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NOMINATIONS 

THURSDAY, MARCH 7, 2024 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

Washington, DC. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a.m., in Room 

SD–419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, 
Chairman of the committee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Cardin [presiding], Menendez, Shaheen, Mur-
phy, Kaine, Merkley, Booker, Schatz, Duckworth, Risch, Ricketts, 
Barrasso, Cruz, and Hagerty. 

Also Present: Senator Murkowski. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM MARYLAND 

The CHAIRMAN. This hearing of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee will come to order. 

For the United States to protect and advance our interests 
around the world we must have well qualified and committed pub-
lic servants in our diplomatic posts. 

Today’s nominees are incredibly competent and experienced with 
almost a hundred years of collective government service among the 
four current government employees as well as a renowned expert 
on the Arctic. 

I am gratified that they are before the committee today after a 
very long wait. I want to thank them personally for their willing-
ness to serve and in most cases continue to serve in a public role. 

We know it is a sacrifice not only for you and your families and 
we welcome your families here today and thank them for the sac-
rifices that they have made. 

I am going to yield as is the customary practice of our committee 
to members who want to introduce our nominees today and I will 
start with Senator Schatz. 

STATEMENT OF HON. BRIAN SCHATZ, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM HAWAII 

Senator SCHATZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
It is a pleasure for me to introduce Mr. Robert William Forden, 

the nominee to be our next Ambassador to the Kingdom of Cam-
bodia. In light of new leadership in Cambodia and ongoing chal-
lenges to our bilateral relationship including the PRC’s growing in-
fluence this is an essential role and with decades of experience and 
deep expertise working in the Indo-Pacific Mr. Forden is the right 
person for this job. 
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He is a career diplomat who spent three decades in the Foreign 
Service representing American interests in the PRC, Taiwan, Viet-
nam, and Israel. That included more than 12 years working in the 
PRC including as Deputy Chief of Mission in the U.S. Embassy in 
Beijing. 

In addition, Mr. Forden spent almost a decade in Taiwan as the 
branch chief and later deputy director for the American Institute 
in Taiwan. Today he serves as a senior advisor in the State Depart-
ment’s East Asian and Pacific Affairs Bureau supporting important 
ongoing work to advance a free and open Indo-Pacific. 

In short, Mr. Forden would bring a combination of tremendous 
experience, expertise, and commitment to this role in this critical 
moment. 

I want to take a moment to thank Mr. Forden’s family, though 
they are not here today, including his wife and children, one of 
whom is currently serving in the United States Army. 

As we know, it is the sacrifices that Foreign Service families 
make every day that help to support our diplomatic missions 
around the globe. 

Finally, before I close I want to point out—before I close I want 
to point out that Mr. Forden was nominated for this position 624 
days ago. His file was completed within three weeks and he has 
been waiting for a hearing ever since. 

That is also completely unprecedented and undermines our na-
tional security interests and our standing in the region. Confirming 
ambassadors, especially to a region as important as the Indo-Pa-
cific, is essential for American interests and at a time when we are 
facing growing threats in the region we need skilled diplomats 
more than ever. 

So, Mr. Forden, we thank you for your patience and your contin-
ued willingness to serve and we hope that we can quickly confirm 
your nomination. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Duckworth? 

STATEMENT OF HON. TAMMY DUCKWORTH, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM ILLINOIS 

Senator DUCKWORTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to second Senator Schatz’s very strong word in sup-

port of Mr. Forden’s nomination to be Ambassador to Cambodia. It 
is a critical time in that country. The kingdom has reached out to 
the United States and I think it is time that we get an ambassador 
in there. 

I am here, however, to introduce Bix Aliu to be Ambassador to 
Montenegro. I thought no one had waited longer than Mr. Aliu at 
535 days but apparently Mr. Forden and has him beat, although 
Mr. Aliu’s file was completed within 11 days so you win that part. 
But still it is ridiculous that it has been that long. 

I want to thank all of the nominees for their continued willing-
ness to serve. It is not an obligation that you have taken lightly 
and I am sure you and your family know that well. 

I also have the pleasure of introducing Mr. Aliu because he is a 
fellow Illinoisan who has—I understand that he is joined today by 
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his wife and children and that his father may also be watching 
from afar. 

Mr. Aliu, your example of dedication to public service as a career 
member of the Senior Foreign Service is impressive and I am glad 
that your family is able to witness as you proceed to the next chap-
ter of your distinguished career. 

Mr. Aliu’s origin further demonstrates the value of the American 
story and one that lends immense value to our diplomatic corps. 
Born in Chicago to immigrant parents he has dedicated his profes-
sional life to representing the United States policies, interests, and 
values abroad. 

He has served extensively throughout Europe including at prior 
postings in Montenegro as well as in Poland, Hungary, and North 
Macedonia. 

Just last year he received the Presidential Rank Meritorious 
Service Award for 2023. He speaks five additional languages and 
demonstrated substantial experience in complex environments han-
dling European Affairs. 

Mr. Aliu is well qualified to assume this role and begin serving 
the United States’ interests in Montenegro. I appreciate your dedi-
cation and that of all of our nominees here today. Welcome. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is a pleasure to have Senator Murkowski in 

our committee today. We would love to have you on our committee 
but it is a pleasure to have you introduce your nominee. 

STATEMENT OF HON. LISA MURKOWSKI, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM ALASKA 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Mem-
ber Risch, members of the committee. It is nice to be back in front 
of this committee. 

Very distinguished panel in front of you today but I am grateful 
that you have included Dr. Michael Sfraga who is nominated to be 
the first Ambassador-at-Large for Arctic affairs. He was named 
more than a full year ago—February 13th, 2023—as part of today’s 
hearing. 

Alaska—we are the state that makes the United States of Amer-
ica an Arctic nation. I have been engaged in Arctic issues since I 
came to the Senate a long time ago. 

I have been working on these Arctic initiatives for decades and 
one of the things that I have been working to advance very, very 
hard is the creation of this ambassadorship and now for Dr. Sfraga 
to be nominated to it. 

So I am here today to ask you to join me in supporting Dr. 
Sfraga. He is a fellow Alaskan. He is a longtime colleague. He is 
a man that I can call a friend. But more importantly to you all he 
has exceptional qualifications for this position. 

Now, you all know—you get your intelligence briefings for the re-
cent Munich Security Conference—you know the global interest in 
the Arctic is at a record high. All of you are aware of the economic, 
the environmental, and particularly the security-related matters 
that we face in the Arctic as well as its importance to our geo-
political power and our international relations. 



4 

All of you are aware of the pressing need to get the people and 
the policies in place so that the United States can actually present 
itself as an Arctic nation. 

On the personnel side of business one of the most important 
steps that we have left to do is to confirm an Arctic Ambassador. 
I will share with you we are the only Arctic country without one. 
Everybody else has an Arctic Ambassador. 

Even some of the non-Arctic countries like Singapore have an 
Arctic Ambassador. We need this position because we need to ele-
vate our diplomacy to the region to show that we are not just an 
indifferent bystander but we are an active and we are a strategic 
leader in the Arctic. 

And as important as the position is you got to have the right per-
son and I would commend to you Dr. Sfraga as that right person. 
He is an Alaskan. He is from Fairbanks. 

Part of the reason that he understands the Arctic is that he has 
not just read about it or visited. He lives it. He has made it his 
home and he has lived there for decades, and while living in Alas-
ka Dr. Sfraga has also dedicated himself to a career of service to 
the Arctic and to our nation. 

He is an accomplished geographer, researcher, teacher with a 
Ph.D. from the University of Alaska. He helped establish the Uni-
versity of the Arctic. He co-created and co-led the State Depart-
ment’s Fulbright Arctic Initiative. 

He established the Polar Institute at the Wilson Center, which 
has become the Arctic public square for high-level conversations 
about the Far North. He chairs currently the U.S. Arctic Research 
Commission which advises us here in Congress and the President 
on international Arctic research. 

You are going to hear from him and I am sure you are going to 
be impressed by him. I may have recommended him to the Presi-
dent but he stands apart ahead of anyone else—ahead of anyone 
else who could have been selected for this position. 

And I will tell you I attend these Arctic conferences. Whether it 
is the Arctic Council, the Arctic Circle Assembly, Arctic Frontiers, 
Arctic Parliamentarians, the Munich Security Conference that he 
was just at Dr. Sfraga is there at every single one of them and he 
is not just there as an idle participant. He is there moderating the 
panels. He has been asked to speak. 

If there is any challenge that you have as a committee it is that 
his expertise in the Arctic is so voluminous it takes a while to wade 
through all of it. He has been there. He is the person—he is the 
person that we need for this important position at this time. 

So after a year of holding back on this nomination I am before 
you today to urge with everything that I have to confirm Dr. Sfraga 
to be our Arctic Ambassador as soon as possible. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. 
The CHAIRMAN. Well, Senator Murkowski, again, thank you so 

much for being before our committee. 
I was in Greenland last year with members of the Senate and 

the absence of a confirmed Arctic Ambassador was very clearly 
noted in our visit to Greenland and the importance for the United 
States in protecting our national security interests. 



5 

And I have traveled with you on security issues and it is always 
a pleasure to be in your company on these issues. So thank you 
very much for your contribution to our nomination hearing. You 
are free to go on and do the business that you need to do. Consid-
ering that this is the State of the Union day I am sure you have 
other commitments. Thank you. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. If I were not speaking from the dais as chair I 

would have insisted on introducing Ms. Taylor. I could not have a— 
be a stronger proponent of her nomination. I am convinced that she 
is likely the most qualified individual ever nominated to be legal 
advisor, an impressive feat given the prior occupants of that posi-
tion. 

She has been general counsel of USAID for almost three years, 
served as a career attorney in L, as the Office of Legal Adviser is 
called, for 10 years. Dare I say more? 

Served with distinction on the staff of this committee as chief 
counsel and deputy staff director. During the years that I had the 
privilege of working with Ms. Taylor she proved to be a superb law-
yer, a manager, a skilled negotiator, and a wonderful colleague. 

She is smart, tough, and persistent, exactly the person we need 
to lead our pushback against China and Russia as those countries 
seek to shape international law and institutions in their favor. 

My enthusiasm for Ms. Taylor is shared by all of the living 
former legal advisors from Reagan to Trump who have written to 
Senator Risch and me a strong endorsement of her qualifications 
and her speedy confirmation. 

Well, we did not do the speedy confirmation but let us move this 
nomination forward. I have incredibly high regard for the Office of 
Legal Adviser and the career officials who staff it. I am deeply 
proud and enthusiastic that Ms. Taylor, an alum and friend of both 
that office and this committee, will be the next legal advisor and 
I urge all of you to support her nomination here and on the floor. 

Mr. Forden, Cambodia has now seen decades of democratic back-
sliding. This has weakened its institution and endangered human 
rights. It has limited Cambodia’s ability to play a positive role in 
ASEAN and other organizations in the Indo-Pacific and has given 
Beijing an opening to expand its influence in the country’s civilian 
and military infrastructure. 

We need to get Mr. Forden on the ground to help address these 
challenges. I have received a resounding endorsement from Terry 
Bradshaw—Branstad, excuse me—Branstad. Yeah, a good football 
player. 

[Laughter.] 
The CHAIRMAN. He was the ambassador to China during the 

Trump administration with whom Mr. Forden served as Deputy 
Chief of Mission. 

The ambassador writes that Mr. Forden’s outstanding leadership 
and management coupled with his four decades of experience in the 
East and Southeast Asia make him an extraordinarily well quali-
fied candidate to be Ambassador to Cambodia and notes that Mr. 
Forden is an ideal candidate to protect U.S. interests against Chi-
na’s efforts in Cambodia. 

Without objection, that letter will be made part of our record. 



6 

[The information referred to above is located at the end of this 
transcript.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Aliu, Montenegro is a vulnerable—valuable 
partner in the NATO alliance that hosts the largest number of 
Ukrainian refugees in the Balkans. 

It has been the target of Russia’s influence including an at-
tempted coup to stop Montenegro from joining NATO. Moscow also 
would like to derail its European Union membership prospects. We 
need an ambassador on the ground who will work to support 
Montenegro’s European aspirations. 

But I also want to quote from a letter from Georgette Mosbacher, 
ambassador to Poland under President Trump and under whom 
you served. 

Ambassador Mosbacher highlighted your experience in the re-
gion, knowledge of the languages and culture, and previous work 
in Montenegro and she said, quote, ‘‘I simply cannot recommend a 
stronger, more capable leader or a more decent human being than 
Bix.’’ 

Without objection, that letter will also be made part of our 
record. 

[The information referred to above is located at the end of this 
transcript.] 

The CHAIRMAN. High praise and, if confirmed, I expect you will 
continue to advocate for a Europe whole, free, and at peace. 

Mr. Woodhouse, the current embodiment of the Sanctions Coordi-
nator office was created by this committee led by Ranking Member 
Risch and is essential to efforts to constrain our adversaries be it 
Iran, North Korea, Russia, or terrorist groups like Hamas. 

There has been strong bipartisan support for its efforts and the 
individual that leads the office. You are superbly qualified for this 
position having worked on and implemented sanctions up close 
from multiple angles at the Treasury Department, as an attorney 
in private practice, and your current position as deputy assistant 
secretary for sanctions. 

While you have been in that role you have witnessed an impres-
sive coordinated campaign among more than 30 countries to hold 
Russia accountable for its war against Ukraine. 

This coordination has strengthened our alliances, laid critical 
groundwork for future sanction actions, and further isolated Russia 
and degraded its war machine. Sanctions have become an essential 
tool of our foreign policy and we cannot afford to have the sanctions 
coordinator position vacant. We need Mr. Woodhouse in that place. 

Dr. Sfraga, the Arctic is a dynamic, fragile, and largely unex-
plored region of our world that holds both unique opportunities but 
also extreme risks. 

Dr. Sfraga is one of the world’s foremost experts on the Arctic, 
its environment, its resources, its people, its nations, making him 
an excellent choice to be the Ambassador-at-Large for Arctic af-
fairs. 

He hails from Alaska, is the founding director of the Wilson Cen-
ter’s Polar Institute, and as chairman of the United States Arctic 
Research Commission he enjoys strong support from the co-chairs 
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of the Arctic Caucus. We already heard from Senator Murkowski 
but also Senator King and Senator Sullivan. 

For all of you today I want to recognize the dedication every one 
of you brings to your work. I want to thank you and your families 
for your service. I look forward to hearing from each of you. 

Some final points. First, I want to take a moment to thank Vic-
toria Nuland for her incredible service to the country as under sec-
retary for political affairs and several months as the acting deputy 
secretary. 

She is a known force at the State Department and around the 
world and we will certainly miss her insight and wisdom. We are 
deeply appreciative of her service, her engagement with this com-
mittee, in particular her stalwart efforts to advance U.S. interests 
in support in Ukraine. 

On a personal note, I treasure the opportunities I had to get her 
advice on very challenging circumstances around the world. She al-
ways was very frank in pointing out our needs and gave us excel-
lent advice on how the Senate could operate. 

Next, I would like to address how we arrived at this hearing. The 
nominees on this panel have been pending in this committee for an 
average of more than 400 days. 

Let me repeat that. They have been pending in this committee 
for over 400 days. 

I have tried to work with the ranking member since October to 
secure before this committee and Senator Menendez has tried for 
many months before that. 

During that time we have had numerous rationales offered for 
not consenting to a hearing and I have sought to work through 
each one in good faith. My efforts have not resulted in agreement 
or any accommodation. 

On February 26th Senator Risch and I received a letter from the 
Deputy Secretary of State Verma outlining the chronology of all 
their efforts in order to comply with the requests that were made 
by the State Department. 

So after several months I have made the decision I could either 
let these nominees languish without even giving the members of 
the committee an opportunity to hear from the nominees or I could 
follow the precedent that Ranking Member Risch set as Chairman 
during the 116th Congress. 

Now, I was neither Chair nor ranking member at that time but 
I am well aware that there were multiple instances with which the 
chair noticed nominations over the objections of the minority. 

At that time Chairman Risch emphasized his view and let me 
just quote from my colleague: ‘‘A fair process requires that at some 
point document discovery must end and the process of evaluating 
and questioning must begin. This can only occur in a hearing in 
which every member of the committee has the opportunity to raise 
questions, voice concerns, or highlight any objections.’’ 

That is what Senator Risch said in the 116th. I do not recall any 
Republican members, several of whom are still on the committee 
today, objecting or expressing any concerns to that decision. 

Today’s hearing is not only critical to consider important national 
security nominations it is fully consistent with the Republican 
precedent of just a few years ago. I hope all of us can agree that 
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there cannot be one standard for Republican nominees and a dif-
ferent standard for Democratic nominees. 

So that is how we arrived at today’s hearing. But as we move for-
ward I want to emphasize my deep commitment to working with 
all members, both Democrats and Republicans, to do important 
work of the committee and the American people. 

Senator Risch and I are working on an agenda for a business 
meeting that we hope that we will be able to notice very shortly. 
We are working with several bipartisan bills that have been sug-
gested by members of the Senate including Senator Rubio and Has-
san’s bipartisan bill the SHIP Act, which follows up on the hearing 
we had in regards to Iran and enforcing the sanctions against Iran 
through secondary sanctions. 

We hope that we will be able to bring that bill before our com-
mittee. We are working on a bill by Senator Coons and Graham 
that deals with the conservation needs with Senator Shaheen and 
Wicker in regards to the Western Balkans, a bill that I am working 
on with Senator Wicker in regards to the International Freedom 
Protection Act and several others. 

So we hope that we will be able to note a business meeting short-
ly on these issues and others where we have bipartisan interest. 

With that, let me turn it to the distinguished ranking member 
Senator Risch. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES E. RISCH, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM IDAHO 

Senator RISCH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and cer-
tainly your description of how we have handled these things in the 
past is absolutely accurate. I take no difficulty with that at all. 

We are, however, at that point where we have these five nomina-
tions which we have objected to and I know, the Chairman knows, 
and his predecessor knows that we have serious objections to them. 
Those objections continue today. 

On most of the run of the mill appointments we get they get 
cleared pretty quickly and we do have hearings on them and we 
move along. 

On occasion we have ones that we just cannot clear, and so that 
everyone knows we take our obligation with—the advice and con-
sent obligation in the Constitution very, very seriously and we have 
dug on all of these and we wound up with these five out of all of 
them that we have had before that we just cannot agree to. 

And so it is time that there be a hearing and if they want to con-
tinue the laundry gets put out here in this hearing and we go from 
there. 

Obviously, unless things change dramatically I am going to put 
a hold on these when they do get to the floor. You have the num-
bers. You will be able to put them out there and we will go from 
there. 

But, again, I stress that the result—the time result has been a 
function of our looking into these and things you are going to hear 
today that we have problems with on all five of the nominees. 

Obviously, they are going to get a chance to defend themselves. 
Then I have some witnesses I would like to call to corroborate the 
things we are going to say about these here in the hearing today. 
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So with that, let us talk, first of all, about Ms. Taylor. I want 
to address her nomination specifically to start with. She certainly— 
currently serves as general counsel at USAID where she oversees 
the enforcement of U.S. laws toward its contractors and partners. 

Sadly, on her watch some of these partners repeatedly promoted 
abortion overseas in violation of U.S. law. Given the slow response 
and weak justifications I received when I raised these questions I 
have substantial concerns she will not draw a strong line in State’s 
relationship with organizations that violate U.S. law. 

I have got a second reason for holding her and I am going to con-
tinue to hold her. She is the highest ranking and the one State De-
partment wants the most to be confirmed and I am going to con-
tinue to do that and until the State Department gives us some 
basic information that I want. 

I have been asking for eight months for information regarding 
the suspension of Special Envoy Robert Malley’s security clearance. 
The department’s defiance left me no choice but to hold this nomi-
nation until State responded. 

State came in to brief me and the Chairman. We went into the 
SCIF. This was supposed to be secret and nobody was supposed to 
know because it was such a big deal. 

I can tell you what happened in that SCIF. Nothing. They re-
fused to give us the information as to why Malley’s clearance was 
suspended. 

This is important to me. It is important to the Chairman. It is 
important to this committee. Because we all listened to Mr. Malley 
for a long time. He told us things. We acted and thought about and 
formed beliefs based on those and they will not tell us why his 
clearance was suspended. 

So they have to tell us but they will not. They act like we work 
for them instead of them working for us. And so until that happens 
I am going to continue to hold Ms. Taylor’s nomination and it is— 
and I have gotten word to the Secretary to quit calling me and ask-
ing me for favors when they will not do what they are supposed 
to do. 

If I were the Chairman of the committee I would subpoena this 
and if they did not answer the subpoena I would go to try to hold 
them in contempt of court. 

This is not right. We cannot do our oversight work without get-
ting this information. Certainly, it is classified information but I 
am the most senior member of the Intelligence Committee. I hear 
this stuff every day. The people that came in to brief us my clear-
ance was at least as good, probably better, than the guys that came 
in to brief us. So, in any event, that is going to continue on. 

Regarding Mr. Woodhouse to be sanctions coordinator, that—as 
the chairman indicated I was the one that put together the legisla-
tion that created that particular position. It is a great position to 
have. 

Mr. Woodhouse played a pivotal role in the administration’s pro-
tection of Nord Stream 2 pipeline from mandatory bipartisan sanc-
tions before Russia’s 2022 invasion of Ukraine. 

While Mr. Woodhouse was not the only administration official re-
sponsible for this blatant violation of the law, during his confirma-



10 

tion process it has become clear that he intentionally misled the 
committee and ignored facts that contradicted Biden policy. 

My legislation created that job and his predecessor did a good job 
at it. I believe Mr. Woodhouse will not embody the same standards 
required for this position and I am going to leave the rest of this 
to Senator Cruz who has some very strong thoughts on this matter 
and he will be here today to talk about that. 

Turning to Mr. Aliu, I have concerns regarding his judgment and 
leadership as Deputy Chief of Mission at Embassy Warsaw. Mr. 
Aliu did not seek approval from Washington when a foreign na-
tional with concerning business ties stayed at the official residence 
with his permission for six weeks. 

This person was a foreign national with business ties in Monte-
negro, the country to which Mr. Aliu is now nominated. In any 
event, several current Foreign Service officers have described the 
toxic work environment under Mr. Aliu’s leadership. 

One of these individuals wrote a formal letter regarding com-
plaints against Mr. Aliu, a redacted copy of which I am going to 
submit for the record today. The posting was classified as, quote, 
‘‘difficult to staff’’ while Mr. Aliu was running it. Immediately upon 
him leaving, the difficulty of the staff was removed. So I cannot 
support his nomination. 

Regarding the nomination of Mr. Sfraga, this is a difficult one, 
to be Ambassador for Arctic and certainly I support a—we need a 
nominee in the Arctic. I have great respect for Senator Murkowski 
but this is another example I think of the administration’s failure 
to vet nominees. 

Mr. Sfraga traveled extensively to Russia and China and nego-
tiated multiple MOUs with Chinese institutions tied to government 
defense and intelligence services and appeared on a panel—ap-
peared on a panel—with Russians who were sanctioned by the 
United States Government. 

One of the MOUs that he negotiated was going to allow China 
to access the computers at the university where he worked. That 
was stopped, fortunately. Certainly, a bad judgment. 

In addition to that, while our staff was going through this, he 
failed to disclose that any of this—and he had to update his file 
three times when confronted with information about his record. 

My staff found out about trips he made. They went to him and 
said, hey, you did not disclose this trip. He said, oh, I forgot, and 
so he disclosed the trip. That happened multiple times, not just 
once. 

Finally, he wrote an op-ed extolling the importance of the U.S.- 
Russia relationship after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. I continue 
to strongly oppose his nomination and it is unfortunate we have 
him here today. 

Finally, there is Mr. Forden. The department says the health and 
safety of U.S. diplomats is its highest priority; indeed, we should 
always guarantee our diplomats their basic privileges and immuni-
ties. 

Sadly, Mr. Forden and failed to ensure these protections during 
his tenure at Embassy Beijing during COVID. In our staff inves-
tigation of his nomination, they found that from 2020 to 2023 de-
partment leadership in Washington and at Embassy Beijing sub-
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jected diplomats and their families to severe, unsafe, and degrading 
treatment by the Chinese Government, our greatest adversary and 
a major, major counter intelligence threat. 

Specifically, State granted a waiver of—a waiver of inviola-
bility—inviolability—in September of 2020, which waived certain 
diplomatic privileges and immunities to allow the Chinese Govern-
ment to test and quarantine U.S. diplomats upon arrival in China. 

That is not allowed unless there is the waiver. The Chinese vio-
lated this waiver constantly. Yet, Mr. Forden encouraged compli-
ance and never imposed any real costs on the Chinese for these vio-
lations. 

I am submitting a letter for the record from multiple courageous 
whistleblowers of whom—some of whom are with us here today, as 
well as the numerous documents that I have obtained. 

These documents show that under Mr. Forden career diplomats 
had to comply with draconian quarantine protocols, often against 
their will and in deplorable conditions. 

Some examples include not being allowed to quarantine at home 
and instead be put in a Chinese quarantine hotel, quarantines en-
forced for weeks on end with little to no ability to communicate 
with Embassy staff or loved ones, dilapidated quarantine hotels 
with no cleaning services and still filthy from previous occupants, 
minor children separated from their families and the ability—in-
ability to get basic medical care. In one case a toddler was denied 
treatment for food poisoning. 

In December of 2020 Embassy Beijing began to allow the Chinese 
Government to require incoming arrivals to submit to a blood test 
in the United States, a major change in protocol, and only from 
U.S. labs that were handpicked by Chinese Embassy and con-
sulates. 

Let us let this sink in. The U.S. Government facilitated Chinese 
collection of DNA from dozens of U.S. diplomats inside the United 
States. This is appalling. 

When asked Mr. Forden’s defense was he was on leave and not 
involved in the creation or implementation of these policies. But 
this is not true. Mr. Forden returned to post in July of 2020, two 
months before the initial waiver was issued. 

Mr. Forden will tell you that no diplomats were forced into fever 
hospitals or similar institutions. This is also not true. A mother 
and her infant went into a fever hospital on his watch. Just days 
after he left post two American families were detained in makeshift 
fever clinics for at least 60 days each. That shows how bad things 
got and there are photos of this condition which we are going to 
submit into the record. 

State will also say our diplomats voluntarily submitted to these 
protocols and conditions. This is not true either. The information 
was never disclosed to them and the list goes on. 

An unwillingness to stand up for our diplomats and deference to 
an authoritarian government are not qualities we should promote 
and these are not people that we want running our embassies. 

I want to thank the whistleblowers and their families for their 
difficult service in China and for their bravery. For those of you 
that are here today I am sorry the State Department failed you. 
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If I hear of any reprisals against these whistleblowers who have 
come forward—all career employees at the State Department— 
there is going to be serious consequences that flow from that. 

As I say, we will get to some witnesses in a few minutes. Look, 
I do not like this any more than anybody else does. It is unfortu-
nate we have these. But we take these matters seriously, and I un-
derstand the majority has the power to run over us. They can sure 
do that. Out of the five I doubt all five of you will make it because 
I do not think that the majority leader is going to devote the time 
to all five but there you are for trying. 

So with that, let us get on with it. We will hear from them and 
then we will hear from others who have matters to say in that re-
gard. 

The CHAIRMAN. We are now going to allow our nominees to make 
opening statements. I will give you extra time if you want to re-
spond to some of the statements that the—that Senator Risch has 
made. 

We will start with Margaret Taylor. 

STATEMENT OF MARGARET L. TAYLOR, OF MARYLAND, NOMI-
NATED TO BE LEGAL ADVISOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE 

Ms. TAYLOR. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. 
Just for clarity, are we doing five minutes or two minutes? 
The CHAIRMAN. The normal practice for nominees I think is three 

minutes—three to five minutes. But because of the ranking mem-
ber’s opening statements and serious issues that he has raised if 
you want to take more time to respond to that you may. 

Ms. TAYLOR. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman Cardin, Ranking Member Risch, and members of the 

committee, it is a tremendous honor to appear before you as Presi-
dent Biden’s nominee to serve as legal advisor of the Department 
of State. 

I am so grateful to President Biden, to Secretary Blinken, to Ad-
ministrator Power, and to the members of this committee for your 
consideration—and your staff. 

I welcome my family seated behind me including my loving hus-
band of nearly 22 years, my wise, son, and my supportive sister, 
as well as my kind daughter who I am told is watching from her 
college dorm room. 

I also want to acknowledge my parents who instilled in me the 
importance of education and hard work. They are no strangers to 
the sacrifices of public service. My father was a major in the 
United States Army when I was born at Fort Bliss in Texas. 

I also want to acknowledge my maternal grandfather Edward 
Turner who served on a landing ship tank LST 912 in the South 
Pacific in World War II, participating in five invasions in 1944 and 
1945, and surviving an attack by an enemy plane. He and his gen-
eration sacrificed so much so that we could be free. 

I felt called to public service early on. It was in my third year 
at Columbia Law School in New York City that terrorists flew 
planes into the World Trade Center towers, a few miles south of 
where I sat stunned, speechless, and terrified for my country. 
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In the days and weeks that followed the call I felt to public serv-
ice became a single-minded commitment to the rule of law, to com-
bat the threats to America’s safety and security, and to advance 
the safety and security of peace-loving people around the world. 

I spent 10 years as an attorney pursuing these goals in the office 
I am now nominated to lead. I have worked under both Republican 
and Democratic administrations. I believe wholeheartedly in the 
role of this committee and Congress in shaping our foreign policy 
and that that is vitally important. 

If confirmed I will do what I have always sought to do through-
out my career, provide objective legal advice of the highest quality 
in the service of our Constitution and the American people and if 
confirmed this will be my top priority. 

I will use legal diplomacy vigorously to advance U.S. interests 
internationally and support the international legal rules that the 
U.S. helped to develop and that have benefited the United States 
so greatly since the end of World War II. 

I look forward to your questions, and if I may respond briefly to 
Senator Risch. In my time as general counsel of USAID I have pro-
vided legal advice that is consistent with all applicable provisions 
of law related to the use of appropriated funds including on the 
issue that you have raised and I want you to feel assured about 
that. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Ms. Taylor follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARGARET L. TAYLOR 

Chairman Cardin, Ranking Member Risch, and Members of the committee: It is 
a tremendous honor to appear before you as President Biden’s nominee to serve as 
Legal Adviser to the Department of State. I am grateful to President Biden, Sec-
retary Blinken, and Administrator Power for their confidence in me. I also want to 
express my gratitude to the Members of this committee, and your staff, for your con-
sideration. 

