
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 12, 2020 

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
Chairman 
Committee on Finance 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Chairman Grassley: 

I write to follow up on our recent conversation regarding the removal of the Inspectors 
General of the Department of State and of the Intelligence Community. As a further 
accommodation, we are providing the additional information you requested. 

With respect to the State Department Inspector General, please see the attached letter sent 
to you today from the Department's Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs. The letter 
includes materials that identify the concerns of the Secretary of State and the Under Secretary for 
Management with the Inspector General's performance. As to the removal of the Inspector 
General of the Intelligence Community, the President lost confidence in him and has spoken 
publicly about this loss of confidence, including on the day after the President notified Congress 
of his decision. 

As you have stated, the President has the constitutional authority to remove inspectors 
general. As a matter of accommodation and presidential prerogative, the President complied 
fully with the statutory notification provision of the Inspector General Act. 

As I said in my previous letter, the President appreciates and respects your longstanding 
support for the role that inspectors general play. We look forward to the Senate's swift 
confirmation of all of the President's outstanding inspector general nominees. 

Attachment 



The Honorable 
Chuck Grassley, Chairman 
Committee on Finance 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Chairman Grassley: 

United States Department of State 

WcLShington, D. C. 20520 

June 12, 2020 

Your May 18 letter to the President concerning his removal of the Inspector General of the 
Department of State has been referred to the Department. 

In order to address your concerns as they relate to the Department, the Department is prepared to 
provide you a briefing with a senior official at your earliest convenience. Additionally, the 
Department is enclosing its recent letter, on which you were copied, which addresses the reasons 
for Secretary Pompeo's recommendation to remove the State Department Inspector General. 

Enclosure: 
As stated. 

Sincerely, 

~}{{J -
Mary Elizabeth Taylor 
Assistant Secretary of State 
Bureau of Legislative Affairs 



United States Department of State 

Washiuglvn, V.C. 20520 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

June 8, 2020 

The Honorable Michael E. Horowitz 
Chair, Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency 
1717 H Street, NW, Suite 825 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Chair Horowitz: 

In light of new information disclosed to the State Department for the first time on June 2, 
2020, the Department is writing to formally request that the Council of the Inspectors General on 
Integrity and Efficiency ( CIGIE) examine a series of questions related to the conduct of former 
State Department Inspector General Steve Linick. Specifically, the Department has become 
aware that Mr. Linick may have hand-selected a potentially-conflicted investigator to look into 
possible misconduct by his own office and then withheld the resulting report, which noted his 
own apparent non-compliance with State Department Office of Inspector General (OIG) email 
policies, from State Department leadership, despite repeated requests for a copy of the report. 

In short, the events described below suggest that there may have been a significant 
breakdown in the typically-rigorous standards of an IG investigation, warranting CIGIE review. 

* * * 

Mr. Linick had served as Inspector General of the State Department since September 
2013. On May 15, 2020, President Trump decided to remove Mr. Linick from that position and 
placed him on 30 days of administrative leave. As described in the attached letter to the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee dated June 1 (TuJ;!_l), the President's decision to remove Mr. Linick 
from this position was made upon the Secretary of State's recommendation. This 
recommendation was based, in part, on concerns related to Mr. Linick's failure to formally refer 
to CIGIE - as agreed with senior Department leadership in the fall of 2019 - the investigation of 
a leak of a highly-sensitive draft report to the media on September 13, 2019, which was 
attributed to ''two government sources involved in carrying out the investigation." State JG Set 
to Recommend Discipline for Trump's Top Iran Hand, The Daily Beast, Sept. 13, 2019. 

As described in the Department's attached letter, and contrary to that fall 2019 
agreement, Mr. Linick instead referred the matter for review by the Department of Defense's 
(DOD's) Acting Inspector General - .without informing State Department leadership that he was 
taking a different course. Only after the DOD IG provided its initial findings directly to Mr. 
Linick in late 2019 or early 2020 did Department leadership become aware that Mr. Linick had 



hand-selected his own investigator for the matter, outside of the CIGIE process. Mr. Linick then 
refused multiple requests b, Department leadership for a copv of the resultinl! report. 
Notwithstanding these repeated requests to Mr. Linick, who reports by law to the Secretary of 
State, the Department was, for the first time, provided a copy of the March 17, 2020 DOD OIG 
report on June 2, 2020 (Tab 2) as a result of a request by Congress, nearly two weeks after the 
President removed Mr. Linick from his position. 

Beyond the concerning process that led to the DOD IG reviewing this matter, the DOD 
IG report itself raises a number of new questions that, together with the Department's original 
concerns, further substantiate the Department's misgivings with Mr. Linick's performance as 
Inspector General and merit a review by an independent investigatory body. As we did 
originally with Mr. Linick, the Department renews its request that CIGIE review these questions. 

Breach of Agreed Steps for Investigating a Potential Leak from OIG. Last fall, State 
Department leadership asked Mr. Linick to refer for review by CIGIE the unauthorized 
disclosure of a draft inspector general report, which the media attributed to ''two government 
sources involved in carrying out the investigation". State JG Set to Recommend Discipline for 
Trump's Top Iran Hand, The Daily Beast, Sept. 13, 2019. It was natural to assume that sources 
involved in "carrying out the investigation" may refer to sources within the State OIG, which-if 
true-would undermine confidence in the professionalism and integrity of the OIG. Mr. ·Unick 
agreed to the request, but the Department learned months later that, instead of formally referring 
the matter to CIGIE, Mr. Linick asked the DOD Acting Inspector.General to review the issue. In 
other words, Mr. Unick failed to inform Department leadership that he had hand-picked another 
IG to investigate potential misconduct by his office and that he had deviated from the clear 
course ilgreed upon with leadership. 

Following the completion of a draft report by the DOD Acting Inspector General in late 
2019 or early 2020, Mr. Linick briefed Department leadership on certain findings but refused to 
provide the written report, or even a written summary, to Department leadership for review, 
raising further concerns about the fairness of the process followed. As of the time of Mr. 
Linick's removal, the Department had still not received any documented findings on the matter. 
By contrast, an appropriate referral to CIGIE would have produced a final report that Department 
leadership could review and assess whether there may have been inappropriate conduct in Mr. 
Linick's office.1 

Potential Conflict of Interest in Choice of Investigator. The person whom Mr. Linick 
asked to review the matter, outside of the CIGIE process, was then-DOD Principal Deputy 
Inspector General Glenn Fine, who at the time was the DOD's Acting Inspector General. This 
was an unusual choice because Mr. Fine appears to have been a fact witness, potentially one with 
knowledge of information relevant to the subject of the investigation described in the report. 
Specifically, the DOD OIG report notes that Mr. Linick said that he "spoke about the evaluation 
report" with Mr. Fine before the media leak occurred. If Mr. Fine himself had confidential 
information about the draft report before it was leaked, it raises serious questions as to whether it 

1 For example, ifCIGIE had conducted the review, we understand that P.L. 110-409 would have required that the 
report be provided "to the President (in the case of a report relating·to an Inspector General of an establishment or 
any employee of that Inspector General) or the head of a designated Federal entity (in the case of a report relating to 
an Inspector General of such an entity or any employee of that Inspector General)." 



was appropriate for him to lead the investigation into the subsequent leak. It is unclear whether 
Mr. Fine was even interviewed in the course of the investigation. Allowing a fact witness to an 
investigation to shape the terms of the investigation-let alone lead the investigation - seems 
inappropriate. At a minimum, the choice of investigator in this case raises material concerns 
about whether the report itself represents a complete and adequate investigation of potential 
misconduct within the State Department Office of Inspector General. 

Limited Investigation. As noted above, the Department finally received a copy of the 
DOD Acting Inspector General's report on June 2, 2020, and following the Department's review, 
the Department has identified a number of concerns as to its scope. For example, the report 
notes that Mr. Linick himself"asked the DoD OIG to conduct a limited inquiry into whether any 
DOS OIG employee was the source of the unauthorized disclosure." (emphasis added). The 
DOD OIG conducted personal interviews, in which all interviewed staffers "said they did not 
release any information in the report to the media." The DOD OIG also reviewed official email 
accounts and found that no employee directly sent an email from their State Department email 
address to the news media, other than the communications director. 

However, the scope of this review appears to have been exceedingly cursory, and the 
report itself indicates that the scope of the investigation was by design "limited." It is also 
unclear whether it was appropriate for Mr. Linick, as a fact witness to the investigation, to dictate 
the ''limited" scope (rather than a "full" scope) given the significance of the leak. It is hard to 
imagine that an OIG or CIGIE would, in the course of its normal investigations, allow possible 
fact witnesses or interviewees to influence the scope of the investigation. Moreover, merely 
asking an interviewee if he/she directly transmitted the leaked documents and asking only about 
emails from official accounts would catch only the most blatant mishandling of information and 
would fail to uncover any person who disclosed the draft through an intermediary or sent the 
report from a personal email address. Further, the DOD IG does not appear to have questioned 
whether any interviewee had knowledge of who may have improperly disclosed the report or 
engaged in other questioning aimed at discovering the true source of the leak. 

Use and Concealment oflmproper Email Practice. The DOD OIG report identifies a 
concerning email practice used by Mr. Linick. The DOD OIG found: "IG Linick sent a 
password-protected, draft version of the evaluation report in question to his Gmail account eight 
times over six days in August 2019. On one occasion, he emailed a password-protected draft of 
the evaluation report from his Gmail email account to his government email account." As the 
DOD OIG report notes, this usage appeared to contravene the State Department OIG's own 
policy: "Use OIG provided equipment and systems/applications at all times, including OIG 
email, to conduct official OIG business. The use of corporate or personal equipment, 
systems/applications, to include to email, or other file storage sites to store, process, or transmit 
OIG or Department data is prohibited." State OIG Information Systems Rules of Behavior. Mr. 
Linick clearly should have followed his own organization's specific information security policies 
-particularly involving a draft report on a highly-sensitive personnel issue. 

We understand that Mr. Linick may have received the initial report noting his improper 
usage of personal email as early as late20I9 or early 2020, and it is the Department's 
understanding that he never shared the written report with any person at the State Department 
(including in his own office), despite repeated requests by Department leadership for a copy of 



the report. Likewise, he never informed State Department leadership that the report found that 
he did not comply with OIG email practices. Allowing the head of an investigated office to 
determine the manner and scope of the release of a report that addresses his own conduct is 
inappropriate, which is presumably why CIGIE's own guidelines would have required the results 
of a CIGIE review to be shared with appropriate officials in his supervisory chain. 

OIG Launches Questionable Parallel Investigation Under a Possible Conflict of 
Interest. At the same time that the DOD IG was conducting its review, Mr. Li.nick reportedly 
opened a parallel investigation of other State Department employees for the same potential 
misconduct for which his own office was being investigated. See Kylie Atwood, Fired State 
Department inspector general was cleared in leak inquiry prior to his removal, sources say, 
CNN, May 28, 2020. This decision, if accurately reported, seems unusual because the 
September 2019 media leak was specifically attributed to ''two government sources involved in 
carrying out the investigation" ( emphasis added), not to Department employees who may have 
been fact witnesses ( and were clearly not responsible for "carrying out" any investigation). 

Mr. Linick's decision also raises the question of whether this parallel investigation was 
intended to divert attention from the DOD IG's ovm investigation into the State OIG. Indeed, 
public reporting suggests that State OIG was continuing its own investigations of other 
Department employees before the DOD OIG report was even finalized. See id It should have 
been obvious to Mr. Linick that launching a parallel investigation into the same misconduct for 
which he and his ovvn office were being investigated created both a real and apparent conflict of 
interest and risked interfering with the DOD OIG investigation into his own office. An 
investigator who is still working to clear his or her own name has a motive to shift the blame to 
another person. 

Inappropriate Contacts with OIG Staff in an Apparent Attempt to Obtain 
Department Records, Contrary to Instruction. When Mr. Linick was removed from his 
position on May 15 and placed on administrative leave, his physical access was terminated, and 
he was clearly instructed by Department officials not to contact OIG staff members about official 
matters or return to his former office, without authorization by Department officials, who would 
facilitate any such contacts. 

However, it has come to the Department's attention that he has violated these instructions 
on multiple occasions while he was on administrative leave. For example, we understand that, in 
the days before his Congressional testimony, he sent a text message to the Deputy Inspector 
General, Diana Shaw, requesting a copy of the DOD IG report. Without informing her own 
chain of command, we understand that Ms. Shaw then contacted the DOD Office of Inspector 
General to request a copy of the report on Mr. Linick's behalf. It is not clear what Mr. Linick's 
motivation was, but it was not his decision (nor his former Deputy's) to make this request for 
release given that he was, at the time, on administrative leave pursuant to the President's 
decision with a new Acting Inspector General in place. We understand that Mr. Linick has 
repeatedly returned to his former office without seeking authorization from his Department 
superiors, also contrary to the clear instructions he received. Mr. Linick should follow the same 
rules that apply to other government officials who are placed on administrative leave in such 
circumstances; he is not entitled to a different set of rules. 



A Pattern of Leaks Continues. Even though no one at the State Department other than 
Mr. Linick appears to have had a copy of the DOD Inspector General's report (not even his 
Deputy) before June 2, 2020, CNN ran a story on May 28, 2020 that the DOD OIG report had 
exonerated Mr. Linick of leaking. Kylie Atwood, Fired State Department inspector general was 
cleared in leak inquiry prior to his removal, sources say, CNN, May 28, 2020. These reports 
raise additional concerns as to this disturbing pattern of leaks, further warranting CIGIE review . 

.,, .,, . 
Last fall, the Department had serious concerns with the leak of a draft State Department 

OIG report and recommended that review by CIGIE was the appropriate step for an independent 
review. Unfortunately, Mr. Linick's failure to follow through on that course- or to seek 
agreement from his reporting chain on any change in course - has only confirmed the 
Department's recommendation and has raised even further concerns about Mr. Linick's 
judgment and conduct. 

Therefore, we ask CIGIE to investigate not only the original unauthorized disclosure, but 
the conduct described in this letter. 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Brian Bulatao 
Under Secretary for Management 
U.S. Department of State 

Acting State Department Inspector General Stephen Akard 

Chairman Ron Johnson, Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs 
Ranking Member Gary Peters, Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs 

Chairwoman Carolyn B. Maloney, House Committee on Oversight and Reform 
Ranking Member Jim Jordan, House Committee on Oversight and Reform 

Chairman Jim Risch, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
Ranking Member Bob Menendez, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 

Chairman Eliot Engel, House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
Ranking Member Michael McCaul, House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

Senator Chuck Grassley 

Enclosures 
As stated. 



TAB 1 



UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 

FOR MANAGEMENT 

WASHINGTON 

June 1,2020 

The Honorable 
Eliot L. Engel, Chainnan 
Committee on Foreign Affairs 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington. DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Engel: 

We write in response to your letters of May 16, May 21, May 22, May 27, and May 28 regarding 
President Trump's decision to remove Steve A. Linick from the position oflnspector General of 
the U.S. Department of State. 

Mr. Linick began serving as the State Department's Inspector General in September 2013 during 
President Obama's Administration and has served nearly seven years in this role, including more 
than three years during President Trump's Administration. The President made a decision to 
remove Mr. Linick from his position on May 15, 2020 and place him on administrative leave for 
30 days. 

As you acknowledge in your May 21 letter, the decision as to whether to remove a sitting 
Inspector General is committed exclusively to the President. The enclosed letter from the Office 
of White House Counsel describes in further detail how the President's decision in this case·was 
consistent with the requirements of the Constitution and of federal law, as recognized by the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. See 5 U.S.C. app. 3, §3(b) (an "Inspector 
General may be removed from office by the President"); H.R. Rep. No. 95-584, at 9 (1977) 
(expressing Congress' understanding that the Inspector General Act of 1978 "would specifically 
allow the President to remove any Inspector General at any time."). President Trump's notices 
to Congress used language similar to that used by President Obama when he removed an 
Inspector General, noting that he "no longer" had "fullest confidence,, in his ability to serve as 
inspector general. Wa/pin v. Corp.for Nat'/ & Cmty. Servs., 630 F.3d 184, 187 (D.C. Cir. 2011) 
(noting that this language "satisfies the minimal statutory mandate that the President 
communicate to the Congress his 'reasons' for removal.") As such, Mr. Linick's removal was 
entirely consistent with the Inspector General Act and within the authority of the President under 
Article II of the Constitution. 

Because Mr. Linick's removal fell within the lawful prerogative of the Executive Branch, it is 
difficult to understand why the Foreign Affairs Committee believes that this action would 
warrant the time or resources contemplated by the Committee's several requests for transcribed 
interviews of Department personnel. The President has explained that he removed Mr. Linick 
based on information from Secretary Pompeo, and Department personnel have publicly 
addressed these events. At the same time, the Department is prepared to further address the 
Committee's interest in those Departmental concerns. The purpose of this letter is to 



communicate to the Committee additional details about those concerns and to reiterate the 
Department's offer for further discussions with the Committee a1 the appropriate level and in the 
appropriate format to address any misconceptions about this matter. 

Since receiving the Committee's initial communications, Secretary Pompeo has made a series of 
public statements explaining directly to the American people the concerns that led to his 
recommendation to remove Mr. Unick. Secretary Pompeo has made clear that the decision was 
not an act of retaliation. See Carol Morello, Pompeo says he didn 't know fired inspector general 
was investigating him, Wash. Post, May 18, 2020. In addition, the Department further.explained 
that concern over Mr. Linick had grown, among several other reasons, because of an 
unauthorized disclosure to the news media of in:fonnation from a report about a highly-sensitive 
investigation that was in an early draft form, contrary to inspector general ru.les. 

Specifically, it is my understanding that last fall, the fonner Deputy Secretary asked Mr. Linick 
to refer for review the unauthorized disclosure of a draft inspector general report, which the 
media attributed to "two government sources involved in carrying out the investigation" - that is, 
potential sources from within Mr. Linick•s own office- to the Council of the Inspectors General 
on Integrity and Efficiency (CIGIE), an independent entity that addresses i11tegrity issues within 
the Inspector General community. Further, it is my understanding that Mr. Linick agreed to that 
request, but the Department learned months later that, instead of referring the matter to CIGIE, 
Mr. Linick had asked another agency's inspector general to review the issue. In other words, Mr. 
Linick failed to inform the Department that he had hand-picked a different entity to investigate 
potential misconduct by his own office and that he had deviated from the clear course agreed 
upon with Department leadership. To the extent that this hand-picked investigator completed its 
review, the Department has not received any documented findings on the matter. We hope that 
the Committee would agree that this episode raises serious concerns about Mr. Linlck's 
judgment and does not meet the high standards of trustworthiness that. th.e Secretary would 
expect from an inspector general within the Department. 

