information. And, of course, it wasn’t on government servers, so there wasn’t an
easy way for people in government to find out about it.So, she had a scheme, she had a
methodology, and they had made sure that a watchdog was not present as long as she was
Secretary of State. It was brilliantly carried out and it was accomplished with the complicity of the
president who agreed not to appoint a permanent Inspector General.The president and the
people in the White House knew she had a private server and they didn’t object.63Doug Burns,
who served as assistant U.S. Attorney for the Eastern District of New York, concluded that
Clinton broke the law and should have been indicted for several crimes:The establishment of the
private server and its use with classified information plainly violated the law, all of her excuses
notwithstanding. And to those excuses, the withholding, wiping and destruction of such huge
amounts of email evidence removes all doubts about intent and knowledge.64Given all the
compelling evidence of criminality, how can it be explained that Hillary Clinton managed to
escape prosecution?It appears she had considerable help.Chapter 2Comey Contorts the Law to
Clear ClintonIt is a public scandal when the law is forced to uphold a dishonest act.—LORD
EDWARD MACNAGHTEN, HOUSE OF LORDS (1894)After a year of gathering incriminating
evidence of wrongdoing, FBI director James Comey held a news conference on July 5, 2016, to
announce the findings of his investigation.Across the country, many of those closely following
the case expected him to outline evidence of a series of crimes committed by Hillary Clinton for
the Department of Justice to pursue. After all, many top officials who committed similar
transgressions on a smaller scale saw criminal charges that ended their political careers.It was
one of the most bizarre, bewildering, and incomprehensible explanations of a legal case in
modern American history. Comey detailed evidence of crimes but did not refer her for
prosecution. Comey’s assessment of the law was not just flawed, but completely inaccurate and
conspicuously wrong. His reasoning for not recommending prosecution of Clinton was beyond
improbable. It was impossible.Just as Lord MacNaghten feared, Comey bent and distorted the
law to uphold dishonest acts by Clinton.COMEY’S TORTURED INTERPRETATIONIn front of a
national media, Comey read a lengthy statement that presented a compelling case of how



Clinton repeatedly violated the law: 110 classified emails were stored by her on an unsecured
private server in her home without authorization and “none of these emails should have been on
any kind of unclassified system.”1Comey dismissed as untrue Clinton’s ever-changing excuses
that classified documents were marked in a way that she would not recognize them as such.
“But even if information is not marked ‘classified’ in an email, participants who know or should
know that the subject matter is classified are still obligated to protect it,” he observed. For
example, Comey cited seven email chains involving top-secret communications, stating, “There
is evidence to support a conclusion that any reasonable person in Secretary Clinton’s
position . . . should have known that an unclassified system was no place for that
conversation.”2Clinton’s routine failure to protect America’s classified information jeopardized
national security. “We assess it is possible that hostile actors gained access to Secretary
Clinton’s personal email account,” Comey concluded.Having laid out a meticulous case of how
Clinton broke the law, Comey suddenly offered an implausible reason for why she should not be
prosecuted:Although there is evidence of potential violations of the statutes regarding the
handling of classified information, our judgment is that no reasonable prosecutor would bring
such a case.3The first part of Comey’s finding that “there is evidence of potential violations of
the statutes” was more than legally sufficient to refer the case to the Justice Department for
criminal prosecution and presentment of evidence before a grand jury to seek an indictment. He
unambiguously asserted facts which would meet any standard of probable cause that crimes
appeared to have been committed by Clinton. On this basis alone, Comey was duty-bound to
tender a criminal referral for prosecution. No subsequent qualifying predicate or condition to the
statement can eliminate that legal requirement under the law.The second part of Comey’s
statement that “no reasonable prosecutor would bring such a case” was nothing more than
speculation by him personally. The law does not accept this as a valid basis for declining to levy
charges. Moreover, Comey had no grounds for making such a bold claim. He appeared to have
simply invented it. In truth, plenty of prosecutors would have been willing to “bring such a case”
and, indeed, many have done so under similar circumstances.All the former FBI officials
interviewed for this book said they had never heard of a decision being based on what “a
reasonable prosecutor” might or might not do. Danny Coulson, who served as deputy assistant
director of the FBI during his three decades at the bureau and is also a lawyer, stated:My view,
and the view of agents in the field, was shock. When Comey came to the end and said no
reasonable prosecutor in the entire country would prosecute Clinton, that was a total lie. I was
flabbergasted. The agents were, too. It didn’t make any sense to any of us.There was never an
FBI investigation of Hillary Clinton. Comey controlled it from start to finish and came out with the
results he wanted.4Former assistant FBI director Steve Pomerantz was equally shocked and
appalled by what he witnessed the day Comey made his televised announcement:I could have
fallen off my chair while watching that news conference. Setting aside the conclusion he drew, it
is not the FBI’s job to recommend prosecutions. The FBI investigates and then turns it over to
the Department of Justice. In all my years in the FBI—over thirty years—and hundreds of