I had the privilege of working for this committee as its democratic deputy counsel, 
and later chief counsel and deputy staff director. The 51⁄2 years I spent here were 
among the most rewarding and meaningful of my career. The work of this com-
mittee is incredibly important, and I was honored to have the chance to assist in 
that work. Because of it, I am dedicated to the importance of the Article I branch 
of government in shaping and implementing our Nation’s foreign policy. 

I welcome my family, seated behind me, including my loving husband of nearly 
22 years; my wise son; my supportive sister; and my kind daughter—who I’m told 
is watching from her college dorm room. I also want to acknowledge my parents, 
who instilled in me the importance of education and hard work. They are no strang-
ers to the sacrifices of public service. My father was a Major in the United States 
Army when I was born at Fort Bliss in Texas. 

I also want to acknowledge my maternal grandfather, Edward Turner, who served 
on a Landing Ship Tank, LST-912, in the South Pacific in World War II, partici-
pating in 5 invasions in 1944 and 1945, and surviving an attack by an enemy plane. 
He and his generation sacrificed so much so that we could be free. 

I felt called to public service early on. I worked at the Department of Justice be-
fore attending Columbia Law School in New York City. It was in my third year 
there that terrorists flew planes into the World Trade Center towers a few miles 
south of where I sat-stunned, speechless, and terrified for my country. In the days 
and weeks that followed, the call I felt to public service became a single-minded 
commitment to the rule of law, to combat the threats to America’s safety and secu-
rity, and to advance the safety and security of peace-loving people around the world. 

After graduation and a judicial clerkship, I spent 10 years as an attorney pur-
suing these goals in the Office I am now nominated to lead. I worked under both 
Republican and Democratic administrations. I spent years learning the ins and outs 
of the legal aspects of sanctions, foreign assistance, international extradition, treaty 
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negotiations and ratification, and combating trafficking in persons. I want to high-
light this last item. It was a privilege to be a part of the efforts to use diplomacy 
to prosecute traffickers, protect victims, and prevent human trafficking; and I recog-
nize and appreciate Congress’s role in pressing for action to combat international 
trafficking in persons. 

I won’t rehash all of the accomplishments of this committee while I was a staffer 
here. Suffice it to say, I believe the role of this committee, and Congress, in shaping 
our foreign policy is vitally important. And when I departed the committee in 2018, 
I sincerely wanted the public to understand that better. So, I spent several years, 
outside of government, writing and offering public commentary about the legal as-
pects of Congress’s role in foreign policy and national security. 

If confirmed, I will do what I have always sought to do throughout my career as 
a lawyer: provide objective legal advice of the highest quality; with the utmost com-
mitment to integrity and ethical leadership; and in the service of our Constitution 
and the American people. If confirmed, this will be my top priority. I have led the 
Office of the General Counsel at USAID for more than three years with this philos-
ophy, and I am grateful to my colleagues there for the privilege of working alongside 
them to help people around the world live lives of dignity. 

In addition, if confirmed, I will use legal diplomacy vigorously to advance U.S. in-
terests internationally and support the international legal rules that the U.S. helped 
to develop and that have benefited the United States so greatly since the end of 
World War II. 

We depend on these norms of behavior in international politics. Russia’s fla-
grantly illegal, full-scale invasion of Ukraine is a direct challenge to these inter-
national rules. So are the People’s Republic of China’s expansive maritime claims 
in the South China Sea. There are other examples. 

We are a nation of laws. We respect our international obligations. The United 
States must continue to be a confident and principled voice for international legal 
norms in international politics. 

I would be humbled and honored to serve the United States in this new capacity. 
I look forward to your questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Woodhouse? 

STATEMENT OF ERIK JOHN WOODHOUSE, OF VIRGINIA, NOMI-
NATED TO BE HEAD OF THE OFFICE OF SANCTIONS COORDI-
NATION WITH THE RANK OF AMBASSADOR 

Mr. WOODHOUSE. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, and distin-
guished Members of the committee, I am honored to appear before 
you today. Thank you for considering my nomination and I also 
thank the committee staff for meeting with me. 

I am honored that President Biden has nominated me to lead the 
Office of Sanctions Coordination. I am grateful for Secretary 
Blinken’s support for my candidacy. 

I am here because of the love and support of my family, and most 
importantly my wife Emily and our three children. They are the 
foundation of my ability to serve. 

I am thrilled that my mother Cristina and my stepfather 
Erdmann can be here with me today. My father, Mark Woodhouse, 
passed away almost exactly two years ago. He would be very proud 
to know that I am here with you today. 

Beyond my family, I am grateful for many mentors and friends 
whose encouragement and lessons have shaped me in ways that 
bring me here today. 

I have spent more than half my career in public service in var-
ious roles at the State Department and at the Treasury Depart-
ment and a substantial time also in the private sector. 

I have seen from several perspectives how impactful sanctions 
can be as well as the importance of enforcement, clear communica-
tion, and engagement and would commit myself to furthering these 
efforts if confirmed. 
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In my current job I work on sanctions policy with colleagues 
across the State Department and the interagency as well as with 
our partners and allies around the world. I have worked closely 
with the current Office of Sanctions Coordination since its incep-
tion and have seen the important role it plays for U.S. sanctions 
policy overall. 

If confirmed I would seek to continue and deepen this work to 
ensure that our sanctions are fully integrated and in support of our 
foreign policy. 

The office makes the State Department more effective internally, 
in the interagency, and diplomatically when it comes to sanctions 
policy and implementation. Within the department more than 10 
bureaus reporting to four different under secretaries work inten-
sively on sanctions programs within their purview, and although 
an impressive amount of collaboration already happens it is a tall 
task. 

The office can play a key role ensuring consistency across our 
sanctions practice, identifying and shepherding good ideas through 
the bureaucracy, and resolving disagreements and ensuring that 
we are being responsive and timely. 

The office also has played a key role facilitating and strength-
ening coordination with the Treasury Department as well as with 
partners and allies on sanctions policy and implementation and, if 
confirmed, this work would remain a priority for me. 

I am also mindful of the committee’s role in creating the position 
for which I am nominated and would feel a special responsibility 
to ensure effective consultation with the committee in the course 
of our work. 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, and members of the committee, 
our sanctions are one of the most powerful tools we have to pursue 
our foreign policy and national security. 

I am honored to be nominated to lead the State Department’s 
work in this area and, if confirmed, to be entrusted with the re-
sponsibilities that entails. 

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Woodhouse follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT FOR ERIK J. WOODHOUSE 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, and distinguished Members of the committee, 
I am honored to appear before you today. Thank you for considering my nomination, 
and I also thank the committee staff for meeting with me. I am honored that Presi-
dent Biden has nominated me to lead the Office of Sanctions Coordination and 
grateful for Secretary Blinken’s support for my candidacy. 

I am here because of the love and support of my family, most importantly my wife 
Emily and our three children. They are the foundation of my ability to serve. I am 
thrilled that my mother, Cristina, and my stepfather, Erdmann, can be here with 
me today. My father, Mark, passed away almost two years ago; he would be very 
proud to know that I am here with you today. Beyond my family, I am grateful for 
many mentors and friends whose encouragement and lessons have shaped me in 
ways that helped bring me here today. 

I have spent more than half of my career in public service, in various roles at 
the State Department and at the Treasury Department, and a substantial time also 
in the private sector. I’ve seen from several perspectives how impactful sanctions 
can be, as well as the importance of enforcement, clear communication, and engage-
ment, and would commit myself to furthering these efforts if confirmed. 

In my current job, I work on sanctions policy with colleagues across the State De-
partment and the interagency, as well as with our partners and allies around the 
world. I have worked closely with the current Office of Sanctions Coordination since 
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its inception and have seen the important role it plays for U.S. sanctions policy 
overall. If confirmed, I would seek to continue and deepen this work to ensure that 
our sanctions are fully integrated and in support of our foreign policy. 

The Office makes the State Department more effective internally, in the inter-
agency, and diplomatically when it comes to sanctions policy and implementation. 
Within the Department, more than ten bureaus reporting to four different Under 
Secretaries work intensively on sanctions programs within their purview and al-
though an impressive amount of collaboration already happens, it is a tall task. The 
Office can play a key role ensuring consistency across our sanctions practice, identi-
fying and shepherding good ideas through the bureaucracy, resolving disagreements, 
and ensuring that we are being responsive and timely. The Office also has played 
a key role facilitating and strengthening coordination with the Treasury Depart-
ment, as well as with partners and allies, on sanctions policy and implementation. 
If confirmed, this work would remain a priority for me. 

I also am mindful of this committee’s role in creating the position for which I am 
nominated, and would feel a special responsibility to ensure effective consultation 
with the committee in the course of our work. 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, and Members of the committee, our sanctions 
are one of the most powerful tools we have to pursue our foreign policy and national 
security. I am honored to be nominated to lead the State Department’s work in this 
area, and if confirmed, to be entrusted with the responsibilities that entails. 

Thank you. I look forward to your questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Forden? 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT WILLIAM FORDEN, OF CALIFORNIA, A 
CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF MINISTER–COUNSELOR, NOMINATED TO BE AM-
BASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE KINGDOM OF 
CAMBODIA 

Mr. FORDEN. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, and distinguished 
members of the committee, thank you for considering my nomina-
tion to be the next United States Ambassador to the kingdom of 
Cambodia. 

I am honored by the faith President Biden and Secretary Blinken 
have placed in me. If confirmed, I will work closely with Congress 
to advance U.S. interests in Cambodia. 

The United States is a long-standing and committed partner of 
the Cambodian people and we seek to work with Cambodia’s new 
government to advance a shared vision of a free, open, prosperous, 
and secure Indo-Pacific region. 

We have productive bilateral cooperation on a number of impor-
tant issues but we have much work to do in others. There have 
been many setbacks in Cambodia in recent years concerning de-
mocracy and human rights. If confirmed I will make these issues 
a key priority. 

The United States also has serious concerns about the intent, na-
ture, and scope of construction at Ream Naval Base and the role 
the PRC military is playing in this process. 

The United States will continue to support efforts to maintain 
and preserve Cambodia’s sovereignty. It would be a great honor to 
lead our experienced and professional U.S. mission staff in Phnom 
Penh. 

If confirmed I will do my utmost to prioritize their safety and se-
curity and ensure the American taxpayers’ resources are used effi-
ciently and effectively to advance U.S. interests. 

On a more personal note, it has been my lifelong dream to con-
tribute to U.S.-Cambodia relations. As a young college student I 
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watched as my mother, a public school teacher, served as a volun-
teer English tutor to Cambodian refugees sponsored by our church. 

Meeting these wonderful people and learning about Cambodia’s 
rich culture and history instilled in me a deep appreciation for that 
beautiful country. 

Finally, I cannot conclude without thanking the people who have 
supported me throughout my 35-year career in the Foreign Service. 
My parents, Bill and Toby, watching from—today from their home 
in St. George, Utah, were tremendous role models and instilled in 
me a deep respect for people from all cultures and backgrounds. 

And I am so appreciative of my wife Jasmine, my daughters Jes-
sica and Emily, and my son Christopher, who have made enormous 
sacrifices to join me in frequent moves around the world. Without 
their love and support I would not be where I am today. 

And I am equally proud of my daughter-in-law Noelle, who, like 
my son Christopher, is a distinguished West Point graduate serv-
ing our country in the United States Army. 

Thank you again, members of the committee, for your consider-
ation. I look forward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Forden follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT WILLIAM FORDEN 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, and distinguished Members of the committee: 
Thank you for considering my nomination to be the next United States Ambassador 
to the Kingdom of Cambodia. I am honored by the faith that President Biden and 
Secretary Blinken have placed in me. 

If confirmed, I will work closely with Congress to advance U.S. interests in Cam-
bodia. I look forward to supporting the Cambodian people in their aspirations for 
a truly independent, prosperous country that respects democratic principles, human 
rights, and the rule of law. 

The United States is a longstanding and committed partner of the Cambodian 
people, and we seek to work with Cambodia’s new government to advance a shared 
vision of a free, open, prosperous, and secure Indo-Pacific region. 

We have productive bilateral cooperation on a number of important issues. Law 
enforcement, child protection, education, cultural preservation, public health, and 
POW/MIA accounting are some of the bright spots in our bilateral relations. Our 
two countries also continue to work together on regional and global issues, such as 
the full range of ASEAN cooperation, the Mekong-U.S. Partnership, condemnation 
of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, and implementing DPRK-related UN Security 
Council resolutions. 

While we have worked well together in these areas, there is still much work to 
do in others. Cambodia has regressed from a flawed, but functioning, democracy to 
a state of governance that has little tolerance for dissent. There have been many 
setbacks concerning human rights and democratic practices, including the conviction 
for ‘‘treason’’ of political opposition leader Kem Sokha and the imprisonment of U.S.- 
Cambodian citizen Seng Theary and union leader Chhim Sithar. 

It is my belief that Cambodia’s new generation of leaders offers an opportunity 
to improve the country’s international standing, including by restoring genuine 
multi-party democracy, ending politically motivated trials, and allowing independent 
media outlets to reopen and function without interference. If confirmed, I will make 
advancing respect for human rights and multiparty democracy a central focus of my 
work. 

The United States has serious concerns about the intent, nature, and scope of con-
struction at Ream Naval Base, as well as the role the PRC military is playing in 
this process and in the future use of the facility. The United States will continue 
to support efforts to maintain and preserve Cambodia’s sovereignty. 

Our experienced and professional U.S. Mission staff in Phnom Penh—both Amer-
ican and locally employed staff—are dedicated to defending U.S. national interests 
and strengthening the U.S.-Cambodia relationship. If confirmed, I will prioritize 
their safety and security, work to invest in their professional development, and do 
my utmost to ensure that the resources provided by American taxpayers are used 
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efficiently and effectively to advance U.S. interests. I would be honored to lead and 
facilitate our team’s efforts throughout the Kingdom. 

On a more personal note, it has been a life-long dream for me to contribute to 
building a strong relationship between the people of the United States and Cam-
bodia. Ever since I was a young college student, I watched as my mother served 
as a volunteer English tutor for Cambodian refugees that were sponsored by our 
church. Meeting these wonderful people in our home and learning about Cambodia’s 
rich culture and its long history—both its ancient history as well as its more recent 
tragic history—instilled in me a deep appreciation and fascination with that beau-
tiful country. 

Finally, I cannot conclude without thanking the people who have inspired and 
supported me throughout my 35-year career in the Foreign Service. My parents, Bill 
and Toby, watching today from their home in St. George, Utah, were tremendous 
role models and instilled in me a thirst for life-long learning and travel and a deep 
respect for people from all cultures and backgrounds. My father himself was a life- 
long public servant in the field of corrections in California and my mother was a 
public-school teacher and entrepreneur in the education field. 

I am so proud and appreciative of my wife, Jasmine, my daughters Jessica and 
Emily, and my son Christopher, who have made enormous sacrifices to follow me 
as we moved frequently throughout their lives to live in places as diverse as China, 
Taiwan, Vietnam, and Israel. Without their love and support, I would not be where 
I am today. I am equally proud of my daughter-in-law Noelle who, like my son 
Christopher, is a distinguished West Point graduate currently serving our country 
in the United States Army. 

Thank you, Members of the committee, for your consideration of my nomination. 
I look forward to your questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Aliu? 

STATEMENT OF B. BIX ALIU, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR, NOMINATED TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA TO MONTENEGRO 

Mr. ALIU. Thank you, Chairman Cardin, Ranking Member Risch, 
and distinguished committee members. 

I am humbled and honored to appear before you as President 
Biden’s nominee to be the next U.S. Ambassador to Montenegro. I 
am grateful to the President and Secretary Blinken for their con-
fidence in me and I hope to earn your trust as well. If confirmed 
I will work closely with you to advance U.S. interests in Monte-
negro. 

I would not be here today without my family’s support. With me 
is my wife Dr. Nora Zajazi, who has championed me through our 
incredible 36-year journey together; my son Bled, a Nittany Lion 
and a recent GW Law grad who is a member of the D.C. bar, and 
my warrior daughter Tea who is alive today because she beat leu-
kemia and who is studying archaeology and historical preservation 
when she has time because she is a cheerleader and a member of 
the rugby team at the University of Mary Washington. 

My children are my greatest blessing and I am very proud of the 
global citizens they have become. However, none of us would be 
here without my parents Azem and Shirley and their sacrifices. 
They fled the former Yugoslavia, leaving everything behind to 
allow my sisters and me to pursue a better life in the United 
States. 

Distinguished committee members, if confirmed, I will be the 
first Albanian American in our history to serve as a U.S. Ambas-
sador, a testament that if you trust in God, dream big, work hard 
you will succeed. 
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Over my 22-year diplomatic career I have been privileged to 
serve American citizens and promote U.S. interests and values 
around the world. Recently I led Mission Poland and guided our 
team in advancing humanitarian and security goals as Russia’s 
brutal invasion sent millions of Ukrainians across the border. 

The welfare of American citizens is ever paramount and I worked 
with Polish leaders to secure a safe passage for Americans fleeing 
Ukraine. If confirmed the safety and security of U.S. citizens in 
Montenegro will remain a top priority. 

American leadership matters. Montenegro’s 2023 elections pro-
vided a historic opportunity to accelerate the country on its EU 
path. 

However, we must also be clear eyed about the risks this goal— 
to this goal that Montenegro’s governing coalition poses and remain 
engaged with practical solutions to help the country attain its 
rightful place in the European Union, which 80 percent of 
Montenegrins desire. 

If confirmed four priorities will guide my work. First, Russia’s 
brutal war in Ukraine underscores the urgency for Montenegro to 
accelerate critical reforms for EU accession: democratic develop-
ment, stability and prosperity. 

If confirmed I will lead an interagency effort to engage Montene-
grin leaders and to promote the rule of law, fight intense corrup-
tion, respect human rights, and deliver tangible results to their 
citizens, all in line with U.S. national security objectives. 

Second, Montenegro has been a steadfast NATO ally for seven 
years including stalwart support to Ukraine and deployments to 
NATO’s eastern flank. If confirmed I will work to deepen those 
NATO security ties. 

Third, we will strengthen Montenegrin resilience against malign 
actors seeking to undermine its democracy and institutions, expand 
journalistic professionalism, buttress civil society, and amplify U.S. 
messaging on transatlantic values. 

And, finally, if confirmed I will support Montenegro’s economic 
prosperity through a renewed U.S.-Montenegro economic dialogue 
to strengthen the investment climate. 

It is also essential that the United States and the EU help iden-
tify viable alternatives to PRC investment especially in critical in-
frastructure. 

Montenegro is at a crossroads. The country needs effective demo-
cratic institutions cemented in the Euro-Atlantic framework and 
committed to the welfare of all of its citizens. 

We are Montenegro’s ally in building a better tomorrow as part 
of NATO and the EU. Montenegrin citizens clearly have voiced this 
desire with their votes and deserve nothing less. 

I would be honored to lead our mission in Podgorica. I appreciate 
the opportunity to appear before this committee and welcome your 
questions and God bless the United States of America. 

If I could, sir, I would like to address a couple of the claims that 
were made. 

Senator, thank you for your concern about my visitor. I wanted 
to be very, very clear that I strictly adhere to policies that re-
spect—in respect to contact reporting. 
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In fact, the minority counsel did receive a review. DS did a re-
view of the instance and confirmed that I abided by requirements 
with respect to contact foreign reporting and temporary stay. 

I have never had a security violation in my career in the Foreign 
Service and at the time I also informed the Ambassador and the 
RSO of the visitor. 

I want to talk a little bit about the allegations of my difficulties 
with staff as well. My leadership style is to empower. My leader-
ship style is an empathetic leadership style. My leadership style is 
the core of my being. 

I have always protected the people that I have worked—that I 
have worked with and I will continue to do so. If you note in my 
resume, half of my career has been dedicated to nurturing and the 
professional development of diplomats. I worked at the Foreign 
Service Institute to do so. 

So this is the first that I am hearing about these claims. The dif-
ficulty to staff piece is the last thing that I wanted to touch on and 
you very rightly so said, sir, that in the two-year—after I left it 
went up. It was taken away. 

It was taken away because I put parameters in place to make 
sure that we had the correct number of people bidding on jobs that 
we had—we reached out and expanded our outreach for work in 
Poland and that is a cycle. It takes a cycle to happen. 

And so I am very, very happy that it is correct. It is no longer 
a hard to fill post. Thank you very much. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Aliu follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF B. BIX ALIU 

Thank you, Chairman Cardin, Ranking Member Risch, and distinguished com-
mittee members; I am humbled and honored to appear before you as President 
Biden’s nominee to be the next U.S. Ambassador to Montenegro. I am grateful to 
the President and Secretary Blinken for their confidence in me, and I hope to earn 
your trust as well. If confirmed, I will work closely with you to advance U.S. inter-
ests in Montenegro. 

I would not be here today without my family’s support. With me is my wife, Dr. 
Nora Zajazi, who has championed me through our incredible 36-year journey to-
gether; my son, Bled, a Nittany Lion and recent GW law grad; and my daughter, 
Tea, who is studying archeology and historical preservation at the University of 
Mary Washington. My children are my greatest blessing, and I am very proud of 
the global citizens they have become. None of us would be here without the sac-
rifices of my parents, Azem and Shirley. They fled the former Yugoslavia, leaving 
everything behind to allow my sisters and me to pursue a better life in the United 
States. Distinguished committee members, if confirmed, I will be the first Albanian 
American in our history to serve as a U.S. Ambassador—a testament that if you 
trust in God, dream big, and work hard, you will succeed. 

Over my 22-year diplomatic career, I have been privileged to serve American citi-
zens and promote U.S. interests and values in the UAE, Montenegro, Albania, 
North Macedonia, Kosovo, and Hungary. Recently, I led Mission Poland and guided 
our team in advancing humanitarian and security goals as Russia’s brutal invasion 
sent millions of Ukrainian refugees across the Polish border. The welfare of Amer-
ican citizens is ever paramount, and I worked with Polish leaders to secure safe pas-
sage for Americans fleeing Ukraine. If confirmed, the safety and security of U.S. 
citizens in Montenegro will remain my top priority. 

I have always ensured mission policies reflect Administration and congressional 
priorities. I have sent tough, clear messages advocating for the rule of law, demo-
cratic institutions, media freedom, and rights of minority groups—often in the face 
of outside criticism. These experiences have prepared me to lead U.S. Mission 
Podgorica. 

American leadership matters. Montenegro’s 2023 elections provide a historic op-
portunity to accelerate the country on its EU path. We must also be clear-eyed 
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about the risks to this goal that Montenegro’s governing coalition poses, and remain 
engaged, with practical solutions, to help the country attain its rightful place in the 
European Union, which 80% of Montenegrins desire. 

If confirmed, four priorities will guide my work: 

• First, Russia’s brutal war in Ukraine underscores the urgency for Montenegro 
to accelerate critical reforms for EU accession, democratic development, sta-
bility, and prosperity. If confirmed, I will lead an interagency effort to engage 
Montenegrin leaders and promote the rule of law, fight entrenched corruption, 
respect human rights, and deliver tangible results to their citizens, all in line 
with U.S. national security objectives. 

• Second, Montenegro has been a steadfast NATO Ally for seven years, including 
stalwart support to Ukraine, deployments to Enhanced Forward Presence in 
Latvia, and increasing troops for Enhanced Vigilance Activities in Bulgaria. If 
confirmed, the mission and I will work to deepen those security ties, also 
through our excellent State Partnership Program with the Maine National 
Guard; and streamline Montenegro’s acquisitions that enhance interoperability, 
such as its recent purchase of patrol boats built in Alabama and 65 JLTVs pro-
duced in Oshkosh, Wisconsin. 

• Third, we will strengthen Montenegrin resilience against malign actors seeking 
to undermine its democracy and institutions. If confirmed, I will collaborate 
with the interagency, EU, and local partners to counter disinformation; expand 
journalistic professionalism, freedom, and independence; buttress civil society; 
and amplify U.S. messaging on Trans-Atlantic values. We will also pursue sanc-
tions, where appropriate, to confront and counter malign actors. 

• Finally, if confirmed, I will support Montenegro’s economic prosperity through 
a renewed U.S.-Montenegro Economic Dialogue to strengthen the investment 
climate, improve infrastructure, diversify energy sources, promote 
decarbonization, and deepen regional economic integration. It is essential that 
the United States and EU partners help identify viable alternatives to problem-
atic PRC investment, particularly in critical infrastructure. To that end, I will 
encourage adopting Blue Dot Network and Strategic Ports initiatives to bolster 
sustainable, transparent development, level the playing field for U.S. exporters 
and suppliers; and reduce trade barriers. 

Montenegro is at a crossroads—the country needs effective democratic institutions 
cemented in the Euro-Atlantic framework and committed to the welfare of all its 
citizens. The United States will work with Montenegro’s leaders to advance shared 
goals, uphold international commitments, and tackle corruption. We are 
Montenegro’s ally in building a better tomorrow as part of NATO and the EU. Mon-
tenegrin citizens clearly voiced this desire with their votes and deserve nothing less. 
I would be honored to lead our Mission in Podgorica. I appreciate the opportunity 
to appear before this committee and welcome your questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Sfraga? 

STATEMENT OF DR. MICHAEL SFRAGA, OF ALASKA, NOMI-
NATED TO BE AMBASSADOR-AT-LARGE FOR ARCTIC AF-
FAIRS 

Dr. SFRAGA. Thank you, Chairman Cardin and Ranking Member 
Risch and distinguished members of the committee for the oppor-
tunity to appear before you today as the nominee for Ambassador- 
at-Large for Arctic affairs. 

I am grateful for the trust and confidence President Biden and 
Secretary Blinken have placed in me to represent a region in which 
I live and have dedicated most of my career. I would also like to 
thank Senator Murkowski for her gracious introduction and for her 
continued support. 

I come before you today as an Alaskan and a humble example 
of the American dream. I am the son of working-class parents and 
the first in my family to graduate from college. 
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My story compels me, it requires me, to serve our nation. My 
family could not be with me today, but I thank them for their love, 
their support, their strength, and their humor. 

My father, a high school graduate and blue-collar worker, passed 
away in November, but I know he is relishing this moment—as his 
son sits before you as a nominee to serve our country. 

The Arctic is undergoing profound change. Russia’s war against 
Ukraine has rendered cooperation virtually impossible with Russia 
including in the Arctic. 

The PRC is attempting to reshape the global rules-based system 
in its favor and increasingly working with Moscow to elevate and 
advance its presence and its influence in the Arctic in ways that 
threaten our interests. 

And at the same time climate change is disproportionately im-
pacting the Arctic and its people. If confirmed, I commit to address-
ing these changes by promoting U.S. leadership and interests while 
countering geopolitical competitors’ ambitions and ensuring Arctic 
governance is reserved for Arctic nations by strengthening coopera-
tion with like-minded Arctic allies and partners to keep the Arctic 
a region of peace, stability, and prosperity, by combating climate 
change and addressing its impacts to build more resilient Arctic 
communities, and by advocating for more economic, social, and cul-
tural opportunities in the region in meaningful consultation with 
indigenous and local communities. 

The creation of this position has already shown our allies and 
partners, and our adversaries that we are serious about our inter-
ests in the Arctic. 

If confirmed I look forward to working with this committee, the 
Congress, and the administration with a sense of urgency and pur-
pose to advance our important interests in the Arctic. 

Thank you, sir. And if I may just follow up on just a couple of 
points. 

Senator Risch, I share your concerns about Chinese influence in 
universities and other organizations. I share those concerns. Memo-
randums of agreement, partnerships, sometimes they seem opaque. 
But as your document points out they have not been opaque. 

They have been very purposeful in their use as a tool just like 
many of the tools of the PRC. So I share that concern. 

In terms of documentation, I appreciate you and your staff’s will-
ingness to accept a more full picture of my career by documenting 
more and more of my presentations and publications, about 150 to 
200 or so altogether—I appreciate that—and providing a full ac-
counting of MOUs. 

In terms of travel to Russia, indeed, I traveled to Russia after 
Crimea was invaded in 2014 but not after 2022. It is hard to ignore 
half of the Arctic, which is Russia, and in the North it is a big 
neighborhood but a small community and you must engage and, in-
deed, at one of those conferences President Putin did provide a key-
note address but I had no interaction with President Putin at all. 

Sir, I would just leave it at that, aside from saying that the 
North needs leadership and this position can project and reflect 
U.S. policy domestically and internationally. 

I thank you both, sir. 
[The prepared statement of Dr. Sfraga follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. MICHAEL SFRAGA 

Thank you, Chairman Cardin, Ranking Member Risch, and distinguished Mem-
bers of the committee for the opportunity to appear before you today as a nominee 
for the position of Ambassador-at-Large for Arctic Affairs. 

I am grateful for the trust and confidence President Biden and Secretary Blinken 
have placed in me to represent a region in which I live—and have dedicated most 
of my career. I would also like to thank Senator Murkowski for her gracious intro-
duction and support. 

I come before you as a humble example of the American dream, the American 
promise, the American dividend. I am the son of working-class Italian Americans 
who came to this country at the turn of the last century and worked too many 
hours, for too many years to ensure our family had our most basic needs met; they 
created the path that led me to this chair. 

I am the first in my family to attend to college, to earn a bachelor’s degree, a mas-
ter’s degree, and a PhD. I am a proud native of Brooklyn, New York and resident 
of Fairbanks, Alaska. My story compels me—requires me—to serve our nation. 

My family could not be with me today, but I thank them for their love, support, 
strength, and humor. My father, a high school graduate and blue-collar worker 
passed away in November, but I know he is relishing in this moment—as his son 
sits before you as a nominee to serve our country. 

The Arctic is undergoing profound change, including an increasingly challenging 
geopolitical environment. Russia’s illegal war of aggression against Ukraine has ren-
dered cooperation with Moscow virtually impossible, including in the Arctic. 

The PRC is attempting to reshape the global rules-based system in its favor and 
increasingly working with Moscow to elevate and advance its presence and influence 
in the Arctic. And at the same time, the impacts of climate change are 
disproportionality impacting the Arctic environment and its people. 

These realities have resulted in a renewed unity among likeminded Arctic na-
tions: 

• To reinvigorate and expand the transatlantic Alliance, motivating Finland and 
Sweden to join NATO and making 7 of the 8 Arctic nations members of the 
most powerful defensive alliance in world history. 

