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originally been named as the hotel operator, then abandoned the project after 

Waldman's status was revealed. 
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Mr. Trump's other partners included a man who illegally converted a New 

York factory to loss only to have the city order all his tenants evicted to protect 

them from hazardous conditions. Another partner owned a nursing home 

company which was cut off from Federal funds due to concerns that the residents' 

safety was at risks . . Alex Schnaider, a Russian-born Canadian national, became 

the principal developer. Schnaider had no 'previous hotel or condo development 

experience. His most apparent qualification seemed to be that he had made a lot of 

money quickly. 

Financing came from an Austrian bank with no apparent experience in 

Canadian development, and which had been accused of acting as a conduit for 

Russian money laundering. Schnaider made misleading statements about the 

project, and ultimately the project failed and went through bankruptcy. The new 

buyer removed Mr. Trump's name from the project. What do you know about that? 

A Schnaider (ph) is probably the most interesting of those characters, His 

father-in-law is a very important figure in the history of the KGB-Mafia alliance . , He 

is named Boris Birshtein. Boris is connected to Mr. Moskovich. And all these 

people know each other. And they are all connected in one way or another to the 

Russian Mafia, and some of them are connected to the intelligence services. 

These guys in particular, I believe, if I am remembering things correctly, have 

connections to the Solntsevo Brotherhood, which is the dominant Mafia family. 

And Beerstein was the manager of the KGB's offshore funds after the 

collapse of the Soviet Union. and is well known in European law enforcement for 
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his activities. And he is known to Belgian law enforcement, French, and crosses 

paths with Moskovich on a lot of this stuff. So we are talking about the same 

crowd. Raiffeisen Bank was during that period the main service bank for the top 

level Russian corruption and organized crime activity. 

So I wrote a lot about Ralffeisen 'in those days because they were 

laundering the money from the Mafia gas trading scheme that Putin was running 

between Ukraine and Russia . And when the Mogilevich Dmytro Firtash network 

was selling up their finance role and corporate operations to siphon 

money off the gas trade, they did it with Raiffeisen. And they came up in 

several other cases, and they were the go to bank for top level Russian dirty stuff. 

In regard to ali that, and again going back to your earlier question, I think 

that there is a lot of information to be had from Canadian law enforcement and 

from Belgian law enforcement about some of these characters. I think you they 

know pretty well who these guys are, and they have been looking at them for a 

long time. 

MS. SPEIER: Okay. What is the interest of Russia with the National Rifle 

Association? 

MR. SIMPSON: I think that most of what we have found is pretty much out 

there now. You know, it's been said by others, but, you know, what eventually - ~ 

appears the Russians, you know, infiltrated the NRA. And there is more than one 

explanation for why. But I would say broadly speaking, it appears that the 

Russian operation was designed to infiltrate conservative organizations . And they 

targeted various conservative organizations, religious and otherwise, and they 

seem to have made a very concerted effort to get in with the NRA. 

And so there is a Russian banker-slash-Duma member-slash-Mafia leader 
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named Alexander Torshin who is a life member of the NRA. And we spent a lot of 

time investigating Mr. Torshin. And he is well known to Spanish law enforcement 

for money laundering activity, and you have probably seen the press articles. And I 

think the Spanish files on him should be available to you. And he, as you know, 

was supposed to have a meeting with President Trump after the inauguration. And 

somebody noticed that there had been some stories about him that weren't pretty 

good. 

So he is one of the more important figures, but, you know, another woman 

with whom he was working, Maria Butina, also was a big Trump fan in Russia, and 

then suddenly showed up here and started hanging around the Trump transition 

after the election and rented an apartment and enrolled herself at AU, which I 

assume gets you a visa. 

MS. SPEIER: She rented an apartment where? 

MR. SIMPSON: AU Park in Tenleytown. Went to American University 

and rented an apartment up there. I think she is suspicious. I guess the last 

thing I will say on this is that we just started seeing this stuff when all the other 

Russia stuff started bubbling up. And the thing I found, you know, the most 

absurd about this Is that, you know, Vladimir Putin is not in favor of universal gun 

ownership for Russians. And sO Irs all a big charade, basically. 