investigations, probably thousands, I never ever saw that done. For Comey to do that was
astonishing and wrong.5Comey’s assertion that “no reasonable prosecutor would bring such a
case” was remarkably inaccurate. In truth, federal prosecutors have brought numerous cases
against individuals who mishandled classified documents in much the same way that Clinton
did.Samuel “Sandy” Berger, who served as national security adviser under President Bill
Clinton, removed classified documents from the National Archives and stored them in an
unauthorized location. Like Clinton, Berger said he did it for convenience.6David Petraeus, who
was director of the Central Intelligence Agency under President Barack Obama, kept classified
documents at his home and allowed his biographer, with whom he was having an affair, to read
them.7 Both Berger and Petraeus faced criminal charges and pleaded guilty. Both were fined,
put on several years’ probation, and stripped of their security clearances.John Deutch served as
CIA director under President Clinton. Classified materials, including top-secret documents, were
found on a computer in his home. While negotiating a plea agreement with prosecutors, he
received a presidential pardon.8Crucially, Petraeus, Berger, and Deutch never worked for the
government again. Even though none of them served time behind bars, their prosecutions and
inability to maintain security clearances meant that the holding of high office was an
impracticality. Had Clinton faced the same legal standard for mishandling classified documents,
her ambition to serve as president would have ended.Other individuals who did not hold public
office have also been prosecuted for the same actions as Clinton. Navy engineer Bryan
Nishimura downloaded classified documents on an unsecured computer system and stored
them on personal electronic devices.9 He also destroyed some of the evidence. Like Clinton, he
insisted that he had no “intent” to break the law. Nevertheless, he was charged and pleaded
guilty in 2015.In 2016, a young navy sailor, Petty Officer First Class Kristian Saucier, was
charged with mishandling classified material when he took six photographs of the inside of a
submarine with his personal cell phone, an unauthorized and unsecured device.10 He was
eventually forced to plead guilty, even though his attorney argued what he called “the Clinton
defense,” claiming that if Clinton could get away with far worse conduct, his client should not be
found guilty.11The fact that the “Clinton defense” did not work for Saucier suggests that it would
not have succeeded for Clinton. But, of course, she was never even charged, unlike the sailor
and several other troops. In March 2018, having served one year in prison, Saucier received a
presidential pardon. Trump had previously noted that the sailor had been held to an unfair
“double standard” compared to Clinton, who managed to escape prosecution entirely.12During
President Obama’s term, more than half a dozen people were charged and convicted of
mishandling classified materials.13 Nearly all of them served time behind bars. Thus, Comey’s
assertion that “no reasonable prosecutor would bring such a case” was demonstrably
untrue.Proof of these prior cases of a similar nature made another of Comey’s legal
pronouncements even more bewildering. In his July 5 statement, he advanced this specious
claim:In looking back at our investigations into mishandling or removal of classified information,
we cannot find a case that would support bringing criminal charges on these facts. All the cases