• To combat climate change. 
• To work closely to bring about more economic, social, and cultural opportunities 

across the region. 
• And to strengthen the international rules-based order. 

These four points are in line with the U.S. National Security Strategy that states, 
‘‘The United States seeks an Arctic region that is peaceful, stable, prosperous, and 
cooperative’’ and mirror the four pillars of the 2023 U.S. National Strategy for the 
Arctic Region: 

• Security 
• Climate Change and Environmental Protection 
• Sustainable Economic Development 
• International Cooperation and Governance. 

If confirmed, I commit to supporting the Strategy’s implementation while advanc-
ing U.S. interests through the following six priorities: 

• Strengthen cooperation with likeminded Arctic and non-Arctic Allies and part-
ners in efforts to keep the Arctic a region of peace, stability, and prosperity, and 
expand international and sub-national cooperation especially across the North 
American Arctic. 

• Leverage the tools of government to increase commerce through sustainable eco-
nomic growth. This includes expanding Arctic infrastructure and connectivity, 
and the responsible development of essential commodities, such as critical min-
erals. 

• Promote U.S. leadership and interests while countering geopolitical competitors’ 
ambitions; ensuring Arctic governance is reserved for Arctic nations; and lever-
age the region’s unique position to strengthen the international rules-based sys-
tem. 

• Address the impacts of climate change and build more resilient Arctic commu-
nities. 
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• Empower U.S. Arctic rights- and stakeholders, especially Indigenous and local 
communities, through regular meaningful consultations, to inform policy and 
support their participation in international fora. 

• Advance domestic and international understanding of the importance of the 
Arctic region and help build the next generation of Arctic leaders. 

I know the President’s decision to create the position of Ambassador-at-Large for 
Arctic Affairs, in close consultation with the Congress, will enhance and elevate the 
nation’s Arctic leadership. 

If confirmed, I will ensure the Ambassador’s office projects and reflects U.S. Arctic 
policy, brings value and support to the many offices within the Department with 
Arctic equities; creates one focal point within the Department of State to inform, 
lead, facilitate, and coordinate Arctic efforts and policy directives; and serves as a 
resource and partner for our bilateral Ambassadors, interagency colleagues, and 
international partners. 

I am honored to have been nominated for this position and, if confirmed, I look 
forward to working with this committee, the Congress, and the Administration— 
with a sense of urgency and purpose—to achieve these important goals. Thank you. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let me thank all of you for your statements and, 
again, for your willingness to serve our country. I am going to re-
serve my time. 

Senator Risch? 
Senator RISCH. Thank you, and I will try to be brief because I 

do have some witnesses. 
So let me first follow up with that. Have you engaged with the 

FBI at all regarding your work with the Russians and the Chinese? 
Dr. SFRAGA. Sir, I have not engaged directly with the Russian— 

with the FBI on work with Russia and China. 
Senator RISCH. Have they done any investigations of you in that 

regard? 
Dr. SFRAGA. I have no idea, sir. 
Senator RISCH. You know that we have been told that that hap-

pened. Is that correct? 
Dr. SFRAGA. I do know that. 
Senator RISCH. Yeah. And you are aware that we cannot get the 

FBI to deny that. Are you aware of that? 
Dr. SFRAGA. I am not aware of that. 
Senator RISCH. And have you retained an attorney at all in re-

gards to a possible investigation? 
Dr. SFRAGA. No, sir. 
Senator RISCH. Okay. Thank you. 
Let me give an opportunity because this is going to go into the 

record so I want to give Mr. Aliu a chance to respond to this. Give 
me just a second here. 

This was the letter. I am wondering if you saw this. Did you see 
the letter that was dated April 21st, 2021, and this is Mr. Aliu. 
Have you seen the letter dated April 21, 2021, to Ambassador 
Carol Z. Perez, Acting Under Secretary of State for Management 
and District General of the Foreign Service? Have you seen that 
letter? 

Mr. ALIU. No, sir. 
Senator RISCH. Okay. I want to quote from this letter because it 

is going to go into the record and I want you to respond to it, 
please. 

This was from an employee and it is someone who was employed 
there in the Embassy. Quote, ‘‘The time I spent at Embassy War-
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saw under DCM Aliu’s leadership was one of the worst experiences 
of my Foreign Service career. 

‘‘He created an incredibly toxic work environment and often ex-
hibited blatantly inappropriate or unethical behavior, especially 
once he became Chargé. When one individual curtailed and raised 
concerns about his behavior he retaliated against him by maligning 
them to other senior leaders during visits, calls, et cetera. 

‘‘That experience had a chilling effect on other officers. When 
other officers curtailed they did not cite him or his behavior in 
their curtailment requests for fear of reprisal.’’ 

Do you want to respond to that? 
The CHAIRMAN. I am going to let you respond. Just for the record 

I want to point out that you are quoting from a letter that we just 
got this morning. This nomination has been pending for 535 days. 
But we did not receive this information from the Republicans until 
this morning. 

Senator RISCH. And just for the record, too, this came from a 
whistleblower and we did not have it either until recently. 

Mr. ALIU. Absolutely. Thank you, Senator. 
I share your concern because there is nothing more important to 

me than the well being and the welfare of the people that I work 
with. I worked very, very closely with your staff, sir, and with 
yourself when I worked in Poland. We took on a lot of challenges, 
and I want to thank you for that and I want to thank your staff 
for that. 

Let me address this issue. I have never seen this letter so it is 
very difficult for me to be able to respond to that letter without 
having read it and without having seen it. 

But the department has shared an unprecedented amount of my 
personnel information with your staff and there are no complaints 
of any type or anything like that in that information that they have 
shared. 

If there were such complaints I would have not passed the vet-
ting for the nomination today nor would I have received the Presi-
dential Rank Award I did because of the thorough vetting. 

I also provided minority counsel with a list, the very detailed 
lists of the people that curtailed during Ambassador Mosbacher’s 
and my time—five people in four years. Two of those people we 
asked to leave. 

So there are—the claims in that letter, the part that I heard you 
mention, something about me badmouthing somebody to other peo-
ple, that is not my modus operandi. I do not badmouth anybody. 
I have not badmouthed anybody. 

I have nurtured and I have allowed for the professional develop-
ment of the staff. My record as well as many other testimonials— 
the support from Ambassador Mosbacher, the support from Senator 
Blackburn, the support from many, many Republicans—will also 
attest my dedication including Ambassador Ric Grenell, including 
Bill White, all of whom, by the way, wished—wanted me to thank 
you and say hello to you on their behalf. 

Sir, I take nothing more important. I think there is nothing more 
important than the well being of our staff, their physical being and 
their mental being, and I have—my credit—my reputation shows 
that. So thank you very much. 
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Senator RISCH. Mr. Chairman, my time is almost up and I do 
want to save some time because we are—it is going to take a bit. 
Thank you. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Menendez? 
Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Let me just start off as someone who understands being falsely 

accused. I believe that due process at the minimum requires no-
tice—due notice—and time and an opportunity to be heard. 

And so to the extent that we are going to challenge, which is per-
fectly legitimate, nominees, having notice so that a fulsome answer 
to any of those issues could be had is something that I would hope 
that the committee would make as its practice. 

Now, let me say that I regret to say that I have a strong objec-
tion to Ms. Taylor’s nomination because the State Department will 
be getting a damn good legal advisor, and since I know that legal 
advisors can often create challenges for the interests of the com-
mittee as it relates to needing things that they want from the State 
Department I wish she was on this side of the ledger, even though 
we have a great counsel here at the committee, than there. 

But I know she will do an extraordinary job. I do hope that as 
part of that extraordinary job you will remember the obligations 
under the CASE Act to this committee and that you will advise the 
department appropriately. 

Do I have your commitment on that? 
Ms. TAYLOR. Absolutely, Senator. Thank you. 
Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you. 
Now, let me—I am interested in all these nominees but I only 

have limited time so I will submit some questions for the record. 
Let me focus on Mr. Woodhouse because as the architect and au-
thor of many of the sanctions that you will be called upon to coordi-
nate for the State Department I want to pursue some with you. 

Iran continues to deny any direct involvement in the attacks of 
Iran-based groups against the United States in the Middle East. 
However, there is no denying that its proxies do not have the 
weaponry and intelligence capabilities to execute such attacks on 
the United States without Tehran. 

If confirmed you would be the lead sanctions diplomat respon-
sible for coordinating sanctions and ensuring their full implementa-
tion. 

So, Mr. Woodhouse, do you believe that our sanctions on Iran 
have been effective? Is there more if you were confirmed in this 
role that you would be advising the State Department to pursue? 

Is it a moment, especially with what Iran is continuing to do not 
only through its proxies and destabilizing of the region but its vio-
lation of the IAEA’s obligations that it has for which we know less 
today than we did before, to internationalize those sanctions? Can 
you give me some thinking on that? 

Mr. WOODHOUSE. Thank you for that question, Senator. 
Iran is an adversary and one of the leading state sponsors of ter-

rorism and I would absolutely treat it that way. It is also one of 
the most heavily sanctioned countries in the world with long-stand-
ing programs addressing the full range of its harmful and desta-
bilizing activities. 
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The Biden administration has not lifted any sanctions on Iran 
and we have continued to implement and enforce those sanctions. 
This includes actions involving Iranians’ oil exports, its support for 
terrorism and its proxies in the region. 

Senator MENENDEZ. But, for example, we are not sanctioning 
China, which is purchasing huge amounts of Iranian oil and is giv-
ing flow to the Iranians of money. 

Mr. WOODHOUSE. Thank you, Senator. We have—in a number of 
actions that have involved Iranian oil sales we have designated en-
tities in China both in Hong Kong and mainland China. 

Senator MENENDEZ. Well, it is far—we cannot claim success with 
the flow that is going into China of Iranian oil and therefore the 
flow of money that is going from China to Iran. 

Let me turn to Venezuela. I urged the Biden administration not 
to preemptively give away the enforcement mechanism that the 
United States possesses through sanctions until we saw real tan-
gible results from the Maduro regime. 

Then in January I was, sadly, proven right when Maduro’s hand-
picked Supreme Court upheld a ban on the candidacy of Maria 
Corina Machado, the opposition candidate who won overwhelm-
ingly last year’s primary election. She is now barred. 

So when the primary opponent that the people have spoken al-
ready want this person to be their candidate is barred then it 
seems to me that the Maduro regime has failed to live up to its end 
of the deal and there have to be consequences from the United 
States and our allies. 

Maduro gained sanctions relief and other measures that only 
benefit the regime. How are you going to hold the Maduro regime 
accountable for failing to uphold the Barbados agreement as Ven-
ezuela’s presidential election remains set for July 28? 

Mr. WOODHOUSE. Thank you for that question, Senator. We con-
tinue to believe that the Barbados agreement is the most effective 
path forward to achieve a return to democracy in Venezuela. 

However, as you note, a number of actions by Maduro and his 
representatives have been inconsistent with that agreement and 
cast real doubt on their willingness to follow through on that agree-
ment. 

We have already begun to pull back sanctions relief, specifically 
General License 43 involving interactions with the gold sector in 
Venezuela, and we have been clear that if Maduro and his rep-
resentatives do not get back on track with the Barbados agreement 
we will not renew General License 44 which authorizes activities 
in the oil sector. 

So we are watching the situation very carefully and we are pre-
pared to allow General License 44 to expire and not offer any addi-
tional sanctions relief until Venezuela returns and gets back— 
Maduro and his representatives get back on track with the Bar-
bados agreement. 

Senator MENENDEZ. Well, I look forward to following up in writ-
ten questions with you. These two issues as it relates to your nomi-
nation is of critical importance to me and I would like to see a 
more fulsome—maybe there will be an opportunity for you and I 
to speak after your hearing. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. WOODHOUSE. I would welcome that, Senator. 
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Ricketts? 
Senator RICKETTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Right now the world is more dangerous since—than any time 

since World War II and this makes the work that we do on this 
committee so critical. 

It goes without saying that the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, when it acts in a bipartisan manner, is going to be more 
effective. As a new member of this committee I have enjoyed work-
ing with my Democratic colleagues on a number of important 
issues. I would point to the work Senator Shaheen and I have done 
when we have engaged on the European Subcommittee. 

That is why I was disappointed to hear about how we got to this 
nominations hearing today. I agree that we have to have Ambas-
sadors and State Department officials in their posts to pursue 
American interests. 

However, it is vital that we have the right people in those posts 
and this makes our oversight role here so important because the 
responsibilities of these positions warrants scrutiny and vetting. 

It has been nine months since we first learned that Robert 
Malley was suspended and placed on administrative leave because 
of an investigation into his possible mishandling of classified docu-
ments. 

This was revealed, by the way, not by the State Department but 
by the press. Malley was not some low-level official either. He was 
the special envoy for Iran who played a critical role in this admin-
istration’s Iran policy. 

Soon after the press reports revealed that Malley was under in-
vestigation by the FBI and the State Department Diplomatic Secu-
rity Office. We then come to find out through a leaked sensitive 
State Department memo published by the Tehran Times that 
Malley’s investigation and clearance suspension had occurred 
weeks earlier than originally known and, again, just let me stress 
that we learned that from not the State Department but the state- 
controlled Tehran Times, not our own government. 

And, finally, in September a press report revealed that Iran had 
orchestrated an influence operation that involved Malley’s close as-
sociates and yet we have not heard from the State Department on 
whether this revelation was related to Malley’s suspension and in-
vestigation. 

Time and time again the State Department has stonewalled re-
quests from Congress to understand the basics of these allegations, 
let alone whether something more nefarious was occurring. 

However, it has chosen to hide behind the Privacy Act despite 
the law providing clear exception for oversight committees. This is 
coming from an administration that on its first day pledged that 
it would bring transparency and truth back to government. Clearly, 
that is not the case. 

Ms. Taylor, are you familiar with the Privacy Act of 1974? 
Ms. TAYLOR. Yes, I am, Senator, because at USAID we do deal 

with the Privacy Act on a fairly routine basis. 
Senator RICKETTS. Very good. Based on your legal understanding 

does the Privacy Act provide an exception for congressional over-
sight committees? 
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Ms. TAYLOR. Yes, it does, Senator. It provides an exception for 
that either house of Congress or committees or subcommittees of 
Congress. 

Senator RICKETTS. So based on your legal understanding do you 
agree that the Privacy Act includes an exception for congressional 
inquiries, does not require prior written consent from the concerned 
individual, and makes no distinction between majority and minor-
ity requests? 

Ms. TAYLOR. I am not sure about the majority/minority request 
piece of it but, yes, that is my understanding. 

Senator RICKETTS. Okay. Great. 
Based on your legal understanding do you believe the Privacy 

Act would prevent the disclosure to this committee information per-
taining to the suspension of Robert Malley’s security clearance? 

Ms. TAYLOR. Senator, I do not believe the Privacy Act would have 
that effect and I would—I will just say I am not privy to any of 
the conversations at the State Department on this matter so I have 
limited visibility into any of this. 

Senator RICKETTS. So, Mr. Chairman, it has been 250 days since 
we found out of Malley’s suspension and, clearly, this administra-
tion does not want to cooperate. We have got letters back from 
them basically saying they are using the Privacy Act to say they 
cannot do it despite that it very clearly says that Congress does 
have the ability to hear this. 

You were—and, obviously, I was not in the SCIF with you when 
you heard from the folks there. But I do not think it is unreason-
able for this committee to perform its inherent oversight role and 
demand transparency. 

Therefore, I make a motion for the committee to suspend the 
rules and subpoena all the relevant documents related to Malley’s 
suspension and investigation so we can get to the bottom of this 
and if the chairman is unwilling to consider a suspension of the 
rules then I would ask that we take this off and have a vote on 
it in our next business meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman would yield just for a moment. 
The State Department does not have that information. It is the FBI 
that has the information that you are referring to. The FBI oper-
ates under a different set of standards in regards to investigations. 

So it is not the State Department that is the proprietary entity 
that has the material that you are requesting. 

Senator RISCH. Mr. Chairman? 
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Risch? 
Senator RISCH. I think there is no doubt that the FBI has this 

information. But State Department certainly has that information 
and they admitted as much to you and I when we met with them. 
So I—— 

The CHAIRMAN. I do not think they did. I agree with you that 
they were not responsive to your requests but I do not believe the 
State Department had the information. I think the State Depart-
ment said—that is why we had the representative from the Justice 
Department that was in the SCIF. That was the entity that was 
responding to us. It was not the State Department. 

Senator RISCH [continuing]. Well, they were all there and they 
would not tell us how to get this information. I mean—— 
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Senator RICKETTS [continuing]. So, again, perhaps, if there is 
some—— 

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. I think the challenge—— 
Senator RICKETTS [continuing]. Clarify on this we could take it 

up again. 
The CHAIRMAN. I think the challenge is that in law enforcement 

that does investigations they are very protective of any of the infor-
mation from anyone. I do not necessarily agree with that but that 
is law enforcement. It is not State Department. 

Senator RICKETTS. But—okay. So, again, if we do a subpoena of 
the State Department—I agree FBI operates under different terms 
so I totally get that. 

But if we subpoena the State Department and they have no 
records then they would have nothing to give us. But if they do 
have records, even just basic HR records on when Mr. Malley was 
suspended and so forth would that not be helpful in us getting to 
understand that? And if the Chairman does not want to take it up 
here I certainly understand taking it up at a business meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN. I am more than happy to work with you on that. 
It is just not relevant to this hearing or the nominee that you are 
referring. 

Senator RICKETTS. I think it is. 
The CHAIRMAN. I am more than—— 
Senator RICKETTS [continuing]. I think it is relevant because the 

Chair—the ranking member, rather—is putting a hold on Ms. Tay-
lor because of the lack of responsiveness from the State Depart-
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. We will continue to work with you in that regard 
but it is not relevant to this specific hearing that we have before 
us. 

Senator RICKETTS. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Shaheen? 
Senator SHAHEEN. Well, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member 

Risch and to all of our nominees today, thank you all very much 
for your willingness to continue to serve the country and congratu-
lations on your nominations. 

I would like to address what are some underlying issues that, 
sadly, do not have anything to do with your nomination but do 
have to do with what we need to do to ensure that we have ambas-
sadors and representatives of the United States in place who can 
do the work of this country, and I am very disappointed that there 
is such a lack of trust on this committee that 500 days into the 
nominations of Mr. Aliu we finally get the information that is the 
concern that the minority has had. 

And I think those are serious allegations and they need to be in-
vestigated and I would like to have done that 500 days ago. 

And you do not need to respond, Senator Risch, but I think this 
committee needs to get its act together so that we do not have 
hearings in the future where we are—so that we are, first, not 
holding up nominees for 200-plus days when we need you in the 
field and, secondly, that we are having a hearing like this where 
a lot of dirty laundry is being aired when we should be talking 
about the role that these nominees are going to play in the coun-
tries to which we hope you will serve. 
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So I am really disappointed in the behavior of the committee 
today and I hope that we are going to fix that, going forward. 

Now, Mr. Aliu, recognizing that you have not seen those letters 
accusing you I will say that my office has received numerous en-
thusiastic recommendations about your service and have com-
mended your leadership and your management style and your 
character. 

So I would like to, therefore, raise questions about Montenegro 
and the job that you hopefully will be going to serve. 

I had the pleasure of visiting Montenegro in the—within the last 
year and we met with President Milatovic at the Munich Security 
Conference. This is a country, as you point out, that is on the cusp 
of EU membership and I want you to talk to us a little bit about 
how we can support how you would support Montenegro if you are 
confirmed as ambassador as they continue their accession talks 
with the EU. 

Mr. ALIU. Senator Shaheen, thank you so much and thank you 
for your leadership, and thank you for the kind words. 

I would be remiss if I did not thank you for your leadership in 
Europe when I was charge in Poland and if I did not thank Senator 
Risch and his team because we worked very, very hard and pro-
tected media freedom in that country and I would be remiss if I 
did not mention that. Thank you so much. 

First, if confirmed, what I would continue to do is ensure that 
Montenegro continues down its path towards EU accession. We 
have vibrant programs through our INL programming that the 
Embassy is implementing right now because right now Montenegro 
has opened 33 chapters of 35 for accession talks. 

They closed three provisionally and they are working on two of 
the most important. The EU has put—chapters 23 and 24, judicial 
reform and security reform—the EU has put conditions on Monte-
negro that they cannot move forward if they do not close these 
chapters. 

So what we are doing and what the Embassy is doing, and I hope 
to continue and expand, is provide both technical and capacity- 
building assistance to the prosecutor’s office to the special police to 
combat corruption and organized crime. 

They have done a—the new government has done a miraculous 
job in the 100 days that they have been in power. They have 
named judicial councils, filled vacant constitutional court places. 

They have named a very competent and brave Chief Special 
Prosecutor—Mr. Novovic, that is taking on crime and prosecuting 
bad actors. We need to continue to help them but we also need to 
continue to push on the EU and, if confirmed, I will do so to make 
this accession process transparent and fair. 

Thank you, ma’am. 
Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you. I certainly agree with that on the 

EU. 
In my brief time that I have left, Dr. Sfraga, given that NATO 

has welcomed the two new Arctic allies in Sweden and Finland can 
you talk about how you would work with NATO partners if you are 
confirmed to ensure that we are all working together to deter Rus-
sian and Chinese aggression in the Arctic? 
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Dr. SFRAGA. Thank you, Senator, for the question. We all do wait 
patiently but maybe with a good sense of urgency about Sweden’s 
imminent ascension to NATO. 

With seven of the eight Arctic nations now members of the 
NATO it intensifies and further coordinates and further strength-
ens the transatlantic alliance because what we have created now 
is a trans-Arctic alliance and Sweden now is a big part of that as 
is Finland, of course, and NATO. 

Ma’am, I would certainly work very closely with our European 
bureau, our NATO colleagues, and in Brussels. The job of this am-
bassadorship should be to inform and to bring value to this discus-
sion. 

The Arctic is unique but it is globalized, and so now we have a 
region in the Arctic that is very much part of NATO’s portfolio. 
With the networks that an ambassador should have, that ambas-
sador should be able to inform the process, inform interoperability, 
look at opportunities to strengthen this alliance but needs to work 
very closely with our bilateral ambassadors in those countries, 
bring value to internal discussions, work appropriately with the 
Department of Defense, and think about ways in which we commu-
nicate what it is that we are doing. 

This is the most—this is the strongest defensive alliance the 
world has ever seen, and it has now grown because of actions from 
another country. 

These two countries, Finland and Sweden, bring to us capacities 
that we need, we welcome. They are friends. They are allies. They 
have unique capabilities in the North that can not only be used in 
their side of the North but, I would argue, in the North American 
side of the North. There is an analogue here. And so I would see 
this role to be connecting and to informing and to assisting in that 
process. 

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hagerty? 
Senator HAGERTY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Forden, I would like to start with you. You are nominated 

to be the Ambassador to Cambodia. I have spent time in Cambodia. 
I have also spent a lot of time dealing with the PRC. 

Can you tell me how extensive is China’s influence in Cambodia? 
Mr. FORDEN. Thank you for that important question, Senator. 
We have seen in—especially in recent years—for quite a long 

time that Chinese investment in Cambodia has risen dramatically, 
that Chinese citizens traveling to Cambodia and residing there and 
getting involved in sometimes nefarious—— 

Senator HAGERTY. I think that is an understatement. The influ-
ence of China in military affairs, political affairs, economic affairs, 
is extensive. I know that. You know that. 

Mr. FORDEN. Right. 
Senator HAGERTY. What I want to talk to you about is how do 

you stand up to Chinese influence because we need our diplomats 
to be strong. We need our diplomats to stand up to nefarious influ-
ence, as you mentioned. It is all over Cambodia. 

So I want to go back to your time when you were serving at mis-
sion China. First, I want to ask you this. Are you aware of the leg-
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islation that Senator Peters and I just passed out of the Homeland 
Security Committee yesterday dealing with BGI and WuXi AppTec? 

Mr. FORDEN. No, I am not. 
Senator HAGERTY. These are PRC-influenced and controlled com-

panies that take the genomic data of people all over the world in-
cluding Americans and they work with the PRC. Exposing any 
American genetic data to the PRC is a grave concern of mine. 

Let us go back to your time serving as DCM in China. You un-
derstand this, don’t you? You understand the approach of the Chi-
nese. Would you be concerned about them having our DNA data? 

Mr. FORDEN. Absolutely, but—— 
Senator HAGERTY. I am glad you share my concern. But accord-

ing to whistleblower complaints back in 2021 when you were in 
charge of the Embassy in Beijing you knowingly allowed DNA col-
lection from our U.S. Government employees through blood tests 
prior to their entry to China and it is in spite of the national secu-
rity and the counterintelligence concerns that you seem to share 
with me. 

The U.S. Government had no way to verify that China only used 
these samples for COVID–19. In fact, China refused to 
deanonymize or to—I am sorry, to anonymize and to destroy the 
samples. Weren’t you concerned? 

Mr. FORDEN. I certainly was concerned but, Senator, at the time 
that policy—those policy decisions were made in Washington and 
then we were instructed to implement them in China. 

My understanding was that they were shared with all of the rel-
evant agencies and I can tell you at post—— 

Senator HAGERTY. Well, here is my understanding. 
Mr. FORDEN [continuing]. Beijing is that we also discussed those 

with all of the relevant agencies and I was never—no information 
was ever brought to my attention that any of the relevant agencies 
believed that what the Chinese were doing with COVID testing in 
China would enhance their ability to collect the DNA because—— 

Senator HAGERTY. I think you should—I think you should have 
followed the instructions from the State Department because back 
in September 2020 they granted—the State Department granted a 
limited waiver of inviolability—Senator Risch mentioned this—that 
allowed for predeparture COVID testing for U.S. personnel so long 
as conditions remained the same on the ground. 

But the conditions then were nasal swab testing. They went to 
blood testing. The PRC even dictated which labs could be used in 
America. 

You did nothing to stop that. You did not notify through the front 
channel the State Department as you were instructed to do. You 
did not stop that from happening. In fact, you recommended that 
our personnel comply with the PRC’s request. I think that is deep-
ly, deeply concerning. 

And then we get documents from March and June of 2021 that 
talk about your consent to this protocol change. Going to COVID– 
19 blood tests and only at labs that they allowed opened the door 
for the PRC. They gain an inch because you allowed that to hap-
pen. 

And then what happens next? It gets even worse. In early 2021 
it comes to Mission China’s attention that the PRC has now esca-
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lated beyond blood tests to go to anal swabs of our personnel in 
their apartments. That is shocking to me. 

Did you decide to stand up then to the PRC? 
Mr. FORDEN. Senator, the reports of anal swabs of U.S. diplomats 

are completely false, and there was an instance that occurred when 
a U.S. diplomat incorrectly complied—voluntarily complied with 
that when he should not have and we rapidly and immediately pro-
tested to the—— 

Senator HAGERTY. So you protested this—— 
Mr. FORDEN [continuing]. And told—and told—— 
Senator HAGERTY [continuing]. But you did not protest them tak-

ing our blood samples and exposing our DNA. 
Mr. FORDEN. I never—by that time I was—— 
Senator HAGERTY. What I am saying is we have to have dip-

lomats that will stand up for American interests and will stand up 
to China. 

Mr. FORDEN [continuing]. Senator—— 
Senator HAGERTY. If you are going to go to Cambodia you need 

to be able to stand up for our interest and for our diplomats’ inter-
est. You need to be strong against China, not allow them an inch 
and certainly not allow them the mile. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FORDEN. Senator, there is an enormous amount of informa-

tion here that is being—that is incorrect and not true that you are 
weaving into this narrative. 

We—Ambassador Branstad and I—throughout our tenure there 
we tirelessly pushed back on the Chinese on every single one of the 
things that you mentioned. 

With regard to blood tests, at no point ever while I was in China 
did I waive anyone’s diplomatic immunity or instruct anybody in 
China to comply with a request for a blood test in China. These 
blood tests—— 

Senator HAGERTY. No. Not in China, in the U.S. 
Mr. FORDEN [continuing]. I understand. These blood tests in the 

U.S.—— 
Senator HAGERTY. At the labs the PRC dictated. 
Mr. FORDEN. That is right. 
Senator HAGERTY. You did allow it. 
Mr. FORDEN. That was a Washington, D.C.-based decision and 

policy. I was never consulted on that issue because that was a re-
quirement that the Chinese Embassy in Washington put out there 
for travelers to China. 

Senator HAGERTY. And I just read you what the notice required. 
You were supposed to notify the State Department through the 
front office channel if conditions on the ground changed. Conditions 
certainly changed going from a nasal swab to taking our blood test 
and DNA. 

Mr. FORDEN. Well, I—every single change of any type that hap-
pened with blood testing or requirements in China that occurred 
during my tenure was immediately, almost in real time, informed 
to the department. 

We were having daily phone calls, email exchanges, and weekly 
conference calls on all of these issues and every change was com-
municated back. 
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Senator HAGERTY. So you are saying you did—under the limited 
waiver of inviolability that Senator Risch mentioned—you did no-
tify the front office channels. You did do that when this condition 
on the ground changed—when this condition moving to a blood test 
requirement you did notify them as required? 

Mr. FORDEN. That was a development in Washington and not in 
Beijing. They were quite aware—well aware of that because that 
was a requirement that the Chinese Embassy in Washington noti-
fied to the State Department about requirements including visa re-
quirements that people would need to travel to China. 

So I can talk about what happened in China and I can assure 
you that everything that happened in China we shared, again, al-
most in real time any changes, any modifications. 

Any additional requirements that were imposed in China were 
shared almost in real time with our counterpart offices in the State 
Department and informed to department leadership at the time, 
which was Secretary Pompeo and Under Secretary Bulatao. 

Senator HAGERTY. Did you relay at any time your concerns about 
the Chinese Government having access to our blood samples? 

Mr. FORDEN. That was a discussion that occurred in Washington 
in the interagency. 

Senator HAGERTY. I remain very concerned about this. You are 
aware of my legislation to try to address it. We have to keep our 
DNA here and I want our diplomats to be protecting Americans at 
every turn possible. I would expect that from each of you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Cruz? 
Senator CRUZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Woodhouse, the position of sanctions coordinator is supposed 

to oversee and implement sanctions in an objective and non-
partisan way. In examining your record during the Biden adminis-
tration I have become concerned that you are singularly unquali-
fied for this position. 

Far too often the Biden administration has politicized sanctions. 
This administration has used sanctions as a bludgeon against coun-
tries and international figures whom Democrats do not like while 
ignoring much more significant violations by those embraced by the 
global populist left. 