MS. SPEIER: You said there were other conservative groups. Are there 

other conservative groups in the United States that they have infiltrated to your 

knowledge? 

MR. SIMPSON: I think there's been - we have done some research on 

some religious groups having relationships with the Russians, having, developing, 

and pursuing relationships with various religious groups. The names of them 
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escape my mind . But there has been a lot of that. And then there has been the 

independence movements, California Independence, Texas independence. You 

know, it's a big operation. 

Five minutes, ma'am: 

MS. SPEIER: You said that Mr. Steele provided you information after the 

election as well. So it wasn't in the dossier? 

MR. SIMPSON: It actually was in what's known as the dossier. It's just it 

came in after the election and we weren't being paid for it. And that's been a 

subject of litigation. Some of that stuff led to a lawsuil. But in any event, you 

know, yes. So in the period immediately after the election, Chris had a source 

network and, you know, some of the sources continued providing information for a 

little while. It's just, you know, when you set something up it kind of takes a while 

to taper off. So we received some new alarming stuff about this Prague meeting 

that came in after the election. 

MS. SPEIER: And it appears that one of the sources was mysteriously 

killed? 

MR. SIMPSON: That's not my information. I mean there was a series of 

episodes where people were arrested or died mysteriously that came shortly after 

the disclosure of the existence of this information . And I do believe there was a 

bit of an old fashioned purge. 

And I think that - but to my knowledge, it wasn't anyone that helped us. 

think it was more likely people who were taking the opportunity to seille scores or 

were falsely accused, as often, you know, just like in the old days, and/or were 

sources of the U.S. Intelligence Community, not us. 

MS. SPEIER: In researching Donald Trump's finances, and the fact that 
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he was, you know, financially underwater, it seems in the mid-2000s, how much of 

his income was coming purely from naming rights? Have you ever tried to figure 

that out? 

MR. SIMPSON: No. Of course, you know, getting reliable information 

about his finances was pretty hard. But I think it was -- I mean I think that sort of 

non-equity revenues was a big part of it. I also think that, you know, a lot of his 

income comes from trusts and things that his father set up, and that he doesn't 

actually make that much money, you know, in terms of profits from his own 

activities. He still funds much of his -- from, you know, assets that were acquired 

by his father. 

MS. SPEIER: Ivana Trump, did she have any involvement in any ofth!s? 

MR. SIMPSON: Not to my knowledge. But we have looked at the Czech 

issue, and, you know, Ivanka and Don Jr. speak a little bit of Czech, spent 

summers in the Czech countryside. And we examined, you know, whether that 

had any connection to the allegations of a Prague meeting. But other than that, I 

mean we have looked at -- her continuing involvement with the whole Trump 

organization is something we thought was interesting and looked at. But beyond 

that, I don't remember. 

One minute. 

MR. SCHIFF: I have a few more questions. Bul I will hand back. 

BY 

Q I am pleased to report I believe this will be our last round. 

So I believe it is your testimony that you continued to receive information 

from Mr. Steele, but were not -- after the election, but were no longer being paid 

for that. Is that correct? 
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A Yes. I think what I was specifically talking about was the -- I think it's 

the last memo or one or two, whatever is at the very end of the collection known 

as the dossier was not paid for and not part of any engagement. 

Q Now, I infer from your sort of recollection of all these issues, as well as 

from your use of the present tense, that you remain active in researching these 

issues. Is that correct? 

A Well, I remain interested in all of these issues. What I do in terms of 

my ottier work is not something I am in a position to talk about. 

Q So after you are no longer being paid by Perkins eoie and then there 

is a time where you received information but weren't being paid, did you then 

resume engagements with respect to the issues? 

A I am not going to get into any of my current work, but, you know, I still 

run my company and we still have, you know, lots of business. 

Q Does any of that business relate to the issues that we discussed 

today? 