As the Department communicated to you by letter on May 28, 2020, we are prepared to engage 
in further discussions at a senior level with you, Mr. Chairman, to find a reasonable 
accommodation for the Committee's various requests for information, including further 
discussion on the multiple other bases for the Secretary's-recommendation. In particular, the 
Deparbnent is prepared to facilitate a discussion between Members of the Committee and State 
Deparbnent leadership with the aim of providing further understanding of these bases and 
addressing any misconceptions. 

Finally, we would like to assure you that Mr. Linick's removal will not prevent the State 
Department's Office oflnspector General from continuing to perform its important 
responsibilities within the Department. As you know, the President has designated Ambassador 
Stephen J. Akard to serve as the Acting Inspector Genera], and Ambassador Akard has the 
qualifications and experience to serve honorably and effectively in this role. Ambassador Akard 
has a long history of service in the State Department. He serves as the Director of the Office of 
Foreign Missions, having been confirmed by a nearly unanimous, bipartisan majority of the 
United States Senate in 2019. In this position, he has been responsible for the implementation of 
declsions regarding the treatment of foreign missions and their members in the United States. 



Ambassador Akard also served as Senior Advisor and Acting Chief of Staff in the Office of the 
Under Secretary of State for Economic Growth, Energy. and the Environment and as a career 
Foreign Service Officer with service in the Department's Executive Secretariat and postings in 
Belgium and India. Ambassador Akard's work as the Acting Inspector General will comport 
with all the requirements of independence and confidentiality expected from any inspector 
general and will be wholly separate from his work as Director of the Office of Foreign 
Missions. In the course of perfonning his duties as Acting Inspector General, Ambassador 
Akard will consult with the appropriate ethics officials in the Department to ensure that he 
perfonns those duties in a manner consistent with Federal ethics rules, including by recusing 
himself from any particular audits or investigations where such a step would be appropriate. 

We look forward to engaging with you in further discussions to reasonably accommodate the 
Committee• s requests. 

Enclosure: 

cc: 

& stated. 

The Honorable 
Michael T. McCaul, Ranking Member 
Committee on Foreign Affairs 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Sincerely, 

Brian Bulatao 
Under Secretary of State for Management 
U.S. Department of State 



The Honorable Eliot L. Engel 
Chairman 
Committee on Foreign Affairs 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Engel: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June I, 2020 

I write in response to your letrer to White House Chief of Staff Mark Meadows, dated May 
16, 2020, sent in your capacity as Chairman of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, regarding 
former State Department Inspector General Steve Linick. 

Your inquiry to the 'White House seeks an extraordinarily sensitive set of information­
such as "any and all" records reflecting internal discussions and evaluations-related to the 
removal of a Senate--confumed executive officer, an exclusive Presidential constitutional authority 
that is beyond the power of Congress to legislate. As. the Supreme Court has consistently 
recognized. "Article II confers on the President 'the general administrative control of those 
executing the laws."' Pree Enter. Fund v. Pub. Co. Accounting Oversight Bd, 561 U.S. 4n, 492 
(2010) (quoting Myers v. United States, 272 U.S. 52, 164 (1926)). In connection with his authority 
to appoint and supervise executive officers, the President retains broad authority over their 
removal. Indeed, the Framers explicitly recognized this power: The "executive power included a 
power to oversee executive officers through removal; because that traditional executive power was 
not 'expressly taken away, it remained with. the President."' Id (quoting Letter from James 
Madison to Thomas Jefferson (June 30, 1789), 16 Documentary History of First Congress 1789-
1791. 893 (2004)). 

The President's constitutional authority to remove executive officers extends to inspectors 
general. The Department of. Justice recognized this principle during the administration of 
President Carter, when it objected to the constitutionality of a pending bill that would have 
insulated inspectors general from removal. As the Office of Legal Counsel explained, Article II 
vests the President with control over uthe entire executive branch." Memorandum Opinion/or the 
Attorney General re: Inspector General Legislation, 1 Op. O.L.C. -16, l7 (1977). And as part of 
that plenary control, the President has the "exclusive power to remove Presidentially appointed 
executive officers," including inspectors general. Id at 17-18 (citing Myers, 212 U.S. 52). 

As the Supreme Court has recognized, Congress's oversight authority plainly does not 
extend to "matters which are within the exclusive province of one of the other branches of the 
Government." Barenblatt v. United States, 360 U.S. 109, 112 (1959). That is, Congress "cannot 



inquire into matters that are exclusively the concem of the Judiciary'' and "[n]either can it supplant 
the Executive in what exclusively belongs to the Executive.,, Id For that reason, the Department 
of Justice has consistently objected to efforts by Congress to inquire into Presidential decisions 
that fall within the President's exclusive constitutional authority. 

Attorney General Reno took this position when advising President Clinton on the assertion 
of executive privilege with respect to congressional efforts to probe the President's exercise of his 
pardon power. See Assertion of Executive Privilege With Respect To Clemency Decision, 23 Op. 
O.L.C. l, 2-4 (1999). When a House committee subpoenaed the White House and the Department 
of Justice for documents and testimony relating to President Clinton's clemency decisions, 
Attorney General Reno advised that, because clemency decisions are "unquestionably an exclusive 
province of the executive branch," id at 2, "Congress' oversight authority does not extend to the 
process employed in comtection with a parti~ar clemency decision. to the n;iaterials generated or 
the discussions that took place as part of that process, or to the advice or views the President 
received in connection with a cleme~cy decisiont" id at 3-4. 

Under the Constitution, the power to select and remove inspectors general-like clemency 
decisions-is "unquestionably an exclusive province of the executive branch." Id at 2. The matter 
~fall[s] ~ the Executive~s· ~;cl~ive ~~·· :.S.cope pf Co~gressional Oversight and 
Investigative. Puwer.With Respect to the ~~c.U!,iyeJJr<Jn.o/J, ~ Op. Q.L.C. 60, 62 (1985). ·Consistent 
with the Constitution's separation of powers ·ancf.~upreme Court precedent....:....recognized by 
administrations of both political partie~~e;ss therefore "cannot inquire into" the President's 
removal of any ~ch officer. Barenbla'lt, 360 U.S. at '.112. 

Although the President's constitutional· authority to remove inspectors general is plenary, 
the President complied as a matter of 'COmity with the statutory requirement to provide Congress 
with advance notification before removing fonner Inspector General Liniclc. On May 1 S, 2020, 
the President notified Congress that he was removing the In~tor General because he "no longer'' 
had "the fullest confidence'.' in Mr. Linick Letter from Donald J. Trump, President of the United 
States, to Nancy Pelosi, .~peaker of,~ U.S. ijo~~-of Rep~ent.ati.ves, at 1 (May 15, 2020). The 
Executive Branch. has long rec.ognized ih,at ~s ~ory requirem~nt impermissibly burdens the 
Presi~t's n=moval au~otjty .. ~ thf? i9-.7.7 .. gpi~pn (?ited abo:ve, the~~ of Legal Counsel 
recognized that such a reporting require~~ •:c.o~titute[d] .:an im.J>1l?p~ restrlcti9n on. the 
President's exclusive power to remove ~residenti.l!,lly'apP(?inted executive officers .... [T]he power 
to remove a subordinate appointed officer within one of the executive departments is a power 
reserved to the President acting in his discretion." Inspector· Genera/Legislation, 1 Op. O.L.C. at 
18 (internal citations omitted). · 

. Nevertheless, even. if the reporting requirement in the Inspector General Act were 
constitutionally pennissi~le, President Trump fully complied with it. The President p~vided the 
same explanation to . Congress that Presid~nt Obama provided when he. dismissed Inspector 
General Gemld Walpi:n", and the D.C ... Circuit held that explanation to be sufficient as a matter of 
law. See Walpin v. Cqrp.for Nat. & Cmty . .$~~s .• 63() F.3d 184, 187 (D.C. Ci.r. 2011) (recognizing 
that that language "satisfies the mjnim.al ~;ry r_nandate that the Presid(lllt communicate to the 
Congress his 'reesOJ;1S'. for removal_.". and. ~loft>wledging that the_ statute "imposes no 'clear duty' 

.) 
:l 
i 



to explain the reasons in any greater detail''). Counsel to the President.Pat A. Cipollone discussed 
these concepts in a letter to Senator Charles Orassley on ~y 26, 2020, which we attach for your 
reference. We understand that the State Department· also sent a letter to you on May 28, 2020, 
regarding this matter and will soon be providing an additional response. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

Attachment 

cc; -The Honorable James Risch, Chairman 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 

Very truly yours, 

lvficbael M. Purpura 
Deputy Counsel to the President 

The Honorable Michael McCaul, Ranking Member 
House Foreign Affairs Committee 

The Honorable Robert Menendez, Ranking Member 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 



The Honorable Charles E. Orassley 
Chairman 
Committee on Finance 
United States Senate 
Waahington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Chainnan Orassley: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May26,2020 

I write in response to your April 81 2020 letter to the President regarding the removal of the 
Inspector General of the Intelligence Community and your May 18, 2020 Jetter to the President 
regarding the removal of the Inspector General of the Department of State. 

President 'Irwnp appreciates end respects your longstanding support for the role that 
inspectors general play. -The President is similarly committed to supporting inspectors general. In 
recent·months, he has announced an outstanding group of ten nominees, whom he expects to be 
vigilant in perfonning their duties and in helping to ensure the efficiency and effectiveness of 
programs and operations within the Executive Branch. 

At the same time, President Trump expects that inspectors general, like all other executive 
officers, will fulfill their proper role as defined by Congress and ultimately as constrained by the 
Constitution. When the President loses confidence in an inspector general, he will exercise his 
constitutional right and duty to remove that officer-as did President Reagan when he removed 
inspectors general upon taking office and as did President Obama when he was in office. 
Consistent with these principles, President TNtnp removed the two inspectors general addressed 
in your letters. As the Secretary of State has said publicly about his Department's inspect01 
general, the President exercised this authority at the Secretary's recommendation. In both cases, 
the President did so in a manner that was consistent with the requirements of the Constitution and 
of federal law, as recognized by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Colwnbia Circuit. 

The Constitution vests the executive power in the President and charges him with the 
supervision of all e<eoutive officers, including inspectors general. AB the Supreme Court has 
consistently recogni7.ed, ·"Article II confers on the President 'the general administrative control of 
those executing the laws.,.. Free Enler. Fundv. Pub. Co. Acco1mting Oversight Bd, 561 U.S. 
477,492 (2010) (quoting Mj,er.r v. U.S., 272 U.S. 52, 164 (1926)). In connection with authority to 
appoint and supervise executive officers, the President retains broad au1hority to remove them. · 
Indeed, the Framers explicitly recognized this power: the "executive power included a power to 
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ovmsee executive officers through removal; because that traditional executive power was not 
'expressly taken away, it remained with the President. ... Id at 492 (quoting Letter from James 
Madison to Thomas Jefferson (June 30, 1789), 16 Documentary History of the First Federal 
Congress 1789-1791, at 893 (2004)). And the Supreme Court has repeatedly affirmed this 
principle. See In re Hennen, 38 U.S. 230,259 (1839)i Myers, 272 U.S. ·at 164; Free Enter. Fund, 
561 U.S. at 492. 

Consistent with these constitutional principles, the Inspector General Act of 1978 
expressly acknowledges the President's authority to remove these ex.eoutive officers, making clear 
that an "Inspector General may be removed ftom office by the President" S U.S.C. app. l, § J(b). 
The Congress that passed the Act understood that it "would specifically allow the President to 
remove any Inspector General at any time." H.R. Rep. No. 9S-584, at 9 (1977). President Tnunp 
therefore acted within his constitutional and statutory authority when he removed the Inspector 
General of the Intelligence Community and the Inspector General ofthe Department of State. 

The President also complied with the Inspector General Act in 1he manner in which he 
notified Congress of these terminations. The statute provides that the President should 
"communicate in writing the reasons for any such removal or transfer to both Ho~ of Congress, 
not later than 30 days before the removal or transfer" of an inspector general. 5 U.S.C. app. 3, 
§ 3(b). The President complied with this provision by notifying Congress of his decisions to 
remove each inspector general and by placing each of them on administrative leave pending their 
removal 30 days later. 

In so doing, President Trump's actions were similar to President Obama's actions in his 
removal of an inspector general. These actions were upheld by the D.C. federal courts as 
consistent with the statute. Indeed, President 'Trump's notices to Congress used language similar 
to that used by President Obama. when be removed Gerald Walpin as Inspector General of the 
Corporation for National and Comnnmity Service. The President explained that he 41no longer" 
bad "fullest confidence" in their abilities to serve as inspectors general, In Walpln v. Corp. for 
Nat 'I & Cmty. 8ervs., the D.C. Circuit held that that language "satisfies the minimal statutory 
mandate that the President communicate to the Congress his 'reasons' for removal," and 
acknowledged that the statute ''imposes no 'clear duty' to explain the reasons in any greater 
detail." 630 F.3d 184, 187 (D.C. Cir. 2011). . 

In addition, placing these inspectors general on Bdminist.mtive leave-with pay-was 
e.ntircly proper and consistent with the statute. In so doing, the President took the same action as 
President Obama did as to Mr. Walpin by placing each inspector general on leave prior to his 
fortnal teimination. As President. Obama's Counsel explained regarding Mr. Walpin's suspension 
withl)!ly: 

This suspension is fully consistent with the Inspector General Act. The section of the Act 
discussing the 30 days' notice to Congress also provides that "[n]othing in this subsection 
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shall prohibit a petsonnel action otherwise authorized by law, other than transfer or 
removal." 5 U.S.C. App. 3, § 3(b). 

Letter from Gregory B. Craig, Counsel to the President, to S~ Charles E. Grassley (June 111 
2009). The D.C. Circuit agreed and held that the congressional notification provision "provides 
no right to continued duty performance but only to defemtl of 'removal• 1D1til thirty days after 
notice is given." Wafpin, 630 F.3d at 187 (applying 5 U.S.C. app. 3, § 3(b)). Placement on 
administrative leave does unot constitute removal from qffice." Id 

The President complied ~y with the statutory mandate to provide .advance not:ificanon 
~fore removal as a matter of accommodation and presidential prerogative, notwithstanding the 
bmden the Inspector General Act places on the President's authority to remove an executive 
officer. Indeed, Executive Branch officials of both parties have long believed that the Act's 
notification requirement raises serious constitutional concerns. During Presidez:it Carter's 
Administration, the Department of Justice's Office of Legal Counsel concluded in Im that a 
similar congressional reporting requirement "constitute[d] an improper restriction on the 
President's exclusive power to remove Presidentially appointed executive officers .•• , [T)he 
power to remove a subordinate appointed officer within one of the executive departments is a. 
power reserved to the President acting in his discretion." Inspector General Legislation, l Op. 
O.L.C. 16, 18 (1977) (internal citations omitted). President George H.W. Bush likewise explained 
in 1989 when signing a bill containing a similar reporting requirement, "[w]hile this requirement 
purports to preserve the President's constitutional authority to remove an executive branch 
subordinate, its obvious effect is to burden its exercise. Accordingly. while I intend to 
communicate my reasons in the event I remove an Inspector General. I shall do so as a matter of 
comity rather than statutory obligation... Statement by President George Bush Upon Signing H.R. 
2748, 42 Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. 1851, reprinted in 1989 U.S.C.C.A.N. 1222, 1224 (Nov. 30. 
J989). 

The President also properly designated acting officials under the Vacancies Reform Act. 5 
U.S.C. § 334S(a). 

There can be no serious question that President Trump made an appropriate and qualified 
pick in designating Thomas A. Monheim to be the Acting Inspector General of the Intelligence 
Community. Mr. Monheim has served in important legal and law enforcement positions across 
the government. including as General Counsel of the National Oeospatial~Intelligence Agency, 
where he was also the Designated Agency Ethics Official, Deputy General Counsel at the Office 
of the Director of National Intelligence. Senior Legal Counsel at the National Counterterrorism 
Center, Associate Deputy Att,;,rney General at the Department of Justice, and Associate Counsel to 
the President at the White House. Mr. Monheim is also a decorated veteran of our nation's armed 
forces. He retired as a Colonel in the U.S. Air Force Reserves, and in his military career he served 
as a judge, prosecutor, defense counsel, Deputy General Counsel of the White Ho~e Military 
Office, ind Senior Individual Mobilization Augmentee. For his distinguished service, Mr. 
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Monheim has been awarded the Presidential Mc:litorlous Executive Award, the Director of 
National InteJligenoe Exceptional Service Award, the Legion ofMerit,-and the Bronze Star. 

President Trwnp nlll4c an equally appropriate and qualified pick in designating Stephen I. 
Alami to serve !IS Acting Inspector General for the Department of Stam. Ambassador Akard has a 
long history of service in the State Department. He cummtly serves es the Director of the Office 
of Foreign Missions, having been confirmed by a nearly unanimous, bipartisan majority of the 
Senate in 2019. In this position. he is responsible for the implementation of decisions regarding 
the treatmen1 of foreign missions and their members in the United States. Ambassador Akard also 
served as Senior Advisor and Acting Chief of Staff in the Office of the Under Secretary of State 
for Economic Growth, Energy, and the Environment and as a career Foreign Service Officer with 
service in the Department's Executive Secretariat and postings in Belghun and India. 

Your May 18 letter also raised the President's designation of the Acting Inspector General 
for the Department of Transportation. The Senate-confirmed Inspector General for the 
Department of Transportation retired earlier tbis year. On May 15, 2020, PresidentTrump 
announced bis intention to nominate Eric Soskin to serve as Inspector General and designated 
Howard 11Skip" Elliott to serve es Acting Inspector General. In Mr. Elliott, President Trump onoe 
again selected a highly qualified individual to serve as an aoting inspector general. Mr. Elliot, 
who in 2017 was confirmed by voice vote as the Administrator of the Pipeline and Hazardous 
Materials Safety Administration, has a long career in law enforcement and public safety. In 
addition to serving seven years as a police officer, Mr. Elliot graduated from the Indiana Law 
Enforcement Academy and holds a Master of Science degree in Criminal Justice Administrtrtion 
and a Bachelor of Arts with a major in Forensic Studies. Previously, Mr. Elliott worked in the 
fteigbt railroad industry, including as Vice President of Public Safety, Health, and &vironm.ent 
for CSX Transportation. He has also served on the FBI-DHS Domestic Security Alliance Council 
and as a Special Deputy U.S. Marshal for the U.S. Marshals Service. 