prosecuted involved some combination of: clearly intentional and willful mishandling of classified
information; or vast quantities of materials exposed in such a way as to support an inference of
intentional misconduct. . . .14The prosecutions of Berger, Petraeus, Deutch, Nishimura, and
Saucier disproved the first part of Comey’s statement since they all bear a notable resemblance
to Clinton’s case. Moreover, at the time Comey cleared Clinton, the FBI and the DOJ were
already in the process of building a criminal prosecution against Harold T. Martin III, a former
national security contractor who stored classified documents in his home—some of which were
on his computers—just as Clinton did. Martin was arrested, charged, and jailed one month after
Comey absolved Clinton for doing the same thing.15The number of classified materials found at
Martin’s home was described by federal prosecutors as “astonishing.” The same could be said of
Clinton’s tranche of prohibited records. Her computer server held not just a handful of classified
documents, but “110 emails in 52 email chains . . . determined by the owning agency to contain
classified information at the time they were sent or received. . . . Separate from those, about two
thousand additional emails were ‘up-classified,’” meaning they were later determined to contain
classified information that someone in Clinton’s position should have recognized immediately
upon reading them.16Former deputy assistant director of the FBI Danny Coulson believes that
Comey’s statement that he knew of no other comparable cases that would support charging
Clinton shows the director was either thoroughly uninformed or severely biased in favor of the ex-
secretary of state:All of these individuals were prosecuted for doing a lot less than Clinton did. I
don’t know how Comey can look at those cases and look at what he recommended for her and
not see the inconsistency, unless you come to the conclusion that he got the result he
preconceived.17THE CRIMINAL “INTENT” CANARDIn his quest to exonerate Clinton of any
wrongdoing, Comey decided to focus on the suspect’s “intent” and then proceeded to
misconstrue the law that governs intent.His tortured logic was set forth in this key sentence
during his July 5 announcement:Although we did not find clear evidence that Secretary Clinton
or her colleagues intended to violate laws governing the handling of classified information, there
is evidence that they were extremely careless in their handling of very sensitive, highly classified
information.18First, nowhere in 18 U.S.C. 793(f) of the Espionage Act which governs the
“grossly negligent” handling of classified information does it state that a defendant must have
intended to break the law in order to be charged or found guilty. In clearing Clinton on this basis,
Comey inferred language that does not exist. He either misinterpreted the law or chose to rewrite
it.The plain language of the statute is unmistakable: no intent is required. It states, “Whoever,
being entrusted with or having lawful possession or control of any document . . . relating to
national defense, (1) through gross negligence permits the same to be removed from its proper
place of custody” has committed a felony.19 Unlike other sections of the same statute, the word
“willingly” was omitted. This was a deliberate decision by Congress when it revised and
expanded the Espionage Act decades after it was enacted. Section (f) was added to provide a
lesser alternative to willful conduct; that is, grossly negligent behavior.20Second, the other
sections of 18 U.S.C. 793—except provision (f)—do, indeed, have an “intent” or “willful”