A I am not going to answer that. 

Q As I am sure you are aware, what's become known as the dossier was 

published on January 10th of 2017, I believe, by Buzzfeed. I believe.it was your 

testimony earlier that you did not - or Fusion did not provide the dossier to 

Buzzfeed. Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Do you know who did provide the dossier to Buzzfeed? 

A No. I have my suspicions, but they are just guesses. 

Q I am suspecting Mr. Levy is not going to entertain - allow us to 

entertain those guesses. 
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MR. LEVY: I am not the witness, but generally speaking it's not good to 

speculate. 
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MR. SIMPSON: I think what I would like to say, to be clear to everybody, 

is that we treated this information with a great deal of care. And we did that for a 

lot of different reasons, but among other things, because we thought this was a 

real national security issue, and because we thought that if it was just put out there 

in the way it was put out that people could get hurt and that people literally risked 

their lives to tell us some of this stuff, and that there was a lot of security issues 

around it. So I was very upset when it was published. 

BY 

Q Prior to the publication on January 10th, how many journalists would 

you estimate that you talked to either with Mr. Steele or separately related to this 

Information? 

A I mean again I would be guessing. 

Q In this case I am asking for an estimate based on your best 

recollection . 

A I am not going to guess, but I will say that again, the depiction of this 

document as having been peddled around town, it wasn't peddled around town by 

me. And if someone was peddling it, it was without my knowledge and against 

my wishes. And to the extent that we discussed some of the information in the 

dossier, I would say It was, you Rnow, a relatively small number of reporters. 

Q Would you estimate it as more or less than 10? 

A I mean it's really hard for me to guess, but you know, it's a low number 

like that. 

Q You mentioned that you fel t this information had sort of national 
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security significance. You mentioned how Mr. Steele proceeded with respect to 

this information. Did you at any time approach the FBI directly regarding this 

information or your findings? 

MR. LEVY: By the way, he has testified for over -- nearly 6 hours, so he 

said a lot more than that, but you can answer the question. 

MR. SIMPSON: I didn't approach the FBI. 

Q Are you aware of anyone who did on Fusion's or. Perkins Co ie's 

behalf? 

A Beyond Chris Steele? 

Q Yes, beyond Chris Steele. 

A No. 

Q So we appreciate the opportunity to get your voluntary testimony 

today. We also have sought document production. Are you prepared to 

voluntarily provide documents that are responsive to the subpoena? Or I am 

sorry, to our request? 

MR. 'LEVY: You have our response to the subpoena for documents. You 

also have knowledge that some of our position is now the subject of pending 

litigation about which we will have a h'earing tomorrow. 

No. Well, let me clarify. We issued a voluntary request, 

followed by a subpoena. The subpoena has now been lifted. Mr, Simpson is 

testifying here voluntarily. Having lifted the subpoena, we are now back to the 

voluntary phase of your testimony. So the question is with respect to the request 

to Fusion -- or to Mr. Simpson, is he prepared to voluntarily provide documents 

relevant to this committee's investigation? 
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MR. LEVY: We have to stand on the same privileges that we already 

have. We will take the request back and evaluate it. 
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So is your answer no, see our letter of October 16th, or you 

will consider the request? 

MR. LEVY: It is please look at our letter from October 16, and we will take 

it back. 

But I am a bit confused, because your letter of October 16 

also stated numerOl,JS reasons why Mr. Simpson and his colleagues were not 

prepared to testify voluntarily. He has now testified voluntarily and been quite, as 

you pointed out, quite fulsome and extensive In hIs remarks, which we appreciate. 

So to the extent that the letter of October 16th is no longer sort of current 

with respect to his testimony since he has now provided testimony voluntarily, how 

is it that the arguments in that letter are relevant or attain with respect to the 

document production? 

MR. LEVY: I don't know that we need to go through this back and forth, 

quite frankly, but we are very pleased that the committee was able to reach the 

agreement that we had asked for on October 3rd that Mr. Nunes rejected in a day. 