Each of these three officials has the qualifications and experience to serve honorably and 
effectively in an acting capacity. And all of these officials will coordinate with relevant agency 
officials, including designated. agency ethics officials, to ensure that they are properly discharging 
the duties of the inspector general. 

Just like Mr. Manheim, Ambassador Akard, and Mr. Elliott, the President's eight pending 
end two recently announced nominees to be inspecton general are individuals of ~ceptional 
accomplishment and experience. Their outstanding credentials demonstrate.that they would be 
viailant and effective inspoctors general. In choosing these individuals, the President has taken 
care to consider the qualities that Congress recommended in the Inspector General .Act, selecting 
them "on the basis of integrity and demonstrated ability in accounting, auditing, financial analysis, 
law, management analysis, public administration, or investigations." 5 U.S.C. app. 3, § 3(a). 
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We hope the U.S. Senate will swiftly confinn the President's nominees so that they can 
start their important work as inspectors general in service of the Executive Branchaud the 
Americm people. 

cc: Hon. Ron Wyden, U.S. Senator 
Hon. Susan M. Collins, U.S. Senator 
Hon. Diantie Feinstein, U.S. Senator 
Hon. Gary C. Pete.rs, U.S. Senator 
Hon. Mitt Romney, U.S. Senator 
Hon, Jon Tester, U.S. Senator 
Hon. Marie Warner, U.S. Senator 

at A. Cipollone 
Counsel to the Presufent 

/ 
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INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
4800 MARK CENTER DRIVE 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22350-1500 

March 17, 2020 

Steve Linick 
Inspector General, Department of State 
1700 N Moore St, Suite 800 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Inspector General Linick, 

In response to your request, the Defense Criminal Investigative Service (DCIS), the 
criminal investigative component of the Department of Defense Office of the Inspector General 
completed a limited fact-finding inquiry into the alleged unauthorized release ofinformation to 
the media from a Department of State Office of Inspector General (DOS OIG) evaluation report 
titled ~'Review of Allegations of Politicized and Other Improper Personnel Practices Involving 
the Office of the Secretary." Information in the evaluation report was allegedly released to the 
press without authorization and formed the basis of the September 13, 2019, article in The Dailv 
Beast entitled, "State IG Set to Recommend Discipline for Trump's Top Iran Hand." 

This letter summarizes the results of our inquiry. In addition, attached is a memorandum 
describing our inquiry and our findings more fully 

Background 

From February 2018 to August 2019, the DOS OIG conducted an ev_aluation of 
allegations of acts regarding political retaliation against career DOS employees. On August 30, 
2019, the DOS OIG sent a draft report of the evaluation to DOS officials for comment. On 
September 13, 2019, The Daill' Beast published an article entitled, "State JG Set to Recommend 
Discipline for Trump's Top Iran Hand." Information in the DOS OIG report formed part of the 
basis of this article. Neither DOS nor DOS OIG had authorized release of this information to the 
media. 

DOS officials requested that the DOS OIG conduct an investigation into the origins of the 
alleged unauthorized release. You asked the DoD OIG to conduct a limited inquiry into whether 
any DOS OIG employee was the source of the unauthorized disclosure to ensure an independent 
examination of that issue. 

The DoD OIG assigned this matter to DCIS to conduct this inquiry. 
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Scope and Methodology of the Inquiry 

Initially, DOS OIG identified 10 DOS OIG staff members who had access to or 
knowledge of the evaluation report. 

From October 2019 to January 2020, DCIS performed an independent and limited inquiry 
of the actions of these ten staff members, which included examination of DOS OIG electronic 
communications, and interviews of DOS OIG employees. During the inquiry, DCIS identified 
an additional five DOS OIG employees who had access to or knowledge of the evalua~ion report. 
DCIS examined the email accounts of all 15 of these DOS OIG employees and interviewed 14 of 
them. 

DCIS reviewed both@stateoig.gov and@state.gov email accounts of these 15 DOS OIG 
employees for the time period ofFebruary 1, 2018 through September 30, 2019. One of the 15 
employees had departed DOS OIG prior to the drafting and discussion of recommendations in 
the report, and did not have access to the draft. DCIS therefore interviewed the remaining 14 
employees. 

DCIS Conclusions 

DCIS found no evidence that any DOS OJG personnel emailed or discussed any details of 
the evaluation report with the authors of The Daill' Beast article, or other members of the media, 
prior to The Dailv Beast article on September 13, 2019. 

Specifically, in DCIS interviews, all 14 employees said they did not release any 
information in the report to the media. 

DCIS's review of emails also showed that no employee, except the communications 
director, communicated with The Daili• Beast or any other reporter about the report. 

With regard to the communications director, the emails disclosed that the DOS OIG 
communications director interfaces with the media as part of her duties. She denied providing 
information from the report to The Daifo Beast or any media outlet prior to the release of the 
report, and the DCIS review of her email identified no evidence to the contrary. The 
communications director had a few limited email exchanges with the Daily Beast. Specifically, 
she had an email exchange with the author of The Daill· Beast article between April 9 and 10, 
2019 .. The author of the article requested a link to comments you made to the appropriations 
committee from the communications director. The communications director provided the link to 
the reporter. Between March 25 and 26, 2019, the communications director and another reporter 
of The Dail,· Beast also had an email exchange in which the reporter asked for information 
regarding the evaluation. The communications director responded by email to the reporter that 
the review was ongoing and that the DOS OIG would not release any information publically 
until the report was complete. 

In sum, as described in the attached memorandum, DCIS found no information indicating 
that any DOS OIG employee provided information from the report to The Dai/v Beast prior to 
the publication of its article. 
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A copy of our memorandum of findings is enclosed. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Dermot O'Reilly, Deputy Inspector 
General for Investigations at 703-604-8600. 

Sincerely, 

Glenn A. Fine 
Principal Deputy Inspector General 

Performing the Duties of the Inspector General 

Attachments: 
As stated 
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MEMORANDUM OF FINDINGS 

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

Complaint Origin and Allegations 

On September 271 2019, Inspector General (IG), Steve Linick, Department of State 
(DOS), Office of Inspector General (OIG), asked Principal Deputy Inspector General (PDIG), 
Glenn A. Fine, Perfonning the Duties of the Inspector General, Department of Defense (DoD), if 
the DoD OIG could conduct a limited inquiry on the alleged unauthorized release of information 
to the media from a DOS OIG evaluation report. The report in question was titled, "Review of 
Allegations of Politicized and Other Improper Personnel Practices Involving the Office of the 
Secretary." The DOS OIG sought the DoD OIG's assistance in examining the activities of DOS 
OIG employees involved in the production of the report to detennine whether any DOS OIG 
employee was the source of the unauthorized disclosure of the report. 

PDIG Fine assigned the Defense Criminal Investigative Service (DCIS), the criminal 
investigative component of the DoD OIG, to complete this inquiry. 

From February 2018 to August 2019, the DOS OIG had conducted an evaluation of 
allegations of acts regarding political retaliation against career DOS employees. On August 30, 
2019, the DOS OIG sent a draft report of the evaluation to DOS officials for comment. On 
September 13, 2019, The Daili• Beast published an article titled, "State JG Set to Recommend 
Discipline for Trump's Top Iran Hand" Information in the DOS OIG report formed part of the 
basis of this article. Neither DOS nor DOS OIG had authorized release of this information to the 
media. 

DOS officials requested that the DOS OIG conduct an investigation into the origins of the 
alleged unauthorized release. IG Linick asked the DoD OIG to conduct a limited inquiry into 
whether any DOS OIG employee was the source of the unauthorized disclosure to ensure an 
independent examination of that issue. 

Scope and Methodology of the Inquiry 

IG Linick identified 10 DOS OIG staff members who had access to or knowledge of the 
evaluation report. 

From October 2019 to January 2020, DCIS performed an independent and limited inquiry 
of the actions of these ten staff members, which included examination of DOS OIG electronic 
communications, and interviews of DOS OIG employees. During the inquiry, DCIS identified 
an additional five DOS OIG employees who had access to or knowledge of the evaluation report. 
DCIS examined the email accounts of all 15 of these DOS OIG employees and interviewed 14 of 
them. 

DCIS reviewed both@stateoig.gov and@state.gov email accounts ofthese 15 DOS OIG 
employees for the time period of February I, 2018 through September 30, 2019. One of the 15 
employees had departed DOS OIG prior to the drafting and discussion ofrecommendatfons in 
the report, and did not have access_ to the draft. DCIS therefore interviewed the remaining 14 
employees. 
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DCIS Conclusions 

DCIS found no evidence that any DOS OIG personnel emailed or discussed any details of 
the evaluation report with the authors of The Dai/11 Beast article, or other members of the media, 
prior to The Dai/v Beast article on September 13, 2019. 

Specifically, in DCIS interviews, all 14 employees said they did not release any 
infonnation in the report to the media. Our review of emails also showed that no employee, 
except the communications director, communicated with The Dailv Beast or any other reporter 
about the report. 

The emails also disclosed that the DOS OIG communications director interfaces with the 
media, as part of her duties. She denied providing information from the report to The Dailv 
Beast or any media outlet prior to the release of the report, and the DCIS review of her email 
identified no evidence to the contrary. The communications director had an email exchange with 
the author of The Daft,, Beast article between April 9 and 10, 2019. The author of the article 
requested a link to IG Linick's recent comments to the appropriations committee from the 
communications director. The communications director provided the link to the reporter. 
Between March 25 and 26, 2019, the communications director and another reporter of The Dailv 
Beast also had an email exchange in which the reporter asked for information regarding the 
evaluation. The communications director responded by email to the reporter that the review was 
ongoing and that the DOS OIG would not release any information publically until the report was 
complete. 

In sum, DCIS found no information indicating that any of the DOS OIG employees 
provided information from the report to The Dailv Beast prior to the publication of its article. 

II. ANALYSIS OF ALLEGATIONS 

Email Review 

The DOS OIG initially provided a list of 10 individuals who had reviewed the report prior to 
The Daifr Beast article. DCIS reviewed the email accounts of those 10 individuals and identified 
five other DOS OIG employees who had access to or knowledge of the evaluation report. 

DOS Assistant Inspector General (AIG) for Evaluations and Special Projects, Jeffery 
McDermott, who was the primary author of the report, advised that DOS OIG had initiated the 
evaluation project in February 2018. The DOS OIG provided DCIS with the email account 
information for the following individuals for the time period February 1, 2018 to September 30, 
2019 (this listing includes the original 10 staff identified by DOS OIG and the additional 5 
employees identified by DCIS): 

• Steve Linick, Inspector General 
• Jill Baisinger, Chief of Staff 
• Yolanda Blount, Management Analyst 
• Amy Bowser, Senior Investigative Counsel 
• Sarah Breen, Communications Director 
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• Mark Huffman, Editor 
• Amanda Murphy, Editor 
• Kevin Donohue, Acting General Counsel 
• Ryan Holden, Director of Congressional Affairs 
• Nicole Mathis, Acting Director of Enterprise Risk Management 
• Jeffrey McDermott, Assistant Inspector General .for Evaluations 
• Michael Mobbs, former DOS OIG General Counsel 
• David Stewart, Assistant Inspector General for Overseas Contingency Operations 
• Isabella Strohmeyer, Special Assistant to the Inspector General 
• Emilia Disanto, former Deputy Inspector General 

The DCIS review of these employees'@stateoig.gov and@state.gov email accounts 
disclosed that 1G Linick was the only DOS OIG employee that emailed drafts of the evaluation 
report in question outside of DOS OIG. 

From March 2019 to September 2019, IG Linick sent 23 emails containing DOS work 
product from his DOS OIG email to his personal Gmail account. These emails included 
attachments containing talking points, discussion notes, policy documents, and draft audit and 
evaluation reports, including the drafts and other information related to the DOS OIG "Review 
of Allegations of Politicized and Other Improper Personnel Practices Involving the Office of the 
Secretary." 

Of the 23 emails, IG Linick sent a password-protected, draft version of the evaluation report 
in question to his Gmail account eight times over six days in August 2019. On one occasion, he 
emailed a password-protected draft of the evaluation report.from his Gmail email account to his 
government email account. IG Linick also sent, from his DOS OIG email account, a password­
protected draft of the evaluation report to the official government email address of Department of 
Justice IG Michael Horowitz. 

DCIS did not find any other instances where a draft of the report was emailed outside of the 
DOS OIG, other than it being provided to the DOS for comment on August 30, 2019. 

Interviews of DOS OIG Staff 

DCIS conducted voluntary witness interviews of DOS OIG staff who had access to the report 
prior to The Daih· Beast article. DCIS began its inquiry with the interview of AIG McDermott. 
AIG McDermott compared the reporting in the article to the evaluation report and noted the only 
information in the article that was not previously known outside ·or DOS OIG was the 
recommendation for disciplinary action against DOS Director of Policy and Planning Brian 
Hook for misconduct. 

Acting General Counsel Donohue told us that one DOS OIG employee, Ms. Disanto, had 
departed DOS OIG on February 2, 2019. AIG McDermott told us that the drafting and discussion 
ofrecommendations in the report occurred after Ms. Disanto departed the DOS OIG. DCIS's 
email review determined that no copies of the draft report were sent to any of her accounts; 
therefore, DCIS did not interview Ms. Disanto. 
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AIG McDermott and the other 13 members of the DOS OIG staff that DCIS interviewed 
denied disclosing to the media any information contained in the evaluation report. 

DCIS also asked the DOS OIG staff about their use of personal email for business purposes. 
Only IG Linick, Acting Director of Enterprise Risk Management Nicole Mathis, and AIG for 
Overseas Contingency Operations David Stewart stated that they occasionally send work related 
emails and attachments to their personal email addresses. AIG Stewart advised he is not allowed 
to take his government computer to certain overseas locations, and his duties require frequent 
overseas travel and he therefore occasionally uses his personal email to conduct official business. 
Acting Director Mathis stated that she sent OIG emails to her personal account because the DOS 
OIG information technology systems are not conducive to operating outside the office. 

DCIS did not find that either AIG Stewart or Acting Director Mathis emailed the evaluation 
report to their personal email addresses. 

Interview of DOS JG Linick 

IG Linick told us that he did not provide the report or any information about the report to the 
media He acknowledged sending the report to his personal email account and to another federal 
IO. IO Linick told us that he had sent the password-protected report to his personal email 
account because access to DOS 010 servers is often unreliable when he travels. 1G Linick stated 
that although discouraged, DOS policy allows for limited use of personal email in special 
circumstances such as travel. 1 

IG Linick reviewed the dates during which he emailed the report between his DOS OIG 
account and his personal Gmail account, and he provided DCIS his work calendar for August 
2019. DCIS's review ofIG Linick's work calendar indicated that he travelled from 1 -9 August 
2019 and 16-23 August 2019. 

DCIS compared IG Linick's travel with the dates he emailed the report to or from his Gmail 
account. 1G Linick emailed the report to his Gmail account on four days when his calendar 
showed he was out of the office on travel. IO Linick also emailed the report to his Gmail 
account on August 17 and August 24, both Saturdays. IG Linick emailed the report.from his 
Gmail account to his DOS 010 account on Sunday August 11. JG Linick reported that on the 
weekend dates of August 11, 17, and 24 he was also traveling. DCIS determined that JG Linick 
emailed the report to his Gmail account when he was on scheduled travel or on weekends when 
he was also travelling. 

IG Linick stated that he worked on the report, monitored the progress of his team during 
these August dates, drafted comments and edits, provided verbal feedback, and collaborated with 
team members while traveling. 

1 The DOS policy "5 FAM 443.4 Personal Email Accounts" states (in part): Personal email accounts are only to be used to 
conduct official business in very limited circumstances; examples include but are not limited-to: (I) Temporary system outages; 
or (2) Times when access to Department systems is limited or restricted. DOS OIG also has email policy that is documented via 
an Information Systems Rules of Behavior. This document states in part: "Use OIG provided equipment and 
systems/applications at all times, including OIG email, to conduct official OIG business. The use of corporate or personal 
equipment, systems/applications, to include to email, or other file storage sites to store, process, or transmit OIG or Department 
data is prohibited." 
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IG Linick also stated that he consulted with two colleagues who had previously worked on 
similar p_olitical reprisals inquiries. IG Linick said he sent a password-protected draft copy of the 
evaluation report to IG Horowitz from his DOS OIG email account, and spoke about the 
evaluation report with Glenn Fine, Principle Deputy Inspector General Performing the Duties of 
the Inspector General, Department of Defense OIG. 

Additionally, DCIS reviewed IG Linick's personal Gmail account sent and trash folders and 
found no instances where the evaluation report was emailed from his personal Gmail account to 
anyone other than his own DOS OIG email address. IG Linick stated that he has sole access to 
his Gmail account and personal computer and updates his antivirus software on his personal 
computer on a routine basis. 

III. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS 

DCIS's review did not identify any evidence to indicate that a DOS OIG employee who had 
access to the report.emailed or discussed the report with the media before The Dailv Beast 
published its article on September 13, 2019. 

DCIS determined that IG Linick emailed password-protected drafts of the report to his 
personal email address when he was scheduled to be away from his office and to another federal 
IO. According to DOS policy made available to DCIS, the DOS allows employees to use 
personal email accounts for official business in limited circumstances, provided the emails are 
also maintained in the DOS system ofrecord. We determined that all emails identified by DCIS 
relevant to this limited inquiry were maintained in the DOS system ofrecord. A review ofIG 
Linick's Gmail account also showed no further dissemination of the report. 
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Office of the Press Secretary 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

April 5, 2020 

REMARKS BY PRESIDENT TRUMP, 

VICE PRESIDENT PENCE, 

AND MEMBERS OF THE CORONAVIRUS TASK FORCE 

IN PRESS BRIEFING 

  

James S. Brady Press Briefing Room 

 

April 4, 2020  

  

4:15 P.M. EDT 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  It’s a busy time.  Very busy time.  And let me 

begin by again expressing our support, solidarity, and love for 

the people of our great country.  We’re fighting for you and 

we’re enduring all of this together.  And we will soon prevail 

together.  We’re making a lot of progress.  