requirement. They state that willfully or intentionally retaining classified information in an
unauthorized place or transmitting it to an unauthorized person is a felony.21 Clinton also
violated these provisions of law in two ways: by intentionally storing classified emails in an
unauthorized place (her home) knowing they would be vulnerable to foreign access and by
intentionally giving all of her emails, including classified documents, to her lawyers and others
for sorting. They did not appear to have received classified security clearance to review
them.Despite all of this, Comey once again misapplied the law of “intent” in clearing Clinton. The
plain meaning of the statutory language and the accepted legal standard is not whether Clinton
intended to violate the law, as Comey claimed, but whether her actions were intentional.
Unquestionably, they were.Even if one were to accept Comey’s interpretation, the statute also
makes it a crime if the possessor of classified documents has “reason to believe (it) could be
used to the injury of the United States or to the advantage of any foreign nation” if it is kept in an
unsecured place.22 How was it possible that Clinton did not have such a reasonable belief? She
must have. Anyone in government knows all too well how classified documents must be
protected from foreign theft. Failure to safeguard them could cause injury to the U.S. Under the
Espionage Act, it is not necessary to prove Clinton intended to jeopardize national security or to
aid a foreign power; only that she had reason to believe it could occur as a consequence of her
deliberate actions.23This is why Clinton was instructed on her first day on the job that all such
materials must be maintained in a government-approved and secure location. Her home was
not. Clinton knew this and, therefore, had “reason to believe” her actions would jeopardize
national security. Remember, Comey openly admitted this in his July 5 statement when he said,
“there is evidence to support a conclusion that any reasonable person in Secretary Clinton’s
position . . . should have known that an unclassified system was no place for that conversation,”
referring to seven email chains involving Top-secret communications.24Clinton didn’t just keep
classified documents in an unauthorized place, but she willingly gave them to people she knew
did not have security clearance to receive them, in violation of the law. Comey acknowledged
that his investigation had discovered this when he was cross-examined by Representative Jason
Chaffetz during a hearing before the House Oversight Committee a mere two days after he
cleared Clinton:CHAFFETZ: Did Hillary Clinton give noncleared people access to classified
information?COMEY: Yes. Yes.25According to Representative Trey Gowdy during the hearing,
Clinton gave “up to ten people” access to classified information, and none of them were
permitted to have such protected materials.26 It is truly baffling why she was not prosecuted on
this basis alone.Third, the Espionage Act is not the only law that criminalizes the mishandling of
classified documents. 18 U.S.C. 1924(a) makes it a crime to knowingly remove classified
records without authority “and with the intent to retain such documents or materials at an
unauthorized location.”27 The language of this law properly states the legally accepted “intent”
standard. It does not require that Clinton intend to violate the law, as Comey stated. Since she
never sought authorization for the server that stored them, she should have been charged under
this statute.During her March 10, 2015, news conference, Clinton admitted that she intentionally



used her personal server for the sake of convenience.28 She deliberately refused to utilize a
government email account on a secure server hosted by the Department of State, and her top
staff fought efforts to have her do so, as the FBI confirmed.29 These are the intentional acts that
placed 110 classified documents in a vulnerable location and that, in the end, exposed
America’s national security secrets to foreign intrusion.As explained in chapter 1, Clinton had
been told at the outset of her service as secretary of state that this was against the law, and she
acknowledged she understood it when she signed the document entitled “Classified Information
Nondisclosure Agreement.”30 The evidence is conclusive that Clinton knew she was committing
crimes.CLINTON WAS GROSSLY NEGLIGENTSetting up an unclassified email server that
houses classified material is the definition of grossly negligent behavior under the Espionage
Act. And the sheer quantity of classified information—110 documents—is evidence of gross
negligence. Yet Comey managed to either ignore the law or turn its meaning upside down. He
described Clinton’s actions as “extremely careless.” What is the difference? There is none.In
courtrooms across America, the terms “gross negligence” and “extremely careless” are devoid
of any difference and, hence, synonymous. When juries struggle with the meaning of “gross
negligence,” judges will often explain that it is behavior of a reckless or extremely careless
nature. By describing Clinton’s conduct as “extremely careless,” Comey was admitting that
Clinton broke the law, although he twisted the language and the statute to create the
appearance that she did not.Former federal prosecutor Andrew McCarthy explained it this way:
“Substantively, these terms are indistinguishable. The emendation is said to be critical, though,
because the statute applicable to Clinton’s conduct criminalizes ‘gross negligence.’ If Comey
had said the words ‘grossly negligent,’ so the story goes, it would be the equivalent of
pronouncing Clinton guilty. That is, it would be impossible to rationalize not charging her
because, after all, this was all about negligence.”31 Instead, Comey cleverly altered the
language to create the public impression or illusion that Clinton had barely skated across the
thin ice of illegality when, in truth, she had plunged right through.Comey must have known
Clinton committed felonies because an early version of his so-called exoneration statement
written in May 2016 did, in fact, use the words “grossly negligent” to describe Clinton’s handling
of classified information. Here is how he recounted Clinton’s conduct in the original draft:There is
evidence to support a conclusion that Secretary Clinton, and others, used the email server in a
manner that was grossly negligent with respect to the handling of classified information.32This
finding would have led to a criminal referral for prosecution of Clinton and an inevitable
indictment. But it never happened. And almost no one knew this is what Comey had first
determined.Two years after Comey scuttled the case against Clinton, documents uncovered by
John Solomon of The Hill showed that the words “grossly negligent” had been edited out with
red lines on or around June 6, 2016, three weeks before the FBI interviewed Clinton.33 The term
“extremely careless” was substituted. These alternative words, on their face, seemed less
culpable and more innocuous. But the law views them as identical to “gross negligence.” Thus, it
appears that Comey sought to draw a fine distinction where none exists. By avoiding the exact