It's the same agreement that we reached with the two other committees 

investigating the same subject matter area. We are glad that we have gotten to 

th is point. 

Obviously, the agreement that we reached came through some careful 

discussion between both the majority and the minority members of this committee 

and counsel for Mr. Simpson. We appreciate that the subpoena has now been 

lifted . But the privileges are the privileges. They are legal claims. We have 

asserted them. They are in the letter. 
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So is it your position that the privileges asserted in the letter 

preclude any production of any documents so that we can advise our members 

accordingly? 

MR. LEVY: As I said, I think it would be helpful if we took the request 

back, discussed it among ourselves: Now that the subpoena has been lifted it's a 

new day. That said, we are not waiving any of the privileges that we have 

asserted in the letter. 

Understood. 

And also pursuant to __ line of questioning, will Mr. 

Simpson provide his work email address to this committee? 

MR. LEVY: Off the record. Meaning not on the transcript, but we can give 

it to you. 

. Right. That's fine . If you as his counsel can just send it to 

the committee. 

MR. LEVY: We can do that. 

_ : Thank you . 

MR. LEVY: And if he could do so without waiving any objections or 

privileges. 

__ : Understood. Thank you very much. One moment. Sorry, 

just two more lines of questioning, Mr. Simpson. 

[Discussion off the record.} 

BY 

Q Mr. Simpson, did you or Fusion GPS ever conduct any sort of 

research during the 2016 Presidential election cycle on then-candidate Hillary 

Clinton? 
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A I guess it depends on how you define the cycle. 

Q I will help you. From January 1, 2015 through the election. 

A I don't specifically remember, but what I can say Is that the Clinton 

Foundation and related issues has come up in my work a lot. And I can't 

remember when the last time was. So it's hard to be categorical. 

Q I guess I can narrow it down a little more for you. Were you tasked by 

anyone or sought out by any company, agency, individual to conduct 

research -- without naming those individuals - to conduct the research on 

then-candidate Hillary Clinton? 

A Yeah . I think we agreed to talk to you about these two matters that 

you rightly are interested in. And I have tried to be as helpful as possible. So 

that would be not something that I am prepared to talk about. I will say that I have 

gotten journalistic inquiries about this subject, and I have tried to be helpful to 

reporters about this subject. 

Obviously, at some point, you know, that became a conflict of interest. But 

it is something that I just know a fair bit about because of all the work that we have 

done over the years. 

Q All right. Just so I am clear, I think our agreement, and Mr. Levy can 

correct me if I am wrong, we are investigating the 2016 election campaign cycle, 

irrespective of party. So that's why my question was directed in that fashion. 

MR. LEVY: Let me just take a 10-second break to confer with Mr. 

Simpson. 

Sure. Go ahead. 

MR. SCHIFF: And I want to specify too that while the scope of our 

investigation is into the Russian active measures campaign, as well as 
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connections between the Trump campaign -- or either campaign and the 

Russians, some things that are beyond the scope of that are not what we are 

asking about. 

[Discussion off the record.] 
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MR. SIMPSON: No one hired me to investigate Hillary Clinton in 2015 or 

2016. What did happen is that issues about Hillary Clinton came up in other 

investigations, and I can't remember the specifics, and I just remember they came 

up. A lot of times when we have a client come to us because of some business 

matter that is connected to pOlitics or policy in Washington, the question of 

whether there was improper influence is part of the research. And I remember 

issues about policy, foreign policy coming up in other cases where it looked 

like - and in fact there was --

I am a little tired, but I think the question of whether people exerted 

influence through the Clinton Foundation was part of some business investigation 

that we were doing. She didn't come up in Prevezon, the nuclear stuff. The 

nuclear stuff had come up over the years, and it's something I know little about. 

BY": 

a Lastly, you brought up the Clinton Foundation. Is there any of the 

work conducted by you or Fusion GPS relevant to the Clinton Foundation related 

to our investigation, the parameters we have described? Can you shed some 

light on that? 