You have sanctioned our friends and ignored our enemies and 
the mess on the global stage is a direct result of that. Let’s start 
by talking about Israel and Hamas. 

Hamas has launched repeated wars against Israel during the 
Biden administration, injuring, kidnapping, murdering thousands 
of people including dozens of Americans. 

They know they cannot defeat Israel militarily so their funda-
mental strategy is to use Palestinian human shields to generate 
Palestinian civilian casualties and, therefore, international outrage 
to damage Israel. 

To counter that strategy in 2018, I authored and secured into 
law mandatory sanctions against Hamas and Hezbollah terrorists 
for using human shields. In May of 2021 Hamas launched yet an-
other war against Israel once again using human shields. 

Mr. Woodhouse, how many Hamas terrorists did you sanction for 
using human shields during this conflict? 
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Mr. WOODHOUSE. Thank you for that question, Senator. 
During the Biden administration we have released multiple 

rounds of sanctions targeting both Hamas and its financial net-
works in the region and globally, seeking to continue to degrade its 
ability to operate and perpetrate these awful crimes against Israel. 

Senator CRUZ. I understand you want to make a generic state-
ment. I am going to ask the question again because it is precise. 
How many Hamas terrorists did you sanction for using human 
shields during the 2021 conflict? 

Mr. WOODHOUSE. With respect to the Shield Act sanctions I will 
have to get back to you. I do not have that number currently. 

Senator CRUZ. Well, I can help you on it. That number was zero. 
You did not sanction anybody and that is why you do not have the 
number because there is not an answer to give. 

All right. Let us move forward. Hamas sanctioned. They use 
human shields. You have got a mandatory obligation to sanction 
them but this administration does not want to because in a conflict 
between the Palestinians and Israel this administration has de-
cided that you are for the Palestinians and against Israel. 

Recently you exercised the other half of that. This administration 
sanctioned Israelis. Those sanctions were imposed pursuant to a 
new executive order that imposes crippling sanctions on, quote, 
‘‘persons undermining peace, security, and stability in the West 
Bank.’’ 

Critics have rightly said that this executive order and your impo-
sition of sanctions is meant to target only Israeli Jews living in 
Judea and Samaria. The administration has claimed in your talk-
ing points that the sanctions are neutral. So if it is neutral it ought 
to be pretty simple to answer this question. 

The Palestinian Authority gives hundreds of millions of dollars 
to terrorists who murder Jews. These are ‘‘pay to slay’’ payments, 
which they call martyrs funds. 

How many sanctions have you imposed on the Palestinian Au-
thority or Palestinian officials for paying for the murder of Jews? 

Mr. WOODHOUSE. Thank you for that question, Senator. 
The program that you just referenced has been very recently es-

tablished. There has been one round of sanctions imposed under 
that program. I cannot preview future actions—— 

Senator CRUZ. All on Jews? 
Mr. WOODHOUSE [continuing]. The first round did—the targets 

were all Israeli, yes. 
Senator CRUZ. Well, and clearly in the wake of October 7th you 

are looking at Hamas terrorists who murdered 1,200 people, who 
rape women, who murder children and I will tell you it was sick-
ening. A number of us sat here. The Chairman of this committee 
arranged for us to listen to stories of the horrors that came on. 

Why does the Biden administration look at that and say, clearly, 
what we need to do is sanction Israeli Jews? But we do not sanc-
tion Hamas. We do not sanction Hamas terrorists for using human 
shields and you do not sanction the Palestinian Authority for es-
sentially offering rewards for the murder of civilians. 

Why not? 
Mr. WOODHOUSE. Senator, President Biden and the administra-

tion have been very clear that the United States stands behind 
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Israel’s right to defend itself against these attacks. We also have 
imposed—— 

Senator CRUZ. Okay. Except for the fact that you are only sanc-
tioning our friends and you are not sanctioning our enemies. 

All right. My time has expired but I want to ask one last thing. 
You have screwed up sanctions in the Middle East. You have 
screwed up sanctions in Latin America, which could be an entire 
other round of questioning. But let me end with this. 

Screwing up sanctions also caused the war in Ukraine. If you 
knew in 2021 that allowing Nord Stream 2 to be physically com-
pleted would convince Vladimir Putin that he was able to destroy 
Ukraine’s energy infrastructure and then invade Ukraine would 
you still have made the same decisions you made then about Nord 
Stream 2 to give Putin a multibillion-dollar gift and an invitation 
to invade Ukraine? 

Mr. WOODHOUSE. Thank you, Senator. 
When Russia began that invasion they had already heard from 

the President, standing next to German Chancellor Scholz, that if 
Russia invaded, Nord Stream 2 would be no more and Chancellor 
Scholz said that there was no disagreement—— 

Senator CRUZ. If Russia—so did that work? I find your answer 
astonishing. 

Mr. WOODHOUSE. Well, Nord Stream 2 is no more. 
Senator CRUZ. Are you claiming responsibility for that? 
Mr. WOODHOUSE. No. 
Senator CRUZ. You will make news if you are saying that. 
Mr. WOODHOUSE. No. 
Senator CRUZ. I am not aware of that. Well, then that cannot be 

your answer. If that is not what you are saying—you smirk and say 
Nord Stream 2 is no more, but your gift, refusing to enforce the 
sanctions on Nord Stream 2, caused the invasion. 

My question, which you did not answer, if you knew then what 
you know now would you still have given that gift to Putin and 
started the war? 

Mr. WOODHOUSE. Senator, the decision that we had to make in 
2021 was a pipeline that was almost complete. The Secretary has 
been clear—— 

Senator CRUZ. Are you going to answer the question? Would you 
have made the same decision knowing what you know now, yes or 
no? 

Mr. WOODHOUSE. The decision that we had to make at that time 
was based on the facts and the realities available at that time. 

Senator CRUZ. It was staggeringly wrong. All of us told you it 
was staggeringly wrong. You did not listen to us and it caused the 
war because you put ideology above the interests of America and 
above the interests of our allies. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Risch? 
Senator RISCH. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want—I understand 

you can deny it but I want to formally request that we have some 
witnesses to testify. 

The CHAIRMAN. Right, and as Senator Risch is aware that when 
we call witnesses for a hearing it has worked out. We will have 
some from each, the Democrats and Republicans, and we will de-
cide whether it is necessary. 
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We have not done that on nomination hearings. It would require 
advance notice so, yes, your request is denied. 

Senator RISCH. And thank you for that. I would say that this is 
a little different. These are fact witnesses who can corroborate 
some of these if not all of these allegations here. 

Let me say, first of all, I would like to ask unanimous consent 
that—all the documentation I referred to and will submit for the 
record, please. 

The CHAIRMAN. No objections, but pointing out, again, that this 
material was not shared with the committee prior to today. 

Senator RISCH. Well, the—Mr. Chairman, with all due respect, 
there is some material that came in—the one letter came in today. 
But these—some of the whistleblower letters came in in ’20 and ’22 
and you have had—the majority and minority have had—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Just to be clear, you gave us a folder that in-
cluded, I think, three documents. Those documents were first seen 
by us today, if I understand correctly. 

I do not know the additional documents you are referring to but 
the three documents that you gave us in a folder today at our desk 
it is my understanding that they were not—we had not seen them 
until this morning. 

Senator RISCH. There is very little in there that has not been 
seen. The whistleblower complaints were directed to you or to the 
minority and the majority way back when. So that is included in 
here. 

And I have a number of other documents that I have that have 
been in possession. They have been in—we used them for the in-
vestigations on this matter. So—— 

Senator SHAHEEN. I do not think we received it. 
The CHAIRMAN. We had not looked at it. But I am not going to 

object to you including it in the record. 
Senator RISCH. And I—— 
The CHAIRMAN. You have the right to include what you want to 

into the record. I just want everyone to understand that it will be 
our opportunity to review that information and we look forward to 
reviewing it. 

Senator RISCH. If and when we ever get to a debate on the floor 
we will reference those and read them into the record on the floor. 
But in the meantime I would like them in the record for the com-
mittee to review. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is—without objection, so ordered. 
[The information referred to above is located at the end of this 

transcript.] 
Senator RISCH. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. I think that the rhetoric that has been used by 

particularly our Republican colleagues with certain innuendos they 
are just not accurate. I think our witnesses have responded to each 
of those. I am going to be asking some questions for the record just 
to clarify that. 

Mr. Forden, you made it very clear that the decisions in regards 
to testing was not made in China, that if—to the extent the deci-
sion was made it was made by the Secretariat’s office in Wash-
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ington, DC. That was not your decision making. I think you were 
pretty clear about the role that you played there. 

Ms. Taylor, I think you have been pretty clear that in regards 
to the abortion policies that you did not change any of the deci-
sions. That was in the Trump administration as far as the frame-
work for the laws and the application of the laws. 

So it is interesting that my Republican colleagues are using that 
to say that there is a difference under the Biden administration 
when in fact some of their complaints are probably under the 
Trump administration. 

But you are a legal advisor. You follow the law, if I understand 
what you had said. 

Mr. Aliu, I think you had responded that—to the charges that 
have been made that they are just not true and that will—you may 
have a disgruntled employee issue. We recognize that and we will 
take a look at the information that has been made part of our 
record. 

Mr. Woodhouse, the number of sanctions that have been imposed 
particularly against Russia are unprecedented. This is the single 
largest number of sanctions I think we have ever imposed, and the 
sanctions against Iran we cannot find any more to impose. 

We want to enforce the sanctions but we are looking—we have 
pretty well exhausted the cupboard as to what we can find for 
sanctions. 

So I just want to point—make the record clear that—the aggres-
siveness of the Biden administration in regards to the use of sanc-
tions. 

Mr. Sfraga, I can understand if you have written or participated 
in a hundred or 200 conferences and that there will be a lot of ma-
terial there that we have a right to go through and that you are 
attending conferences on the Arctic would certainly include Russia 
and China. 

So I think that you would not be an expert in this area if you 
did not have those opportunities. So we will take a look at all the 
information being made available by the Republicans today. We 
will take a look at all the information. 

You will be—I have a feeling there is going to be some questions 
for the record, and maybe I am wrong on that but I got to think 
there is going to be a few questions that will be asked. 

We are going to ask that the record remain open until the close 
of business tomorrow, March the 8th, for questions for the record. 
I would ask you all to do your best to get them back as complete 
and as quickly as possible so that we can then evaluate with the 
next way that we will continue our process of vetting executive 
nominations and I will certainly be working closely with all mem-
bers of the committee. 

Senator Shaheen? 
Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry Senator Cruz has 

left because I was a co-sponsor of those—the legislation on Nord 
Stream 2, and I certainly disagreed with the administration’s fail-
ure to put those sanctions on after that legislation was passed. 

But for anybody to suggest that that is the reason that Vladimir 
Putin invaded Ukraine denies the reality of the situation. 
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So I just want to give an opposing view for the record that I do 
not believe Vladimir Putin used Nord Stream 2 as the reason to 
invade Ukraine. It certainly was not the reason when he went into 
Ukraine in 2014. 

I do not think it is the reason he went in two years ago and I 
think we need to do everything we can to stop him. 

The CHAIRMAN. And with those comments the hearing will stand 
adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 

Additional Material Submitted for the Record 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO MARGARET L. TAYLOR BY SENATOR BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 

Responsiveness to Committee and Congress 
Question. First, I have a few questions that speak to the importance that this 

committee places on responsiveness by all officials in the executive branch, and that 
we expect and will be seeking from you. I would ask you to provide just a YES or 
NO answer. Do you agree to appear before this committee and make officials from 
your office available to the committee and designated staff when invited? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, I agree to work with this committee to make appro-
priate officials from my office available to the committee and designated staff when 
invited. 

Question. Do you commit to keep this committee fully and currently informed 
about the activities under your purview? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, I commit to keep this committee fully and currently 
informed about the activities under my purview. 

Question. Do you commit to engaging in meaningful consultation while policies 
are being developed, not just providing notification after the fact? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, I commit to engaging in meaningful consultation with 
the committee. 

Question. Do you commit to promptly responding to requests for briefings and in-
formation requested by the committee and its designated staff? Thank you. 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, I commit to promptly responding to requests for brief-
ings and information requested by the committee and its designated staff. 

Global Magnitsky 
As you know, I am a proud champion of the Global Magnitsky Act, which 

has promoted accountability for human rights violators and corrupt officials 
around the world. One provision of Global Magnitsky requires the Adminis-
tration to make determinations about whether foreign persons have engaged 
in sanctionable activity, upon a request from the Chair and Ranking Mem-
ber of the SFRC. There have been three such joint Chair and Ranking mem-
ber requests. To date, the Executive Branch has not complied. 

Question. Can you provide your assurance that you will work with the committee 
to ensure that all provisions of the Global Magnitsky Act are fully complied with? 

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I am committed to working within the Department and 
with the Department of the Treasury and this committee on the implementation of 
all sanctions authorities, including the Global Magnitsky Human Rights Account-
ability Act. 

Use of Force and Houthis 
Question. The White House has sent at least four reports to Congress over the 

past two months pursuant to the War Powers Resolution, providing notice of strikes 
against Houthi targets. What is your view on the need for authorization to use mili-
tary force for these actions on an ongoing basis? 

Answer. I understand the Administration’s view is that the President’s constitu-
tional authority under Article II authorizes the recent uses of force against the 
Houthis to protect and defend U.S. forces and degrade and disrupt the ability of the 
Houthis to carry out attacks against vessels in the Red Sea region. 
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I am not currently involved in deliberations regarding the legal basis for uses of 
force against Houthi targets but, if confirmed, I commit to actively engage in these 
discussions, and to ensure that Congress is well-informed about these very impor-
tant matters. 

On a personal note, it is my view that the most important and grave decision a 
government can make is whether to send its sons and daughters into harm’s way. 

International Criminal Court 
Question. In the 2023 Consolidated Appropriations Act, Congress made clear that 

we support the President assisting the International Criminal Court’s investigation 
into Russia’s atrocities in Ukraine, including Putin’s war crimes. If confirmed, would 
you work to support the ICC’s efforts to hold Putin to account? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would work closely with the Ambassador-at-Large for 
Global Criminal Justice and others to further U.S. support for a range of inter-
national investigations and inquiries into war crimes and other atrocities in 
Ukraine and against its people, including those conducted by the Prosecutor of the 
International Criminal Court (ICC). 

I appreciated when the Senate passed S. Res. 546 on March 15, 2022, which pro-
vided that the Senate ‘‘supports any investigation into war crimes, crimes against 
humanity, and systematic human rights abuses levied by President Vladimir Putin, 
the Russian Security Council, the Russian Armed Forces and their proxies, and 
President Putin’s military commanders.’’ 

Question. In the 2023 Consolidated Appropriations Act, Congress made clear that 
we support the President assisting the International Criminal Court’s investigation 
into Russia’s atrocities in Ukraine, including Putin’s war crimes. In your view, 
would aiding the Russia/Ukraine investigation pave the way for prosecutions 
against the U.S. or contrary to our interests? 

Answer. No. Russia’s cruel and systematic flouting of international law, including 
the United Nations Charter, and its utter inaction in addressing alleged atrocity 
crimes set it apart. It is in service of U.S. national security interests to uphold the 
rule of law and to ensure those responsible for the most serious crimes of concern 
to the international community are held accountable. The International Criminal 
Court can play a meaningful role in this regard, especially where, as in Russia, 
there is a complete absence of accountability efforts at the national level. Construc-
tive engagement with the ICC supports rather than undermines U.S. interests, in-
cluding advancing accountability and protecting our personnel. 

Question. As General Counsel of USAID, can you confirm that you have advised 
full compliance with U.S. law, including related to statutory restrictions on foreign 
assistance related to reproductive health? 

Answer. Yes, as the General Counsel of USAID, I have advised full compliance 
with U.S. law, including related to statutory restrictions on foreign assistance re-
lated to reproductive health. 

Question. Was there any change in USAID’s legal position on compliance with 
such restrictions, including the Helms and Siljander amendments, from the Trump 
administration? 

Answer. There has been no change in USAID’s legal position on compliance with 
statutory restrictions on foreign assistance related to reproductive health, including 
the Helms Amendment and the Siljander Amendment, from the previous adminis-
tration to the current administration. USAID continues to comply with such statu-
tory restrictions. 

Statutory abortion restrictions are implemented through mandatory standard pro-
visions included in USAID grants, cooperative agreements, and contracts. My under-
standing is that these standard provisions have been substantively the same for 
many years. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO MARGARET L. TAYLOR BY SENATOR JAMES E. RISCH 

Section b(9) of the Privacy Act of 1974 states: ‘‘No agency shall disclose 
any record unless disclosure of the record would be to either House of Con-
gress, or, to the extent of matter within its jurisdiction, any committee or 
subcommittee thereof, any joint committee of Congress or subcommittee of 
any such joint committee.’’ 
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Question. In your legal opinion, does the Privacy Act provide an exception for dis-
closures to Congressional committees? 

Answer. Yes, in my view, this language provides an exception for disclosure of Pri-
vacy Act-protected information to either House of Congress, or, to the extent of a 
matter within its jurisdiction, any committee or subcommittee thereof, any joint 
committee of Congress or subcommittee of any such joint committee. If confirmed, 
I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share appro-
priate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws of the 
United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. In your legal opinion, do you agree this exception covers congressional 
inquiries regarding matters of oversight? 

Answer. Yes, in my view, this language provides an exception for disclosure of Pri-
vacy Act-protected information to either House of Congress, or, to the extent of a 
matter within its jurisdiction, any committee or subcommittee thereof, any joint 
committee of Congress or subcommittee of any such joint committee. This could in-
clude information that is related to matters over which a committee or sub-
committee is exercising oversight. If confirmed, I commit to working with the com-
mittee and others in Congress to share appropriate information and be as trans-
parent as possible, consistent with the laws of the United States and the constitu-
tionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. In your legal opinion, do matters pertaining to the security clearance 
of senior employees at the State Department fall under the jurisdiction of the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee? 

Answer. While I am not in a position to answer hypothetical questions, as a gen-
eral matter, in my view, matters pertaining to the security clearance of senior em-
ployees at the State Department would fall under the jurisdiction of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee. In fact, I understand that there is now a requirement 
in the FY 24 NDAA that the Chair and Ranking members of this committee be in-
formed when a covered State Department official’s security clearance is suspended 
or revoked. 

If confirmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to 
share appropriate information andbe as transparent as possible, consistent with the 
laws of the United States and the Constitution. 

Question. In your legal opinion, do you agree this exception does not require writ-
ten consent prior to disclosure? 

Answer. Yes, in my view, this language provides an exception for disclosure of Pri-
vacy Act-protected information to either House of Congress, or, to the extent of a 
matter within its jurisdiction, any committee or subcommittee thereof, any joint 
committee of Congress or subcommittee of any such joint committee. Such an excep-
tion would not require a written Privacy Act authorization by the affected individual 
prior to the disclosure. If confirmed, I commit to working with the committee and 
others in Congress to share appropriate information and be as transparent as pos-
sible, consistent with the laws of the United States and the constitutionally-man-
dated accommodation process. 

Question. In your legal opinion, do you agree this exception does not require a re-
quest from the Chairman of a committee in order for the exception to apply? 

Answer. I have not had the opportunity to examine prior executive and legislative 
branch policy and practice, caselaw, and regulation on this specific matter. However, 
if confirmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to 
share appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the 
laws of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation proc-
ess. 

Section b(9) of the Privacy Act of 1974 states: ‘‘No agency shall disclose 
any record. unless disclosure of the record would be to either House of Con-
gress, or, to the extent of matter within its jurisdiction, any committee or 
subcommittee thereof, any joint committee of Congress or subcommittee of 
any such joint committee.’’ 

Question. In your legal opinion, do you agree this exception makes no distinction 
between majority and minority requests? 

Answer. I have not had the opportunity to examine prior executive and legislative 
branch policy and practice, caselaw, and regulation on this specific matter. However, 
if confirmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to 
share appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the 
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laws of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation proc-
ess. 

Question. In your opinion, do matters pertaining to the security clearance of em-
ployees at the State Department fall under the jurisdiction of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee? 

Answer. While I am not in a position to answer hypothetical questions, as a gen-
eral matter, in my view, matters pertaining to the security clearance of senior em-
ployees at the State Department would fall under the jurisdiction of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee. In fact, I understand that there is now a requirement 
in the FY 24 NDAA that the Chair and Ranking members of this committee be in-
formed when a covered State Department official’s security clearance is suspended 
or revoked. 

If confirmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to 
share appropriate information andbe as transparent as possible, consistent with the 
laws of the United States and the Constitution. 

Question. In your opinion, what legal justification, if any, would allow the Depart-
ment to withhold information from the committee of jurisdiction during congres-
sional oversight inquiry? 

Answer. While I am not in a position to answer hypothetical questions, disclosure 
of information must be consistent with all applicable law. There are categories of 
information for which courts have upheld the right of the executive branch to with-
hold from disclosure to Congress. If confirmed, I commit to working with the com-
mittee and others in Congress to share appropriate information and be as trans-
parent as possible, consistent with the laws of the United States and the constitu-
tionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. Hypothetical Legal Question—Let’s assume a senior official at USAID 
has his or her security clearance suspended. The State Department has told me the 
Privacy Act prevents them from providing such information to the committee. Do 
you agree? Is that USAID’s position? 

Answer. While I am not in a position to answer hypothetical questions, if a senior 
official at USAID had his or her security clearance suspended, it would be up to 
USAID’s Office of the General Counsel, in consultation with other agencies as ap-
propriate, to advise whether under the particular facts and circumstances of the 
matter any laws of the United States or the U.S. Constitution would impact 
USAID’s ability to provide such information. 

If confirmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to 
share appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the 
laws of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation proc-
ess. 

Question. Over the last 8 months, I have asked the State Department for informa-
tion relating to Special Envoy for Iran Robert Malley and the conditions sur-
rounding his security clearance revocation. State has repeatedly refused my formal 
request for information, citing the Privacy Act. The Privacy Act of 1974, as amend-
ed, provides an exception for ‘‘either House of Congress, or, to the extent of matter 
within its jurisdiction, any committee or subcommittee thereof, any joint committee 
of Congress or subcommittee of any joint committee.’’ Do you agree or disagree that 
the nature of Mr. Malley’s infractions are excluded from Congress under the Privacy 
Act? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation. If con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. If confirmed, do you agree to provide the committee with full access to 
the details of the allegations against Mr. Malley that prompted the Department to 
include the FBI? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. I am concerned that Mr. Malley’s lapse in judgement may have nega-
tively impacted U.S.-Iran policy or improperly influenced proximity talks with the 
regime. Is Mr. Malley’s investigation related to his work as the Special Envoy for 
Iran or is this an unrelated issue? If it is related, how? 
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Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. How did the actions that resulted in the suspension of Mr. Malley’s 
clearance impact the conduct of U.S.-Iran policy? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. Did Mr. Malley have any role—formal or informal—leading to the Sep-
tember 2023 deal with Iran in which the United States unfroze $6 billion of Iranian 
assets? If yes, was his alleged infraction related to his conduct in these negotiations? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. Mr. Malley was the point person for the JCPOA discussions in Vienna 
between May 2021 and August 2022. Did his alleged infraction impact his conduct 
or the American negotiating position during these talks? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. Was the suspension of Mr. Malley’s security clearance related to the 
Iran Experts Initiative or any other Iranian malign influence operation or activity? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. Can you confirm Mr. Malley’s security clearance has been suspended? 
Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-

firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. If so, on what date was Mr. Malley notified that his security clearance 
has been suspended? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. On what date did Mr. Malley stop serving as the Special Envoy to Iran? 
Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-

firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. On what date(s) did the alleged event(s) occur that led to the investiga-
tion or suspension? Please provide details of the alleged conduct that resulted in 
such investigation or suspension. 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. Is it true that Mr. Malley was on personal leave for serious family 
health issues? If yes, which dates did the leave begin and end? If not, who was re-
sponsible for providing this response to congressional inquiries? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 



45 

Question. Can you confirm or deny reports that Mr. Malley met with wrongfully 
detained Americans’ families after being placed on leave without pay? If so, in what 
capacity did he take the meeting(s)? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. When did Mr. Malley, as required by 12 FAM 233, turn in all ‘‘Depart-
ment-issued credentials that provide logical or physical access to classified systems 
or designated classified spaces/facilities and any and all Special issuance Agency- 
issued passport(s) to the Office of Personnel Security and Suitability (DS/SI/PSS)’’? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. Given that the Special Envoy for Iran leads the State Department’s Iran 
Action Group (IAG), was Special Envoy Malley restricted from physically accessing 
IAG’s classified spaces? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. When and how were IAG members informed that Special Envoy 
Malley’s clearance was suspended? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. Was Mr. Malley read into any covert action programs or DoD special 
access programs (SAPs)? If so, which departments or agencies and who at those de-
partments or agencies sponsored his request? If so, were there any objections from 
the relevant departments or agencies? Were standard vetting procedures governing 
these programs followed, or did Mr. Malley receive any waivers? If so, from whom 
did he receive waivers? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. Is the FBI leading an investigation regarding Mr. Malley? If yes, on 
what date did the Department involve the FBI? What about the allegations de-
manded FBI involvement? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. On August 27, 2023, the Tehran Times released an allegedly authentic 
‘‘sensitive but unclassified’’ memorandum dated April 21, 2023, informing Mr. 
Malley of his suspended security clearance. Is this memorandum authentic? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. Has the Department performed, begun to perform, or is it intending to 
perform a top-to-bottom security review following the release of allegedly authentic 
sensitive government documents? 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. If you cannot provide substantive answers to any of the above questions 
(question 12 through question 29) at this time, if confirmed, do you commit to pro-
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viding full, substantive answers to the committee on each of the above questions 
(question 12 through question 29)? 

Answer. I do not currently have knowledge of the specifics of this situation. But, 
if confirmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to 
share appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the 
laws of the United States and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation proc-
ess. 

Question. The War Powers Resolution requires congressional notifications when 
United States Armed Forces are introduced into hostilities or into situations where 
there is imminent involvement in hostilities. In your legal opinion, what do you 
think the term ‘‘hostilities’’ means? 

Answer. For purposes of the War Powers Resolution, I understand the Executive 
Branch has generally interpreted the term ‘‘hostilities’’ as situations in which units 
of the U.S. armed forces are actively engaged in exchanges of fire with opposing 
units of hostile forces. I agree with that interpretation. If confirmed, I commit to 
actively engage in discussions related to the interpretation of the War Powers Reso-
lution with other interagency lawyers. 

Question. At present, in your view, are United States Armed Forces introduced 
into hostilities or into situations where there is imminent involvement in hostilities 
in the Red Sea or an associated area? 

Answer. I am not currently involved in deliberations regarding the application of 
the War Powers Resolution to operations in the Red Sea, but if confirmed I commit 
to actively engage in these discussions and to ensure that Congress is well-informed 
about these very important matters. 

Question. Under multiple administrations, certain terrorist detainees held at 
Guantanamo Bay have not been released for good reason. What is your legal opinion 
regarding Guantanamo Bay detentions? 

Answer. It is the position of this and prior Administrations, based on now long-
standing judicial precedent, that detainees at the Guantanamo Bay detention facil-
ity are held pursuant to the 2001 AUMF, as informed by the laws of war. The 
AUMF authorizes detention of individuals who were part of, or substantially sup-
ported, al-Qaida or Taliban forces and associated forces that are engaged in hos-
tilities against the United States or its coalition partners. The AUMF generally au-
thorizes detention until the end of hostilities. Separate from the legal authority to 
detain, detainees designated for continued law-of-war detention are eligible for re-
view by the Periodic Review Board, an administrative, interagency body established 
under Executive Order 13567 to determine whether their detention remains nec-
essary to protect against a continuing significant threat to U.S. security. My under-
standing is that as of March 7, 2024, there are 16 detainees who have been deter-
mined to be eligible for transfer. If confirmed, I will support the Department of 
State’s efforts to identify appropriate transfer locations and negotiate security and 
humane treatment assurances prior to any transfer. 

Question. In the event the Biden administration attempts to release any detainee, 
do you commit to providing SFRC significant advance notice and consultation before 
such transfer? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will work to support the Executive Branch’s efforts to ap-
propriately notify and consult with the SFRC and other relevant committees prior 
to the transfer of any detainee from the Guantanamo Bay detention facility. 

Question. What is your view on the scope of the 2001 AUMF? 
Answer. The Executive Branch has long interpreted the 2001 AUMF as author-

izing use of force against al-Qaida, the Taliban, and associated forces, including 
against ISIS. The Executive Branch has also been clear that the 2001 AUMF does 
not authorize the President to use force against every group that commits terrorist 
acts. I share these views. 

As I indicated in my opening statement at the March 7, 2023, hearing, I am dedi-
cated to the importance of the Article I branch of government in shaping and imple-
menting our nation’s foreign policy. 

Question. What is your view on the scope of Article II authority on the use of 
force? 

Answer. It is my view that the most important and grave decision a government 
can make is whether to send its sons and daughters into harm’s way. 

I understand that the longstanding view of the Executive Branch across adminis-
trations of both parties has been that the President may order military action with-
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out the prior approval of Congress only when (1) that action serves an important 
national interest, and (2) the reasonably anticipated nature, scope, and duration of 
the operation would not rise to the level of ‘‘war’’ for purposes of the Constitution’s 
Declare War Clause. The Justice Department’s Office of Legal Counsel has pub-
lished a series of opinions across administrations of both parties explaining these 
limitations in more detail. 

As I said in my opening statement for the March 7, 2023, hearing, I am dedicated 
to the importance of the Article I branch of government in shaping and imple-
menting our nation’s foreign policy. If confirmed, I am committed to a cooperative 
and continuing relationship with Congress on these matters. 

Question. Do you believe that the 2001 AUMF should be repealed or updated? 
Why or why not? 

Answer. I understand that President Biden has committed to work with Congress 
to ensure that outdated authorizations for the use of military force are replaced with 
a more specific framework that will ensure that we can continue to protect Ameri-
cans from terrorist threats. I absolutely share this commitment and, if confirmed, 
look forward to working with you on these important issues. 

Question. Do you believe that any legislative update to the 2001 AUMF should 
ensure that detention authority for terrorist detainees is not interrupted? Why or 
why not? 

Answer. Yes, I share this Administration’s view that any legislative updates to 
the 2001 AUMF should ensure the Executive Branch has uninterrupted authority 
to continue operations that are necessary to address terrorist threats, including de-
tention activities. 