  

We appreciate all of the great assistance from the governors and 

people within the states.  The relationships have been, really, 

very good.  I spoke with Governor Cuomo.  We’re working very hard 

to get additional things to New York as quickly as possible. 

  

We -- as you know, we took care of the hospital, including 

personnel -- the 2,500 beds that we build just recently at 

Javits, including personnel.  And we opened it up to COVID, and 



that’s something that we also did in Louisiana, and we're doing 

it in Dallas.  

  

So we have a lot of not only hospitals being built, but now we're 

manning the hospitals because states are, in many cases, unable 

to get additional people to work.  It's -- it’s just an 

incredible situation.  There's never been anything like this. 

  

One of the most important issues in battling this pandemic is 

coordinating the delivery of the crucial supplies throughout the 

nation based upon the most accurate information available.  And 

we've got the best healthcare and disaster experts anywhere in 

the world, and everybody will tell you that, and we're dealing 

with big parts of the world on helping them also through this 

horrible situation where 151 -- still, 151 nations are going 

through it.  

  

We're working to ensure that the supplies are delivered where and 

when they're needed, and in some cases, we're telling governors 

we can't go there because we don't think you need it and we think 

someplace else needs it.  And pretty much, so far, we've been 

right about that.  And we'll continue to do it.  

  

As it really gets -- this will be probably the toughest week 

between this week and next week.  And there'll be a lot of death, 

unfortunately, but a lot less death than if this wasn't 

done.  But there will be death.  

  

We're looking for an obvious focus in the hardest-hit 

regions.  Some of them are obvious and some aren't so 

obvious.  They spring up.  They come and they -- they hit you 

like you got hit by a club, an area that wasn't at all 



bothered.  You look at what's going on in New Jersey -- the 

governor is doing an excellent job, by the way -- but how that 

sprang up.  

  

Every decision that we're making is made to save lives.  It's 

really our sole consideration.  We want to save lives.  We want 

as few lives lost as possible.  It's therefore critical that 

certain media outlets stop spreading false rumors and creating 

fear and even panic with the public.  It's just incredible.  I 

could name them, but it’s the same ones.  Always the same 

ones.  I guess they're looking for ratings.  I don't know what 

they're looking for.  So bad for our country and so bad -- the 

people understand it.  You look at the levels and approval 

ratings, and they’re the lowest they've ever been for 

media.  It's so bad for -- for our country.  So bad for the 

world.  You ought to put it together for a little while, get this 

over with, and then go back to your fake news. 

  

During a national emergency, it's just essential that the federal 

decision makers cut through the fog of confusion in order to 

follow the facts and the science.  Many hospital administrators 

that we've been in touch with, even in the really hotspots -- you 

know what they are -- are communicating directly with us that 

their level of supplies are meeting essential needs.  And at the 

current time, they're really thrilled to be where they 

are.  Whenever local shortages are reported, we're asking states 

to immediately meet the demand.  And we're stockpiling large 

amounts in different areas -- in different areas.  And we're 

going to be discussing that in a little while. 

  

But we want distributions to be made on a fair basis.  We have to 

take care of a large country, not just certain areas of the 



country.  But no matter where we’re -- we've been there and we've 

been there very strongly.  I want to thank FEMA.  I want to thank 

the Army Corps of Engineers.  I want to thank our military for 

what they're doing. 

  

And we're going to be adding a tremendous amount of military to 

help supplement the states -- thousands of soldiers, thousands of 

medical workers, professionals, nurses, doctors.  And it'll be a 

large number.  It'll be -- we'll be telling them over the next 

very short period where they're going.  And they're going into 

war.  They're going into a battle that they've never really 

trained for.  Nobody has trained for this; nobody has seen this, 

I would say, since 1917, which was the greatest of them all.  The 

greatest of this type of battle.  Probably the greatest of them 

all. Right?  1917.  Up to 100 million people were killed. 

  

In addition, we're working directly with hospitals and existing 

suppliers and distributors to ensure that those with the greatest 

need are prioritized.  And that need changes.  One day it's one 

state or one locale, one city.  And then all of a sudden, they're 

starting to do well.  We had some very good reports coming out of 

the State of Washington, coming out of various parts of 

California -- so, areas that we were getting ready to really hit 

hard.  We can now go to other areas. 

  

It looks like New York is going to be hit very hard.  And 

Louisiana is just amazing the way it just sprang up.  And 

everyone is doing a good job but they're going to be hit hard. 

  

Areas in the country that are not experiencing large-scale 

infections are requesting supplies beyond what their present 

circumstances require.  And we talk to them and we tell them and 



we explain it, and for the most part they're good with it.  We 

think we're right. 

  

It's very understandable that officials would seek to get the 

most they can get for their communities, but the fears of the 

shortages have led to inflated requests.  We have some states and 

areas where they're just asking for far more.  I mean, look, we 

had one state asking for 40,000 ventilators.  Forty 

thousand.  Think of it: 40,000.  It's not possible.  They won't 

need that many, and now they're admitting they don't need that 

many.  But we're getting as many as we can to them.  

  

Again, nobody has ever seen anything like this in terms of 

ventilators, in terms of protective equipment and uniforms and 

outfits.  But it makes it more difficult for distributors to 

prioritize the real need, and it could intentionally and, you 

know -- look, they -- everybody has proper intentions but they 

want to make sure they're 100 percent.  And sometimes, when they 

know they don't need it, they want it anyway.  It gives them that 

extra feeling of satisfaction, but we just can't do that.  It's 

not even possible to think about it. 

  

And that's why -- and we're a backup.  Remember, we're a 

backup.  We’re the greatest backup that ever existed for the 

states, especially when we start getting into the hospital 

building business and getting into the medical center building 

business, where you see we built many hospitals -- numerous 

hospitals in some states -- and medical centers. 

  

That's why my administration has been requesting actual usage 

numbers directly from the states and hospitals to meet their 

needs, because we want to be ready when -- when the brunt of it 



comes, which is coming quickly; you see it.  You see it as sure 

as you can see it.  And when the brunt of it comes, we want to be 

ready to hit the area that needs it.  We don't want to have spent 

everything in one area, and they don't need it there to anywhere 

near the extent. 

  

So let me be extremely clear about one point: We will move heaven 

and earth to safeguard our great American citizens.  We will 

continue to use every power, every authority, every single 

resource we’ve got to keep our people healthy, safe, secure, and 

to get this thing over with.  We want to finish this war.  We 

have to get back to work.  We have to get -- we have to open our 

country again.  We have to open our country again.  We don't want 

to be doing this for months and months and months.  We’re going 

to open our country again.  This country wasn't meant for 

this.  Few were.  Few were.  But we have to open our country 

again. 

  

I just spoke with the commissioners, leaders of, I would say, 

virtually all of the sports leagues: Rob Manfred, Commissioner of 

Baseball, Major League Baseball; Roger Goodell Commissioner of 

the National Football League; Adam Silver Commissioner of the 

National Basketball Association; Gary Bettman, Commissioner of 

the National Hockey League; Jay Monahan, Commissioner of the PGA 

Tour; Cathy Engelbert, Commissioner of the Women's National 

Basketball Association; Dana White, the Ultimate Fighting 

Championship; Vince McMahon President of the WWE; Don Garber, 

Commissioner of Major League Soccer; Steve Phelps, President of 

NASCAR; Michael Whan, Commissioner of the LPGA; Roger Penske, 

Founder and Chairman Penske Corp.; and Drew Fleming, President of 

the Breeders’ Cup. 

  



And there were a couple of others on, and these are all the great 

leaders of sport.  And they want to get back.  They got to get 

back.  They can't do this.  Their sports weren't designed for 

it.  The whole concept of our nation wasn't designed for 

it.  We're going to have to get back.  We want to get back soon -

- very soon. 

  

For example -- and I have to say, we're using the Defense 

Production Act very powerfully.  In some cas- -- times directly; 

in many cases, indirectly.  Just the threat of it is usually 

enough. 

  

But FEMA and HHS have ordered 180 million -- think of that -- 180 

million.  Who ever heard of 180 million N95 masks?  And we're 

working now with 3M to see whether or not that all works out, but 

we want them to help our country.  And I think it's going to be 

okay.  We're going to soon let you know.  But we need the 

masks.  We don't want other people getting it, and that's why 

we're -- that's why we're instituting a lot of Defense Production 

Act, you could call it, retaliations because that's what it is; 

it's a retaliation. 

  

If people don't -- if people don't give us what we need for our 

people, we're going to be very tough, and we've been very 

tough.  Usually we don't have to use it, but we've used it 

plenty.  It's turning out more and more, unfortunately.  And it 

works very well. 

  

Our Supply Chain Logistics Task Force, led by Admiral John 

Polowczyk, who’s doing a fantastic job, will ensure they’re 

distributed to the healthcare and critical infrastructure workers 

in the areas with the most pressing requirements.  That's the 60 



million masks that we're talking about and the hundred and -- 180 

million N95 masks.  A hundred and eighty million.  Who ever heard 

of 180 million masks? 

  

And this is a incredible thing.  A lot of times -- and we have to 

stop playing this game -- if a governor wants 200 ventilators, 

and I say, “No, we're going to send you 1,000.  We think you need 

more than 200,” and then the media meets with the governor and 

they say, “Oh, you got more.  Well, it’s not enough.  The 

President should have sent more.”  So he’s asking for 200.  We 

give him 1,000.  They say, “How’s the President doing?”  “He 

should have given more.”  Because that’s politics.  That’s 

politics.  And that’s unfortunate, because we can’t play that 

game. 

  

And, you know, that’s one party doing it, and the other party is 

happy.  But they’re all really happy because they should have 

been doing this work themselves for a long period of time.  Many 

of their cupboards were bare. 

  

With respect to the ventilators, FEMA and HHS continue to monitor 

the data on an hourly basis where provided by the states.  In 

order to most effectively target the distribution of supplies, 

we've been asking states to provide us with daily updates on the 

number of ventilators and their utilization rates, because some 

states have more ventilators than they need.  They don’t even 

like to admit it.  They’ll admit it when everything is over, but 

that's -- it doesn't help us very much. 

  

This data is vitally necessary so that we can ensure ventilators 

are getting to the right place at the right time.  FEMA, HHS, DOD 

are developing resources within the next 24 hours.  They will 



have a whole different set of criteria.  Every day, it's 

different criteria.  Every day, this horrible, invisible enemy 

changes a course.  It changes course. 

  

If you were fighting the normal fight, you’d know what's 

happening.  Here is: They hit one, they hit another, they hit 

another state.  They hit areas that you didn't expect.  But we're 

watching it and we're capturing it. 

  

Our goal is to stay several days ahead of the needs in each 

state, but we can only do that if the cities and states utilize 

real-time local knowledge to provide timely and precise data 

about actual usage.  So we have to be able to do that.  And if a 

state has ventilators, as an example, that they know they're not 

going to need, they should give them over and we should move them 

with the other ones.  We have now 10,000 in our pipeline, and 

stockpiled 10,000 -- close. 

  

And we're moving some into New York, so we're going to need some 

additional.  We're moving some into New York City and state, 

separately.  And we're bringing them to the point where they'll 

need them.  

  

I can also report that, at my direction, 1,000 military personnel 

are deploying to New York City to assist where they're needed the 

most.  That's the hottest of all the hotspots.  New Jersey is 

right there.  It's right next to it.  And I don't know if that's 

overflow, but New Jersey is -- it's a great state and it’s a very 

-- it’s a crowded state also, where you have people on top of 

people.  It's always tough.  But we're bringing some of the 

ventilators.  We got some for New Jersey just yesterday, and 

we're going to bring them some more, including doctors.  



  

We're getting doctors, nurses, respiratory specialists, and other 

support workers.  These are from the military.  We're taking 

people now out of our military.  We've been doing it, but now 

we're doing it on a larger basis.  And I want to thank Secretary 

of Defense Esper, who will detail some of what we're doing, 

tomorrow and Monday. 

  

As the situation in Washington State continues to stabilize, 

we’re returning a 300-bed federal medical station to a different 

location -- so where we need it.  And we appreciate that.  They 

won't be needing it, and we appreciate them letting us 

know.  We're going to move it to a different location.  It was 

already built. 

  

Many governors initially made large requests for federal support 

for their states in anticipation of a greater number of cases, 

but the residents of Washington State have done a really good job 

of following the federal distancing guidelines.  They really 

have. 

  

I'm also pleased to report that Oregon will be spending and 

sending -- they’re spending a lot of money because they really 

did stockpile well, and they're also sending 140 ventilators 

directly to New York, which we appreciate.  

  

And I want to thank the Vice President for the great work he's 

doing every day, dealing with our nation's governors.  Mike Pence 

has been working day and night on this, and we want to get it 

over.  He's got to get a little more sleep than he's getting.  He 

hasn’t been getting very much, I will tell you that. 

  



And we're all in this together, and it's a beautiful thing to see 

how people are joining forces to help one another.  They really 

are. 

  

In addition to our courageous doctors, nurses, and healthcare 

workers, I also want to thank the incredible food supply workers 

who are feeding our nation.  I spoke just a little while ago to 

Senator Boozman.  You know Senator Boozman; we all do.  He's a 

great senator.  He’s a great person.  We spoke just this morning, 

and we discussed how important it is to keep our farmers and 

ranchers, processors, and distributors in our nation's 

prayers.  And I want to thank the senator for the incredible job 

he's been doing.  And a lot of the senators and congressmen and 

everyone -- everybody is working very hard. 

  

My administration is working very aggressively to pioneer new 

medical countermeasures to treat and prevent infection.  Working 

on a lot of things.  We must utilize our nation's scientific 

brilliance to vanquish the virus.  We have to vanquish the virus 

as quickly as we can, because we have a lot of things happening 

in this country, and we have a great future, but we have to get 

back to work. 

  

This week, the FDA established the Coronavirus Treatment 

Accelerator Program, which is expediting the development of new 

anti- -- antiviral and other therapies, and they're doing it on a 

very rapid basis.  And I think we're having some very good 

results.  We’ll tell you about that. 

  

HHS continues to speed the development of therapies derived from 

human blood that have the potential to lessen the severity or 

shorten the length of the illness.  And as you know, last 



Saturday, the FDA also gave emergency authorization for 

hydroxychloroquine.  And the hydroxychloroquine is a -- I hope 

it's going to be a very important answer.  We're having some very 

good things happening with it, and we're going to be distributing 

it through the Strategic National Stockpile.  It's going into the 

Strategic National Stockpile to treat certain patients.  And we 

have millions and millions of doses of it; 29 million to be 

exact. 

  

In addition to that, we're making it and we're also getting it 

from various other locations and countries.  In one case, I 

called Prime Minister Modi of India this morning.  They make 

large amounts of hydroxychloroquine -- very large amounts, 

frankly.  And I said -- they had a hold, because, you know, they 

have 1.5. billion people, and they think a lot of it.  And I said 

I'd appreciate it if they would release the amounts that we 

ordered.  And they are giving it serious consideration.  But they 

do make -- India makes a lot of it. 

  

But we have already 29 million.  If you look -- I mean, that's a 

big number.  Twenty-nine million doses.  And we've got millions 

of doses that are being made here and many millions of doses that 

are made elsewhere that are being shipped here, and it will be 

arriving. 

  

We're just hearing really positive stories, and we're continuing 

to collect the data.  But I'll just speak for myself: It's been 

out for a long time.  It's a malaria drug.  It's also a drug for 

lupus.  And there's a -- there's a study out that people with 

lupus aren't catching this horrible virus.  They’re not -- 

they’re not affected so much by it.  Now, maybe that's correct; 

maybe it's false.  You're going to have to check it out. 



  

But there's a lot of very positive things happening with 

that.  That's a game changer if that's the case.  Obviously, we 

continue to work on the vaccines, but the vaccines have to be 

down the road by probably 14, 15, 16 months.  We're doing great 

on the vaccines.  I think Johnson & Johnson is leading -- seems 

to be leading in terms of the studies, but we'll see what 

happens.  But I feel good about that, but that's down the road. 

  

But tremendous promise with -- with what's just been 

mentioned.  In addition to that, Gilead Sciences has initiated a 

phase three that's down the line, meaning clinical studies of the 

drug remdesivir.  Now, it's approximately 1,000 patients, which 

is a pretty -- pretty good study.  Other drugs are also being 

studied in patients.  

  

And this week, Oracle, a great company, donated a new web portal 

-- Larry Ellison, amazing guy -- and platform to the government 

to gather real-time data on how patients are responding to the 

various new treatments.  And they have a very sophisticated site, 

we'll be learning a lot from Oracle.  And thank you to them. 

  

We're also spending economic dollars like you wouldn't believe, 

and speeding economic relief to American workers, families, and 

businesses.  Yesterday, the Small Business Administration 

launched the Paycheck Protection Program to help employees keep 

paying their workers.  In 24 hours, the Small Business 

Administration, and over 1,200 lending partners, processed over 

28,000 loans -- it's, so far, ahead of schedule -- and billions 

and billions of dollars.  

  

It's worked out incredibly well, and I want to thank Bank of 



America and JPMorgan Chase, and a lot of the big banks that have 

been involved, and a lot of the community banks.  Community banks 

have really jumped on it.  And it's, so far, going way ahead of 

schedule. 

  

The SBA also clarified that faith-based organizations, including 

houses of worship, are eligible for the Paycheck Protection 

Program -- that's great -- as well as the Economic Injury 

Disaster Loan Program that you're familiar with, on the same 

terms as every other applicant. 

  

If we run out of funding for the employee retention program, I 

will immediately ask Congress for more money.  This is money 

that's really going directly to the people that need it -- the 

small businesses that need it and the workers that need it. 

  

Finally, I can -- because when we open, we want to open strong, 

with businesses that are going.  Remember, we had the greatest 

economy in the world, and then one day, we were told we got to 

shut it down, stop it, tell everyone to stay home, because of 

this horrible virus.  And we did that, and we did the right 

thing.  But now we have to open.  We have to open our country. 

  

Finally, I can report that as of today, the State Department has 

successfully coordinated the safe return of more than 40,000 

Americans stuck abroad on over 400 flights from 75 

countries.  Many of those countries were terrific in helping us, 

and I appreciate that very much. 

  

Some of them, I had to call the leaders of the country, most of 

whom I know.  And once I did, they snapped, like you wouldn't 

believe.  They really helped us great.  So I appreciate that.  So 



we brought back 40,000 Americans who were literally stuck in some 

countries, with no chance of getting out, and we got them 

back.  Four hundred flights, seventy-five countries.   Think of 

that.  And those countries, in almost every instance, had a big 

problem with the virus. 