A No. I mean I would tell you if it did. Not that I can think of. 

a Sorry. And last question. Did you similarly along the lines of the 

Democratic side, were you hired, without naming the entities, were you retained, 

you or Fusion GPS, to conduct or find research on any of the other 16 Republican 
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candidates in the field? 

MR. LEVY: I am sorry, can you repeat that question? 

B~: 
Q Sure. Were you or Fusion GPS retained, without naming or 

identifying the clients, to conduct research on any of the other 16 Republican 

candidates in the 2016 election cycle? 
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A That question, in the way you phrased it, has refreshed my memory, 

and I was -- I remember we did work on Ted Cruz. And I think it was part of the 

Beacon matter. And it was a long while ago in this whole thing. And I just didn't 

remember it, but now I remember we looked at some Cruz-related stuff. 

Q Any of the other candidates, of the other 16 candidates? 

A I don't remember. But it was, you know, it was a while ago. I just 

don't recall . 

Q Fair enough. If you do remember, would you just let your counsel 

know so he could provide the appropriate documentation to us? 

A Sure. 

Thanks very much. Scott, do you have anything? Over to 

you . 

Thank you. 

MR. SCHIFF: I just have a few more questions. I think we are almost at 

the end . First of all, before I forget, thank you for your testimony today and all of 

your cooperation. It has been I think very helpful to all of us. 

On the document issue, we are not in the loop for the most part on the 

litigation. That's being handled by the majority without much not only Input. but 

knowledge of the minority. 
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Mr. Schiff? 

MR. SCHIF.F: Yeah . 

I apologize for interrupting, but I just want to clarify, happy to 

discuss that issue, but I just want to clarify in reference to the earlier comments 

that Mr. Levy made that when I was asking about documents , I was asking about 

our document request to Fusion and to Mr. Simpson separate and apart from any 

document request for banking records or anything else. 

MR. SCHIFF: Yeah . You know, as I was saying, we are not that privy to 

what the litigation is over, what documents, what the scope of thai is. And I don't 

know how, therefore, that bleeds over into the document request here. If there 

are documents within the scope of what we have been asking about that you are 

able to provide, we would encourage you to do it. 

But again , because I don't understand the litigation, I can't speak to how 

that may influence what the court may decide your obligation, your privileges are 

vis-a-vis other documents. So I can't speak to that. 

So a few final questions. I want to make sure I understand this correctly. 

Your firm is retained by Prevezon for assistance in the litigation. Is that right? I 

am sorry, by Baker Hostetler. Is that right? 

MR. SIMPSON: Correct. 

MR. SCHIFF: Baker Hostetler represents Prevezon. 

MR. SIMPSON: Correc\. 

MR. SCHIFF: Veselnitskaya is a Russian attorney for Prevezon . 

MR. SIMPSON: Correc t. 

MR. SCHIFF: It sounds like former Attomey General Mukasey also was an 

attorney on behalf of Prevezon. 
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MR. SIMPSON: He was an appellate attorney. 

MR. SCHIFF: So you didn't work directly for Veselnitskaya. You worked 

for Baker Hofstetier. 

MR. SIMPSON: That's right. I have a long-standing relationship with 

Baker Hofstetier, covering a variety of cases. Only this one has anything to do 

with Russia. 

MR. SCHIFF: So the work that you compiled you compiled for Baker 

Hofstetier for use in the Prevezon case. 

MR. SIMPSON: That's correct. 

MR. SCHIFF: What Ms. Veselnitskaya may have done with any 

information produced in that litigation, would she have shared that information with 

you? 

MR. SIMPSON: Generally speaking, no. But she did say to me at one 

point that she thought the Zift Brothers information was important. And I didn't 

really understand what she was talking about. It didn't seem that important to me. 

MR. SCHIFF: Are you aware of any connections that Veselnitskaya may 

or may not have with Russian intelligence? 

MR. SIMPSON: No. 