language of 18 U.S.C. 793(f), Comey managed to exculpate Clinton by employing a legal
charade.Documents made available by the Senate Homeland Security Committee also show
that Comey originally found another basis to conclude that Clinton broke the law. In his draft
statement, he noted the following:Similarly, the sheer volume of information that was properly
classified as Secret at the time it was discussed on email (that is, excluding the “up-classified”
emails) supports an inference that the participants were grossly negligent in their handling of
that information.34This finding reinforced the conclusion that Clinton committed crimes. In other
words, there were so many classified documents on her unclassified system that she had to
have been “grossly negligent” under the criminal statute. However, this part of Comey’s
statement was also later modified in a critical way. The entire reference to the “inference” of
criminality was deleted.Former federal prosecutor Doug Burns believes Comey fully realized that
Clinton committed several felonies, but decided to rewrite the law and reshape the facts to clear
her:It was beyond embarrassing to see the director of the FBI twist himself into a pretzel trying to
explain the non-prosecution decision in the Clinton matter. He violated every rule in the book.
Agents do not make prosecutorial decisions and prosecutors would never lay out the proof of the
crime and then bizarrely explain that no case is being brought. His explanations about intent and
carelessness were wrong legally and, again, totally embarrassing.35DID COMEY OBSTRUCT
JUSTICE?These actions by Comey raise the specter that the FBI director may have been
motivated to absolve Clinton for reasons that have little to do with the law and the facts. If so, this
could constitute obstruction of justice.The best evidence that shows Comey cleared Clinton for
political reasons is that he wrote his statement exonerating her several weeks before all the facts
were known. According to the Senate Judiciary Committee, transcripts of interviews with people
close to the FBI director prove that Comey drafted his statement well in advance of the FBI’s
interviews with Clinton and sixteen other witnesses.36 How can that be? Comey could not
possibly have known what legal conclusions to draw in the absence of fundamental facts that
only those key participants could provide, especially the subject of his investigation, Clinton.
Comey must have been determined to absolve Clinton regardless of what she or others had to
say under FBI questioning.Fred Tecce, who was an assistant U.S. attorney in Philadelphia and,
later, special assistant U.S. attorney at the Department of Justice, believes Comey threw the
case to protect Clinton:The Investigation was a sham, a farce. They wrote the press release
announcing the results of the investigation before the investigation fully took place. The fact that
they even bothered to interview her was a joke. Clinton could have told them “yeah, I stole
everything, the computer was illegal, I knew what I was doing was wrong” and they would have
said, “thank you very much madam secretary, have a nice day,” and then they would have issued
the press release they had written weeks before announcing that there wasn’t enough evidence
to prosecute. It was a joke.37All the former federal prosecutors and former top officials at the FBI
who were interviewed for this book said they had never seen such a practice. They described it
as wrong and in violation of FBI standards. The Senate Judiciary Committee accused Comey of
predetermining the outcome of the case against Clinton:. . . Mr. Comey had already decided he