  

I want to thank the American people, most of all, for the 

selfless sacrifices that they're making for our nation.  I know 

it's not pleasant, although some people have said they've gotten 

to know their family better, and they love their family more than 

ever, and that's a beautiful thing.  They've actually gotten to 

know them.  They’re in the same house with their family for a 

long time.  I guess it can also work the other way, perhaps, but 

we don't want to talk about that. 

  

And I want to encourage everyone to keep following our guidelines 

on slowing the spread.  Sustaining this war effort is -- and 

that's what it is; this is a war effort -- is the patriotic duty 

of every citizen.  While we may be more physically distant for a 

time, we're closer together in the heart and in the spirit. 

  

And through this, great national unity is happening.  We're 

having a great unity developing that a lot of people didn't think 

would be possible to develop like this.  

  

And we will conquer the disease and restore our nation to its 

full and glorious might.  We're doing really well, and I'm very 

proud of everybody out there.  We're very proud of you.  It's 

something that nobody could have ever projected.  It's been over 

100 years that a thing like this has happened. 

  

And the problem with this one is the contagion.  It’s so 



contagious.  Nobody has ever seen anything like that where it's 

so contagious.  You can be feet away and just talking to somebody 

and catch it.  You can catch it.  You know how long it can live 

on surfaces.  So things that nobody even thought of, the level of 

contagion. 

  

So, we're getting there.  We're going to make sure that it's over 

soon.  And just keep going.  It's not going to be long.  

  

And thank you very much.  And with that, I'd like to ask Dr. Hahn 

to speak.  And he's been doing yeoman's work at the FDA. 

  

Thank you very much.  Doctor, thank you. 

  

DR. HAHN:  Thank you, Mr. President.  I'm going to speak about 

hydroxychloroquine and the efforts around that.  Just to preface, 

I'd like to echo what the President said about the American 

people and the resiliency and the just terrific work.  Mitigation 

is such an important part of our fight against the COVID-19 

virus. 

  

Last week, as the President said, we issued an emergency use 

authorization to allow the donated hydroxychloroquine to come 

into the country and enter the general circulation.  We are 

prioritizing this drug to come in for clinical trials, and also 

into general use for physicians, because as you know, physicians, 

based upon their interaction with the patients, their assessment 

of the risks and benefits can write a prescription for 

hydroxychloroquine if they think it's appropriate for the 

patient.  Being a physician, we do this all the time.  And that 

assessment needs to be done between a patient and a doctor. 

  



And then the third portion is we wanted to make sure that these 

drugs were in the circulation -- in the supply chain, so that 

people who have them or need them for the other indications -- 

lupus, rheumatoid arthritis -- had them available.  So that was 

the purpose of the emergency use authorization. 

  

One other thing I'd like to mention is that we, on Friday, stood 

up a formal convalescent plasma program.  We have a great deal of 

enthusiasm for that.  There are some reports that this is a 

benefit to patients in other countries who have had the COVID-19 

virus. 

  

And what this means is taking plasma from patients who have had 

the virus and who have recovered, and transferring the immunity -

- the immunoglobulins, if you will -- the immunity from that 

person to someone who's sick.  And we're hopefully expanding that 

across the country.  The Red Cross is involved in that 

program.  And I think it shows a great promise.  It needs to be 

studied like other things.  But just like I said before, it 

provides hope.  We don't want to provide false hope, but 

definitely hope. 

  

Thank you. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Tony, please. 

  

MR. FAUCI:  Thank you very much, Mr. President.  I'd like to just 

take a couple of moments to talk a little bit about the public 

health aspects and how it relates to what the President just said 

about the need for us to begin to at least think about returning 

to some degree of normality.  And that has to do with what's 

going to be happening as we end this week and we go into next 



week.  

  

You will be seeing -- and we should not be surprised because the 

kinetics of how this virus works -- is that we're going to be 

seeing that there are going to be deaths that are going to 

continue to go up.  But as I mentioned to this group and to the 

general public multiple times, there really is a cascading of 

events where you have new cases, hospitalizations, intensive 

care, and deaths.  So at the same time that we may be seeing an 

increase in deaths, we want to focus on the effective mitigation 

is really the number of new cases.  And that's what we're going 

to be thinking about and looking about. 

  

So we're going to pay close attention to that, and hopefully the 

kinds of mitigations that we're talking about are going to have 

the impact to allow us to begin to think about maybe changing a 

bit. 

  

So the question arises is: Is the mitigation working?  So let's 

look historically and then just look at the reality of 

it.  Clearly, in the countries -- China included -- that have 

implemented very strict kinds of programs of mitigation, clearly 

it works.  In our own country, we've seen indication of that in 

Washington.  Remember, Washington State was the first to get 

hit.  But they put in a really good program of mitigation.  And 

if you look at the charts that Dr. Birx showed the other day, 

they're still down, they're doing well. 

  

And the reason is -- again, what I've said before, but I think 

it's worth reiterating -- that we have two opposing forces here: 

the virus, which wants to do what the virus wants to do.  Viruses 

transmit from people to people.  When people are separated from 



each other, virus does not transmit; it doesn't go anywhere.  And 

that's the reason why something as simple as the physical 

separation -- because if you look at the Vice President's chart 

that he shows all the time here from this podium, every aspect of 

that, ending the COVID outbreak in 30 days, has some aspect of 

it, a physical separation -- whether that's avoiding crowds, 

whether that staying six feet away from people, whether that's 

doing teleworking.  All of it does that.  That's our most 

important tool.  We'll be talking about vaccines and drugs and 

things like that that will mitigate later.  But this is what we 

really have to do. 

  

And I want to -- I want to actually just plea, as I do multiple 

times from here, to the American public: You know, as sobering 

and as difficult as this is, what we are doing is making a 

difference.  So we really need to continue to do that. 

  

I must tell you, I was just mentioning to the Vice President as 

we came in: Last night, when I wasn't here, I went out with my 

wife and actually did a little powerwalking down Massachusetts 

Avenue -- for those who live in Washington, know what I'm talking 

about -- and we passed a couple of restaurants where people were 

getting takeout food.  The restaurants were closed to people 

going in, but they were open to takeout. 

  

And I saw something that absolutely made me feel really, really 

good.  They were separating themselves by at least six feet.  In 

fact, some of the restaurants had little things on the floor that 

said, “Stand here” and then “Stand there.”  

  

And I think if we as a nation pulled together to do that, 

hopefully when we keep coming back here at these press 



conferences, we'll be able to show you that that curve that we 

keep talking about is going in the right direction.  

  

And I'd be happy to answer questions later.  Thank you. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Thank you.  Okay, please. 

  

Q    Mr. President, you said earlier that the virus is springing 

up in areas you did not expect.  Yesterday you said some states 

in the country are not in jeopardy.  The fact that this is 

unpredictable, isn't that an argument for every state to have one 

of these stay-at-home orders? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  I don’t think so.  

  

Q    Why? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Look, there are some states that are -- you have 

great distance, natural distance.  Big land, few people. And 

they're in very good shape.  And if there is a case, they can 

quarantine that person, or that person will be separated, will be 

brought to a hospital, a secure area. 

  

So you do have different cases as opposed to a New York or Los 

Angeles.  Los Angeles is doing incredibly well, by the way.  But 

areas we have lots of people tight together.  It's a big 

difference.  

  

So, no, it’s -- they’re different -- there are many different 

cases. 

  

Please. 



  

Q    Mr. President, You mentioned the military off at the 

top.  So 1,000 troops going to New York, and then are we 

expecting other mass deployments around the country?  And then is 

it just Army?  Is it -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  No, not mass.  Many of the places are really in 

great shape.  They really have done a fantastic job.  And we may 

add to the thousand.  But New York will be getting about 1,000 

military people -- nurses, doctors, lots of other people -- 

because that's what they need. 

  

Q    So medical military?  

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Yeah. 

  

Q    Not -- like not combat -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  And that’s -- medical.  No, no, medical 

military.  Medical military. 

  

Please. 

  

Q    Sir, you tweeted earlier today that you like the idea of a 

second coronavirus task force that was focused on reopening the 

economy. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Thinking about it. 

  

Q    So I was wondering if you were planning to go forward with 

that. 

  



THE PRESIDENT:  Thinking about it.  Getting a group of 

people.  And we have to open our country.  You know, I had an 

expression: “The cure can’t be worse than the problem itself.” 

Right?  I started by saying that and I continue to say it: The 

cure cannot be worse than the problem itself.  We’ve got to get 

our country open.  

  

Q    Mr. President, in terms of reopening, can you talk about 

your call with the sports commissioners?  Did you say you'd like 

to see people back, fans back in arenas as soon as August? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Absolutely, I want -- I want fans back in the 

arenas. 

  

Q    By August, though, sir? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  I think it’s -- I think it’s -- no. 

  

Q    Is that safe? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Whenever we’re ready.  I mean, as soon as we can, 

obviously.  And the fans want to be back too.  You know, they 

want to see basketball and baseball and football and 

hockey.  They want to see their sports.  They want to go out onto 

the golf courses and breathe nice, clean, beautiful fresh 

air.  No, the -- 

  

Q    When do you think that people can be back, based on the 

science that you’re seeing? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  I can't tell you -- I can't tell you a date, but 

I think it's going to be sooner rather than later.  



  

But -- and, you know, we're not going to have to have separation 

for the rest of our times on the planet.  We need it for this 

period of time.  But eventually people are going to be able to 

occupy those seats and arenas, next to each other, like we have 

for all of my life and all of your life.  They want to sit next 

to each other at restaurants.  They don't want to be, you know, 

six feet away.  

  

And some restaurant man called up, and he said, “You know, I'm 

worried because I have a small restaurant with not too many 

seats.”  I think he said 120.  And he said, “If I practice what 

this is, I'm down to 30 seats.  I can't make it.”  I said, “Don't 

worry about it.  That's for a short period of time. You'll be 

back to your number of seats.”  We can't do that.  Otherwise, 

you're making everything -- that means your stadium is half the 

size of what it was a month ago. 

  

No, no, they're going to be close together, but they're going to 

be breathing air that's not infected, that's not going to kill 

people. 

  

Please. 

  

Q    Since you’re not committing to packing the stadiums by 

August, what are your contingency plans -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, I'm not committing to it.  I’m not 

committing to it.  We're going to see where we are.  That'd be 

great if we could.  But we're going to be back to good health 

soon, in my opinion.  We're making a lot of progress, and we're 

making progress because, as Tony told the story about the 



restaurant and about how they were separated sort of 

automatically, people are doing that.  People are doing 

that.  They’re staying in their homes.  They don't want to go 

out.  They’re doing what they know is the right thing to 

do.  It's -- it's not very complicated.  It's -- in many ways, 

it's a very beautiful thing to see.  

  

Yeah. 

  

Q    But what are your contingency plans for the Republican 

National Convention? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  We have no contingency plan.  We're having the 

convention at the end of August, and we think by the end of 

August, we'll be in good shape.  We have no contingen- -- you 

know, it's going to be in North Carolina, as you know, in 

Charlotte.  And I think we're going to have a great convention. 

  

I notice -- I think we had an opponent, but I -- I almost didn't 

know who it was.  He got .00001 percent of the vote.  But I heard 

he dropped out three or four weeks ago.  I'm not sure.  Maybe you 

could tell me.  That's the kind of opponent I had.  And hopefully 

we have another one just like that in Joe. 

  

Q    Mr. President, this weekend, lawmakers are working on the 

next round release packages.  What was not in the stimulus 

package that you signed last week that you would like to see in 

phase four? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, I think we're going to need more money for 

the small businesses.  It's been working out so well.  It's been 

so efficient.  The banks have been doing an incredible job.  I 



think we're going to need more money there, I think.  You know, 

we'll see.  But based on the first -- the first couple of days, 

it's been incredible. 

  

I think that restaurants and entertainment -- and that would be -

- include sports leagues, all forms of entertainment -- go back 

to the original, where they get tax deductibility for what 

they're doing and for people who come in and buy tickets or go 

out for meals.  And corporations can then send people into these 

restaurants who are going to have a hard time, otherwise, 

opening, in my opinion.  And that could be the same for the 

sports leagues.  

  

So we want to see, for entertainment and for restaurants, 

deductibility so that corporations can take a deduction.  They'll 

send their executives, they'll send people there, and they get a 

deduction.  That is something that will really bring life back to 

the restaurants; I think make them hotter than before. 

  

You know, they used to have it.  And when they ended it, it was 

really never the same.  It was never the same. 

  

Yeah, please. 

  

Q    Mr. President, you just said that you want to see as few 

lives lost as possible in this pandemic. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  That’s right.  That’s right. 

  

Q    But there are still eight governors, all Republicans, who 

have refused to issue these statewide stay-at-home orders.  Your 

own experts, including Dr. Fauci, have said stay-at-home orders 



are the most effective way to stop the spread of this virus.  So 

why not do everything possible -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, Tennessee just did it. 

  

Q    -- and urge those governors right now -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Yeah.  Yeah. 

  

Q    -- to do that? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  We have a thing called the Constitution, which I 

cherish, number one.  Number two, those governors -- I know every 

one of them -- they’re doing a great job.  They're being very, 

very successful in what they’re doing.  And as you know, I want 

the governors to be running things. 

  

Now, in some cases, we’ll supersede, but in this case it's not -- 

  

Q    Do you think they should, though?  Do you think they 

should?  I’m not asking for you to order them to, but -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  I think it depends -- it depends on the 

individual state that you’re talking about.  But they’re doing 

very well, and they’re doing a magnificent job in running their 

states. 

  

Q    Well, South Carolina has 1,700 cases right now of 

coronavirus.  Utah has 1,255.  I mean, are these not states that 

you think should have those stay-at-home orders in place? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  No, I think they’re doing a great job.  



  

Well, that's a very small number relative to population. 

  

Q    It’s larger than some states that do have stay-at -home 

orders that are already in place. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  That’s okay.  It’s up to the -- if I saw 

something wrong, I saw a massive breakout -- of which that’s not 

-- I would come down very hard.  But -- 

  

Q    Isn't the key in this pandemic getting ahead of those 

numbers, though? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  No, not in that case.  But in the case -- I know 

the states you’re talking about.  By the way, I think you’re up 

to 92 percent is covered.  Ninety-two percent of the country is 

covered.  And from a constitutional standpoint, they made the 

difference.  They called the shots. 

  

Yes, Jeff.  Go ahead. 

  

Q    Mr. President, just a question about messaging.  You and the 

others here are saying people need to continue following the 

mitigation efforts, but you’re also saying, again, the cure must 

not be worse than the problem.  Which is it? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  No, I'm just saying we have to get this country 

open, Jeff.  It has to get open.  This country was not designed 

to be closed.  So we have the greatest we've ever had, and then 

we're paying people to stay home. 

  

Q    But you want it to be closed right now, right? 



  

THE PRESIDENT:  Think of it: We're paying people not to go to 

work.  How about that?  How does that play? 

  

Q    I understand that. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  And they want to go to work, by the way.  They 

don't even want -- they don't want money.  This country is 

great.  But we're paying people.  We have to get back to 

work.  That's what I'm saying. 

  

Go ahead, please. 

  

Q    Mr. President, this is off topic.  It’s about the 

announcement from last night.  It's a yes or no question, but not 

that we expect the answer to be yes or no. 

  

But wasn't Michael Atkinson doing the job of the Inspector 

General of the intelligence community, the job he was supposed to 

do, when he simply took the whistleblower complaint to Congress 

that hadn't been taken previously?  Wasn't he doing the job that 

he was supposed to do, that American taxpayers were paying him to 

do?  And why did you decide to terminate -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  I thought he did a terrible job.  Absolutely 

terrible.  He took a whistleblower report, which turned out to be 

a fake report -- it was fake.  It was totally wrong.  It was 

about my conversation with the President of Ukraine.  He took a 

fake report and he brought it to Congress, with an 

emergency.  Okay?  Not a big Trump fan -- that, I can tell you. 

  

Instead of saying -- and we offered this to him: “No, no, we will 



take the conversation” -- where, fortunately, we had that 

transcript.  If we didn't have a transcript with the kind of 

deception and dishonesty that were practiced by the Democrats, I 

might not be standing here right now.  Okay? Fortunately, we had 

a transcript and it was a perfect transcript, because even the 

lieutenant colonel admitted it was correct.  Okay?  

  

Wait a minute.  Wait a minute.  You asked a question. 

  

So he took this whistleblower -- and I keep saying, “Where's the 

whistleblower?”  Right?  “And why was the whistleblower allowed 

to do this?”  Why was he allowed to be -- you call it fraudulent 

or incorrect transcript. 

  

So we offered this IG -- I don't know him; I don't think I ever 

met him.  I don't think I -- he never even came in to see 

me.  How can you do that without seeing the person?  Never came 

in to see me.  Never requested to see me.  He took this terrible, 

inaccurate whistleblower report -- right? -- and he brought it to 

Congress. 

  

We offered to have him see my exact conversation.  It was all 

about the conversation, by the way.  That was the whole thing, 

was about the conversation.  Right?  And then after he saw it, he 

must’ve said, “Wow,” because as I've said it many times and it 

drives you people crazy, it was a perfect conversation. 

  

So instead of going and saying, “Gee, this is a terrible thing he 

said about the President's conversation” -- well, it was a 

fraud.  I didn't say that.  And, by the way, you have the 

whistleblower.  Where's the informer?  Right? 

  



And here's another question: Remember before I did the -- before 

I gave the transcript -- in other words, before I revealed the 

real conversation -- where's the second whistleblower?  Remember 

the second whistle -- 

  

Wait, wait, wait, wait.  There was going to be a second 

whistleblower.  But after I gave the conversation, he just went 

away.  He miraculously went away. 

  

Where's the informer?  Because there was going to be this 

informer.  Maybe Schiff was the informer.  You ever think of 

that?  He's a corrupt guy.  He’s a corrupt politician. 

  

So, listen, I say this: Where's the informer?  Remember, the 

informer was coming forward.  But I gave -- because, see, I did 

one thing that surprised everybody.  This gentleman right here 

said, “Boy, that was a shocker.”  I revealed the conversation.  I 

got approval from Ukraine because I didn't want to do it without 

their approval.  And they said, “Absolutely.  You did nothing 

wrong.” 

  

By the way, President of Ukraine, Foreign Minister said, “He did 

nothing wrong.”  And over that, with 196 to nothing vote by the 

Republicans -- not one dissenting Republican vote -- dishonest 

Democrats impeached a President of the United States.  That man 

is a disgrace to IGs.  