Question. Do you believe that any legislative update to the 2001 AUMF should 
ensure that current military operations against terrorists around the world continue 
to be authorized? 

Answer. Yes, I share this Administration’s view that any legislative updates to 
the 2001 AUMF should ensure the Executive Branch has uninterrupted authority 
to continue operations that are necessary to address terrorist threats. 

Question. Should the 2002 AUMF be repealed? Why or why not? 
Answer. I share the Administration’s support for repeal of the 2002 AUMF, which 

is consistent with President Biden’s longstanding commitment to repealing outdated 
authorizations for the use of military force. 

Question. In your legal opinion, based on public reporting, do you believe the 2002 
AUMF provided an independent legal basis for the strike against Soleimani? 

Answer. I am not aware of all the circumstances surrounding the strikes against 
Soleimani because I was not in government at the time. My recollection of public 
reporting, at the time, was that the Trump Administration relied on both Article 
II of the U.S. Constitution and the 2002 Authorization for Use of Military Force 
Against Iraq to justify the strike. 

As I said in my opening statement for my hearing, I am dedicated to the impor-
tance of the Article I branch of government in shaping and implementing our na-
tion’s foreign policy. President Biden has committed to work with Congress to en-
sure that outdated authorizations for the use of military force are replaced with a 
more specific framework that will ensure that we can continue to protect Americans 
from terrorist threats. I absolutely share this commitment and, if confirmed, look 
forward to working with you on these important issues. 

Question. Would a repeal of the 2002 AUMF provide any litigation risks for deten-
tion operations? 

Answer. I understand that it is the position of this and prior Administrations, 
based on now longstanding judicial precedent, that detainees at the Guantanamo 
Bay detention facility are held pursuant to the 2001 AUMF, as informed by the laws 
of war. It is my understanding that no ongoing military detention operations are 
dependent on the 2002 AUMF as a domestic legal basis. If confirmed, I commit to 
study this issue further. 

Question. In your view, what legal advantage does a repeal of the 2002 AUMF 
provide the President? 

Answer. I share the Administration’s support for repeal of the 2002 AUMF, which 
is consistent with President Biden’s longstanding commitment to repealing outdated 
authorizations for the use of military force. 

As I said in my opening statement for my hearing, I am dedicated to the impor-
tance of the Article I branch of government in shaping and implementing our na-
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tion’s foreign policy. President Biden has committed to work with Congress to en-
sure that outdated authorizations for the use of military force are replaced with a 
more specific framework that will ensure that we can continue to protect Americans 
from terrorist threats. I absolutely share this commitment and, if confirmed, look 
forward to working with you on these important issues. 

Question. Do you commit to working closely with this committee and directing 
your staff to brief the committee on any use of force undertaken pursuant to the 
2001 AUMF, 2002 AUMF, or Article II of the U.S. Constitution? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, I commit to working closely with the committee to en-
sure the committee is well informed on these important issues related to the use 
of military force by the United States. 

Question. What is the definition of ‘‘reproductive health rights and services’’? 
From where is that definition derived? 

Answer. It is my understanding that ‘‘reproductive health rights and services’’ is 
not a term typically used by the Department of State or USAID. However, if con-
firmed, I will ensure that any legal advice regarding reproductive health takes into 
account all relevant laws. 

Question. Is the United States bound by international agreements—whether a 
treaty, convention, accord, or other instrument—to which the United States is not 
a party? 

Answer. No. 
Question. Is access to abortion a human right protected under international law? 
Answer. No, access to abortion is not a human right protected under international 

law. The United States is not a party to any international human rights law treaty 
that enshrines access to abortion as a human right under international law. 

Question. If confirmed, will you commit to ensuring full and complete compliance 
with current U.S. law, which prohibits the use of U.S. foreign assistance to perform 
or promote abortion as a method of family planning, support involuntary steriliza-
tions, or lobby for or against the legalization of abortion overseas? 

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to ensuring Department officials receive the legal 
advice necessary for full and complete compliance with all applicable legal require-
ments, including statutory restrictions related to abortion. 

Question. If confirmed, will you also commit to ensuring that all implementers of 
U.S. foreign assistance—including sub-contractors and sub-grantees—fully adhere to 
U.S. law? 

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to ensuring that State Department officials receive 
the legal advice necessary to ensure all implementers, including sub-contractors and 
sub-grantees, fully adhere to U.S. legal requirements, including statutory restric-
tions related to abortion, in implementing State Department foreign assistance pro-
grams. 

Question. Is it your view that using the voice, vote, and influence of the United 
States to encourage countries who signed to Geneva Consensus Declaration on Pro-
moting Women’s Health and Strengthening the Family to ‘‘un-sign’’ such declaration 
constitutes lobbying under the Siljander amendment? If not, why not? 

Answer. My understanding is that the Biden-Harris Administration’s position on 
the GCD relates neither to abortion nor the legalization of abortion. President Biden 
removed the United States from the GCD in January 2021 because aspects of the 
document are inconsistent with current U.S. priorities to advance gender equality 
and the empowerment of all women and girls. The Department and USAID continue 
to comply with all applicable statutory restrictions related to abortion, including the 
Siljander Amendment. 

Question. USAID routinely hires individuals who have served as implementers of 
U.S. foreign assistance. Would it present a conflict of interest if an individual who 
recently led implementation of a USAID-funded global health program, for example, 
to be hired by USAID to lead the design of a follow-on global health program? 

Answer. Determinations of conflicts of interest are fact-specific. I commit to pro-
viding Department officials advice that ensures full compliance with the law and is 
also sensitive to the appearance of a conflict and upholds a strong culture of ethics. 

Under 5 CFR 2635.502, where an employee knows that a particular matter involv-
ing specific parties is likely to have a direct and predictable effect on the financial 
interest of a member of his household, or knows that a person with whom he has 
a covered relationship is or represents a party to such matter, and where the em-
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ployee determines that the circumstances would cause a reasonable person with 
knowledge of the relevant facts to question his impartiality in the matter, the em-
ployee should not participate in the matter unless he has informed the agency des-
ignee of the appearance problem and received authorization from the agency des-
ignee. An individual who joins the federal government from the private sector would 
have a covered relationship for purposes of this regulation with their former em-
ployer for one year. 

Based on the conflict of interest rules in section 502, a new USAID employee 
would not be prohibited from working on the design of a global health program 
based on their expertise and experience. However, the employee could not make de-
cisions in order to benefit their former employer. Furthermore, the new employee 
would likely need to recuse from the program’s implementation if their former em-
ployer applies for funding or otherwise becomes involved in the follow-on program. 
Any other prudential considerations would depend on a full assessment of the rel-
evant facts. 

Question. Section 1263(d) of the Global Magnitsky Act requires that the President 
make a sanctions determination within 120 days after receipt of a joint request from 
the Chairman and Ranking Member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee (or 
other relevant committee leadership). If confirmed, will you commit to help ensure 
Congress receives a specific determination to any such request within 120 days of 
submission? 

Answer. Yes, and if confirmed, I am committed to working within the Department 
and with the Department of the Treasury and this committee on the implementa-
tion of all sanctions authorities, including the Global Magnitsky Human Rights Ac-
countability Act. 

Question. What role should L play in genocide determinations? 
Answer. I understand that the Secretary of State decides, as a matter of foreign 

policy, whether the U.S. Government should publicly characterize particular actions 
and abuses as a specific atrocity, including genocide, based on an analysis of the 
law, available facts, and policy considerations. I also understand that the role of L, 
in coordination with relevant Department policy offices, including the Office of Glob-
al Criminal Justice, is to advise the Secretary in applying the law to the available 
facts. If confirmed, I will look forward to advising the Secretary on these critical 
issues and supporting the Department’s important efforts to promote justice and ac-
countability for genocide and other atrocities. 

Question. In your legal opinion, should the atrocities committed by Vladamir 
Putin against Ukrainians be considered a genocide? 

Answer. I understand that the Secretary of State decides, as a matter of foreign 
policy, whether the U.S. Government should publicly characterize particular abuses 
as a specific atrocity, including genocide, based on an analysis of the law, available 
facts, and policy considerations. I also understand that, in 2023, Secretary Blinken 
determined that members of Russia’s forces have committed war crimes and, along 
with other Russian officials, crimes against humanity in Ukraine. I agree with that 
assessment. If confirmed, I will look forward to supporting the Department’s efforts 
to address atrocities in Ukraine and to promote accountability for those responsible. 

Question. In your legal opinion, should the atrocities perpetrated in Sudan be con-
sidered a genocide? 

Answer. I understand that the Secretary of State decides, as a matter of foreign 
policy, whether the U.S. Government should publicly characterize particular abuses 
as a specific atrocity, including genocide, based on an analysis of the law, available 
facts, and policy considerations. I also understand that, in December 2023, Secretary 
Blinken determined that members of the Sudanese Armed Forces (SAF) and the 
Rapid Support Forces (RSF) have committed war crimes in Sudan. He also deter-
mined that members of the RSF and allied militias have committed crimes against 
humanity and ethnic cleansing. I agree with that assessment. As Secretary 
Blinken’s statement conveyed, the determination did not ‘‘preclude the possibility of 
future determinations as additional information about the parties’ actions becomes 
available.’’ If confirmed, I will look forward to supporting the Department’s efforts 
to address atrocities in Sudan and to promote accountability for those responsible. 

Question. The re-instatement and expansion of the Protecting Life in Global 
Health Assistance Policy, formerly known as the Mexico City Policy, during the last 
administration reignited a longstanding debate about aid conditionality and the 
‘‘rights’’ of U.S. foreign assistance implementers and beneficiaries. Do foreign non- 
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governmental organizations have a legally-enforceable ‘‘right’’ to United States for-
eign assistance, or is the provision of U.S. foreign assistance discretionary? 

Answer. The provision of U.S. foreign assistance is discretionary, and foreign as-
sistance programs must be implemented consistent with applicable legal require-
ments. 

Question. Does Congress have the right to place conditions upon the use of the 
U.S. foreign assistance it appropriates? 

Answer. Yes, Congress may place conditions on the use of appropriated funds 
made available for U.S. foreign assistance consistent with its constitutional authori-
ties. 

Question. Does the Executive also have the right to condition U.S. foreign assist-
ance? 

Answer. Yes, the Executive Branch may place conditions on the use of appro-
priated funds made available for U.S. foreign assistance consistent with applicable 
statutory requirements and its constitutional authorities. 

Question. If confirmed, will you commit to ensuring full and complete compliance 
with current law, which prohibits the use of U.S. foreign assistance to perform or 
promote abortion as a method of family planning; support involuntary sterilizations; 
or lobby for or against the legalization of abortion overseas? 

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to ensuring that State Department officials receive 
the legal advice necessary to fully and completely comply with all applicable legal 
requirements, including statutory restrictions related to abortion. 

Question. Do you commit to ensure that tools such as the 7031(c) visa restriction 
tool is not politicized? 

Answer. Under Section 7031(c), the Secretary, or his or her designee must pub-
licly or privately designate foreign government officials and their immediate family 
members when the Secretary has credible information that the official has been in-
volved, directly or indirectly, in significant corruption or a gross violation of human 
rights, where no exception is met and the requirement is not waived. The designa-
tion is mandatory when the requirements are met, and the law does not provide an 
exception based on political considerations. I will seek to ensure that 7031(c) des-
ignations meet the requirements. 

Question. Do you commit to sharing relevant documents with the committee re-
garding the new Civilian Harm Incident Response Guidance (CHIRG)? 

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to working with other bureaus within the Depart-
ment of State, the committee, and others in Congress to share appropriate informa-
tion and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws of the United States 
and the constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. What role does L play in the new CHIRG? 
Answer. I am aware of the CHIRG but am not involved in implementation of the 

CHIRG in my current role. If confirmed, I commit to ensure that L is appropriately 
involved in the CHIRG process. 

Question. In your opinion, what is the definition of ‘‘human rights’’? 
Answer. Human rights are rights inherent to all human beings; all individuals 

have these same human rights regardless of race, sex, nationality, ethnicity, lan-
guage, or religion. Examples of such human rights include, but are not limited to, 
the right of the individual to life and liberty and security of person, to not be held 
in slavery or subject to torture, and to exercise freedom of expression, peaceful as-
sembly, association, and religion or belief. 

Question. In your opinion, is access to abortion a ‘‘human right’’? 
Answer. In my opinion, access to abortion is not a human right protected under 

international law. 
Question. In your opinion, what is the definition of ‘‘internationally-recognized 

human rights’’? 
Answer. There is no definition of the term ‘‘internationally-recognized human 

rights’’ in international law. 
Question. In your opinion, is access to abortion an ‘‘internationally-recognized 

human right’’? 
Answer. There is no definition of the term ‘‘internationally-recognized human 

rights’’ in international law. However, in my opinion, access to abortion is not a 
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human right protected under international law and the United States is not a party 
to any international human rights law treaty that enshrines access to abortion as 
a human right under international law. 

Question. In your opinion, what is the definition of ‘‘universally-recognized human 
rights’’? 

Answer. There is no definition of the term ‘‘universally-recognized human rights’’ 
in international law. 

Question. In your opinion, is access to abortion a ‘‘universally-recognized human 
right’’? 

Answer. There is no definition of the term ‘‘universally-recognized human rights’’ 
in international law. However, in my opinion, access to abortion is not a human 
right protected under international law and the United States is not a party to any 
international human rights law treaty that enshrines access to abortion as a human 
right, under international law. 

Question. Is there a difference in the definition of ‘‘universally-recognized human 
rights’’? and ‘‘internationally-recognized human rights’’? 

Answer. There is no definition of ‘‘universally-recognized human rights’’ and 
‘‘internationally-recognized human rights’’ in international law. 

Question. What are the U.S. legal obligations under the 1948 Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights? 

Answer. The 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights is a non-binding reso-
lution of the United Nations General Assembly and creates no legally binding obli-
gations for the United States. 

Question. Is the United States Government bound by definitions of ‘‘human 
rights’’ contained in international treaties, agreements, accords, or resolutions to 
which the United States is not a party? 

Answer. No, the United States is not bound by the definition of ‘‘human rights’’ 
contained in international treaties, agreements, accords or resolutions to which the 
United States is not a party. 

Question. In March of 2023, USAID sent the committee a CN for $5M to the orga-
nization Global Fund for Women. Yes or no—does this organization promote abor-
tion advocacy? 

Answer. During my time as the General Counsel of USAID, I have provided legal 
advice that is consistent with all laws related to the use of appropriated funds, in-
cluding the Siljander Amendment. 

USAID’s May 23, 2023, letter to you from USAID’s Assistant Administrator for 
the Bureau for Legislative and Public Affairs, responding to your May 16, 2023, let-
ter regarding a congressional notification submitted by USAID to the committee, 
notes that ‘‘USAID abides by the statutory restrictions related to abortion, including 
the Helms Amendment, which prohibits the use of USAID funds to perform abortion 
as a method of family planning or to motivate or coerce any person to practice abor-
tion, and the Siljander Amendment, which prohibits the use of foreign assistance 
funds to lobby for or against abortion. USAID has no evidence of any violation of 
the abortion restrictions or any other legal requirement applicable to this program.’’ 

The letter notes that statutory abortion restrictions are implemented through a 
mandatory standard provision included in USAID grants, cooperative agreements, 
and contracts, and this provision was included in the agreement with the partner 
organization. The letter also notes that the partner organization provided an imple-
mentation plan that specified the additional staff hired to oversee use of USAID 
funds in an appropriate manner consistent with the terms of the grant award, to 
include that the activities supported under the USAID-funded award are not con-
nected to reproductive health services or lobbying. 

While USAID had no legal concerns with the proposed use of the funding, the 
Agency withdrew the congressional notification on September 7, 2023, because funds 
would have otherwise expired at the end of the fiscal year. The funds from the with-
drawn congressional notification were then programmed into an existing and al-
ready notified five-year, $50 million commitment to the World Bank’s Investing in 
Childcare initiative. 

[The letter referred to above follows:] 
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Question. What is the definition of ‘‘human rights defender’’? 
Answer. I understand that the Department defines ‘‘human rights defender’’ as 

individuals, working alone or in groups, who non-violently advocate for the pro-
motion and protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms. 

Question. In your legal opinion, should John Podesta’s appointment to replace Sec-
retary Kerry be submitted to the Senate for Advice and Consent? If no, please pro-
vide a detailed explanation. 

Answer. While I have not been involved in this issue, if confirmed, I would ensure 
that State Department officials receive the legal advice necessary to comply with all 
applicable legal requirements related to appointments, including those in section 1(j) 
of the State Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2651a(j)). 

Question. Section 5105 of the National Defense Authorization Act provides much 
needed congressional oversight over the appointment of special envoys. Do you com-
mit to advising President Biden that he should submit a nomination for any ap-
pointee who will be ‘‘exercising significant authority pursuant to the laws of the 
United States’’ to the Senate for its advice and consent before the appointee takes 
office? For the purpose of ensuring compliance with this law, how would you define 
significant authority? 

Answer. While I have not had the opportunity to advise on this statutory provi-
sion in my current position, my understanding is that section 1(j) of the State De-
partment Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2651a(j)) concerning Special En-
voys and similar positions requires a case-by-case analysis with respect to particular 
positions. If confirmed, I would study the statutory provisions related to Special En-
voys and similar positions and work with attorneys in the Office of the Legal Ad-
viser and Department leadership to implement them. 

Question. For positions not exercising significant authority, Section 5105 requires 
the President or Secretary of State to notify the committee 15 days before such ap-
pointment: (1) a certification the position does not require the exercise of significant 
authority pursuant to the laws of the U.S.; (2) a description of the duties and pur-
pose of the position; and (3) a rationale for giving the specific title and function of 
the position. Do you commit to advising the President and Secretary of State to pro-
vide substantively robust notifications to Congress and consult with the committee 
as appointments are contemplated? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would ensure that State Department officials receive the 
legal advice necessary to comply with all applicable legal requirements related to 
Special Envoys, including the notification provisions in section 1(j) of the State De-
partment Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (which was enacted in section 5105 of the 
Department of State Authorization Act of 2021) (22 U.S.C. 2651a(j)). 
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Question. Section 5105 also provides a limited exception for temporary appoint-
ments exercising significant authority, pending notifications to SFRC. Do you com-
mit to adhering to these limits? That same section requires the disclosure of ‘‘all’’ 
information related to potential conflicts of interests? What is your legal view of the 
term ‘‘all’’? 

Answer. While I have not had the opportunity to advise on this statutory provi-
sion in my current position, my understanding is that section 1(j)(3) of the State 
Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2651a(j)) contains a provision 
for the President to maintain or establish certain positions for temporary periods, 
and that the relevant subsection contains a notification provision requiring that the 
notification include ‘‘all relevant information’’ regarding any potential conflict of in-
terest which an appointee may have with regard to their temporary appointment 
under that section. If confirmed, I would study this provision and the other statu-
tory provisions related to Special Envoys and similar positions and would work with 
attorneys in the Office of the Legal Adviser and Department leadership to imple-
ment them. 

Question. Does the Department of State pay the salary of ‘‘L’’ detailees seconded 
to SFRC? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. If yes, does this present a conflict of interest? Why or why not? 
Answer. It is my understanding that it is a common, long-standing practice for 

Executive Branch employees to be detailed to Congress for certain periods of time. 
As both the Senate and the State Department are part of the federal government, 
my understanding is that there is no conflict of interest for a State Department em-
ployee detailed to work for the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Whether work-
ing at the State Department or for the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, an em-
ployee would be subject to supervision and direction in their work, and would be 
charged with advancing the national interest, rather than any personal or private 
interest. The federal ethics rules recognize that Executive Branch employees can be 
detailed to Congress from time to time, and specify that employees who are detailed 
for over a month are subject to Congress’s ethical standards and must also continue 
to abide by the conflict of interest statutes. 5 C.F.R. 2635.104(b). 

Question. What steps would you take to ensure there is no conflict of interest be-
tween the State Department and Congress in this regard? Please provide any writ-
ten guidance on these issues. 

Answer. Although there is no conflict of interest within the federal government, 
I recognize that the SFRC and the Department may have institutional sensitivities 
they would like to protect while also facilitating details that are mutually beneficial. 
If confirmed, that would be my goal as well: To provide opportunities for attorneys 
to work for the SFRC when it would be beneficial for both the committee and the 
office of the legal adviser, and on terms that are acceptable to both the committee 
and the department. I understand, for example, that recent details have been ar-
ranged through an exchange of letters that notes the protection of classified and 
confidential information. If confirmed, I also would work with attorneys in the Office 
of the Legal Adviser to ensure that any detailee is advised of the ethics and conflict 
of interest rules that apply during their service with the SFRC. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO MARGARET L. TAYLOR BY SENATOR ROBERT MENENDEZ 

Question. How have your personal and professional experiences and role as a 
Chief Counsel on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee prepared you to be Legal 
Adviser of the Department of State? 

Answer. All of my professional roles have afforded me experiences, knowledge, 
and wisdom that will be valuable in this new role, if confirmed. My personal experi-
ences and convictions have given me an energetic commitment to hard work and 
to having the courage to do what is right. My time on the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee will allow me to bring the perspective of the committee, and Congress 
more broadly, to all aspects of my duties as Legal Adviser, if confirmed. 

I felt called to public service early on. I worked at the Department of Justice be-
fore attending Columbia Law School in New York City. It was in my third year 
there that terrorists flew planes into the World Trade Center towers a few miles 
south of where I sat-stunned, speechless, and terrified for my country. In the days 
and weeks that followed, the call I felt to public service became a single-minded 



56 

commitment to the rule of law, to combat the threats to America’s safety and secu-
rity, and to advance the safety and security of peace-loving people around the world. 

After graduation and a judicial clerkship, I spent 10 years as an attorney pur-
suing these goals in the Office I am now nominated to lead. I worked under both 
Republican and Democratic administrations. I spent years learning the ins and outs 
of the legal aspects of sanctions, foreign assistance, international extradition, treaty 
negotiations and ratification, and combating trafficking in persons. I want to high-
light this last item. It was a privilege to be a part of the efforts to use diplomacy 
to prosecute traffickers, protect victims, and prevent human trafficking; and I recog-
nize and appreciate Congress’s role in pressing for action to combat international 
trafficking in persons. 

The five and a half years I spent as a staffer on the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee were among the most rewarding and meaningful of my career. During 
my time as counsel for the committee, Congress passed and Presidents enacted into 
law the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act; sanctions on North Korea, Iran, Rus-
sia, and human rights abusers including the Global Magnitsky Human Rights Ac-
countability Act; and hundreds of other bills, resolutions, and treaties. I also as-
sisted with the passage through this committee of two Authorizations for the Use 
of Military Force. Through all of these experiences I learned how to negotiate and 
compromise, work productively in a bipartisan manner, and communicate effec-
tively. My time on the committee taught me the importance of respecting and ampli-
fying this committee’s voice in building peace, security and freedom for Americans 
and peace-loving people around the world. 

The work of this committee is incredibly important, and I was honored to have 
the chance to assist in that work. As Legal Adviser, I will be dedicated to the impor-
tance of the Article I branch of government in shaping and implementing our na-
tion’s foreign policy. 

My time as the General Counsel of USAID has been a profoundly valuable and 
rewarding experience. I have learned so much about leading and managing people 
with empathy, and in a spirit of cooperation and trust. I am so thankful for my time 
at USAID, and I will bring the management skills and legal knowledge I have de-
veloped to my new role, if confirmed. 

Question. With more than 300 days since your nomination, I welcome the oppor-
tunity to hear about your priorities in fulfilling this critical position. How will you 
build upon the work of your predecessor? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will do what I have always sought to do throughout my 
career as a lawyer: provide objective legal advice of the highest quality; with the 
utmost commitment to integrity and ethical leadership; and in the service of our 
Constitution and the American people. If confirmed, this will be my top priority. 

In addition, if confirmed, I will use legal diplomacy vigorously to advance U.S. in-
terests internationally and support the international legal rules that the United 
States helped to develop and that have benefited the United States so greatly since 
the end of World War II. If confirmed, I would look to support important policy ini-
tiatives that have significant legal components, as well as elevate and accelerate ini-
tiatives on which L takes the lead role. There are many, but I will highlight just 
a few. 

Diplomacy to Counter Russian Aggression and Support NATO 
Russia’s aggression against and invasion of Ukraine is a direct challenge to the 

international rules the United States has helped develop. The Administration al-
ready has significant accomplishments where L has played a crucial support role, 
most notably the coalition of countries this Administration assembled to counter 
Russia’s aggression in Ukraine, and the accession into NATO of Finland and Swe-
den. There’s much more to be done, of course, including finding ways to ensure Rus-
sia pays for the damage it has caused in Ukraine. 

Diplomacy Related to the South China Sea 
The United States has been clear, in public statements, that the PRC’s expansive 

maritime claims in the South China Sea do not comport with international law. At-
torneys in the Office of the Legal Adviser participate actively in bilateral and multi-
lateral diplomatic initiatives in the region and beyond to make this clear. In 2023, 
the Office of the Legal Adviser, in close cooperation with the Bureau of East Asia 
and Pacific Affairs met with more than 20 foreign government counterparts to dis-
cuss the PRC’s unlawful South China Sea maritime claims, abuse of legal mecha-
nisms, and so-called ‘‘gray zone’’ activities aimed at other South China Sea claim-
ants, including the Philippines, Malaysia, and Vietnam. I would look to elevate and 
accelerate this work. 
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G7 Partnership for Global Infrastructure and Investment 
If confirmed, I look forward to providing legal advice in support of the Depart-

ment’s efforts as part of the G7’s Partnership for Global Infrastructure and Invest-
ment (PGI). Through PGI, the U.S. Government, alongside our G7 partners, aims 
to mobilize billions of dollars, including from the private sector, in infrastructure in-
vestments that will make a difference in people’s lives around the world, strengthen 
and diversify supply chains, and advance shared national security interests. 

Resolution of Conflicts 
I would be remiss if I did not highlight the important role State Department law-

yers have always played an important role in supporting negotiations to resolve con-
flicts, including in the Middle East, Africa, and elsewhere, because bringing peace 
to other countries enhances our national security. If confirmed I will support and 
foster that work, which is particularly critical now. 

Elevate and Accelerate Rule of Law Diplomacy 
One of the ways I would elevate and accelerate all of these efforts is by working 

with my legal adviser counterparts around the globe. L has relationships with coun-
terpart offices among our allies and partners in the G7, across Europe, in East Asia, 
and elsewhere. If confirmed, I look forward to deepening those relationships, includ-
ing with the global South, in support of promoting a common understanding of the 
international rules and their importance to peace and prosperity. 

The United States must continue to be a confident and principled voice for inter-
national legal norms in international politics. A confirmed Legal Adviser brings a 
confident voice—backed by the support of the U.S. Senate—to discussions both with-
in the Administration and with legal counterparts around the world. There is no 
substitute for the advice and consent of this body when it comes to projecting U.S. 
values with conviction. 

On a more personal note, I recall vividly my personal interactions, as a young at-
torney in L, with three State Department Legal Advisers: William Taft and John 
Bellinger in the Bush administration, and Harold Koh in the Obama administration. 
Each of them inspired me, and those interactions were a key part of why I have 
remained in public service for my career. If confirmed, I hope to inspire young attor-
neys pursuing a similar path. 

In this respect, I want to compliment and congratulate the career officials at the 
Department, especially Principal Deputy Legal Adviser Richard Visek, who has been 
a friend and colleague of mine for many years. 

I would be humbled and honored to serve the United States in this new capacity. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO MARGARET L. TAYLOR BY SENATOR MARCO RUBIO 

Question. In May 2022, Secretary Blinken said that the People’s Republic of China 
(PRC) is the ‘‘only country with both the intent to reshape the international order 
and, increasingly, the economic, diplomatic, military, and technological power to do 
it.’’ The Chinese Communist Party (CCP) clearly holds the reins of power in the 
PRC and has used this power to commit genocide in Xinjiang, flood our communities 
with fentanyl, and emit the largest quantity of greenhouse gases in the world today. 
With their absolute control of Chinese society and industry, the CCP could stop all 
of these destructive actions tomorrow if they so choose to do so. Is the CCP a threat 
to the United States? 

Answer. Last year, the Director of National Intelligence testified that ‘‘the CCP 
represents both the leading and most consequential threat to U.S. national security 
and leadership globally.’’ As Secretary Blinken has said, under President Xi, the 
CCP has become more repressive at home and more aggressive abroad. If confirmed, 
I will provide sound legal advice to support U.S. policy to advance U.S. national se-
curity interests and counter the People’s Republic of China (PRC) efforts to expand 
its problematic influence, including through legal engagements with our allies and 
partners aimed at promoting adherence to international law and upholding the 
rules-based international order. 

Question. Does the CCP undertake any activities that are beneficial to U.S. inter-
ests? If so, please explain. 

Answer. As Secretary Blinken has said, the CCP has become more repressive at 
home and more aggressive abroad. According to the Office of the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence’s 2023 Annual Threat Assessment, the CCP is seeking to ‘‘under-
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cut U.S. influence, drive wedges between Washington and its partners, and foster 
some norms that favor its authoritarian system.’’ 

Question. Do you believe that there are any areas within which the CCP that 
would constructively work with the United States in good faith, knowing that at any 
moment Chinese interlocuters with U.S. representatives could be disappeared at a 
moment’s notice? If so, please explain. 

Answer. Senior U.S. policymakers have established that the United States will 
work with the PRC, including through appropriate legal engagement, to address 
transnational challenges, such as counternarcotics, when it is in the U.S. interest 
to do so. If confirmed, I will work with my colleagues across the U.S. interagency 
and Congress to provide legal advice to support U.S. objectives and counter harmful 
behavior by the PRC. 

Question. If confirmed, will you approve any joint activity with organizations or 
representatives from the PRC in the countries or areas in which you will work? 

Answer. If confirmed, my priority will be to provide legal advice to support U.S. 
national security interests, including adherence to international law, in countering 
efforts by our strategic and regional competitors to undermine those interests. The 
Administration has been clear that the PRC is the most consequential geopolitical 
challenge facing the United States, and that the United States is committed to 
working to strengthen our regional partners’ capacities to uphold international law. 
If confirmed, I will work closely with Department of State and interagency col-
leagues and Congress to address the PRC’s efforts to expand its influence, particu-
larly where such efforts are inconsistent with international law. 