would issue a statement exonerating Secretary Clinton. That was long before FBI agents
finished their work. Mr. Comey even circulated an early draft statement to select members of
senior FBI leadership. The outcome of an investigation should not be prejudged while FBI
agents are still hard at work trying to gather facts.Conclusion first, fact-gathering second—that’s
no way to run an investigation. The FBI should be held to a higher standard than that, especially
in a matter of such great public interest and controversy.38Why would Comey change the crucial
language to clear Clinton in the face of incriminating evidence that she mishandled classified
material by both intentional acts and through grossly negligent behavior? Did Comey absolve
Clinton for political reasons? Was he pressured to do so by Attorney General Loretta Lynch or
others at the Justice Department? Did top officials at the FBI, motivated by corrupt purposes,
dissuade him from making the criminal referral which his original draft statement so plainly set
forth? And why exactly did he take it upon himself to usurp the authority of the Justice
Department in clearing Clinton?If Comey prevented the prosecution of Clinton in the face of
sufficient and compelling evidence to indict her or was complicit in doing so, as the evidence
indicates, then such interference or intervention in the due administration of justice would rise to
the level of obstruction of justice by Comey.18 U.S.C. 1505 makes it a crime to obstruct
justice:Whoever corruptly . . . 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 . . . shall be fined
under this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both.39
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KB from Illinois, “Very detailed. Raises many questions about politically motivated
investigations.. My interest in this book occurred by chance. Over the past couple years reading
news stories on sites like Yahoo News I sensed a very overt stance against President Trump. It
appeared very obvious to me, but I wanted some confirmation whether these views may have
validity, or perhaps not. So I started to investigate other opinions via some of the conservative
talk radio shows. Up until this time, I rarely listened to them. One was the Sean Hannity Show
and Gregg Jarrett was sitting in for Sean on one of the shows. He mentioned his book and I
thought it sounded interesting. My basic assumption even prior to reading this book was I never
felt there was any illegal Trump/Russian collusion in our recent election. I couldn't see how it
would ever be done in such a way that would actually affect the voting outcome (other than if it
were some kind of ballot box type fraud). So I had doubts about all the related investigations.
When this book was mentioned I figured it would offer some factual information to help me
understand the investigations better. It did accomplish that. And much more awareness.One of
the major items about this book is that it is well researched and documented. This made me feel
somewhat comfortable about its content. There is so much misinformation making its rounds
today that knowing what is truthful and what isn’t can become a real guessing game. I could
even ask ‘Did Mr. Jarrett fabricate his sources’? At this point I will go on faith that they are real.
Based on that assumption, he presents a very hard case about the Russian collusion
investigation as not being quite what the U.S.A. people are being led to believe by the media
outlets. So much so, I hope this book could be a catalyst for other investigations (assuming that
isn’t already being planned). As summarized in this book, a major point is about federal
investigative departments having integrity in performing their duties, and doing so legally and
without prejudice or political partisanship. This book does raise some real concerns.The author
states at the end of the book "The people who should read this book, probably won't".
Unfortunately he is probably correct. As a country we seem so divided today politically. It is my
impression that anti-Trumpers will probably not want to acknowledge any conflicting thoughts or
facts to their beliefs. But this book could be a great exercise in broadening one’s knowledge
regarding the investigations on Trump. It would show a different viewpoint than that being touted
by much of the media, and has the facts backing it up. At the very least, it can provide some food
for thought.”

Anita Keays, “There was Russian collusion all right: Hillary is the one though. The most
frustrating aspect of this debacle is that the people who should be in front of grand juries actually
set this up to overturn a legal election. The guilty ones put themselves above the law and the
Constitution.  This book proves it.”