MR. SCHIFF: It was reported in the emails setting up the Trump Jr., 

Trump Tower meeting that this had been arranged by Mr. Agalarov, Aras 

Agalarov, and Emin as well . There was a reference to information obtained from 

Mr. Chaika, I think he was referred to as the crown prosecutor. Are you aware of 

any relationship between Ms. Veselnitskaya and Mr. Chaika? 

MR. SIMPSON: I have read about that in the newspaper. I don't believe 

she ever told me that she had a relationship with him. I mean first of all, we do 
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everything through translators, and so we wouldn't have very fulsome exchanges. 

But I believe that she may have alluded at times to giving information to the 

government for purposes of tax law enforcement. 

And to the extent that she made references to, you know - it was in 

connection with -- at least I understood it to be in connection with some kind of a 

tax enforcement action to recover taxes, unpaid taxes. And I can't remember 

whether she mentioned having any relationship with the chief prosecutor. 

MR. SCHIFF: But she did mention she had some relationship with the 

government, at least as far as providing tax information was concerned? 

MR. SIMPSON: Right. She didn't say she was a government agent, she 

didn't say she worked for the intelligence services, she didn't say any of that. All 

she said was something about this information is good because it has to do with 

the unpaid taxes. 

MR. SCHIFF: So if she was doing work for the intelligence agencies, she 

wouldn't confide that in you? 

MR. SIMPSON: No, that's true. 

MR. SCHIFF: And would it be your practice to discuss with one client work 

you are doing for another client? 

MR. SIMPSON: No. 

MR. SCHIFF: So the work you were employing Mr. Steele to do would no! 

be something you would have shared with Ms. Veselnitskaya? 

MR. SIMPSON: I didn't share it with most of my employees. Yes, to 

answer you, generally speaking we compartmentalize things, both like a law firm 

WOUld, and in running an intelligence operation you would too. 

So if we are - so we don't tell one subcontractor what another 
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subcontractor is doing. We d9n't tell our subs who our clients are. And we 

certainly don't tell one client what we are doing with another client. 
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MR. SCHIFF: And Ms. Veselnitskaya never fed you information that made 

it into the materials that you were providing your Perkins Coie client? 

MR. SIMPSON: No. In fact, the only information I even remember get 

getting from "Ms. Veselnitskaya was the criminal case extor1:lon case files in 2014. 

And they didn't even come to me, they went to Baker Hofstetler, and they went 

into the, you know, e-discovery program. And I just had access to the translated 

version. 

MR. SCHIFF: The reason I ask this question is, and you probably have 

seen this, there is a conspiracy theory that the Russians were, either through Ms. 

Veselnitskaya or else ways, feeding you misinformation to go into the dossier to 

spur an FBI investigation as part of a Russian active measures campaign. Is 

there any truth to that theory that you can see? 

MR. SIMPSON: There is no truth to that theory to my mind. I would 

certainly agree with the observation that for these matters to have intersected in 

the way they did is, you know, remarkable. And it caught me totally by surprise, 

and I have spent a lot of time thinking about what it means, if it means anything . 

And as best as I can figure, the Russians were up to a lot of stuff, and I 

knew only about some of it. And I am one of a relatively small number of people 

who does a lot pf work in these areas. And so the fact that I ended up, you know, 

having two connections to this stuff is not shocking to me because, as I say, the 

sort of Russia field Is not very big. So that part of irs not that surprising. But it 

still was a surprise the way these intersected . 

MR. SCHIFF: Now, the CEO of Prevezon was who? 
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MR. SIMPSON: Denis Katsyv. 

MR. SCHIFF: And would Mr. Katsyv be considered an oligarch? 

MR. SIMPSON: No. At least he doesn't have a media profile as an 
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oligarch. And that was the thing that I scanned for when the case came in. You 

know, are these guys -- can they get visas to the U.S.? Are they considered 

connected with some Mafia outfit? Do they go to the Kremlin to meet with Putin? 

And there was none of that. 

So, you know, so it seemed okay to me. I wouldn't, you know - they just 

didn't have much of a profile. And so I figured if they were big oligarchs, and 

especially bad oligarchs, that I would have heard of them. 