Question. As you may be aware, a group of federal employees penned an open let-
ter to President Biden criticizing U.S. support for Israel in the aftermath of Hamas’ 
brutal terrorist attack on October 7, 2023. In addition, on January 16, 2024, employ-
ees from nearly two dozen agencies staged a walkout in protest of the administra-
tion’s Israel policy. Efforts like these directly undermine the duty of our diplomats 
to advance the policies of the President of the United States. Yes or no, did you sign 
the letter to the President expressing opposition to the President’s Israel policy? 

Answer. No. 
Question. Yes or no, did you participate in the January 16, 2024 walkout? 
Answer. No. 
Question. If confirmed, would you define an employee or contractor, operating 

under your supervision, that signs an open letter criticizing you, or policies you un-
dertake at the instruction of the President, as insubordination as defined by the 
Government Accountability Office? 

Answer. The Executive Branch’s definition of insubordination as a willful refusal 
to follow a lawful order is consistent with GAO’s definition. Using this definition, 
I would not regard such a letter as an act of insubordination. 

Question. In your view, are the actions these federal employees took, by anony-
mously signing a letter to the President of the United States, covered as ‘‘whistle-
blowing’’? 

Answer. The statutory definition of whistleblowing covers reports of a reasonable 
belief of violations of law, rule, or regulation, gross mismanagement, gross waste of 
funds, an abuse of authority, or a substantial and specific danger to public health 
and safety, as long as such a report is not otherwise prohibited by law. Although 
I have not personally reviewed the letter, it is my understanding that the letter you 
reference expressed a policy disagreement rather than a disclosure of wrongdoing. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you address discipline issues, such as insubor-
dination, that do not take established dissent channels? 

Answer. If confirmed, and if faced with an act of insubordination, I would consult 
with Human Resources specialists and with the employment lawyers in the Office 
of the Legal Adviser to ensure we follow the law and Department policy. 

Question. Have you ever expressed support for an Israeli ceasefire in Gaza? 
Answer. No, I have not expressed support for an Israeli ceasefire in Gaza. 
Question. Do you agree that Hamas is an antisemitic entity? 
Answer. Yes, Hamas is a designated foreign terrorist organization (FTO) and an 

antisemitic entity. This foreign terrorist organization seeks to eliminate the State 
of Israel, and its founding charter calls for the killing of Jewish people. 
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Question. Would a ceasefire allow these groups to reconstitute and attack Israel, 
and Americans, in the future? 

Answer. I support the Administration’s policy of advancing humanitarian pauses, 
which have previously resulted in hostage releases, enabled and increase in the flow 
of aid, and allowed the voluntary movement of civilians who sought to move to safer 
locations. The U.S. Government supports Israel’s right to defend itself from Hamas’ 
terrorism, consistent with international law. 

Question. Do you agree that calling for a ceasefire in Gaza means calling for Israel 
to stop its pursuit of Hamas, a designated foreign terrorist organization, that or-
chestrated the October 7 attacks and still refuses to release all Israeli and American 
hostages? 

Answer. It is my understanding that the Administration’s stated policy is to sup-
port temporary humanitarian pauses to enable a sustained flow of aid and to allow 
the voluntary movement of civilians seeking safer locations. Working with partners, 
the U.S. Government is attempting to secure the release of all hostages held by 
Hamas. The U.S. Government supports Israel’s right to defend itself from Hamas’ 
terrorism, consistent with international law. 

Question. Do you believe that Israel, in its operation against Hamas, which is 
known to use civilians as human shields, is taking all necessary steps to minimize 
civilian casualties? 

Answer. The U.S. Government supports Israel’s right to defend itself, consistent 
with international law. The Administration has urged Israel to avoid civilian casual-
ties and abide by its obligations under international humanitarian law, include the 
obligation to distinguish between civilians and combatants. Hamas’s use of civilians 
as human shields, a blatant violation of international law, does not lessen Israel’s 
obligations under international humanitarian law. 

Question. This committee has requested meaningful information and briefings re-
garding the security clearance suspension and investigation of the former Special 
Envoy for Iran, Robert Malley. Department officials have not shared any pertinent 
information and claim they are legally prohibited from disclosing this information, 
or underlying concerns regarding impacts upon policy and national security. The 
law is crystal clear regarding providing information to the Legislative branch given 
the oversight role Congress plays over the executive branch. Do you believe there 
is a legal justification in not providing the information required to Congress? 

Answer. Although I do not have any knowledge of the specifics of this situation, 
if confirmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to 
share appropriate information and be as transparent as possible consistent with the 
laws of the United States and the Constitutionally-mandated accommodation proc-
ess. 

Question. In your opinion, can the State Department withhold information to Con-
gress, or appropriate committees of jurisdiction, that has grave national security im-
plications? 

Answer. I have the utmost respect for the essential role Congress plays in the for-
eign policy-making process, and the legitimate oversight and legislative roles of this 
committee and other committees of jurisdiction. 

Generally, when there is a disagreement between the branches about the disclo-
sure of information, there is a constitutionally based obligation to engage in a seri-
ous and good faith effort to reach a reasonable accommodation. 

If confirmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to 
share appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the 
laws of the United States and the Constitutionally-mandated accommodation proc-
ess. 

Question. If confirmed, will you commit to providing the requested information to 
an appropriate committee of jurisdiction, by unclassified or classified means? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, I commit to providing requested information to appro-
priate committees of jurisdiction, by unclassified or classified means, consistent with 
the laws of the United States and the Constitutionally-mandated accommodation 
process. 

Question. U.S. foreign assistance is prohibited, by law, to perform or promote 
abortion or advocate for or against the legalization of abortion overseas. However, 
in 2023, it was discovered USAID planned to obligate a $10 million grant to an or-
ganization and implementer who promoted abortion and pro-abortion lobbying ef-
forts. As vetted by you, USAID argued the grant was justified and there were no 
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violations of law regarding promoting abortion in foreign assistance. Ultimately, 
USAID rescinded the grant proposal. What was your role in advocating for pro-abor-
tion aid in foreign assistance? 

Answer. I have had no such role. As I noted in my confirmation hearing, in my 
time as the General Counsel of USAID, I have provided legal advice that is con-
sistent with all applicable provisions of law related to the use of appropriated funds. 

Attached, for your reference, is a May 23, 2023, letter to Senator Risch from 
USAID’s Assistant Administrator for the Bureau for Legislative Affairs responding 
to a May 16, 2023, letter from Senator Risch regarding a congressional notification 
submitted by USAID to the committee. Among other things, the May 23, 2023, let-
ter notes that ‘‘USAID abides by the statutory restrictions related to abortion, in-
cluding the Helms Amendment, which prohibits the use of USAID funds to perform 
abortion as a method of family planning or to motivate or coerce any person to prac-
tice abortion, and the Siljander Amendment, which prohibits the use of foreign as-
sistance funds to lobby for or against abortion. USAID has no evidence of any viola-
tion of the abortion restrictions or any other legal requirement applicable to this 
program.’’ 

Statutory abortion restrictions are implemented through mandatory standard pro-
visions included in USAID grants, cooperative agreements, and contracts. These 
standard provisions have been substantively the same for many years. 

While USAID had no legal concerns with the proposed use of the funding, the 
Agency withdrew the congressional notification on September 7, 2023, because funds 
would have otherwise expired at the end of the fiscal year. The funds from the with-
drawn congressional notification were then programmed into an existing and al-
ready notified five-year, $50 million commitment to the World Bank’s Investing in 
Childcare initiative. 

Question. Is it legal to provide foreign assistance to advocate or perform abortions 
in any of State’s programs? 

Answer. My understanding is that, like USAID, the Department of State abides 
by all statutory restrictions related to abortion, including the Helms Amendment, 
which prohibits the use of foreign assistance funds to perform abortion as a method 
of family planning or to motivate or coerce any person to practice abortion, and the 
Siljander Amendment, which prohibits the use of foreign assistance funds to lobby 
for or against abortion. 

Question. Did you opine that the grant was in violation of federal law on abortion? 
If no, What did you advise? 

Answer. No. As I noted in my confirmation hearing, in my time as the General 
Counsel of USAID, I have provided legal advice that is consistent with all applicable 
provisions of law related to the use of appropriated funds. 

The attached May 23, 2023, letter to Senator Risch from USAID’s Assistant Ad-
ministrator for the Bureau for Legislative Affairs responded to a May 16, 2023, let-
ter from Senator Risch. I, with the assistance of career attorneys in the Office of 
the General Counsel, reviewed this letter for legal accuracy before it was sent to 
Senator Risch. 

It states that USAID abides by the statutory restrictions related to abortion, in-
cluding the Helms Amendment and the Siljander Amendment. It states that USAID 
has had no evidence of any violation of the abortion restrictions or any other legal 
requirement applicable to the program addressed in the May 23, 2023, letter to Sen-
ator Risch. 

The letter notes that statutory abortion restrictions are implemented through a 
mandatory standard provision included in USAID grants, cooperative agreements, 
and contracts, and this provision was included in the agreement with the partner 
organization. 

Question. Will you assure the committee that you will not advocate for or stretch 
legal authorities at State to promote or conduct pro-abortion activities in foreign as-
sistance programs? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will advise Department officials to comply with all applica-
ble legal requirements, including statutory restrictions related to abortion. 
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RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO MARGARET L. TAYLOR BY SENATOR BILL HAGERTY 

Congressional Review of the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act 
Question. If confirmed, do you commit to take the position that informal unwritten 

agreements with Iran relating to the nuclear program of Iran trigger the legal re-
quirements for congressional review in the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act? 

Answer. I was the Democratic Chief Counsel on the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee when the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act of 2015 (‘‘the Act’’) was 
drafted and passed on a bipartisan basis. 

The Act provides, in pertinent part, that ‘‘[t]he term ‘agreement’ means an agree-
ment related to the nuclear program of Iran that includes the United States, com-
mits the United States to take action, or pursuant to which the United States com-
mits or otherwise agrees to take action, regardless of the form it takes, whether a 
political commitment or otherwise, and regardless of whether it is legally binding 
or not.’’ 

The answer to the question would depend on whether a particular agreement falls 
within this definition. 

If confirmed, I will ensure the Department receives the legal advice necessary to 
act fully in accordance with the requirements of the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review 
Act of 2015. 

Question. Given that there is an explicit exception to the Privacy Act protections 
for Congressional oversight committees, is there any legal justification for the State 
Department to withhold information relevant for Congressional oversight with re-
spect to the Robert Malley matter? If so, please provide the specific statute that pro-
vides this justification. 

Answer. Although I do not have knowledge of the specifics of this situation, if con-
firmed, I commit to working with the committee and others in Congress to share 
appropriate information and be as transparent as possible, consistent with the laws 
of the United States and the Constitutionally-mandated accommodation process. 

Question. Is Abram Paley, in his current capacity as acting Special Envoy for 
Iran, exercising significant authority pursuant to the laws of the United States? 

Answer. While I have not been involved in this issue, if confirmed, I would advise 
the Department on all applicable legal requirements related to Special Envoys, in-
cluding those in section 1(j) of the State Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956 
(22 U.S.C. 2651a(j)). 

Question. If no, did the President or Secretary of State submit, as required by Sec-
tion 5105 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2022 (Public 
Law 117–81), a waiver, which would allow Paley to operate in the role for 180 days 
without Senate confirmation, to appropriate congressional committees not later than 
15 days before Paley’s appointment? 

Answer. While I have not been involved in this issue, if confirmed, I would advise 
the Department on all applicable legal requirements related to Special Envoys, in-
cluding those in section 1(j) of the State Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956 
(22 U.S.C. 2651a(j)). 

Question. If yes, did the Secretary of State submit, as required by Section 5105 
of the FY 2022 NDAA, a notification for temporary appointments exercising signifi-
cant authority to appropriate congressional committees not later than 15 days after 
Paley’s appointment? 

Answer. While I have not been involved in this issue, if confirmed, I would advise 
the Department on all applicable legal requirements related to Special Envoys, in-
cluding those in section 1(j) of the State Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956 
(22 U.S.C. 2651a(j)). 

Question. Please provide the full legal justification, as you understand it, of the 
Biden administration’s claims that construction of homes for Israeli Jews in the 
West Bank is ‘‘inconsistent with international law.’’ Please do not simply state that 
this has been the longstanding position of both Republican and Democratic adminis-
trations prior to the Trump administration. 

Answer. I understand that this Administration believes it is critical for Israel to 
refrain from unilateral steps that exacerbate tensions and undercut efforts to ad-
vance a negotiated two-state solution; this includes settlement activity. It has been 
long-standing U.S. policy—under both Republican and Democratic administrations— 
that new settlements are counterproductive to the cause of peace. I understand the 
Secretary of State recently made a statement in which he reaffirmed that the Israeli 
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Government’s settlement program is inconsistent with international law. I have not 
had the opportunity to engage on the relevant facts or underlying legal analysis that 
informs this position, but if confirmed, I will look closely at this issue. 

Question. The State Department has often helped create the climate to resolve 
prominent bilateral commercial and legal issues. Do you agree that this is an appro-
priate and important role of the Legal Adviser and other senior State Department 
officials? One current matter that would benefit from constructive engagement by 
the Department is the San José shipwreck in Colombia, the value of which is esti-
mated to be between $7 billion and $20 billion. This is one of the largest claims by 
U.S. citizens against a foreign State in the world. As such, I believe this is partly 
a foreign policy issue with implications for U.S.-Colombia relations. I would welcome 
an effort by the Department to facilitate an amicable resolution with Colombia. 

Answer. Yes, this is an appropriate and important role of the Legal Adviser and 
other senior State Department officials. I understand that the Office of the Legal 
Adviser and other bureaus in the State Department have been tracking this case 
closely. 

In December, the Office of the Legal Adviser submitted a non-disputing party 
statement outlining the United States’ views on the agreement underlying the case, 
the U.S.-Colombia Trade Promotion Agreement. That Agreement provides Sea 
Search-Armada LLC with a right to pursue its claim directly against Colombia 
through investor-state arbitration pursuant to the terms of that Agreement. A juris-
dictional hearing on Sea Search-Armada LLC’s claims was held in December 2023, 
and a decision is awaited. If confirmed, I commit to closely following these pro-
ceedings. 

Question. If confirmed, do you agree to look into this matter and encourage the 
amicable resolution of this dispute? 

Answer. Yes, I commit to closely following the ongoing proceedings initiated by 
the claimants, which are aimed at providing a resolution of the dispute. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO MARGARET L. TAYLOR BY SENATOR JEANNE SHAHEEN 

Question. Under the Biden administration, USAID has made clear many times 
over that it takes full compliance seriously with the Helms and Siljander amend-
ments. My understanding is that it has taken the same approach to those statutory 
restrictions over the course of many administrations, including the Trump adminis-
tration. Can you confirm that USAID’s legal position is unchanged from the Trump 
administration? 

Answer. While policies addressing aspects of the abortion issue may change de-
pending on the Administration, U.S. law has remained the same. President Biden 
revoked, by Presidential Memorandum dated January 28, 2021, his predecessor’s 
Presidential Memorandum of January 23, 2017, addressing policies related to this 
issue. 

There has been no change in USAID’s legal position on compliance with statutory 
restrictions on foreign assistance related to reproductive health, including the 
Helms Amendment and the Siljander Amendment, from the previous to the current 
administration. USAID continues to comply with such statutory restrictions. 

Statutory abortion restrictions are implemented through mandatory standard pro-
visions included in USAID grants, cooperative agreements, and contracts. These 
standard provisions have been substantively the same for many years. 

Question. Can you confirm that, in your current position at USAID and previous 
tenure at the Department of State, that you have advised full compliance with U.S. 
law, including related to statutory restrictions on foreign assistance related to repro-
ductive health? 

Answer. Yes, as the General Counsel of USAID, I have advised full compliance 
with U.S. law, including related to statutory restrictions on foreign assistance re-
lated to reproductive health. 

Question. Can implementers funded via USAID grants legally use appropriated 
foreign assistance funds to advocate for abortion? 

Answer. No. 
Question. Is that consistent with the view under the Trump administration? 
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Answer. Yes. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO ERIK JOHN WOODHOUSE BY SENATOR BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 

Question. Do you agree to appear before this committee and make officials from 
your office available to the committee and designated staff when invited? 

Answer. Yes , if confirmed, I agree to work with the committee to make appro-
priate officials from my office available to the committee and designated staff when 
invited. 

Question. Do you commit to keep this committee fully and currently informed 
about the activities under your purview? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, I commit to engaging in meaningful consultation with 
the committee. 

Question. Do you commit to engaging in meaningful consultation while policies 
are being developed, not just providing notification after the fact? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question. Do you commit to promptly responding to requests for briefings and in-

formation requested by the committee and its designated staff? Thank you. 
Answer. Yes. 

Russia Sanctions Circumvention 
Question. Despite the comprehensive, coordinated sanctions effort by the U.S. and 

its allies, Russia has worked to circumvent some sanctions, particularly related to 
microchips and other key components necessary to support Russia’s war machine. 
What are your views on how best to crack down on this type of sanctions evasion 
and other indirect trade with Russia?  

Answer. Sanctions and export controls are having significant impacts on the Rus-
sian economy and Russia’s ability to wage war against Ukraine. We remain deeply 
concerned about efforts to circumvent our sanctions and export controls on 
microchips and other key components. If confirmed, I am committed to continuing 
to work with allies and partners to tighten our sanctions to disrupt the networks 
that facilitate evasion and to crack down on individuals and entities attempting to 
evade them, including by continuing engagement with governments and the private 
sector in high-risk jurisdictions for evasion. 

Question. Export controls and Russia: st year the Kyiv school of Economics found 
more than 1,000 foreign components in 58 pieces of recovered Russian military 
equipment, many of which are subject to export controls. The Royal United Services 
Institute found in a study over 450 unique components sourced from Western manu-
facturers in Russian systems, including from 318 U.S.-based companies. If con-
firmed, what would be your approach to ensuring that American companies monitor 
their supply chains and prevent goods they manufacture from ending up in Russia? 

Answer. In response to Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, we have imposed 
unprecedented sanctions and export controls. We continue to work with countries 
around the world to ensure these measures are properly enforced. As part of this 
effort, we are working with the Departments of Commerce and the Treasury to en-
sure American companies understand their responsibilities under our regulations 
and to underscore the importance of stopping the diversion of their products. We 
also engage with foreign governments and foreign companies to build understanding 
of our sanctions and export controls—and to stress the reputational and enforce-
ment risks of supplying Russia’s war machine. If confirmed, I will continue this im-
portant work to stem the flow of critical technology to the battlefield. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO ERIK JOHN WOODHOUSE BY SENATOR JAMES E. RISCH 

Question. If confirmed, what practical steps will you take to stop money from flow-
ing into the Kremlin’s coffers and into Putin’s pocket? Please be specific. 

Answer. Since 2022, the United States, in coordination with allies and partners, 
has sanctioned more than 4,000 entities and individuals connected to Russia. If con-
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firmed, I am committed to utilizing sanctions in coordination with our allies and 
partners to constrict Russia’s resources and ability to finance its aggression, and to 
deny the Kremlin and its enablers the benefits of the rules-based global economy. 
By way of example, I will support steps to tighten compliance and enforcement of 
the oil price capand to limit Russia’s future energy revenues by impeding its devel-
opment of future energy projects. 

Question. What do you view as the primary goal of U.S. sanctions on Russia? 
Answer. The primary goals of our sanctions and export controls on the Russian 

Federation are to limit the Kremlin’s revenues and to disrupt Russia’s efforts to pro-
cure the items and materials it needs to sustain its war of aggression or expand 
its defense industrial base. Our sanctions are degrading Russia’s sources of financial 
resilience and making it more and more difficult for Russia to prosecute its war ef-
fort. If confirmed, I am committed to working with our allies and partners to 
achieve our shared objectives. 

Question. Have U.S. sanctions on Russia yielded effective results? 
Answer. U.S. sanctions and export controls are addressing our key objectives. 

First, we are limiting the revenues the Kremlin has to fuel its aggression. Russian 
oil and gas revenues have declined sharply, and overall Russia faces declining gov-
ernment revenues and increasing defense spending, leading to a growing budget def-
icit, and forcing the Kremlin to sacrifice Russia’s future prosperity. Second, we are 
disrupting Russia’s ability to procure goods it needs to supply its military and to 
build the weapons the Kremlin wants. 

Question. Despite western sanctions, the Russian economy has statistically contin-
ued to grow as it transitioned to a wartime economy. Do you believe that sustained 
U.S. and allied sanctions will eventually slow or reverse this trend? 

Answer. Our sanctions and export controls disrupt Russia’s access to equipment 
for its military while constraining its economic options and targeting industries Rus-
sia aims to rely on in the future. Russia has a growing budget deficit, high spend-
ing, and declining government revenue; it is also cutting its budget for education, 
health care, and economic growth. Russia’s economy has been effectively split be-
tween a growing military sector and the rest of the economy which is choked of in-
vestment and future prospects. In the short run, Russia will likely continue to grow 
as long as energy prices remain relatively high and massive fiscal spending pumps 
up the defense sector, but doing so will require sacrificing its future economic pros-
perity and degrading Russia’s sources of financial resilience. 

Russia’s Revenue from Oil Sales to Illicit Trade Partners 
Question. In defiance of sanctions by U.S. and our allies, Russia has increased its 

illicit trade ties with Iran, China and North Korea. What specific strategies will you 
implement to block these routes? Please specifically address: 

Answer. While U.S. and partner measures are designed to put downward pressure 
on Russia’s energy revenues, U.S. sanctions generally do not block Russian energy 
exports to other countries. The Department of the Treasury has issued General Li-
cense 8 authorizing a broad range of energy-related transactions with sanctioned 
Russian banks. The price cap policy does not seek to restrict the volumes of Russian 
crude oil on the global market, which could result in higher global oil prices that 
increase Putin’s profits. The price cap policy seeks to leave Russia with no good op-
tions: either to sell oil under the price cap for less than other global suppliers, or 
to face high costs to export it through non-Price Cap Coalition avenues. If con-
firmed, I will continue to work with the Price Cap Coalition to further limit the 
Kremlin’s profits while maintaining market stability and energy supply. 

Question. Russia’s procurement of lethal and non-lethal military supplies from 
Iran, China, and North Korea. 

Answer. To carry out its brutal and unjustified war against Ukraine, Russia’s 
military continues to seek to acquire equipment, munitions, and related components, 
including from foreign suppliers. Russia’s procurement efforts often involve multiple 
layers of front companies spanning different jurisdictions to obfuscate the ties be-
tween foreign sellers and Russia. If confirmed I will support our ongoing efforts to 
employ our broad set of counterproliferation tools to its fullest to prevent or disrupt 
these foreign inputs to Russia’s defense sector. 

Question. Russia’s procurement of western-manufactured high-tech materials and 
high precision equipment through Chinese entities. 

Answer. As we have warned when issuing multiple rounds of sanctions since last 
year, PRC entities continue to support Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine 
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by transferring key dual-use goods. If confirmed I will continue to work to disrupt 
and deter those that evade our sanctions and export control measures. 

State and Treasury together have designated several PRC entities that have sup-
ported Russia’s war effort. I commit to using sanctions and other appropriate means 
to counter PRC support to Russia’s war effort. 

Question. Russia’s procurement of drones and other deep fire weaponry from Iran. 
Answer. Since Iran’s initial shipment of UAVs to Russia, the United States and 

our foreign partners including the EU have sanctioned dozens of entities and indi-
viduals linked to Iran’s UAV program. These actions build on years of using all the 
tools in our nonproliferation toolkit—not only sanctions, but also interdiction, export 
controls, diplomatic engagement, and capacity building—to try to constrain these 
entities’ procurement, production, and proliferation of UAVs. If confirmed, I commit 
to supporting this expansive and holistic approach to impede Iranian proliferation. 

Question. How can the United States use sanctions to counter Russian influence 
in Africa? 

Answer. The U.S. has deployed sanctions to respond to Russia’s malign activities 
in Africa for several years with designations focused on Mali, CAR, Sudan, and else-
where. In particular, in January 2023, we designated the Wagner Group as a 
Transnational Criminal Organization, which has had a range of disruptive impacts. 
Building on previous rollouts, on March 8, the U.S. sanctioned one entity in CAR 
and one Russian company for their support to the Wagner Group. Moving forward, 
I will continue to use all tools at my disposal to disrupt Russia’s malign efforts 
across the continent. 

Question. Please provide your assessment of the effectiveness of the Russian oil 
price cap. 

• Has the mechanism worked as intended? If not, how not? 
• What are the primary challenges to enforcing the cap? 
• What are the most common methods by which violators evade sanctions on the 

cap? 
• What successes have there been in prosecuting violators of the price cap? 
• How could the price cap policy be improved? 
• What is the status of discussions between the U.S. and European allies on alter-

ing the oil price cap policy? 
Answer. We continue to see the Price Cap Coalition’s policies, including import 

bans on Russian crude oil and petroleum products, constraining Russian revenues. 
In 2023, Russian oil tax revenue was down nearly 30 percent compared to 2022. 
Russia’s oil export revenue in December 2023 fell 2.6 billion USD compared to No-
vember 2022, before the Coalition import bans and price cap policy were imple-
mented. 

We saw Russia responding to our efforts by increasing its reliance on a limited 
number of markets and turning to unreliable service providers. The Kremlin has 
been forced to invest significant resources in an effort to export more of its oil via 
a ‘‘shadow fleet,’’ an infrastructure of ships, insurers, and other service providers 
with opaque ownership structures and a history of sanctions evasion activities. 

In response, in October 2023, the Coalition launched the price cap’s second phase 
with a two-pronged approach: tightening enforcement of the price cap for trades that 
used Coalition services, while increasing the costs to the Kremlin of selling oil via 
its alternative shipping ecosystem. Consistent with this approach, the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Treasury’s Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) has since taken re-
peated enforcement actions against those found to be accessing Coalition services to 
move Russian oil above the price cap. The Coalition also implemented changes to 
the price cap policy to strengthen the attestation and recordkeeping processes for 
certain covered service providers. Most recently, on February 23, OFAC took the 
next step of increasing pressure against Russia’s ability to move its oil outside of 
the price cap’s reach, by designating Sovcomflot, Russia’s largest state-owned ship-
ping company and fleet operator. 

As part of these efforts, OFAC has now designated 18 entities and identified over 
40 vessels owned by those 18 entities as blocked property. Since the start of these 
enforcement actions in October 2023, the discount on Russian oil has increased 
meaningfully, an outcome that is consistent with the goals of the policy’s second 
phase: force Putin to either sell his oil under the price cap for much less than other 
global suppliers or face high costs to export it through non-Coalition avenues. 

The Coalition remains focused on further reducing Kremlin profits while main-
taining market stability and energy supply. We continue to work with our Coalition 
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partners to monitor the effectiveness of the price cap policy and ensure it is meeting 
these goals. 

Simultaneously, the United States continues to sanction entities involved in the 
development of key energy projects and associated infrastructure—including Rus-
sia’s Arctic LNG 2 project. Our designations aim to degrade Russia’s future capacity 
to produce and export its energy resources. 

According to a January 2024 report published by Russia’s Finance Ministry, Rus-
sia’s annual oil and natural gas revenues fell to just over USD 99.34 billion USD 
in 2023, a 24 percent year-on-year decrease and the lowest since 2020, when the 
COVID–19 pandemic pushed oil prices sharply lower. Russia’s weaponization of its 
energy resources has laid bare its unreliability as an energy supplier. This has sig-
nificant implications for a country that, in 2021, relied on oil and natural gas reve-
nues for 45 percent of its federal budget. As importing countries turn to more reli-
able sources for energy, there are very limited opportunities for Russia to secure ad-
ditional markets. This shift will result in real, long-term losses for Russia, in terms 
of both its global energy influence and its future energy revenues. 

Question. Under what conditions would the U.S. consider lifting sanctions on Rus-
sia? 

Answer. The Russian Government continues to pursue malign, maximalist goals 
and has shown no signs that it is interested in de-escalating its full-scale invasion 
of Ukraine. The United States will continue to vigorously enforce our sanctions and 
export control measures as long as Russia continues its efforts to destabilize our 
partners and allies. 

Question. How could you work with anti-corruption civil society organizations, 
such as Alexei Navalny’s Anti-Corruption Foundation, to better identify Russian oli-
garch assets for sanction? Would you support the creation of a State-Treasury-Civil 
Society task force to facilitate such efforts? 

Answer. The Department continues to strongly support the Department of Jus-
tice-led Task Force KleptoCapture, which aims to leverage the U.S. Government’s 
tools and authorities against efforts to evade or undermine the economic actions 
taken by the U.S. Government in response to Russia’s aggression against Ukraine. 
Since its establishment, the KleptoCapture task force has taken significant actions 
including facilitating the seizure of superyachts and other assets of sanctioned indi-
viduals with close ties to the Russian regime; dismantling Russian criminal net-
works; and enforcing sanctions violations. We also support civil society’s inde-
pendent efforts to identify and share information about targets for potential U.S. 
Government action. 

Question. Do you support seizing Russian sovereign assets in the United States 
and transferring those assets to Ukraine for its reconstruction? 

Answer. G7 leaders have committed to continuing work to identify all possible 
avenues by which immobilized Russian sovereign assets could be made use of to 
support Ukraine, consistent with our respective legal systems and international law. 
If confirmed, consistent with our laws and regulations, I will support the U.S. Gov-
ernment’s work with our allies and partners to find ways to unlock the economic 
value of these assets and ensure it is Russia who pays for the damage it has caused 
to Ukraine. 

Question. Should the Office of Sanctions Coordination have a role in assisting 
with ongoing G7 talks regarding seizure of Russian sovereign assets? If so, what 
role? 

Answer. Discussions with partners and allies, including the G7, regarding the 
complex issue of harnessing the value of Russian sovereign assets for the benefit 
of Ukraine involve a coordinated effort across relevant USG agencies and sub-com-
ponents with relevant expertise. The Office of Sanctions Coordination can support 
the U.S. Government work on these issues, including engagement with G7 and 
other partners and allies. 

Question. How will you urge our EU and other European partners to increase 
sanctions on Russia??? 

Answer. Sanctions and export controls are having a significant impact on the Rus-
sian economy and Russia’s ability to wage war. We work closely with our European 
partners to share information, coordinate designations, and support sanctions en-
forcement. If confirmed, I am committed to utilizing sanctions in coordination with 
our allies and partners, not only against Russia, but on individuals and companies 
in other countries that help Russia procure items to supply its war effort, including 
its defense industrial base.? 
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Question. If China takes military action against Taiwan, sanctions will inevitably 
be a part of the international response. How would you engage with European coun-
terparts to ensure they are aware of the potentiality of this scenario? 