BungalowMo, “A Step by Step process into the Belly of the Beast. This book reveals the



backstory and a view into the inner workings of the Clinton regime. When you thought you knew
(pretty much) the whole story, it's worse than you thought. All pertinent information is
documented by numbers and corresponding notes & sources at the back of the book.No level
headed person can read this and not be disgusted by how high the levels went, and how low
they were willing to go.All I can say is, we dodged a massive bullet when she (and THEY) lost!”

Billie Gaskin, “The Russia Hoax. I love the fact that the truth is being revealed and that people
who have not watched the one news media that has been reporting this for over a year will have
some idea of the injustice in the highest places of government.”

Ricky, “Bigger than Watergate?. This book lays out evidence of a scandal that threatens to
undermine the constitution of the USA – how Obama’s DOJ and FBI were infiltrated by politically
biased individuals, working collectively, to influence an election for the President in 2016. Gregg
Jarrett details evidence of wrong-doing, amongst high ranking personnel at the two agencies,
that is slowly beginning to emerge.Anyone who believes in the rule of law ought to be reading
this book. It might seem to some too incredible to be true. We might remain incredulous.
However, the same was initially said of Watergate. I am not into conspiracy theories – I am
interested in facts. There is documented proof of how the justice department officials at the
highest levels, failed to carry out standard procedures and treated the democratic candidate
with ‘kid gloves’. The bias appears to continue in then setting up a ‘special counsel’ to
investigate President Trump for no specified crime. This has hampered his presidency to this
day.Watergate involved a break-in into Democratic Headquarters by 5 burglars and the Nixon
cover-up of the crime. It was rightly exposed and led to the resignation of the then
president.Gregg Jarrett attempts to shed light into a modern-day attempt to hide what was going
on under the Obama presidency. Instead of a break-in, it details how rogue senior Obama
officials attempted to rig a political election in favour of the Democratic candidate Hillary Clinton
who was under investigation for alleged crimes. Failing the attempt to rig the election in her
favour, stage two then involved activating the ‘insurance policy’. That is, accusing President
Trump of winning because of ‘the Russians’. This has been seen by many as an attempt to
impeach or delegitimise the result of a presidential election.Congress is slowly waking up to the
‘Russia Hoax’ but, just as in Watergate, the corruption is not yet being investigated by the free
press. Whether or not Gregg Jarrett turns out to be correct, there are too many documented
facts to be dismissed.  If found true, this will truly be bigger than Watergate.”

D. F. Dodds, “Meticulous analysis of the greatest political scandal since Watergate. My headline
is probably an understatement. Jarrett picks up his narrative with the Clinton e-mail scandal and
her criminal breaches of national security. He shows how these were down-played by James
Comey and the FBI as well as AG Loretta Lynch. He then outlines in detail the plot to undermine
the Trump Presidency from day one, by criminally corrupt officials in the FBI and DoJ.The crimes



of Clinton, Comey, Strzok, and others are laid out in detail; statutes are cited along with
sentencing guidelines. The complicity of the swamp dwelling leftist press also come in for a
richly deserved mauling.An excellent book, but thoroughly maddening.Why, after two years are
these people not behind bars?”

Tssmith, “Essential reading. This book is a timely balance to the ocean of lies and distortions
emerging from left/liberal news media in the West. It amasses a great deal of information that
American Democrats would prefer the world not to know but needs to know. This is not to say
that the book is without faults. It is clearly partisan and pushes some arguments and makes
some claims particularly regarding points of law that are questionable. It needs to be read
critically therefore. A useful companion read is Bob Woodward's 'Fear'. Both authors agree on a
surprising number of points.”

G, “A must read. This is definitely a case of "Who watches the watchers". No wonder the
President wants to "drain the swamp". Brilliantly researched.”

Emma., “A real eye-opener. A must read for every American.. An essential read. Shows the
corruption at the highest levels of the FBI and DOJ in Obamas govenment. A bigger scandal
than watergate. Looking forward to the next book once everything has been uncovered.”
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