MR. SCHIFF: And were you aware of any connection between Mr. Katsyv 

and the Russian Government? 

MR. SIMPSON: Well, his father was a - at the time that I was retained , his 

father was a minister in the Moscow city govemment. He was the transportation 

minister. And he is later, he is now the deputy head of the state railroad, state 

railroad company. And so thafs a connection. 

MR. SCHIFF: And did the father, to your knowledge, have any 

connections with Mr. Chaika? 

MR. SIMPSON: I have no idea. 

MR. SCHIFF: Ordid Mr. Katsyv have any connections to Mr. 

Agalarov? 

MR. SIMPSON: Well, what I have heard in recent months is that there is 

some connection, or maybe even read it, I can't remember, but there is some 

connection between Agalarov and Ms. Veselnitskaya. And I don't know what it is. 

I don't even remember where I heard it. 
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MR. SCHIFF: Well , the emails would demonstrate some link. 

MR. SIMPSON: Well, right. There was some kind of a - she represented 

him or something. 

MR. SCHIFF: In the litigation, I think as you have described it, Mr. 

Browder would have been a hostile witness or a hostile party to Prevezon's 

interests. Is that fair to say? 

MR. SIMPSON: Yes. 

MR. SCHIFF: In that respect, the Kremlin's interests would be aligned with 

Prevezon, not the -- who was the other party? 

MR. SIMPSON: The U.S. Justice Department. 

MR. SCHIFF: The U.S. Justice Department. So the Kremlin's interests 

would have been aligned against U.S. Treasury or U.S. Justice Department and 

with Prevezon. 

MR. SIMPSON: Yes. And at the time this case got underway, it seemed 

pretty obscure. It was a civil money laundering case. But in retrospect, what I 

think might have happened was that - so when the case started it wasn't about 

William Browder. It was about a technical argument about whether you could 

prove that money from something in Russia went into this real estate 

development. And so it didn't have a political dimension to me particularly, it was 

a technical argument. And that is how the case was introduced to me, and the 

fight was going to be over what the bank records showed. 

So it was a reasonably interesting case, but not very potentially 

controversial. But as we went into discovery, you know, the discovery trail led to 

Vladimir Putin's biggest critic. A nd. you know, a t that paint, because it became 

sort of a' focal point of the case where the allegations came from and whether they 
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could be supported, you know, I ended up doing work on Vladimir Putin's biggest 

critic. And you know, that wasn't what I set out to do. And it made me 

uncomfortable. 

MR. SCHIFF: But it may have been within the understanding of either the 

Kremlin or the Russian intelligence agencies that the party on the opposite side of 

this, the party that had instigated this was their nemesis, Mr. Browder. 

MR. SIMPSON: You know, if you want to spin it out far enough, it's 

possible they knew that's where the trail would go. But we didn't -- at least the 

other lawyers and I didn't know that was where this would head. 

MR. SCHIFF: The reason I am asking this is you have Ms. Veselnitskaya 

working on this litigation, which leads to Mr. Browder. 

MR. SIMPSON: Uh-huh. 

MR. SCHIFF: And therefore leads to the Magnitsky Act. You have Ms. 

Veselnitskaya at this meeting at Trump Tower about the Magnitsky Act. You 

have the Magnitsky Act being one of the highest priorities of the Kremlin to repeal. 

Does that in your experience tell you something about Ms. Veselnitskaya's 

importance to the Kremlin, relationship with the Kremlin? Is it suggestive in any 

way that she may have had a bigger role than you knew at the time? 

MR. SIMPSON: Well, I mean let me say, you know, I have certainly been 

mulling whether my original view of her as a minor player was wrong . And I think 

it would be natural to ask yourself that. But I will add that, I mean a couple of 

things there. One, you know, this legislative issue wasn't about overturning the 

Magnitsky Act, it was about the name of some global Magnitsky Act, which as I 

understand it wasn't really even targeted at Russia. So, you know, it's unclear to 

me what the real plan was if there was some Kremlin plan behind all of that. 
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