Answer. We work closely with our European partners to share information, coordi-
nate designations, and support sanctions enforcement. If confirmed, I will continue 
to work closely with my European counterparts to prepare for a variety of potential 
situations that may entail sanctions responses, including a scenario in which China 
takes military action against Taiwan. 

Question. What more can the Administration do to enforce sanctions—particularly 
Chinese purchases of Iranian oil? What are the challenges associated with Iran oil 
sanctions enforcement? Is it a lack of capability, will or resources? 

Answer. Our sanctions have caused Iran to rely heavily on a ghost fleet that sells 
mostly to teapot refineries in the PRC, which imposes heavy operational and eco-
nomic costs on Iran. Larger state-owned Chinese firms have stayed away from Ira-
nian oil, suggesting that our program has deterred Chinese companies with Western 
exposure from engaging in this trade. Since January 2021, we have designated over 
180 entities and individuals across multiple jurisdictions, including in the People’s 
Republic of China, United Arab Emirates, and Southeast Asia, that have played a 
critical role in the production, sale, and shipment of hundreds of millions of dollars’ 
worth of Iranian petrochemicals and petroleum products. We have also identified 
nearly 40 vessels as blocked property involved in this trade. 

Question. Iran’s ghost fleet, which it uses to evade sanctions, has grown from 70 
to over 300 vessels during the Biden administration, yet we’ve seen remarkably lit-
tle action to curb the activity of these vessels. What is the Department’s role and 
strategy to counter ship to ship transfers, vessels turning off transponders, changing 
flags, or other techniques to avoid penalties? 

Answer. We continue to take action targeting Iran’s exports of oil and petrochemi-
cals. In addition to the actions noted in response to a previous question, we also 
engaged in outreach to allies, partners, and private industry, including international 
flag registries, to ensure that the risks and red flags associated with Iran’s illicit 
shipments are well understood. Our engagement includes demarches and advisories 
to inform actors in the oil sector about the risk of U.S. sanctions associated with 
petroleum shipments and sanctions evasion tactics involving Iranian oil and vessels. 

Question. The New York Times reported a U.S. insurance company, American 
Club, insures 27 ships suspected of carrying sanctioned Iranian oil. Do current sanc-
tions authorities apply to insurance companies? If so, how have you engaged with 
American Club to stop insuring these ships? 

Answer. The Departments of State and Treasury continue to engage with industry 
to encourage enhanced due diligence regarding Iranian oil sales, compliance, and 
preventing exposure to U.S. sanctions risk. This outreach also involves the issuance 
of advisories to inform actors in the sector about the risk of U.S. sanctions associ-
ated with petroleum shipments involving Iranian oil and vessels. The Office of For-
eign Assets Control is primarily responsible for investigations of potential sanctions 
violations by U.S. persons. 

Question. What actions have you taken against the United Arab Emirates for pur-
chases of Iranian oil? 

Answer. Since January 2021, we have designated over 180 entities and individ-
uals across multiple jurisdictions, including entities in the United Arab Emirates, 
that have played a critical role in the production, sale, and shipment of hundreds 
of millions of dollars’ worth of Iranian petrochemicals and petroleum products. 

Question. The administration issued a waiver on September 11, 2023 for the Na-
tional Iranian Oil Company and the Central Bank of Iran citing the ‘‘national secu-
rity interest of the United States’’? Please describe in detail the U.S. national secu-
rity interest furthered by this waiver. 

Answer. Transferring funds from restricted Iranian accounts in the Republic of 
Korea to restricted accounts in Qatar for humanitarian trade was consistent with 
longstanding U.S. policy across administrationsto ensure our sanctions do not pre-
vent humanitarian trade. The transfer was also necessary to facilitate the release 
of U.S. citizens from unjust detention in Iran. This money will never enter Iran, can 
only be accessed for humanitarian purposes, and goes directly to third-party ven-
dors. The Department of the Treasury maintains oversight of these funds. 

Question. The State Department issued a new 120-day waiver allowing Iraq to 
pay Iran for electricity, stressing Tehran could only use the funds for humanitarian 
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trade and seeking to blunt criticism of giving Iran the money. How did the 
unfreezing of funds impact the Sudani’s Government’s efforts to control Iranian- 
aligned Shia militia group attacks against U.S. troops and diplomats? 

Answer. This waiver is designed to incentivize change in Iraq’s energy sector 
while reducing Iraqi dependence on Iranian energy. It has been renewed 21 times 
since 2018 and remains vital to the Iraqi Government. As has been our position for 
years, Iranian restricted funds may only be used for humanitarian trade and other 
limited non-sanctionable transactions. These funds are closely monitored, and we re-
main in close contact with our foreign government and financial institution partners 
to ensure they are only used for non-sanctionable purposes. 

Question. What is the status of the Oman channel used to facilitate the unfreezing 
of Iranian assets frozen in Iraq? 

Answer. The Iranian regime does not have direct access to the transferred funds. 
These funds are contained in restricted accounts and can only be used for humani-
tarian and other non-sanctionable purposes. 

Question. Oman faces a potential FATF gray-listing. What assurances do you have 
from Oman on preventing diversions of unfrozen Iranian assets to terrorism? How 
effective have those assurances been? 

Answer. The Administration has established rigorous oversight mechanisms to en-
sure these restricted funds can only be used for humanitarian trade—food, medicine, 
medical devices, and agricultural items from third-party vendors—as well as for 
other non-sanctionable purposes with authorization by the U.S. Government. These 
funds are closely monitored by the Department of the Treasury, and we remain in 
close contact with our foreign government and financial institution partners to en-
sure these funds are only used for non-sanctionable purposes. 

Question. Iran’s support for terror groups is the regime’s most malign activity. 
Iran was named ‘‘the leading state sponsor of terrorism’’ by the Bureau of Counter-
terrorism in November 2023 for ‘‘facilitating a wide range of terrorist and other il-
licit activities around the world.’’ How do you respond to argument that the transfer 
of funds to Iran, to include unfreezing Iranian assets in jurisdictions abroad, has 
increased Iranian support for regional terrorism, to include Lebanese Hezbollah, 
Hamas, and the Houthis? 

Answer. The Iranian Government has, for decades, at the expense of its own peo-
ple’s needs, consistently prioritized supporting destabilizing activities in the region. 
Across administrations, including this and the prior one, it has remained a long-
standing U.S. policy to ensure our sanctions do not prevent food, medicine, and 
other humanitarian goods and services from flowing to ordinary people, no matter 
how objectionable their governments. The Iranian regime does not have direct ac-
cess to the transferred funds.? These funds are contained in restricted accounts and 
can only be used for humanitarian and other non-sanctionable purposes. 

Question. While the Biden administration insists that unfrozen Iranian funds are 
for humanitarian purposes, isn’t all money fungible and a net gain for the regime’s 
terror budget? Please explain in detail. 

Answer. The Iranian Government, at the expense of its own people’s needs, has 
consistently prioritized supporting destabilizing activities in the region. Across ad-
ministrations, including this and the prior one, it has remained a longstanding U.S. 
policyto ensure our sanctions do not prevent food, medicine, and other humanitarian 
goods and services from flowing to ordinary people, no matter how objectionable 
their governments. The availability of these funds for limited humanitarian trade 
in Iraq and Oman is consistent with that policy. 

Question. What are the dangers of monetizing hostage policy? What impact does 
monetizing hostage policy have on the safety of Americans abroad? 

Answer. The State Department has no higher priority than the safety and secu-
rity of U.S. citizens overseas. This Administration has made clear that we are will-
ing to make tough decisions to bring home Americans who are unjustly detained 
overseas. Regarding the September 2023 Iran hostage deal, the President and Sec-
retary determined the trade-off necessary to get Americans home was in our na-
tional security interest. The United States will do whatever it can to provide all ap-
propriate support for U.S. nationals—including lawful permanent residents with sig-
nificant ties to the United States—held overseas. 

Question. Do you support the permanent freeze of Iranian funds held in Qatar, 
Oman, Iraq, and other jurisdictions? Why or why not? 
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Answer. The Administration has established rigorous oversight mechanisms to en-
sure these restricted funds can only be used for humanitarian trade, as well as for 
other non-sanctionable purposes with authorization by the U.S. Government. Across 
administrations, including this and the prior one, it has remained a longstanding 
U.S. policyto ensure our sanctions do not prevent food, medicine, and other humani-
tarian goods and services from flowing to ordinary people, no matter how objection-
able their governments. The availability of these funds in Iraq and Oman is con-
sistent with that policy. 

Question. Do you agree that Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) 
designation as a Specially Designated Global Terrorist (SDGT) and as a Foreign 
Terrorist Organization (FTO) should not be lifted until they have demonstrated that 
they have permanently ceased terror activities? 

Answer. The IRGC, including its Quds force, remain designated as a FTO and a 
SDGT. If confirmed, I am committed to using all tools at our disposal, including 
sanctions, and working in close coordination with our allies and partners, to counter 
the terrorist threat posed by Iran and its proxies. 

Question. Just this week, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) admit-
ted ‘‘the Agency has lost continuity of knowledge in relation to [Iran’s] production 
and inventory of centrifuges, rotors and bellows, heavy water and uranium ore con-
centrate.’’ What conditions would warrant snapback sanctions under UNSCR 2231? 

Answer. UNSCR 2231 (2015) provides that a JCPOA participant State may notify 
the Security Council of an issue it believes constitutes significant non-performance 
of JCPOA commitments to initiate the ‘‘snapback’’ of previous U.N. sanctions on 
Iran. The Administration has made clear it will continue to vigorously enforce U.S. 
unilateral sanctions and implement the provisions of UNSCR 2231. The Administra-
tion has also stated that it remains in close consultation with European allies re-
garding the imposition and enforcement of new sanctions in response to Iran’s ac-
tions. 

Question. What is the Administration’s strategy to penalize and deter Iran’s fur-
ther nuclear advances and non-compliance with its nonproliferation obligations?? 

Answer. The Administration has made clear that Iran’s continued expansion of 
nuclear activities that have no credible civilian justification and failure to fully co-
operate with the IAEA remain deeply troubling. The Administration has under-
scored that it continues to vigorously enforce sanctions on Iran, including actions 
targeting Iran’s oil and petrochemical trade, and that the IAEA Board of Governors 
must be prepared to consider further action as necessary to hold Iran to account 
if Iran does not provide the necessary cooperation required by its safeguards obliga-
tions. 

Iran and Other Malign Global Actors 
During the Biden administration, U.S. adversaries to include Iran, China, 

Russia, North Korea, and Venezuela have grown closer to form a broader 
‘‘axis of evil’’. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you coordinate U.S. sanctions policy on Russia, 
China, and Iran to ensure they are aligned? 

Answer. The Office of Sanctions Coordination was created, in part, to ensure that 
our sanctions policies are well coordinated across diverse sanctions programs and 
that these policies continue to advance our foreign policy goals. Doing so requires 
working closely with the State Department’s regional bureaus and other stake-
holders, including counterparts at the National Security Council and at the Treas-
ury Department, to ensure we are creatively using all the tools at our disposal to 
meet the challenges posed by our adversaries. 

Question. As U.S. adversaries grow closer in building a resistance economy insu-
lated from the U.S. economic system and committed to evading sanctions, how will 
you ensure U.S. sanctions have the maximum impact? 

Answer. Countering evasion networks is crucial to maintaining the effectiveness 
of our sanctions. Working with our partners in the G7 and around the world, using 
data and expert analysis to identify the linkages that facilitate evasion, and using 
the full range of our sanctions tools to consistently disrupt those entities and indi-
viduals that facilitate sanctions evasion and circumvention will remain a priority of 
mine if confirmed. 

Question. Where do you see opportunities to drive wedges between U.S. adver-
saries? 
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Answer. Increasing the costs of coordination between our adversaries is important 
to countering sanctions evasion and ensuring our sanctions are maximally effective. 
Through diplomatic engagement and targeted sanctions, we can disrupt those link-
ages and make it harder and more expensive for our adversaries to support each 
other and engage in malign activity. 

Question. In general, how do you plan to engage with partners like the UAE, 
Qatar, and Oman who engage with U.S. adversaries and have a questionable history 
of sanctions enforcement? How do we keep them on our side without excusing bad 
behavior? 

Answer. Robust and frank engagement with partners on sanctions enforcement 
and implementation is essential to keeping them on our side. We must ensure they 
clearly understand our concerns, have actionable information, and have the capacity 
to enforce. When enforcement or other cooperation is not forthcoming, we must also 
be willing to utilize all tools at our disposal as needed. 

Question. How do you assess the importance of sanctions, including from the Cae-
sar Act, to pressure the Syrian regime to implement the reforms outlined in UNSCR 
2254? 

Answer. Our sanctions, including under the Caesar Act, are important tools to 
promote accountability for the Assad regime’s abuses and press it to take genuine 
and credible steps toward a political solution in line with U.N. Security Council Res-
olution (UNSCR) 2254. A Syrian-owned, Syrian-led political process remains the 
only viable solution to the conflict. We are working with our allies, likeminded part-
ners, and the U.N. to implement UNSCR 2254. The Administration remains com-
mitted to using all tools at its disposal, including Caesar Act sanctions, to pursue 
a resolution to the Syrian conflict. 

Question. The Arab Gas Pipeline is intended to deliver natural gas from Egypt 
to Lebanon via pipelines in Syria, in exchange for a transit fee or payment in kind 
to the Assad regime. Do you assess that the Arab Gas Pipeline is compliant with 
the Caesar Syria Civilian Protection Act of 2019? If so, please give a detailed an-
swer. 

Answer. The parties and the World Bank are still discussing the financing terms 
and contracts of the gas pipeline project. The Departments of State and the Treas-
ury need to receive the final details of the financing terms and contracts to assess 
any relevant sanctions implications. At that time, the Departments of State and the 
Treasurywill have the information necessary to make a final determination regard-
ing the pipeline’s compliance with the Caesar Act. 

Question. As the Syrian portion of the Arab Gas Pipeline is refurbished and main-
tained by Russian state-owned industries, notable Gasprom, please provide an anal-
ysis of the pipeline’s compliance with Russia and Ukraine sanctions. [Less a ques-
tion more a request, please answer] 

Answer. We are aware of media reports that Russian firm Stroytransgaz was in-
volved in construction of the Syrian portion of the Arab GasPipeline, which was 
completed in February 2008. Stroytransgaz has been on the OFAC SDN list since 
2014. The Departments of Treasury and State have yet to receive details on the 
final financing terms and contracts. Only at that time will the Departments of State 
and the Treasury have the information needed to assess any sanctions implications 
and make any final determinations. 

Question. The State Department has made a commitment to Senator Risch to pro-
vide a briefing and determination on Caesar sanctions compliance for the Arab Gas 
Pipeline before issuing any comfort letter, pre-assurance, licenses or waivers to 
Egypt or in support of activating the pipeline. Do I have your commitment to do 
the same? 

Answer. I would welcome the opportunity to provide briefings to Congressional 
staff or members on the Arab Gas pipeline and Lebanon proposals, as we have done 
before. The Departments of Treasury and State have made no final determinations 
to date. I understand that the parties and the World Bank are still discussing the 
financing terms and contracts. The Departments of Treasury and State need to re-
ceive the details of the final financing terms and final contracts to be able to assess 
any relevant sanctions implications. As Secretary Blinken has made clear, we have 
not lifted or waived Syria-related sanctions. 

Question. The Sanctioning the Use of Defenseless Shields Act of 2018 (P.L. 115- 
348) direct sanctions against entities that employ human shields. Given extensive 
confirmed reporting of Hamas and Hezbollah use of human shields, why has the De-
partment not issued sanctions in compliance with the law? 
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Answer. Hamas and Hezbollah have been designated terrorist groups for more 
than 20 years. Using its counterterrorism authorities, the U.S. Government has 
sanctioned Hamas and Hezbollah for their terrorist activity, as well as their leaders 
and the supporters who enable that terrorist activity. This Administration remains 
steadfastly committed to countering Hamas and Hezbollah and the financial net-
works underpinning them, as demonstrated by the designation of numerous persons 
connected to these groups that have been announced since this administration 
began in January 2021. 

Question. What barriers exist to issuing sanctions under the Use of Defenseless 
Shields Act? 

Answer. The Administration has demonstrated it wholeheartedly believes that 
civilians should not suffer the consequences of the inhumanity and brutality of 
Hamas, Hezbollah, or any other terror group. And, if confirmed, I will continue to 
support the use of the tools at our disposal to target these groups, their financiers, 
and the financial transfer mechanisms that funnel funds in support of terrorist ac-
tivities. 

Question. Would you support corruption sanctions on Lebanese officials across the 
sectarian spectrum who prevent Lebanon from selecting a president and imple-
menting reforms needed to recover from the economic crisis? 

Answer. Sanctions are one tool, among many, to promote accountability for cor-
rupt actors and those whose activities undermine democratic institutions or con-
tribute to the breakdown of the rule of law. We are committed to leveraging all tools 
at our disposal to press the Lebanese political class to elect a president and imple-
ment the reforms needed to recover from the economic crisis, in line with the de-
mands of the Lebanese people. 

Afghanistan 
The Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction (SIGAR) 

said that U.S. aid through the United Nations is possibly being taken by the 
Taliban. 

Question. How do you view the role of sanctions coordinator in enforcing sanctions 
on the Taliban? 

Answer. The Taliban remain designated under U.S. counterterrorism sanctions as 
well as several of its leaders and members at the United Nations. There have been 
no sanctions lifted since August 2021. In December 2023, the U.S. imposed sanc-
tions under Global Magnitsky on two Taliban leaders for human rights abuses re-
lated to the ongoing repression of women and girls. If confirmed, I will continue to 
work closely within the State Department and across the interagency to ensure U.S. 
sanctions against the Taliban support broader policy objectives, including countering 
terrorism, promoting human rights, and preventing diversion of humanitarian as-
sistance. 

Question. Which criteria does the State Department use to determine which offi-
cials from Latin American and Caribbean Governments are subject to 7031(c) des-
ignations? 

Answer. I understand that when the Secretary of State has credible information 
that a foreign government official has been involved in significant corruption and/ 
or a gross violation of human rights, the Secretary is required to designate or iden-
tify that official and his or her immediate family members under Section 7031(c). 
The Department of State actively reviews cases and applies this authority to des-
ignate current and former foreign government officials globally, and it aligns with 
our broad efforts to counter corruption and protect human rights. 

Question. What role do sanctions, and 7031(c) designations have in contributing 
to promoting democracy, human rights, and security in Latin America and the Car-
ibbean? 

Answer. Sanctions and public designation under authorities, including Section 
7031(c), allow the United States to promote accountability for corrupt and anti- 
democratic actors, as well as individuals involved in human rights violations and 
abuses. These actions aim to disrupt or deter future violations and abuses. 

Question. How does the State Department assess the effectiveness of sanctions 
and 7031(c) designations in achieving their intended goals in Latin America and the 
Caribbean? 

Answer. Sanctions and other authorities, including Section 7031(c), are important 
tools in the Department’s efforts to promote accountability for human rights viola-
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tions and abuses, counter impunity for corruption, and address democratic back-
sliding in the Western Hemisphere. During this administration we have used these 
tools across the region, including in Cuba, Nicaragua, Haiti, Guatemala, and Colom-
bia. Designations are highly fact and context-specific, and the Department works 
with our embassies, the inter-agency, and civil society to gather and analyze rel-
evant information regarding impact, including impacts that may manifest them-
selves over the long term. 

Question. The U.S. and Argentina recently cooperated on seizing a Venezuelan 
cargo plane tied to Iran and its terrorist proxies. If confirmed, what will you do to 
ensure we continue enforcing counter-terrorism sanctions, particularly in the West-
ern Hemisphere? 

Answer. The Administration is committed to countering terrorism and enforcing 
U.S. law with respect to designated actors. If confirmed, I will continue our work 
in this area, including with our partners in the Western Hemisphere, to enforce U.S. 
sanctions against violators, including against Iran, its proxies and partners wher-
ever they may be found. 

Question. From your perspective, how can the United States better utilize sanc-
tions with to limit the malign activities and influence of PRC in Latin America? 

Answer. The Administration has deepened partnerships in Latin American to help 
protect against external interference or coercion, including from the PRC, and co-
ordinate on sanctions enforcement. If confirmed, I will continue to work with our 
partners on sanctions policy and monitor the activities of the PRC in Latin America 
and act where appropriate. 

Question. If confirmed, what considerations will guide your assessment to can-
celing the sanction relief extended to Venezuela since October 2022 [sic], particu-
larly in light of the lack of response to lifting of the ban on opposition presidential 
candidates running for office? 

Answer. We already have revoked General License 43 in response to actions by 
Maduro and his representatives that are inconsistent with the agreements reached 
in Barbados last year. The State Department press spokesperson has made clear 
that unless Maduro and his representatives show progress in creating conditions for 
competitive elections, we will not renew General License 44 (relief to Venezuela’s 
oil and gas sector) when it expires on April 18, 2024. 

Question. If not, under what conditions would you advocate for changes to the 
U.S. sanctions program for Venezuela? Under what conditions would you advocate 
for changes to the U.S. sanctions program for Venezuela? 

Answer. The United States will reconsider its sanctions on Venezuela when 
Maduro takes concrete steps towards competitive elections. The State Department 
press spokesperson has made clear that unless Maduro and his representatives 
show progress in creating conditions for competitive elections, we will not renew 
General License 44 (relief to Venezuela’s oil and gas sector) when it expires on April 
18, 2024. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you work to convince the EU to match U.S. sanc-
tions until there is a credible transition to democratic order in Venezuela? 

Answer. Last year, Department officials engaged European counterparts on Ven-
ezuela sanctions policy on multiple occasions, and I travelled to Madrid to reinforce 
the importance of the EU staying aligned with the U.S. on Venezuela sanctions pol-
icy. The EU renewed their sanctions regime on Venezuela late last year. If con-
firmed, I will continue to urge the EU to remain aligned with the U.S. on Venezuela 
sanctions policy. 

Question. How is the State Department collaborating with the Treasury Depart-
ment in implementing Executive Order 13850, specifically targeting individuals in-
volved in Venezuela’s gold sector or any other sector of the Venezuelan economy? 

Answer. The Department works closely with the Department of the Treasury on 
the implementation of the Venezuela sanctions program, including with respect to 
General License 43, which had authorized transactions with Venezuela’s state- 
owned gold company, and was rescinded in January. 

Question. Do you support stronger sanctions against Maduro, and the allies of 
Maduro, currently sanctioned for committing human rights abuses, trafficking 
drugs, or are involved in corruption/subverting democracy in Venezuela? 

Answer. Maduro has been designated for his subversion of democracy, and many 
of his allies have been designated for committing human rights abuses, trafficking 
drugs, corruption, and further subversion of democracy. I will continue to advocate 
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for the use of our sanctions authorities to support the democratic aspirations of the 
Venezuelan people. 

Question. What is the State Department’s assessment of how much revenue has 
dictator Maduro received from the November 2022 Chevron license? 

Answer. I refer you to Chevron for information on how much revenue Maduro re-
ceived from the license. As money goes into the energy sector, Maduro is likely to 
accrue some revenue, but this will happen slowly as businesses need to have con-
fidence in the investment climate in Venezuela before any significant increases in 
revenue are seen by Maduro. 

Question. What is the State Department’s assessment of how revenue dictator 
Maduro’s regime is expected/projected to earn from the licenses extended on October 
18? 

Answer. We regularly assess the impact our foreign policy has on Maduro and his 
associates with the objective of restoring democracy in Venezuela. We refer you to 
private sector participants for more information on payments associated with their 
activities in Venezuela. We are unaware of any new financial relationships, includ-
ing investments in Venezuela’s gold sector that occurred prior to General License 
43 being revoked. 

Question. What is the latest impact assessment of the USG’s foreign policy of giv-
ing sanctions relief and corresponding revenue flows to the Maduro regime? 

Answer. We regularly assess the impact our foreign policy has on Maduro and his 
associates with the objective of restoring democracy in Venezuela. We refer you to 
private sector participants for more information on payments associated with their 
activities in Venezuela. We are unaware of any new financial relationships, includ-
ing investments in Venezuela’s gold sector that occurred prior to General License 
43 being revoked. 

Question. If confirmed, will you advocate against any unilateral changes to U.S. 
sanctions or conditions put in place against the Cuba regime as required by U.S. 
law, including the Libertad Act absent the Cuban regime committing to a demo-
cratic process and democratic openings? 

Answer. U.S. sanctions against Cuba are codified in statute. The embargo will not 
be lifted absent Congressional action or if the statutory criteria for terminating the 
embargo are met. If confirmed, I will continue to maintain sanctions on Cuba as 
required by U.S. law. 

As the Biden-Harris Administration outlined on May 16, 2022, we are committed 
to promoting accountability for human rights abuses and supporting the political 
and economic well-being of the Cuban people. 

Question. If confirmed, do you pledge to advocate for a Section 7301(c) designation 
of Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner, the outgoing Vice President of Argentina? Please 
provide your rationale for your decision. 

Answer. While the Office of the Sanctions Coordinator does not lead on visa re-
striction authorities, if confirmed I will work with relevant stakeholders to consider 
appropriate tools to address corruption in Latin America and elsewhere. 

Question. If confirmed, will you commit to advocating for a Section 7031(c) des-
ignation for former Ecuadorian President Rafael Correa due to his involvement in 
significant acts of corruption, as evidenced by his 2020 bribery conviction related to 
activities during his presidency from 2007 to 2017? 

Answer. While the Office of the Sanctions Coordinator does not lead on visa re-
striction authorities, if confirmed I will work with relevant stakeholders to consider 
appropriate tools to address corruption in Latin America and elsewhere. 

Question. Why has the State Department focused on Section 7301(c) designations 
for officials from governments in Latin America and the Caribbean that have ac-
tively cooperated with the United States on strategic diplomatic and national secu-
rity matters such as former Guatemala president Alejandro Giammattei? Please ex-
plain the process and criteria that it has used since January 2021 to designate indi-
viduals in Latin American and the Caribbean under Section 7031(c). 

Answer. The Department uses a variety of accountability tools, including Section 
7031(c), to advance U.S. foreign policy priorities articulated in the U.S. Strategy to 
Counter Corruption. I understand that the State Department considers credible in-
formation from a variety of sources that meets the Section 7031(c) threshold for des-
ignation. Regarding former Guatemalan president Alejandro Giammattei’s January 
designation, I understand that the Department had credible information of Mr. 
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Giammattei’s involvement in significant corruption, which triggered the Congres-
sionally mandated obligation to designate him under Section 7031(c). 

Question. How has the amendment to Executive Order 13851, signed by President 
Biden on October 24, 2022, which expanded sanctions and imposed visa restrictions 
on over 500 Nicaraguans and their family members affiliated with the Nicaraguan 
Government or supportive of actions undermining democratic institutions, influ-
enced the Murillo regime’s commitment to restoring democracy in Nicaragua? 

Answer. The aim of these measures is to increase the pressure on the Ortega-- 
Murillo regime and promote accountability. We have deployed targeted sanctions 
and imposed over 1,100 visa restrictions against those undermining democracy. 
These actions complement our diplomatic efforts to press for restoring full civil and 
political rights for all Nicaraguans. We cannot preview sanctions actions, but if con-
firmed, I will work within the Department and interagency to support the effective 
use of our sanctions tools in support of our objectives in Nicaragua. 

Question. On a September 20, 2021 ‘‘telephonic press briefing on the Biden-Harris 
Administration actions in response to the ongoing crisis in Northern Ethiopia’’, you 
said the ‘‘situation in Ethiopia shocks the conscience the extent of the human rights 
and humanitarian crisis in Ethiopia is too great now not to use every tool at our 
disposal. This is why President Biden signed this executive order authorizing the 
use of financial sanctions against those contributing to or prolonging the crisis.’’ In 
the time since Executive Order 14046 was signed by President Biden, no Ethiopians 
have been designated. What is your perspective on this?? 

Answer. The U.S. remains committed to supporting peace in Ethiopia, and we 
continuously assess how to employour array of toolsappropriate to the policy con-
text. In addition to sanctions, we have utilized other tools, such as an Atrocities De-
termination and visa restrictions, to address concerns in the implementation of the 
Cessation of Hostilities Agreement and other areas. Moving forward, I will continue 
to monitor the situation and work with thestakeholders within the State Depart-
ment and across the interagency to deploy our sanctions tools, as appropriate. 

Question. Similarly, on May 4, 2023, President Biden signed Executive Order 
14098 on ‘‘imposing sanctions on certain persons destabilizing Sudan and under-
mining the goal of a democratic transition.’’ To date, 5 individuals have been des-
ignated under the EO, largely Bashir-era Islamists. With the exception of Hemedti’s 
brother, we have yet to see designations target the individuals most responsible for 
the destruction of Sudan and related humanitarian disaster. How would you address 
this as sanctions coordinator? 

Answer. In addition to the designation of five individuals, the United States has 
designated nine SAF and RSF-affiliated entities, including those located outside 
Sudan, that have financial or other connections to the warring entities. The U.S. 
also issued anotice in June 2023 declaring all gold from Sudan as conflict-affected 
and high risk. The U.S., in coordination with our allies, will continue to deploy sanc-
tions to disrupt the SAF’s and RSF’s ability to prosecute the war, to support nego-
tiations, and to undermine the ability of non-democratic spoilers from shaping Su-
dan’s future. 

Question. On March 4, 2024, the termination of the Zimbabwe Sanctions Program 
was announced by the Administration, along with the announcement of 14 Global 
Magnitsky designations. We have received assurances that these 14 designations 
are just the start of the rollout of Global Magnitsky sanctions on Zimbabweans re-
sponsible for acts of significant corruption and/or responsible for gross violations of 
internationally recognized human rights. As Sanctions Coordinator, how would you 
prioritize this and ensure that the Administration follows through on its commit-
ments to Congress? 

Answer. I remain deeply concerned about human rights abuses and widespread 
corruption in Zimbabwe, which continue to undermine democratic processes in the 
country. Moving forward, I will continue to advocate for the use of all available 
tools, including Global Magnitsky sanctions and visa restrictions, as appropriate, to 
promote accountability for those actors who engage in human rights abuses and cor-
ruption. 

Question. The old Zimbabwe sanctions regime included authorities to designate in-
dividuals for undermining democratic governance. Please clarify in writing the De-
partment’s view regarding whether the Global Magnitsky Act and/or 7031(c) sanc-
tions cover matters pertaining to undermining democratic governance. 
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Answer. Undermining democratic governance often has a nexus to human rights 
abuses and violations and corruption. If confirmed, I will continue to advocate for 
the use of all available tools to address malign actors in Zimbabwe. 