  

All right, let's go.  Next.  Please.  He's a total disgrace. 

  

Q    Mr. President, did you run by your decision to dismiss the 

Inspector General by Senator McConnell? 

  



THE PRESIDENT:   Okay, we'll get off this because people want to 

talk about what we're talking about.  But let me just tell you 

something: That's my decision.  I have the absolute right.  Even 

the fake news last night said, “He has the absolute right to do 

it.” 

  

But ask him, “Why didn't you go and see the actual 

conversation?”  There was no rush.  He said, “Oh we’d have to 

rush it.”  He even said it was politically biased.  He actually 

said that.  The report could have been -- you know who the 

whistleblower is, and so do you and so does everybody in this 

room, and so do I.  Everybody knows.  But they give this 

whistleblower a status that he doesn't deserve.  He's a fake 

whistleblower.  And, frankly, somebody ought to sue his ass off. 

  

Q    I just want to follow up, sir. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  All right, it's enough with the whistleblower. 

  

Go ahead, please. 

  

Q    Mr. President, the governor of New York today said that he 

is still desperate for ventilators and that he has accepted 1,000 

of them from the Chinese government.  Are you concerned that 

states -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, what he didn’t say is -- okay, let me tell 

you what he didn’t say. 

  

Two very good friends of mine brought him those whistleblower -- 

brought him those ventilators, right?  Two very good friends of 

mine -- they brought them.  If you'd like their name, I'll give 



you their name. 

  

Q    But should states and cities have to rely on -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  No, but he -- the governor didn’t -- 

  

Q    -- China and Russia for supplies? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  -- mention that.  It came through the Chinese -- 

the country of China.  But they were given by two friends of 

mine, but he didn’t tell you that. 

  

Now, the governor also -- 

  

Q    Who are your friends? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  You’ll see when you read the letter. 

  

The governor also asked for 40,000 -- 40,000.  He wanted 40,000 

ventilators.  

  

Now, the governor, as you know, had a chance to get 16,000 a few 

years ago.  He decided not to get that.  The State of New York 

has asked for help.  I've given him four hospitals, four medical 

centers.  Then I gave him an additional hospital.  Then I gave 

him military people to operate the hospital.  They were not 

supposed to be COVID hospitals.  The boat -- the ship is not -- 

an interesting thing happened with the ship.  People aren't in 

accidents because there's nobody driving.  There's nobody taking 

motorcycle rides down the West Side Highway at 100 miles an 

hour.  People are away.  So people aren't being injured. 

  



Now they're asking whether or not we could open up the ship for 

COVID.  We have given the governor of New York more than anybody 

has ever been given in a long time.  I'll just say -- I was going 

to say “in history,” but in a long time.  And I think he's 

happy.  

  

But I think that -- because I watched what he said today, and it 

was fine.  I wouldn't say gracious.  It wasn’t gracious.  It was 

okay.  I must tell you, Gavin Newsom has been gracious --Los 

Angeles, California, the job we've done, and all of California. 

  

Q    But why does that matter if they’re gracious or not gracious 

if they need the supplies? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  It doesn't matter.  It doesn't matter.  But I 

think when we've given as much as we've given to New York, 

somebody should say -- 

  

Nice -- I'll tell you who's been very nice: Mayor de Blasio has 

been very nice.  He understands what we've given him.  We brought 

him some more ventilators, too, yesterday.  

  

But nobody has been given like New York.  And I think -- I know 

he appreciates it.  He just can't quite get the words out, but 

that's okay. 

  

Q    So when he says -- but when he says that he needs 40,000 -- 

  

Q    Mr. President -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Please, go ahead. 

  



Q    Mr. President, let me come back to Dr. Fauci’s comments on -

- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  To which one? 

  

Q    Dr. Fauci’s comments -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Yeah. 

  

Q    -- on mitigation.  On the reproductive value of the virus, 

the WHO had it up, I think, 2 to 2.6.  Others had it a percentage 

point or two higher.  Do we have a new number now based on those 

mitigation techniques?  Have we managed to bring it down? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, Deb, I think maybe you should answer that, 

right?  Dr. Birx, please? 

  

Q    And is the target to get below 1? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Yeah, sure -- go ahead. 

  

DR. BIRX:  You know, it's an excellent question.  And it's why 

all of the modelers -- and I really want to thank them again -- 

they're reevaluating all of their models in light of the level of 

the impact of the mitigation. 

  

Remember, none of us had really been through this before.  So 

when we modeled school closures and distancing and staying at 

home, and all of these pieces, that had never really come into 

the model before.  They're working on that very diligently now.  

  

Of course, just to be clear, we won't know how valid the models 



are until we move all the way through the epidemic.  What we're 

triangulating right now -- and instead of working on R naught, 

we're looking at testing and triangulating testing test- positive 

cases, hospitalizations, ICUs, and the whole -- and, of course, 

the recoveries, because that's also very important to us. 

  

I think it's very important that the American people know that 

there are equal number of states with less than 5 percent 

positives despite high levels of testing.  So there are states 

that are mitigating and making this work.  There are also the 

states that you know of -- the 18 states that have the larger 

outbreaks -- and we're watching them very carefully, 

triangulating for them all of the information to ensure that 

clients who come to the hospital are cared for. 

  

And then there are states in the middle that we're trying to 

figure out, are they changing or not.  Each of those states, and 

each of those epidemics within those states, may have a different 

R value.  And that is what we're trying to figure out.  

  

And it’s very variable on each of these factors, but the bottom 

line is -- and I think going into this weekend, it's really 

important for the American people to know this: Spain and Italy 

are moving through this.  They are seeing their number of cases 

drop.  They're seeing the number of people in hospitals drop.  We 

are about, on our models and on the actual data, about 12 days 

behind them. 

  

At the same time, we see, in the United States, really good case 

studies of the impact at Washington State, of California, and 

then a series of smaller states where we're trying to learn from 

them how to do surveillance.  And with these new HHS, Abbott ID 



NOW kits -- and I just want to thank Admiral Giroir for getting 

them out -- being able to look at testing in a more comprehensive 

way so we can be doing surveillance and mitigation simultaneously 

so we can answer that very question. 

  

It's going to be very difficult to answer at this moment, across 

the United States, because each metro cluster is on a different 

pathway as they move through -- move through the epidemic.  And I 

think we just really ought to emphasize “through,” because we see 

Italy, we see Spain moving through.  And we hope to be in that 

same position. 

  

At the same time as the President said, he's concerned about 

every single person that is succumbing to this virus.  We all 

are.  And that's why we're making sure that in this 

triangulation, they're tracking minute by minute.  When we say 

FEMA and HHS is tracking minute by minute the ventilator, 

hospital, and ICU bed need, that's exactly what's happening.  

  

And also being flexible and responsive.  To have DOD take 1,000 

healthcare providers out of their medical corps is a very big 

deal.  I was in the medical corps for 29 years.  We never did 

that.  So this is saying we respect and understand the importance 

and value of the American lives and doing that.  But the R values 

will be variable by state. 

  

Q    Can I just follow up?  A week ago, we talked about a county-

by-county -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Before I do that, you had breaking news last 

night -- you know that; you saw that -- where I think the 

probable presidential candidate for the Democrats will be Joe 



Biden, and he agreed that he was correct when I stopped people 

from China very early -- very, very early -- from coming into our 

country.  And Dr. Fauci said that was a very big moment because 

it would be a much different picture we have right now had we 

allowed thousands and thousands of people from a specific area -- 

I don't have to go into it -- from China, to come in highly 

infected.  It would have been a very different thing. 

  

The other thing -- so I appreciate the fact that he did, because 

I was called “xenophobic,” “racist.”  I was called many things 

when I did that very early.  And I got a lot of credit for it in 

the Federalist.  Because the Federalist covered the whole 

journey.  And they said Trump was -- I didn't speak to the author 

-- respected author.  They said, “Trump was right at every single 

move.  And on top of that, he was going through a fake 

impeachment,” a hoax.  I was going through a hoax, when I made 

the decision.  And that does take a little time and certainly a 

little thinking time. 

  

But I appreciated the fact that Joe Biden announced last night 

that he now agrees that I was correct.  You saw the report come 

out -- that I was correct when I stopped people from China coming 

at a very early date. 

  

Q    Mr. President, can we talk about the -- Captain Crozier of 

the USS Roosevelt? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Which one?  What? 

  

Q    Captain Crozier, who was removed.  The captain who was 

removed as the commander of the USS Roosevelt. 

  



I don't know if you saw the videos of sailors cheering for him as 

he left.  Our reporting shows that some sailors have said that 

they are worried to reenlist because they are not convinced that 

commanders are taking care of their health and taking care of 

them.  

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Yeah. 

  

Q    What do you say to them?  And does how removing -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, I don’t know much about it. 

  

Q    How does removing this captain -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  I can only tell you this -- 

  

Q    -- take care of their health? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Here we have one of the greatest -- here we have 

one of the greatest ships in the world.  Nuclear aircraft 

carrier.  Incredible ship with thousands and thousands of 

people.  And you had about 120 that were infected. 

  

Now, I guess the captain stopped in Vietnam and people got off in 

Vietnam.  Perhaps you don't do that in the middle of a pandemic 

or -- or something that looked like it was going to be -- you 

know, history would say you don't necessarily stop and let your 

sailors gets off, number one. 

  

But more importantly, he wrote a letter.  The letter was a five-

page letter from a captain, and the letter was all over the 

place.  That's not appropriate.  I don't think that's 



appropriate.  And these are tough people.  These are tough, 

strong people. 

  

I thought it looked terrible, to be honest with you.  Now, they 

made their decision.  I didn't make the decision.  Secretary of 

Defense was involved and a lot of people were involved.  I 

thought it was terrible what he did to write a letter.  I mean, 

this isn't a class on literature.  This is a captain of a massive 

ship that's nuclear powered.  And he shouldn't be talking that 

way in a letter.  He could call and ask and suggest.  

  

But he stopped in Vietnam.  A lot of people got off the 

boat.  They came back and they had infection.  And I thought it 

was inappropriate for the captain of a ship to do -- 

  

Q    Were you consulted about his removal? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  I don't want to -- I don’t want to comment as to 

whether or not.  But I agree with their decision 100 percent.  

  

In the back, please. 

  

Q    Joe Biden actually just attacked you in a tweet.  I don't 

know if you have seen it. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  He just what? 

  

Q    Attacked you.  He just said that -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, he didn't write anything.  Look, he has 

people -- he has professionals from the Democrats writing. 

  



Q    Mr. President, let me just read what he said.  He said, 

“Donald Trump is not responsible for the coronavirus, but he is 

responsible for failing to prepare our nation to respond to 

it.”  How do you respond to that, sir? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay, he didn’t write that.  That was done by a 

Democrat operative.  He doesn’t write.  He doesn’t -- he’s 

probably not even watching right now.  And if he is, he doesn't 

understand what he's watching. 

  

But just so you understand, it was very nice what they 

wrote.  And, I don’t know -- you know, they released it at a 

strange time.  You know, sort of a strange time to release 

something like that.  But he admitted I was right. 

  

And if you read the Federalist story, which most of you won't 

because you don't want to, but you’d learn something, because if 

you go -- it goes to a chart, times.  

  

I was early.  Dr. Fauci, I think -- I don't think he's changed 

his mind, but he said it was a very important step when we 

stopped China from coming in from the specific area that was 

heavily infected.  We’d have a whole different thing right now. 

  

So I don't really know what Joe Biden said.  I don’t really 

care.  And again, I see -- every once in a while I'll say 

something, I'll make a speech, and then it'll be critiqued and 

I'll get this beautiful, brilliant critique.  Joe Biden didn't 

write that.  Joe Biden didn't write that.  He wished he did, but 

he didn't. 

  

Go ahead.  Please.  Back. 



  

Q    Sure.  I wanted to ask Dr. Fauci a quick question.  China 

has warned of a resurgence of the virus.  Has the U.S. developed 

a plan if, in fact, a second wave of the virus does, in fact, 

occur here in the country? 

  

DR. FAUCI:  Yes.  Yes, we do.  I mean, one of the things that 

obviously is parallel with thinking about the possibility, as I 

mentioned a little while ago, about mitigation allowing us to 

turn the corner very much on the front burner is what happens 

when we do, because the risk of there being a resurgent is real. 

  

So what we need to do -- and I believe I said this before but 

it's worth repeating -- that what we need to have in place, and 

we will have that in place, is that as you then pull back, you 

have to have the capability of, in a very pristine, precise way, 

do the kind of containment when you do see it.  Because remember, 

when you get to mitigation, containment takes the backseat 

because you're just struggling to mitigate.  But when you get it 

down, you need to make sure it doesn't resurge.  That will 

require the ability to test, to identify, to isolate, and to do 

contact tracing.  That's what we have to have in place, and 

hopefully we will at the time that we then pull back. 

  

Q    A question for Dr. Hahn from the FDA.  You mentioned the 

plasma, sir.  So these are -- this is plasma that were infected, 

that now either recovered or are doing well enough, and then 

they’re transferring it to -- is it family members?  Can you walk 

us through -- that’s working as, kind of, like a case-by-case 

basis to certain hospitals?  What are the results from that?  I 

was just not familiar with that one. 

  



DR. HAHN:  So, this is a situation where someone who’s recovered 

from the virus and doesn’t have the virus in their system at all, 

you can take plasma -- and this is a pretty routine 

procedure.  You can actually donate a couple times a week, a 

couple times of month, frankly, and give that plasma.  And that 

plasma contains the proteins in the blood that have the 

antibodies against the virus.  You can take that, process it, and 

then give it to someone who’s ill.  And so that allows you to 

transfer that immunity.  It doesn’t have to be matched by family 

or anything like that.  

  

Since last Tuesday -- the Tuesday before last -- we've allowed 

academic centers and other laboratories and hospitals around the 

country to do this on a compassionate-use basis.  

  

What we did was we pulled this together in what's called an 

Expanded Access Program and run it through the Red Cross because 

they've got the greatest system and capacity for doing this.  And 

this allows us to scale up so that when people get sick, we can 

actually have these donated plasma packs given to the patients 

who are sick. 

  

Q   So are people -- do people need to be donating plasma? 

Obviously, some of us don't know if we've had it or recovered.  I 

mean, what should people be doing?  

  

DR. HAHN:  So, we've started with the Red Cross in this 

program.  We made an announcement yesterday.  We are planning to 

actually scale that up, and we'll have more information this 

week.  Because we want to make sure we have the systems in 

place.  It's a superb question. 

  



Q    Thank you, sir. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  All right, Jeff, go ahead. 

  

Q    Mr. President, can you clarify the situation with 3M right 

now?  Germany said that it was an act of piracy that 200,000 

masks were apparently diverted from Thailand to the United 

States, instead of to Berlin.  Is that a miscommunication?  Did 

that actually happen?  And should 3M be fulfilling contracts for 

masks to other countries? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  We're very disappointed in 3M.  They should be 

taking care of our country.  And they can sell to others, but 

they should be taking care of our country.  

  

The people that have dealt with them have dealt successfully with 

many companies over the last month.  They don't like the way 3M 

has treated our country.  They don't, frankly, like the 

representatives of 3M.  And no act of pir- -- you said piracy, 

right?  Piracy? 

  

Q    For Germans -- the German order. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  There’s been no act of piracy.  No, there's been 

no act of piracy.  It's the opposite.  3M has not treated our 

country well.  And if they do, great.  And if they don't, they're 

going to have a hell of a price to pay.  Okay?  

  

Q    But the German order -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  I say it that way.  And I watched him on 

television, on something, talking about how “this is so hard to 



believe, so hard to fathom.”  They ought to get their act 

together.  Because I got involved and I looked at what happened, 

and they have not -- 3M has not treated our country well.  

  

Q    Can you just clarify about that German order though?  

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Go ahead, please. 

  

Q    Was that diverted, sir, or was that not diverted? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  We'll get you the information.  

  

Q    And can I ask one for Dr. Fauci?  I was wondering about what 

you're seeing as far as lupus patients, in regards to 

coronavirus.  I know the President mentioned this earlier, but 

what does the medicine say? 

  

DR. FAUCI:  What is the question?  Is that, “What is the 

incidence of coronavirus?” 

  

Q    Yeah, I mean, if you lupus, do you have -- 

  

DR. FAUCI:  Yeah.  Yeah. 

  

Q    -- a greater chance of getting coronavirus or -- 

  

DR. FAUCI:  There is -- right now, this is being looked at in a 

natural history study.  We don't have any definitive information 

to be able to make any comment that that -- it's an obvious good 

question, because it might be a way for us to get some 

interesting and potentially important data as to the role of 

those medications.  But that's something that is now being looked 



at, but we don't have any data to be able to say anything 

definitively. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  And I hope they use the hydroxychloroquine, and 

they can also do it with Z-Pak, subject to your doctor's 

approval, and all of that.  But I hope they use it because I'll 

tell you what: What do you have to lose?  In some cases, they're 

in bad shape.  What do you have to lose?  It's been out there for 

a long time, and I hope they use it.  And they're going to look 

at the -- with doctors.  Work with doctors.  Get what you have to 

get.  But we have it stockpiled, and it's -- we have a lot of it, 

and we're getting more of it. 

  

And as I told you, I spoke to Prime Minister Modi.  We're getting 

more of it, but we have a lot of it.  And I hope they use it, 

because it's been used for a long time and therefore it's passed 

the safety test.  FDA has been terrific.  Dr. Hahn, I appreciate 

it very much, too.  But I've seen some results.  

  

Now, it's early, I guess.  It's early.  But -- and you should -- 

they should look at the lupus thing.  I don't know what it says, 

but there's a rumor out there that -- because it takes care of 

lupus very effectively, as I understand it.  It's a, you know, a 

drug that's used for lupus.  

  

So there's a study out there that says people that have lupus 

haven't been catching this virus.  You know, maybe it's true, 

maybe it's not.  Why don't you investigate that? 

  

And there's also other studies, you know, with the malaria, that 

the malaria countries have very little -- people that take this 

drug for malaria, which is very effective for malaria -- that 



those countries have very little of this virus.  I don't 

know.  You're going to check it out. 

  

But I think people should -- if it were me -- in fact, I might do 

it anyway.  I may take it.  Okay?  I may take it.  And I'll have 

to ask my doctors about that, but I may take it.  

  

Q    Mr. President -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Yeah, please go ahead.  

  

Q    Mr. President, last week, the last couple of days, you've 

been really optimistic about Russia and Saudi Arabia coming 

together on a deal on oil.  But in the last 24 hours, the OPEC-

plus meeting has been pushed back.  They've traded some really 

critical statements. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, OPEC can do whatever -- look, I've been 

against OPEC all my life, because what is it?  It's an illegal -- 

you could call it a cartel, you could call it a monopoly.  You 

have a lot of different names for it.  But it broke down very 

violently.  Very violently. 

  

So I don't care about OPEC.  I really don't.  

  

Q    So you're not -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:   I couldn’t care less about OPEC. 

  

Q    So you're not less optimistic about -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Let me just say -- no, no.  I think they're going 



to settle it.  You know why?  Because they're going to be 

destroyed.  They're destroying themselves if they don't. 

  

Russia -- it's a very important -- and we had a very good 

conversation, President Putin and myself.  Very good.  But Russia 

-- a big part of their economic wellbeing is from oil.  Well, oil 

is at a record low.  Nobody has ever seen anything like it.  It's 

actually lower than you even think.  And it's to their 

advantage.  Obviously, it's to Saudi Arabia's advantage. 

  

They told me they're discussing.  Saudi Arabia went much further 

than that.  He thinks that a deal is going to be made at 10 

million barrels reduction, and maybe more than that.  He actually 

indicated it would most likely be much more than that.  So we'll 

see what happens.  I mean, we're going to see what happens.  

  

But as far as OPEC is concerned, I mean, I was against OPEC for 

years and years because I thought it was very unfair to our 

country.  The beautiful thing is we have built one of the great -

- you know, one of the things we've done is created so much.  We 

-- we produce.  We're the number one producer in the world right 

now.  I don't like it for a different reason: because it's going 

to hurt a lot of jobs in our country, this price.  It's going to 

hurt a lot of jobs.  

  

Now, with all of that being said, people are going to be driving, 

paying 90 cents a gallon.  Did you ever hear of that?  What's 

that, 1952 or something?  All right? 

  

So from that standpoint -- but you know what?  I am a big 

believer in our great energy business, and we're going to take 

care of our energy business.  And if I have to do tariffs on oil 



coming from outside, or if I have to do something to protect -- 

or thousands and tens of thousands of energy workers, and our 

great companies that produce all these jobs -- I'll do whatever I 

have to do. 

  

Okay, yeah, ma'am.  Go ahead.  

  

Q    Yeah.  You tweeted a little while ago about how sad it is 

for kids, they don’t have little league right now.  But I'm 

wondering if you're willing to share about your youngest son and 

how he's dealing with life, and sheltering in place, not going to 

school, no sports. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, he’s a good athlete, and he loves 

soccer.  And he -- he’s like everyone else.  I mean, everything 

shut down.  He's in his room.  He's happy, but he's not as happy 

as you could be.  He'd like to be playing sports.  Barron. 

  

And let's see what happens.  But we have to get back.  We have to 

get back.  Remember that.  We have to get back, and we have to 

get back soon.  Okay? 

  

Q    Mr. President, on the jobs report numbers -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Do you guys ever stop?  Do you want to keep going 

for a little while?  Huh?  I mean, do you ever stop?  How many 

times do you ask -- and in many cases, it's the same -- actually, 

a lot of good questions.  

  

Go ahead.  

  

Q    In the jobs report -- 



  

THE PRESIDENT:  But keep going?  Yes? 

  

Q    Yes, sir.  This is what we do. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  So you're not going to blame me that I kept it 

going too long?  People said, "Oh, he kept…" 

  

Q    It's Saturday, yeah.  (Laughter.) 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  No.  I mean, no, it's amazing.  I'm telling you, 

every hand went up.  I thought we've gone through -- and they're 

all -- every -- 

  

I think every single hand went up the last time.  

  

Q    We've got nowhere else to go. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  You know what it shows you?  It shows you that 

you love what you do.  

  

Go ahead. 

  

Q    We do love what we do, sir. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  You do.  No, you do.  And some of you do it 

well.  Not all of you. 

  

Go ahead.  

  

Q    No offense taken. 

  



THE PRESIDENT:  I'm not looking at you, by the way.  

  

Q    So we did get the jobs reports numbers 

yesterday.  Obviously, that's kind of a small portion because 

it's only the first half of March.  Was there anything in there 

that was any sign of optimism?  I mean, obviously, we all saw the 

numbers, you know, down at retail, down in hospitality.  Was 

there anything that you said, "Okay, maybe with this virus we 

will see some sort of net gain in jobs”? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Look, the job numbers are what they are.  We 

asked everybody to go home, don't work.  So the numbers are going 

to be, you know, astronomical.  We understand that.  I understood 

that.  

  

I know somebody said that the numbers are meaningless, and then 

they took that to mean, "Oh, jobs don't mean anything."  And, you 

know, it was just another fake news story.  It wasn't me that 

said it, by the way.  It was a very smart person.  But they meant 

it by saying it really is what -- that's why I answer your 

question very carefully.  The numbers are what they are.  We know 

the numbers were going to be massive, because we told everybody 

to go home and lock your door, essentially.  Right?  “Don't come 

to work.  You can't come to work.  Don't go outside.  Don't 

breathe.  Don't do anything.”  

  

We got to open up our country.  But I know -- I know that it's 

coming back.  And in my opinion, it will come back very 

strong.  There's a tremendous energy.  There's a tremendous 

demand.  And some good things have happened.  

  

I mean -- I don't know.  You know, there's one habit that, as you 



know, most of you -- and a lot of you have covered me a long time 

before I did this -- I was never a big believer in shaking 

hands.  But I decided, if you don't shake hands, you're not going 

to be winning a lot of contests.  Right now, I'm not sure you 

have to shake hands anymore. 

  

A couple of people have told me -- Deborah, you told me that if 

we didn't shake hands, the incidence of flu -- flu is a big deal 

also -- and that flu might be cut down in half.  Who knew that 

shaking hands was such a bad thing?  I felt it.  I mean, I always 

felt it.  And, you know, I was never to a point where I can't 

shake somebody's hand.  I knew people like that too.  But there 

aren't too many of them.  

  

But when I ran for office, all of a sudden, I'm shaking hundreds 

of hands.  And if I don't, I wouldn't even be standing here.  But 

I think that's a custom that maybe people don't have to.  We have 

to get close together, we have to sit together at the stadiums, 

we have to sit next to each other in restaurants.  All that stuff 

is going to happen, but I think the concept of shaking hands 

maybe is something that's going to be a little bit from the 

past.  Let's see what happens.  Maybe they'll go right back to 

shaking hands.  

  

Q    And my last question for the day.  How about that?  

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Good. 

  

Q    Is there anything you want people to do to show their 

support, especially -- we have two doctors up there -- to show 

their support for the medical community?  Is there something that 

-- we've seen people clapping when nurses leave.  I've seen 



people make -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, we've seen a lot of that.  You might say 

something there.  I have seen such support.  I saw this morning 

where everyone -- they're clapping for fire department, they're 

clapping for police.  But they are really going -- these people 

are -- 

  

Q    What should people do? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  You know what they're like?  They're like -- 

Tony, they're like warriors.  Mike, they're like warriors.  They 

were going into Elmhurst Hospital, which has been tragic -- right 

near where I grew up, in Queens -- going in.  And the people in 

buildings -- there's -- going.  I mean, they're the 

rockstars.  They're warriors.  Nurses, doctors, first responders, 

what they're -- what they're going through.  

  

And they don't even know what's going to happen.  I mean, they go 

in.  And, by the way, even if they have great equipment they're 

catching it.  You know, great equipment.  They have good 

equipment, they catch it.  They catch it with good, with bad.  It 

is evil. 

  

But, Tony, you might say something.  And, Mike, you may say 

something about that. 

  

DR. FAUCI:  Yeah.  I'm glad you brought up that question because 

I don’t think people can really fully appreciate the 

extraordinary effort of these people.  I mean, it's -- it's 

amazing. 

  



I -- you know, I did all of my medical training in New York City, 

in a big, busy New York City hospital, at a time when it was just 

what you normally see in a hospital.  I came to NIH and I spent 

about five to eight years in the very early years of the AIDS 

epidemic -- which was just the darkest years of my life because 

almost every single one of my patients died.  

  

And yet, as we knew epidemiologically that there was very little 

risk -- there was a small risk, but very little risk of getting 

infected from a patient, to see now what these brave warriors are 

doing in the hospitals, not only giving lifesaving treatment to 

people, but every single day putting themselves at risk for 

themselves and their family -- I just think that the American 

public owe a phenomenal debt of gratitude for these people. 

  

Q    How do you want them show that?  What would you -- 

  

DR. FAUCI:  And they should just salute them at every -- every 

ways you can.  You know, when we were at war -- at the height of 

the war in Afghanistan, in Iraq -- when you're at an airport and 

you'd see somebody with a uniform come by, everybody would do 

that. (Claps.)  I think that's what we should do when we see 

healthcare workers.  Just applaud them. 

  

Q    Thank you, sir. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Pretty much what's happening.  

  

Mike, please.  

  

THE VICE PRESIDENT:  The stories are incredibly moving about what 

healthcare workers are doing every day.  It's not just that 



they're going back into the hospital in places like New York and 

New Jersey, and earlier than that, in Washington State and 

California, where this first began.  It's not just that they're 

providing care to people.  But because of the nature of how 

contagious the coronavirus is, they're also supplementing for 

family.  

  

I mean, that's what -- that's what gets to me when I hear the 

stories that, understandably, in nursing homes and in hospitals 

they're restricting visitors -- and they should -- to prevent the 

spread of the virus to be brought into the hospital or to be 

brought out.  

  

And so to hear the stories of healthcare workers who are holding 

up an iPhone while someone who's critically ill with the 

coronavirus may well be saying their last goodbyes to their 

family, and then to be there in those moments -- I mean, our 

healthcare workers are -- they're not just doctors and nurses 

today, they -- they're supplementing for family, for people all 

across the country. 

  

And I just think -- you know, tomorrow is Palm Sunday.  It's Holy 

Week in the great Christian tradition.  And I have people ask me, 

from time to time -- send me an email, or on the many conference 

calls we have -- they said, “What can we be praying about?”  And 

my first thought is with the families who have lost loved ones 

and the patients who are struggling with coronavirus.  But during 

this very special week, I just encourage people to pray for our 

healthcare workers.  Pray for them and their families.  They are 

really the hands and feet every day, not just of healthcare, but 

of the heart of the American people.  And we are all grateful for 

them every hour of the day. 



  

THE PRESIDENT:  And think also about the Army Corps of 

Engineers.  Now, it’s a little different, depending on where they 

are and where they’re working.  But the Army Corps of Eng- -- 

throwing up a hospital in New York City: 2,500 beds in three 

days?  I mean, think of that.  And FEMA, what they’re doing.  And 

the National Guard is now delivering for the state because the 

state were unable to get -- we’d drop it at a big warehouse where 

we’re told to drop it, and the states were unable -- some of the 

states were unable to bring it from the warehouse to the site. 

  

So we got the National Guard to become a delivery service, if you 

can believe it, and they would bring it.  And some of those sites 

were dangerous sites.  They were very dangerous sites.  Think of 

that.  It's been amazing.  It's been amazing. 

  

I just think -- I've never seen anything like it.  I'm so proud 

of this country.  And, really, it's a world problem and some 

countries in the world are just handling it so well. 

  

You know, again, I keep saying it: It’s 151.  That was as of two, 

three days ago.  It's probably more.  Some people said they 

didn't know there were that many countries.  That's how big this 

is.  

  

And Mike said something also.  You have Palm Sunday 

tomorrow.  Think of it.  We're not going to churches on Palm 

Sunday.  But think of next Sunday: Easter.  And I brought it up 

before: I said, maybe we could allow special for churches.  Maybe 

we could talk about it.  Maybe we could allow them, with great 

separation, outside on Easter Sunday.  I don't know, it’s 

something we should talk about. 



  

But somebody did say that, well, then you're sort of opening it 

up to that little -- you know, do we want to take a chance on 

doing that when we've been doing so well.  

  

But Easter Sunday, Palm Sunday.  I'm going to be watching 

tomorrow live from Riverside, California -- a great church.  But 

I'm going to be watching on a computer.  Right?  On a laptop.  I 

think, on Easter, maybe I'll be watching from a laptop as opposed 

-- 

  

So how sad is it that we have Easter Palm and Easter Sunday, and 

people are watching on laptops and computers?  It's sad. 

  

But -- but the job that this whole country has done is 

amazing.  But I'll say this: Our medical professionals, what 

they've done, because they are -- they walk into those hospitals; 

you see them putting on their gear and they're putting it on as 

they're walking through the front doors.  And some of those 

people are going to die.  They're going to die.  You know, it's, 

like, incredible. 

  

And we can say what we want, Tony and Deb, about young and 

medium-aged.  There are plenty of those people dying too.  You 

know, it's -- it generally hits the older people where they have 

problems.  It hits young people too, and it hits middle-aged 

people too.  

  

But these people are walking into hospitals, and they watch -- I 

can't -- I think it's -- it's incredible.  And they're putting 

their outfit, they're getting it ready.  And they're going 

in.  They’re going -- it's like -- it's like a -- it's like a 



war. 

  

Again, there's never been anything so contagious as this.  In 

1917, it was vicious if you got it, but it wasn't contagious like 

this. 

  

Now, in 1917, had they had the Internet and all the means of 

communication, they could have practiced distancing.  You know, 

by the time, people started thinking in terms -- in those terms, 

they lost, I guess, 75 to 100 million people.  So that's modern -

- you know, that's a modern day, great thing that happened. 

  

Please. 

  

Q    Yeah, just on antibodies: To what extent do you think that 

you can use antibody tests to determine who can go back to work 

and how -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, I don't know.  I'd rather leave that to the 

doctor.  Doctor, do you have an answer to that? 

  

DR. HAHN:  We think it’ll be a tool to help us get people back to 

work.  It’ll be additional information.  Because, as you know, if 

you have an antibody, that means you were exposed and have 

recovered from it.  That, with the information about diagnosis, 

should help.  

  

Q    But how quickly can you scale up this testing to determine 

on a large scale how many people can go back to work and have 

this antibodies? 

  

DR. HAHN:  So, as you know, a couple weeks ago, we provided a 



great deal of regulatory flexibility around this.  A lot of great 

developers have been working on this.  Dr. Birx put a call out to 

the academic labs around the country to do this.  And we've been 

working very closely with a number of manufacturers.  So we think 

that it can be scaled up relatively quickly. 

  

Q    Mr. President, a question for Dr. Fauci.  In a recent 

interview, you had said that you knew the 15-day guidance would 

not be enough.  I wanted to ask your confidence level about the 

30-day guidance and whether it’ll be enough. 

  

DR. FAUCI:  You know, it's tough to talk about levels of 

confidence, but I can tell you one thing that I feel strongly: 

that if we do in a very proactive way what I said in my opening 

comments, and people literally across the country, as a baseline, 

have that physical separation -- and as we've mentioned up here, 

there'll be varying degrees of that depending upon whether you're 

in New York City or you're in a place that's less.  But every 

place, everybody, should be doing some degree of this physical 

separation.  If we do that, again, I have confidence that what we 

will see is the turning around of the curve.  Whether or not 

it'll be all the way down, what we want, it’s impossible to 

say.  I would be -- I would be foolish to say that.  

  

But the one thing I am confident in -- so let's take this to the 

bank: that mitigation works.  So, it does.  We've seen it in 

other countries.  We've seen it in our own country.  And that's 

the reason why I keep coming up at every chance I get to plea 

with the American people to please take a look at those 

guidelines that the Vice President keeps putting up with his 

chart, because every single one of those points has something to 

do with physical separation. 



  

THE PRESIDENT:  And mitigation does work.  But again, we're not 

going to destroy our country.  We have to get back.  Because, you 

know, at a certain point, you’ll lose more people this way -- 

through all of the problems caused -- than you will with what 

we're doing right now.  What we're doing right now, I think it's 

going to be very successful.  But you know what? 

  

Q    So if the corona- -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  I don't know.  We’re going to -- we have a big 

decision to make at a certain point.  Okay?  We have a big 

decision to make.  We went this extra period of time. 

  

But I've said it from the beginning: The cure cannot be worse 

than the problem itself.  And we cannot let that happen.  We have 

an incredible country.  We were having the greatest period in our 

country's history, from an economic standpoint and many other 

ways.  We cannot let this continue. 

  

So at a certain point, some hard decisions are going to have to 

be made. 

  

Go ahead. 

  

Q    Mr. President, ventilator manufacturers are doubling, 

tripling, even quadrupling their production, in some cases.  

  

THE PRESIDENT:  That’s true. 

  

Q    And yet, medical experts and some of these manufacturers are 

predicting that there will still be shortages of tens of 



thousands of ventilators.  Is it time for you to level with the 

American public that there likely will be shortages of 

ventilators in some cases? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Could be.  I mean, it could be you have 

shortages, and it could also be that you have some that have way 

overestimated the number of ventilators they need.  

  

We think that -- you know, we have a good -- a good amount ready 

to move.  I mean, literally, like an army, they're ready to move 

to any hotspot.  But some of the ones that you're talking about -

- always a nasty question from CNN -- but some of the ones. 

  

Q    Why is it a nasty question? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Because I think that, frankly, you know -- 

  

Q    Shouldn’t Americans know whether there’s going to be 

shortages? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Because you know what?  You've asked that 

question about 10 times over the course of about a month.  

  

Look, we're mobilized and ready to go.  We have a lot of 

ventilators ready to go.  And if we had given them all out, we 

wouldn't, and you would be overstocked in many areas.  

  

What we're doing is we have a very good plan to take from some 

areas, even though we have the 10, or almost the 10,000.  We're 

also taking from areas that won't be as badly hit as today we 

think they will be.  There will be some areas hit harder than we 

think.  And there's nothing that Deborah or Tony or any of these 



professionals can do about it. 

  

This thing moves in a lot of ways.  But what we're going to do is 

we are going to have -- and if you look at us compared to a lot 

of other countries, we're in much better shape.  But these 

professionals have done an amazing job.  

  

Now, over the next week and two weeks -- this is going to be a 

very, very deadly period, unfortunately -- but we're going to 

make it so that we lose as few lives as possible.  And I think 

we're going to be successful.  I think we already are successful 

in that regard. 

  

When you look at that graph and you see all of the -- the 

“bumps,” if you want to call it, at a very low level, and you see 

a couple at a higher level -- they were tough -- but you see all 

of those levels.  You know, when you look in -- and when you hear 

about Italy and then you hear about France and then you hear 

about -- you know, what we have is we have many Italys all 

over.  We have -- they’re like countries.  California is a 

country; New York is a country -- if you look at them from the 

standpoint of what we're talking about. 

  

We have many, like, country spots.  Some are hotspots and there's 

nothing we're going to do about it.  One of the biggest surprises 

is Louisiana because it started off so good, and then all of a 

sudden, it shot up like a rocket.  But we are going to try and 

have ventilators wherever we possibly can. 

  

Jeff, go ahead. 

  

Q    But it seems like despite the Herculean effort of some of 



these companies to ramp up production as fast as possible -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Sure.  Sure. 

  

Q    -- it still won't be enough. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, New York wanted 40,000 ventilators, 

okay?  Forty thousand.  Think of what 40,000 is.  It's like 

cars.  It's a big project.  It’s an expensive product.  I mean, 

some of them are $50,000 apiece.  I saw one the other day: 

55,000.  That was before they start playing the games with supply 

and demand, okay?  Some are very, very -- you call them 

“luxury.”  Some are not.  

  

But, frankly, these are very expensive products.  These are very 

high-tech projects and products, and they take a period of 

time.  We have thousands of them being built right now.  Some 

will be ready.  And we're going to have extra, and we'll keep 

them at hospitals.  But a lot of hospitals, a lot of states had 

the chance of getting ventilators, and they turned those 

ventilators down for -- so they could spend their money on 

something else. 

  

And in a way, I understand that because who thinks a thing like 

this -- it’s not a knock.  If I'm told -- like, perhaps New York 

-- you can spend a billion dollars on ventilators and get 16,000 

or a massive number of ventilators that they've been offered over 

the years, or you can build a new bridge or road or something.  I 

mean, I understand how that works.  I'm not blaming anybody.  I'm 

just saying they -- a lot of the states had chances of 

stockpiling a lot of ventilators.  They didn't do it.  And I 

think we're doing a very good job in helping them out. 



  

Please, Jeff. 

  

Q    Mr. President -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  And it’s a very fair question.  I understand that 

question very well. 

  

Yeah. 

  

Q    To follow up on what you and the others have been saying 

today about it being a deadly week or two coming: Can you give us 

a sense, or perhaps Dr. Birx, of what that means, numerically? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Sure.  I'd like to ask also.  Yeah, I'd like to 

say we know pretty much the line of attack.  We know the 

numbers.  The numbers are the numbers.  They seem to be checking 

out, unfortunately.  Or in some cases, you know, they're on the 

low side, which we're very happy.  We want to keep them on the 

very low side, and that's where we're headed.  And I think that's 

maybe where we're headed. 

  

But I'd like to ask maybe you and Tony, what are -- where is the 

-- where is the week or the number of days of greatest 

attack?  What will be our worst day?  If that's possible to 

determine.  I think that's what you're asking, right? 

  

Q    And how many deaths exactly are you expecting? 

  

DR. BIRX:  So as you can look in the places that are the most 

difficult hit right now -- the Detroit area, the New York area, 

the Louisiana area -- and we are doing it by the counties in 



those states because there are -- mostly, it’s metro areas and 

the bedroom communities around those metro areas, because people 

went to work and got exposed, and came home and exposed other. 

  

If you look out in New York now, you see that it's in Long Island 

and it’s out in Suffolk County and Nassau County. 

  

All of those counties, Wayne and Oakland, they're all on the 

upside of their curve of mortality.  So you know when you get to 

the peak, you come down the other side. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  And when will that peak be? 

  

DR. BIRX:  So by the predictions that are in that Healthdata.org, 

they're predicting in those three hotspots, all of them, hitting 

together in the next six to seven days. 

  

Q    So are you thinking maybe tens of thousands of deaths in 

that period of time? 

  

DR. BIRX:  You can go to the website.  It's variable.  Each one 

of those communities is different.  But you know where New York 

is, how much their mortality has been.  And you know -- what 

we're seeing today are the people who were infected two or three 

weeks ago. 

  

If mitigation in New York worked -- and we believe it is working 

-- the cases are going to start to go down, but the mortality 

will be a lag behind that because of the comorbidities and other 

conditions. 

  

So that's why all of the predictions are that this next week -- 



and I think we said this last Sunday when we talked about the 

charts -- and it's difficult, and we tried to prepare the 

American people to understand that you have to -- as much as you 

go up, you have to come down the other side, because coming down 

is a reflection of the cases that were coming in before. 

  

Q    Would you rather not say a number? 

  

DR. BIRX:  I'd rather not say a number, but the numbers are 

available if you go to the website.  I mean, you can see that 

there's several hundreds per day in New York.  And I think 

Governor Cuomo has talked about that increasing still into the 

five, six, seven hundred range a day.  So, you know, that's very 

concerning to us. 

  

We, again, applaud the healthcare workers who are doing every 

single thing humanly possible to save more lives.  And we are 

ensuring on a ventilator by ventilator, day by day, to get them 

there so that we can say and we can be there when they need it, 

because we are supposed to be that group that comes in after all 

of the resources are exhausted.  

  

And we really applaud what Oregon did, and we really applaud what 

the governor is doing about moving between the states, between 

the different counties, to bring them to New York, because that's 

what's needed today.  A different place will be needed tomorrow. 

  

Q    You mentioned -- just to follow up on something apparently 

you said yesterday, that you had some concerns about 

Pennsylvania, Colorado, and Washington, D.C.  Could you expand on 

that? 

  



DR. BIRX:  We’re watching them because they are starting to go on 

that upside of the curve.  We're hoping and believing that if 

people mitigate strongly, the work that they did over the last 

two weeks will blunt that curve and they won't have the same 

upward slope and peak that New York, New Jersey, Connecticut, and 

part of Rhode Island are having. 

  

So this is a very important -- the next two weeks are 

extraordinarily important, and that's why I think you've heard 

from Dr. Fauci, from myself, from the President, and the Vice 

President that this is the moment to do everything that you can 

on the presidential guidelines.  This is the moment to not be 

going to the grocery store, not be going to the pharmacy, but 

doing everything you can to keep your family and your friends 

safe.  And that means everybody doing the six-feet distancing, 

washing your hands. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Good.  Thanks. 

  

Q    Doctor? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Go ahead. 

  

THE VICE PRESIDENT:  Doctor, you want to -- 

  

DR. FAUCI:  So, I mean, ditto to everything that Dr. Birx said, 

but also to emphasize why it's so important to do that: because 

we're looking at three or four really key hotspots that are still 

going up.  It's absolutely essential that the ones that are down 

at that lower level that Dr. Birx showed the other day -- those 

communities where they're still going up -- we've got to make 

sure we don't have multiple waves of peaks. 



  

That's going to be the answer to the question of when we can 

start pulling back.  Because if you keep having multiple peaks 

and different waves, that's going to make it very difficult. 

  

Q    So does more need to be done -- 

  

DR. FAUCI:  No, I mean -- 

  

Q    -- to make sure those areas are doing it? 

  

DR. FAUCI:  Put your foot on the -- exactly what I said just 

before and I keep repeating: Just make sure everybody does at 

least the minimal amount of that physical separation, because the 

virus has no place to go if you’re physically separated. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  And one of the reasons that I keep talking about 

hydroxychloroquine is that the question that nobody ever asks, 

and the question that I most hate the answer to, is: “What 

happens if you do have a ventilator?  What are your chances?” 

  

And I just hope that hydroxychloroquine wins, coupled with 

perhaps the Z-Pak, as we call it -- dependent totally on your 

doctors and the doctors there -- because you know the answer to 

that question.  If you do have the ventilator, you know the 

answer to that question.  And I hate giving the answer.  

  

So I don't want to get them there.  I don't want to get them 

there.  There’s a possibility -- a possibility -- and I say it: 

What do you have to lose?  I'll say it again: What do you have to 

lose?  Take it.  I really think they should take it.  But it's 

their choice and it's their doctor’s choice, or the doctors in 



the hospital.  But hydroxychloroquine -- try it, if you'd like. 

  

The other thing: If you have a heart condition, I 

understand.  Probably you stay away from the Z-Pak.  But that's 

an antibiotic.  It can clean out the lungs.  The lungs are a 

point of attack for this horrible virus. 

  

But when you have a ventilator, don't ask the answer because I 

hate it.  If you have it, and it's working beautifully -- I don't 

like the answer, because it's not a very high percentage. 

  

So I want to keep them out of ventilators.  I want to keep them -

- if this drug works, it will be not a game changer, because 

that's not a nice enough term; it will be wonderful.  It’ll be so 

beautiful.  It'll be a gift from heaven if it works.  Because 

when people go into those ventilators, you know the answers, I 

know the answers, and I'm glad you don't write about it. 

  

Mike, please. 

  

THE VICE PRESIDENT:  Well, you've heard from the experts what our 

task force has heard: that it’s going to be a difficult week for 

the American people.  You will see testing increased around the 

country and so cases are going to continue to rise across 

America. 

  

And before I give a few facts relevant to an earlier question 

about ventilators, let me just -- let me add my voice to what the 

President just said and what all the physicians who have spoken 

have said: Even though we see the losses rising in the days 

ahead, do not be discouraged, because there is evidence across 

the country that Americans have been putting the social 



distancing and mitigation into practice, and it is making a 

difference.  We are seeing it in the new cases that are being 

reported. 

  

Because remember, people, families that have experienced loss -- 

up to this day and in the next week -- have a loved one who 

contracted the coronavirus, in most cases, more than two weeks 

ago; in many cases, before social distancing and mitigation 

efforts were put into effect. 

  

And so we want to encourage you: Believe in the President's 

Coronavirus Guidelines for America.  Go to 

Coronavirus.gov.  Print them off again, put them on the 

refrigerator, and remind yourself to put them into practice. 

  

On the subject of ventilators, if I can amplify the point the 

President made: Our team at FEMA is doing a remarkable job 

working with governors, state health officials, and local 

hospitals, particularly focused on our priority areas.  We’ll 

refer to the New York metro area, which includes New Jersey and 

Connecticut.  We're focused on the New Orleans metro area and 

Louisiana.  We're focusing on Detroit, we're focusing on 

Chicago.  These are the areas where we see the significant rise 

in cases. 

  

And we are surging supplies -- specifically ventilators, but all 

personal protective equipment -- from FEMA to those areas.  And 

just to give you a couple of examples: I spoke to governors in 

New York, New Jersey, Louisiana, Massachusetts Michigan, and 

Maryland today, alone.  And in those cases, Governor Cuomo is 

actually assessing all of the available ventilators.  

  



We've sent 4,400 ventilators already to New York.  As has already 

been referenced, they're going to receive a shipment of over 

1,000 from overseas.  And allow me to say as I told her 

personally today, the governor of Oregon, Governor Kate Brown: 

Her unilateral decision to send 140 ventilators because Oregon -- 

they felt Oregon today is in a place where they could give those 

ventilators to New York, to me was in the very highest American 

tradition of loving your neighbor. 

  

And when I talked to Governor Cuomo, Mr. President, he actually 

told me they never asked Oregon for the ventilators, and Governor 

Brown hadn’t even called him to tell him that she was doing 

that.  It really is remarkable.  

  

And I talked to Governor Hogan today -- and the President and I 

will be speaking to all of America's governors on Monday again -- 

I told him how inspired I was and how he ought to spread the word 

to other governors in areas where they can -- where they can 

spare resources to be joining with us at the federal level and 

providing them to states at the point of the need. 

  

But just a few for-instances: As we track New Jersey, as I told 

Governor Phil Murphy, we deployed 200 ventilators to New Jersey 

today.  

  

Louisiana -- where we're monitoring literally hour by hour what's 

taking place in New Orleans with some encouraging news, but still 

great challenges -- yesterday, you heard the President say that 

we deployed 330,000 gowns that have been delivered to the public 

health systems and hospitals there, and 200 ventilators.  

  

I spoke to Governor Charlie Baker today and was able to inform 



him we're watching Boston area very closely.  A hundred 

ventilators are deploying today. 

  

I spoke to Governor Gretchen Whitmer today.  Detroit is 

experiencing a significant number of cases.  We're watching it 

carefully.  And today, FEMA directed 300 ventilators to Michigan. 

  

Again, as the President said, we're all working our hearts 

out.  But what I want to say to American families and what I want 

to say to healthcare workers is that we are going to identify the 

resources, leave no stone unturned, and we are going to -- we are 

going to focus resources on those areas in the order that they 

emerge. 

  

Now, the last thought is -- back on mitigation -- we are hoping 

that we do not see other major cities in the country experience 

what Seattle experienced, what a Greater New York City area is 

experiencing, what the New Orleans is experiencing.  And that's 

all in the hands of the American people today.  

  

And so I just want to encourage you, again: Coronavirus.gov.  Put 

into practice the President's coronavirus guidelines and you will 

do your part to save lives, protect the American people, and 

ensure that we will have the resources to meet this moment 

wherever the need should arise. 

  

Q    Mr. President, you spoke earlier on the SBA’s loan program 

that got up and running yesterday.  But we're hearing from a lot 

of small-business owners a lot of concerns about whether they 

will get this money.  Some say some of the banks weren't ready to 

start processing loans.  Some banks are layering --  

  



THE PRESIDENT:  That’s so false.  We're way ahead of 

schedules.  The banks have been great.  

  

Q    Some banks are layering extra restrictions on people. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  JPMorgan Chase.  Bank of America.  They're so far 

ahead.  This is typical with you, in particular.  "We hear 

they're behind…"  They're not behind.  It's been a flawless -- 

it's been flawless, so far.  Far beyond our expectations.  You 

should say, "I hear you’re doing well, but maybe…"  

  

I don't even hear of any glitch.  They've done billions of 

dollars of loans to small business.  

  

Q    Can you ensure people they will get their money, sir? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  And these are great loans.  These are loans that 

get immediately paid off.  These are loans that get businesses 

back.  

  

I wish you could ask a question where something is working so 

well.  Now, maybe things won't work well, and I don't mind that 

kind.  But where something is working so well and you ask a 

question in such a negative way -- 

  

Uh, it's doing great.  Yeah, go ahead. 

  

Q    Some banks are adding extra rules, sir, for -- 

  

Q    Mr. President -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  It's doing great.  Really good.  Maybe it won't 



in two weeks, and I'll respond differently.  But it's doing 

great.  You know it and so does everyone else.  Everyone is 

shocked how well it's doing. 

  

Q    Mr. President, Dr. Birx has mentioned in the past -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Who did? 

  

Q    Dr. Birx. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Yes. 

  

Q    -- some demographics such as seeing that men might be more 

susceptible to the virus, seeing in Europe more cases among the 

between 30 and 50 class.  Has the data that you've seen in the 

past two weeks changed that assessment?  Are men more 

susceptible?  What are you seeing? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  I don’t think it changed much, has it? 

  

DR. BIRX:  No, it's the same pattern as Europe. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  It's the same pattern.  Same answer that we've 

given you for the last -- 

  

Q    So that includes -- that includes folks with -- between 30 

and 50 being more adversely affected than what we've seen in 

Asia? 

  

DR. BIRX:  No, I -- tomorrow, I'll bring you all the graphs back 

so you can it (inaudible). 

  



THE PRESIDENT:  We can bring an updated graph, but it's very 

similar.  

  

Please. 

  

Q    Mr. President, a few days ago you talked about possibly 

restricting flights from hotspots.  Where are you on that ways of 

thinking now? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  We're looking at it very seriously.  Right now, 

we're dealing with governors, we're dealing with airlines, we're 

dealing with a lot of different factors.  It's a very difficult 

decision.  We're also doing testing getting into planes.  Very 

strong testing.  States are doing testing of people that leave 

planes because they don't want to have people coming in who are 

infected. 

  

So understanding that -- and the level of testing has been 

enormous.  Okay?  And some states are saying you have to go in 

quarantine for two weeks if you come from certain areas.  So, 

knowing that, we're working with the governors. 

  

Q    Mr. President, what kind of tests -- when you say “testing,” 

do you mean domestic travel or people coming in from outside the 

country? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Both.  Both.  Some states are doing when they 

land -- they're doing very strong, very powerful testing. 

  

Please, go ahead. 

  

Q    You know, we've talked to some airlines, sir, and they say 



they don’t know what you're talking about when you say that.  

  

THE PRESIDENT:  okay, well, then you’ll check them again. 

  

Q    One last question on ventilators. 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Governments are doing too -- our government.  

  

Go ahead. 

  

Q    One last question on ventilators.  The governor of New York 

said that he received donation in ventilators from Jack Ma of 

Alibaba, which I think is your friend.  Would you call on the 

business community to donate ventilators, not necessarily to New 

York, but other states like Louisiana -- 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  Yeah, I would. 

  

Q    -- and Michigan? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  No, Jack Ma is a friend of mine and he's made it 

very possible to get about 1,000 from ventilators from 

China.  But that was from him and my other friend.  It was really 

a gift, and we appreciate it very much.  It was very nice of 

them.  

  

All right.  I think we've had enough.  

  

Q    One more? 

  

THE PRESIDENT:  We'll be seeing you very soon.  And I'm sure that 

you know that all of us are going to be working very hard.  We're 



working very hard.  We are really coming up into a time that's 

going to be very horrendous, probably a time like we haven't seen 

in this country.  Wouldn’t you say?  I mean, I don't think we've 

seen a time like this in the country. 

  

And we're getting to that -- that point where it's going to 

really be some very bad numbers.  And we want to keep those 

numbers a lot lower than they would have been.  And we will do 

that.  

  

We have tremendous talent working.  We have tremendous people, 

and that includes governors; that includes everybody. Everybody 

is working.  

  

But unfortunately, we're getting to that time when the numbers 

are going to peak, and it's not going to be a good-looking 

situation.  I really believe we probably have never seen anything 

like these kind of numbers.  Maybe during the war, during the -- 

a World War, or a World War One or Two or something.  But this is 

a war all unto itself.  And it's -- it's a terrible thing. 

  

We will be seeing you soon.  We'll keep you totally 

abreast.  We're also going to be releasing new ventilator 

numbers, because we have a lot of them coming and a lot of them 

going to different locations. 

  

And we appreciate it very much.  Thank you.  Thank you. 

  

                         END                 5:59 P.M. EDT 
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