Question. On December 4, 2023, Secretary Blinken announced new visa restriction 
policies for Uganda and Zimbabwe under Section 212(a)(3)(c) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act for undermining democracy. On December 5, 2023, my staff re-
quested a briefing on the updated policies, and have followed up on the request on 
multiple occasions in person and in writing. To date, the briefing has not been held. 
Please describe the updated visa policies for Uganda and Zimbabwe. 

Answer. On December 4, 2023, Secretary Blinken announced an expansion of the 
visa restriction policy introduced after Uganda’s flawed 2021 presidential elections. 
I understand that this expanded visa restriction policy includes current or former 
Ugandan officials or others who are believed to be responsible for, or complicit in, 
undermining the democratic process in Uganda or for policies or actions aimed at 
repressing members of marginalized or vulnerable populations. 

The Secretary also announced a new visa restriction policy for undermining de-
mocracy in Zimbabwe. I understand that under this policy, individuals who under-
mine the democratic process in Zimbabwe—including in the lead-up to, during, and 
following Zimbabwe’s August 2023 elections—may be found ineligible for U.S. visas. 

I understand that a briefing to discuss these policies with SFRC staff is scheduled 
for March 14 at 1 p.m. 

Question. Do you commit, as Sanctions Coordinator if confirmed, to responding to 
briefing requests from my office in a timely fashion? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question. What has the United States achieved in our Myanmar policy through 

the use of sanctions? Please be specific. 
Answer. Sanctions on 91 individuals and 50 entities since the 2021 coup have 

proved impactful in disrupting the junta’s financial and economic activities, and we 
will continue to pursue such efforts. We have disrupted the supply chain of aviation 
fuel; restricted revenue from reaching military leaders, arms traders, state-owned 
entities, and cronies and other businesspeople affiliated with and enabling the mili-
tary regime; and disrupted the regime’s use of foreign currency to purchase weapons 
through sanctions on two state-owned banks and the largest state-owned energy 
company. 

Question. What is the role that Chinese state-owned and commercial entities play 
in funding and supplying the Burma military government? How can we use sanc-
tions policy to address the role these entities have played in Burma to date? 

Answer. Since the military coup in Burma, the PRC maintains high-level engage-
ment with the military regime, including through trade and investment ties. We 
continue to urge all members of the international community, including the PRC, 
to press the regime to cease the violence, release all those unjustly detained, and 
support the people of Burma’s aspirations to live in peace and in an inclusive, rep-
resentative democracy. 

We do not preview potential sanctions actions, but the U.S. Government will use 
all tools available, if appropriate, to address concerns. 

Question. Why has the U.S. Government not used authorities under the Global 
Magnitsky Act or the Hong Kong Human Rights and Democracy Act since 2021 to 
sanction PRC officials (including HKSAR officials) who continue to undermine the 
internationally recognized human rights and basic freedoms of Hong Kong citizens? 

Answer. The Department continuously evaluates the best approach and response 
to the ongoing dismantling of Hong Kong’s autonomy and rule of law. If confirmed, 
I would welcome consultations with you and your staff regarding potential actions 
as we consider options to promote accountability for those involved in human rights 
abuses, transnational repression, and the erosion of Hong Kong’s autonomy. 

Question. Is it true that the Foundation for Climate and Environmental Protection 
M.V. was funded by the Russian state-owned energy company Gazprom? (Please 
note that I’ve entered into the hearing record the bylaws for the foundation, which 
provides details on its funding.) 

Answer. In November 2021, the Department reported a vessel for engaging in ac-
tivity covered by PEESA, as amended. The owner of the vessel was a German foun-
dation, and the Department was aware of certain reports regarding Nord Stream 
2 AG planning to provide funding to the foundation. The Department determined 
that the foundation fell within the exception in section 7503(e)(6)(c) of PEESA, as 
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amended. Accordingly, the Department did not report or sanction the foundation. 
This determination was based on all of the relevant facts available at that time. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Is it true that the Foundation for Climate and Environmental 
Protection M.V. was funded by the Russian state-owned energy company 
Gazprom? (Please note that I’ve entered into the hearing record the bylaws 
for the foundation, which provides details on its funding.) Please provide a 
yes or no answer, and explain why. 

Answer. The website for the Foundation for Climate and Environmental 
Protection M.V. currently acknowledges receiving funding from Nord 
Stream 2 AG. The Department was aware of certain reports regarding Nord 
Stream 2 AG planning to provide funding to the foundation at the time of 
the determination. The Department reviewed the statute of the foundation 
at the time, which the Department understands to be the document entered 
into the record. It did not specify details on its funding sources beyond not-
ing the initial Ö200,000 provided by the state government to establish the 
foundation. 

Question. Per your own PEESA report submission in November 2021, the pipe- 
laying support ship (‘‘Blue Ship’’) was engaged in pipe-laying activities. Is it true 
that ‘‘Blue Ship’’ was owned by the Foundation for Climate and Environmental Pro-
tection M.V.? (Please note that I’ve entered into the hearing record the ownership 
registration of this vessel.) 

Answer. Yes, at the time of the Department’s November 2021 report, the ‘‘Blue 
Ship’’ was owned by the Foundation for Climate and Environmental Protection M.V. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Per your own PEESA report submission in November 2021, the 
pipe-laying support ship (‘‘Blue Ship’’) was engaged in pipe-laying activities. 
Is it true that ‘‘Blue Ship’’ was owned by the Foundation for Climate and 
Environmental Protection M.V.? (Please note that I’ve entered into the 
hearing record the ownership registration of this vessel.) Please provide a 
yes or no answer, and explain why. 

Answer. Yes, at the time of the Department’s November 2021 report, the 
‘‘Blue Ship’’ was owned by the Foundation for Climate and Environmental 
Protection M.V. 

Question. Is it true that the bylaws of this foundation stated that the organization 
may operate as a business? (Please note again that I have entered into the hearing 
record a copy of this organization’s bylaws.) 

Answer. The Department looked at documents related to the foundation to review 
the purposes of the foundation. The Department considered those documents and a 
number of facts available at the time and determined that the foundation fell within 
the exception in section 7503(e)(6)(c) of PEESA, as amended. I am aware that there 
are other views on the interpretation of this statutory exception. If confirmed, I 
would seek to engage with the committee on questions of interpretation like this in 
the future. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Is it true that the bylaws of this foundation stated that the or-
ganization may operate as a business? (Please note again that I have en-
tered into the hearing record a copy of this organization’s bylaws.) Please 
provide a yes or no answer, and explain why. 

Answer. The Department reviewed the statute establishing the founda-
tion and other documents at the time of the determination. The Depart-
ment understands this question to refer to the founding statute of the foun-
dation, which is the document entered into the record. Consistent with the 
documents entered into the hearing record, the Department was aware that 
the foundation could establish and maintain a commercial business, which 
does not mean the foundation itself was operating as a business. Any prof-
its earned by the foundation were to be retained for the purposes of the 
foundation. The Department considered those documents and a number of 
facts available at the time and determined that the foundation fell within 
the exception in section 7503(e)(6)(c) of PEESA, as amended. 
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Question. Is it true that PEESCA explicitly requires sanctions on vessels engaged 
in pipe-laying activities and the entities that own them, even government entities, 
if they are operating as a business enterprise? (For reference, see Sec. 7503 (e)(6)(B) 
of FY 2020 NDAA, as amended by FY 2021 NDAA Sec. 1242 (22 USC 9526 note.) 

Answer. Section 7503 (e)(6) of PEESA, as amended, provides that sanctions ‘‘shall 
not apply with respect to-- (A) the European Union; (B) the Government of Norway, 
Switzerland, the United Kingdom, or any member country of the European Union; 
or (C) any entity of the European Union or a government described in subparagraph 
(B) that is not operating as a business enterprise.’’ The Department determined that 
the foundation fell within this exception, based on all of the relevant facts available 
at the time. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Is it true that PEESCA explicitly requires sanctions on vessels 
engaged in pipe-laying activities and the entities that own them, even gov-
ernment entities, if they are operating as a business enterprise? (For ref-
erence, see Sec. 7503 (e)(6)(B) of FY 2020 NDAA, as amended by FY 2021 
NDAA Sec. 1242 (22 USC 9526 note.) Please provide a yes or no answer, 
and explain why. 

Answer. Section 7503(a)(1)(B)(i) of PEESA, as amended, requires the Sec-
retary of State, in consultation with the Secretary of the Treasury, to report 
to Congress any foreign persons determined to have knowingly, sold, leased, 
or provided, or facilitated selling, leasing, or providing, any vessels that en-
gaged in pipe-laying or pipe-laying activities at depths of 100 feet or more 
below sea level for the construction of the Nord Stream 2 pipeline project, 
the Turkstream pipeline project, or any project that is a successor to either 
such project. Section 7503(c) of PEESA, as amended, requires the imposi-
tion of sanctions on any person identified under subsection (a)(1)(B). Sepa-
rately, Section 7503 (e)(6) of PEESA, as amended, provides that sanctions 
‘‘shall not apply with respect to: (A) the European Union; (B) the Govern-
ment of Norway, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, or any member country 
of the European Union; or (C) any entity of the European Union or a gov-
ernment described in subparagraph (B) that is not operating as a business 
enterprise.’’ The Department determined that the foundation fell within 
this exception, based on all of the relevant facts available at the time. 

Question. Is it true that this organization listed pipelaying activities in relations 
to completing Nord Stream 2 as a primary purpose on its website? Yes or no? (See 
https://web.archive.org/web/20210819155945/https://klimastiftung-mv.de/wp-content/ 
uploads/2021/04/Satzung-Kopie.pdf) 

Answer. The Department was aware of reports that the foundation intended to 
support Nord Stream 2, that the Blue Ship engaged in pipelaying activities, and 
that the foundation was the registered owner of the Blue Ship. The Department con-
sidered a number of facts available at the time about the foundation and determined 
that the foundation fell within the exception in section 7503(e)(6)(c) of PEESA, as 
amended. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Is it true that this organization listed pipelaying activities in 
relations to completing Nord Stream 2 as a primary purpose on its website? 
Yes or no? (See htps://web.archive.org/web/20210819155945/htps:// 
klimastitiung-mv.de/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/Satzung-Kopie.pdf). Please 
provide a yes or no answer, and explain why. 

Answer. In its November 2021 report, the Department determined that 
the ‘‘Blue Ship’’ did engage in pipelaying or pipelaying activities at depths 
of 100 feet or more below sea level for the construction of the Nord Stream 
2 pipeline project. The ‘‘Blue Ship’’ was owned by the Foundation for Cli-
mate and Environmental Protection M.V. at the time of the Department’s 
November 2021 report. The document linked in this question is not the 
foundation’s website but rather its founding statute which does not make 
specific reference to pipe-laying activities. 

Question. If this organization was backed by Russian state funding and employed 
vessels for the purpose of assisting with the completion of the Nord Stream 2 pipe-
line, why wasn’t didn’t you designate this organization as required by the Protecting 
Europe’s Energy Security Act (PEESA), as amended by the Protecting Europe’s En-
ergy Security Clarification Act PEESCA)? 
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Answer. The Department considered a number of facts available at the time and 
determined that the foundation fell within the exception in section 7503(e)(6)(c) of 
PEESA, as amended. Accordingly, the Department did not report or sanction the 
foundation. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. If this organization was backed by Russian state funding and 
employed vessels for the purpose of assisting with the completion of the 
Nord Stream 2 pipeline, why did you not designate this organization as re-
quired by the Protecting Europe’s Energy Security Act (PEESA), as amend-
ed by the Protecting Europe’s Energy Security Clarification Act PEESCA)? 
Please provide a fulsome response. 

Answer. The Department considered a number of facts available at the 
time and determined that the foundation fell within the exception in section 
7503(e)(6)(C) of PEESA, as amended. The Department’s determination at 
the time reflected a number of facts about the foundation, including the fol-
lowing. The foundation’s establishment was proposed and approved by the 
Government of the German state of Mecklenberg-West Pomerania. The 
Prime Minister of the state government appointed, and could remove, the 
board of directors of the foundation, and also appointed the foundation’s 
board of trustees. The board of directors was responsible for management 
of the foundation. The foundation’s statute also noted that any profits 
earned by the foundation were to be retained for the purposes of the foun-
dation. Based on these and other facts available at the time, the Depart-
ment determined that the foundation fell within the exception in section 
7503(e)(6)(C) of PEESA, as amended. Accordingly, the Department did not 
report or sanction the foundation and assessed that no waiver was required. 

Question. PEESA and PEESCA provided a waiver for national security reasons. 
Why didn’t the administration just request a waiver for this organization? 

Answer. The Department considered a number of facts and determined that the 
foundation fell within the exception in section 7503(e)(6)(c) of PEESA, as amended. 
Accordingly, the Department did not report or sanction the foundation and assessed 
that no waiver was required. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Please describe the specific facts considered by the Department 
and the reasoning as to why the foundation fell within the exception in sec-
tion 7503(e)(6)(c) of PEESA, as amended. 

Answer. The Department’s determination at the time reflected a number 
of facts about the foundation, including the following. The foundation’s es-
tablishment was proposed and approved by the Government of the German 
state of Mecklenberg-West Pomerania. The Prime Minister of the state gov-
ernment appointed, and could remove, the board of directors of the founda-
tion, and also appointed the foundation’s board of trustees. The board of di-
rectors was responsible for management of the foundation. The foundation’s 
statute also noted that any profits earned by the foundation were to be re-
tained for the purposes of the foundation. Based on these and other facts 
available at the time, the Department determined that the foundation fell 
within the exception in section 7503(e)(6)(C) of PEESA, as amended. Ac-
cordingly, the Department did not report or sanction the foundation and as-
sessed that no waiver was required. 

Question. Looking back, would you have pushed for sanctions on the Foundation 
for Climate and Environmental Protection M.V. and ‘‘Blue Ship’’? 

Answer. In November 2021, the Department reported the ‘‘Blue Ship’’ for engag-
ing in activity covered by PEESA, as amended. The owner of the vessel was the 
Foundation for Climate and Environmental Protection M.V. The Department consid-
ered a number of facts about the foundation and determined that the exception in 
section 7503(e)(6)(c) of PEESA, as amended, applied. The determination was con-
sistent with the exception that Congress itself provided in PEESA, as amended, and 
it was also consistent with the Administration’s policy at the time. 
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FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Looking back, would you have pushed for sanctions on the 
Foundation for Climate and Environmental Protection M.V. and ‘‘Blue 
Ship’’? Please answer a yes or no and explain why. 

Answer. The Department considered a number of facts about the founda-
tion at the time and determined that the exception in section 7503(e)(6)(C) 
of PEESA, as amended, applied. The determination was consistent with the 
exception that Congress itself provided in PEESA, as amended, and it was 
also consistent with the Administration’s policy at the time. I am aware 
that there are other views on the interpretation of this statutory exception. 
If confirmed, I would seek to engage with the committee on questions of in-
terpretation like this in the future. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. You note in your responses that the organization was engaging 
in activities related to the completion of Nord Stream 2. The foundation’s 
bylaws also confirm this. This was a front organization in Germany that: 
• had no connection to the federal Government of Germany, 
• was funded and controlled by a Russian state-owned energy firm, and 
• was engaged in business operations related to the completion of Nord 

Stream 2. 
Given the facts above, how could this organization possibly qualify for an 

exception specifically reserved for Allied Government entities that do NOT 
operate as business enterprises related to Nord Stream 2 pipelaying activi-
ties. 

Answer. The Department’s determination at the time reflected a number 
of facts about the foundation, including the following: The foundation’s es-
tablishment was proposed and approved by the Government of the German 
state of Mecklenberg-West Pomerania. The Prime Minister of the state gov-
ernment appointed, and could remove, the board of directors of the founda-
tion, and also appointed the foundation’s board of trustees. The board of di-
rectors was responsible for management of the foundation. The foundation’s 
statute also noted that any profits earned by the foundation were to be re-
tained for the purposes of the foundation. Based on these and other facts 
available at the time, the Department determined that the foundation fell 
within the exception in section 7503(e)(6)(C) of PEESA, as amended. Ac-
cordingly, the Department did not report or sanction the foundation and as-
sessed that no waiver was required. 

The exception in section 7503(e)(6)(C) of PEESA, as amended, states that 
sanctions ‘‘shall not apply any entity of the European Union or a govern-
ment described in subparagraph (B) . . .’’ The statute does not define govern-
ment entity, and this provision is not restricted to federal governments or 
federal government entities. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO ERIK JOHN WOODHOUSE BY SENATOR MARCO RUBIO 

Question. In May 2022, Secretary Blinken said that the People’s Republic of China 
is the ‘‘only country with both the intent to reshape the international order and, in-
creasingly, the economic, diplomatic, military, and technological power to do it.’’ The 
Chinese Communist Party (CCP) clearly holds the reins of power in the People’s Re-
public of China (PRC) and has used this power to commit genocide in Xinjiang, flood 
our communities with fentanyl, and emit, by far the largest quantity of greenhouse 
gases in the world today. With their absolute control of Chinese society and indus-
try, the CCP could stop all of these destructive actions tomorrow if they so choose. 
Is the CCP a threat to the United States? 

Answer. Last year, the Director of National Intelligence testified that ‘‘the CCP 
represents both the leading and most consequential threat to U.S. national security 
and leadership globally.’’ As Secretary Blinken has said, under President Xi, the 
CCP has become more repressive at home and more aggressive abroad. If confirmed, 
I will work to advance U.S. national security interests and support the U.S. Govern-
ment’s work to counter harmful activities by the People’s Republic of China. 
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Question. Does the CCP undertake any activities that are beneficial to U.S. inter-
ests? If so, please explain. 

Answer. As Secretary Blinken has said, the CCP has become more repressive at 
home and more aggressive abroad. According to the Office of the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence’s 2023 Annual Threat Assessment, the CCP is seeking to ‘‘under-
cut U.S. influence, drive wedges between Washington and its partners, and foster 
some norms that favor its authoritarian system.’’ 

Question. Do you believe that there are any areas within which the CCP that 
would constructively work with the United States in good faith, knowing that at any 
moment Chinese interlocuters with U.S. representatives could be disappeared at a 
moment’s notice? If so, please explain. 

Answer. The United States will work with the People’s Republic of China (PRC) 
to address global and transnational challenges, such as climate change, when it is 
in the U.S. interest to do so. If confirmed, I will work with my colleagues across 
the U.S. interagency and Congress to advance U.S. objectives and counter harmful 
behavior by the PRC. 

Question. If confirmed, will you approve any joint activity with organizations or 
representatives from the PRC in the countries or areas in which you will work? 

Answer. If confirmed, my priority will be advancing U.S. national security inter-
ests and countering efforts by our competitors, including the People’s Republic of 
China (PRC), to undermine those interests. The Administration has been clear that 
the PRC is the most consequential geopolitical challenge facing the United States, 
and that the United States is committed to supporting our partners in the face of 
this challenge. If confirmed, I will work closely with Department of State and inter-
agency colleagues and Congress to address the PRC’s harmful activities. 

Question. As you may be aware, a group of federal employees penned an open let-
ter to President Biden criticizing U.S. support for Israel in the aftermath of Hamas’ 
brutal terrorist attack on October 7, 2023. In addition, on January 16, 2024, employ-
ees from nearly two dozen agencies staged a walkout in protest of the administra-
tion’s Israel policy. Efforts like these directly undermine the duty of our diplomats 
to advance the policies of the President of the United States. Yes or no, did you sign 
the letter to the President expressing opposition to the President’s Israel policy? 

Answer. No. 
Question. Yes or no, did you participate in the January 16, 2024 walkout? 
Answer. No. 
Question. If confirmed, would you define one of the employees or contractors oper-

ating under your supervision signing an open letter criticizing you, or policies you 
undertake at the instruction of the President, as insubordination as defined by the 
Government Accountability Office? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would seek to address employee concerns personally by 
creating an open, trusting, and harassment-free work environment. I am mindful of 
and value Department employees’ right to free speech under the First Amendment. 
Moreover, I understand the expression of disagreement does not in and of itself con-
stitute insubordination. If confirmed, I would work with the Department’s Office of 
the Legal Adviser to determine the proper course of action should such a matter 
arise. 

Question. In your view, are the actions these federal employees took, by anony-
mously signing a letter to the President of the United States, covered as ‘‘whistle-
blowing’’? 

Answer. I believe these employees were expressing a dissenting view to their lead-
ership. I would hope that employees would feel confident to directly raise their con-
cerns with their supervisors and management rather than signing an anonymous 
letter. ‘‘Whistleblowing’’ is a term and activity covered by legislation and regula-
tions; I defer to the Department’s Office of the Legal Adviser to determine whether 
the referenced actions are considered protected whistleblowing activity. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you address discipline issues, such as insubor-
dination, that do not take established dissent channels? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will make sure that employees in the Office of Sanctions 
Coordination know that there are several avenues available to express policy dis-
agreements. I would encourage employees to use established channels to express 
their views. 
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According to Department regulations, insubordination is a disciplinary matter re-
lated to conduct on the job and may result in counseling and a penalty commensu-
rate with the scale of the offense. If confirmed, I would address discipline issues, 
including insubordination, in consultation with the Department’s human resources 
and legal professionals. 

Question. Have you ever expressed support for an Israeli ceasefire in Gaza? 
Answer. No. 
Question. Do you agree that Hamas is an antisemitic entity? 
Answer. Yes, Hamas is a terrorist group and antisemitic entity. This foreign ter-

rorist organization seeks to eliminate the State of Israel, and its founding charter 
calls for the killing of Jewish people. 

Question. Would a ceasefire allow these groups to reconstitute and attack Israel, 
and Americans, in the future? 

Answer. It is my understanding that the Administration supports humanitarian 
pauses to allow for an influx of aid into Gaza and the safe exit of hostages and other 
vulnerable people. 

Question. Do you agree that calling for a ceasefire in Gaza means calling for Israel 
to stop its pursuit of Hamas, a designated foreign terrorist organization, that or-
chestrated the October 7 attacks and still refuses to release all Israeli and American 
hostages? 

Answer. It is my understanding that the Administration’s stated policy is to sup-
port temporary humanitarian pauses to enable a sustained flow of aid and to allow 
the voluntary movement of civilians seeking safer locations. Working with partners, 
the U.S. Government is attempting to secure the release of all hostages held by 
Hamas. The U.S. Government supports Israel’s right to protect itself from Hamas’ 
terrorism, consistent with international law. 

Question. Do you believe that Israel, in its operation against Hamas, which is 
known to use civilians as human shields, is taking all necessary steps to minimize 
civilian casualties? 

Answer. I understand that the U.S. Government supports Israel’s right to protect 
itself, consistent with international law, and that the Administration has urged 
Israel to differentiate between civilians and Hamas terrorists and to avoid civilian 
casualties. Hamas’s use of civilians as human shields, a blatant violation of inter-
national law, does not lessen Israel’s obligations under international humanitarian 
law. 

Question. The Protecting European Energy Security Act (PEESA) required the De-
partment to submit a list to Congress and then sanction all vessels and other enti-
ties involved in pipelaying activities related to Nord Stream 2. Under your capacity 
in the Economic Bureau, the Department chose to look the other way as a Russian 
front organization, continued pipelaying projects, and this Russian entity was ex-
empt from sanctions. Did anyone inform you there were organizations operating as 
Russian front entities? 

Answer. In November 2021, the Department reported a vessel for engaging in ac-
tivity covered by PEESA, as amended. The owner of the vessel was a German foun-
dation. The Department determined that the foundation fell within a PEESA excep-
tion that provides that sanctions ‘‘shall not apply’’ to a ‘‘any entity of [a member 
state of the European Union] not operating as a business enterprise.’’ Accordingly, 
the Department did not report or sanction the foundation. This determination was 
based on all of the relevant facts available at that time. 

Question. Did you advocate for sanctions on these Russian front groups? If not, 
why? 

Answer. The Administration was clear in its opposition to Nord Stream 2 as a bad 
deal for Ukraine and Europe and a Kremlin geopolitical project. Consistent with 
PEESA, as amended, the Administration sanctioned a number of persons related to 
Nord Stream 2’s construction, including several Russia-linked entities. 

Question. Iran obtains substantial funding from its illegal petroleum shipments 
abroad. The Biden administration has failed to fully enforce sanctions on these 
ships, which has enabled Tehran to fund its international terrorist operations and 
support its proxies who are destabilizing the region and targeting U.S. uniformed 
service members. Do you believe Iran should benefit from the administration’s lack 
of sanctions enforcement, while the proxies it arms and bankrolls kill American 
servicemembers and target our allies? 



82 

Answer. We continue to enforce our sanctions on Iran, including actions targeting 
petroleum and petrochemical shipments, and have not lifted a single sanction on 
Iran. Since January 2021, we have designated over 180 entities and individuals 
across multiple jurisdictions, including in the People’s Republic of China, United 
Arab Emirates, and Southeast Asia, that have played a critical role in the produc-
tion, sale, and shipment of hundreds of millions of dollars’ worth of Iranian petro-
chemicals and petroleum products. We have also identified nearly 40 vessels as 
blocked property involved in this trade. 

Question. I have serious concerns regarding the administration’s waiver that al-
lowed approximately $10 billion in Iranian funds to be transferred to foreign banks 
and do not have any direct oversight by the U.S. on uses. What is the exact amount 
that has been transferred from Iraq to Oman under the waiver? 

Answer. I understand that since August 2023, 505 million euros have been trans-
ferred from Iraq to Oman. The Iranian regime does not have direct access to the 
transferred funds. These funds are contained in restricted accounts and can only be 
used for humanitarian and other non-sanctionable purposes. 

Question. How many transactions have taken place and which entities were in-
volved? 

Answer. I understand that there have been two transactions that have occurred, 
both for approved humanitarian goods. The Administration has established rigorous 
oversight mechanisms to ensure these restricted funds can only be used for humani-
tarian trade—food, medicine, medical devices, and agricultural items from third- 
party vendors—as well as for other non-sanctionable purposes with authorization by 
the U.S. Government. None of these funds will ever enter Iran. 

Question. What specific U.S. oversight mechanisms are in place to prevent diver-
sion or abuse or is the administration assuming partners to voluntarily share this 
information? 

Answer. The Administration has established rigorous oversight mechanisms to en-
sure these restricted funds can only be used for humanitarian trade—food, medicine, 
medical devices, and agricultural items from third-party vendors—as well as for 
other non-sanctionable purposes with authorization by the U.S. Government. Fur-
ther detail can be provided by the Departments of State and the Treasury in a dif-
ferent setting. 

Question. Have there been any disbursements of these accounts? 
Answer. I understand that there have been two transactions that have occurred, 

both for approved humanitarian goods. The Administration has established rigorous 
oversight mechanisms to ensure these restricted funds can only be used for humani-
tarian trade—food, medicine, medical devices, and agricultural items from third- 
party vendors—as well as for other non-sanctionable purposes with authorization by 
the U.S. Government. None of these funds will ever enter Iran. 

Question. The wavier that permitted the transfer of these funds is up for review 
in a few days. Would you recommend the renewal of this waiver? 

Answer. The Administration fully supports this waiver, which was designed to 
incentivize change in Iraq’s energy sector while reducing Iraqi dependence on Ira-
nian energy. This waiver has been renewed 21 times since 2018, and our strategy 
is working. Over the past year, the Iraqi Government made progress to increase 
electricity imports from its Arab neighbors and signed a landmark $27 billion deal 
with TotalEnergies that will help Iraq significantly reduce its dependency on Ira-
nian energy imports. Iraq is also investing in gas capture, developing natural gas 
fields, and upgrading its power grid. 

Question. Do you support my SHIP Act, which would require the imposition of 
sanctions upon those engaged in the import of illicit petroleum from Iran? 

Answer. The Administration continues to enforce our sanctions on Iran, including 
actions targeting petroleum and petrochemical shipments, and have not lifted a sin-
gle sanction on Iran. However, we have concerns that the sanctions in the proposed 
SHIP Act would overlap with existing energy sector sanctions with respect to Iran, 
such as the Iran Sanctions Act and the Iran Freedom and Counterproliferation Act. 
The current language is also broad, which could make enforcement difficult and 
jeopardize the willingness of other countries to assist with U.S. sanctions enforce-
ment efforts. These provisions could be perceived as imposing far-reaching addi-
tional ‘‘secondary’’ sanctions across the globe, penalizing a wide range of foreign port 
owners, which could cause retaliatory trade sanctions. 
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Question. The administration decided not to snap back sanctions upon the Maduro 
regime after they violated the Barbados agreement by not allowing opposition can-
didate Maria Corina Machado to run in free and fair presidential elections. Does the 
administration intend to reimpose any or all sanctions on Venezuela this month if 
there is no significant change in the conduct by the Maduro regime? 

Answer. In response to Maduro and his representatives’ decision to uphold the bar 
on Maria Corina Machado, we revoked General License 43, which authorized trans-
actions involving Minerven, Venezuela’s state-owned gold mining company. The 
State Department press spokesperson has made clear that unless Maduro and his 
representatives show progress in creating conditions for competitive elections, we 
will not renew General License 44 (relief to Venezuela’s oil and gas sector) when 
it expires on April 18, 2024. 

Question. Will the Administration take additional measures to make these sanc-
tions more effective, particularly with respect to prohibition on the purchase of Ven-
ezuelan bonds? 

Answer. The Administration makes every effort to ensure that sanctions are effec-
tive across all programs, and our sanctions on Venezuela remain in effect. U.S. per-
sons remain prohibited from trading in the primary Venezuelan bond market. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO ERIK JOHN WOODHOUSE BY SENATOR PETE RICKETTS 

Enforcement of Sanctions on Iranian Oil 
Question. In response to Senator Menendez, you said, ‘‘The Biden administration 

has not lifted any sanctions on Iran, and we have continued to implement and en-
force those sanctions. This includes actions involving Iranian oil exports, its support 
for terrorism, and its proxies in the region.’’ How many barrels of oil do you esti-
mate Iran has exported since the start of the Biden administration? 

Answer. A commercial source estimates that between January 20, 2021, and 
March 8, 2024, Iran exported approximately 1.53 billion barrels of crude oil, conden-
sate, and refined liquid petroleum products. 

Question. How many dollars-worth of oil do you estimate Iran has exported since 
the start of the Biden administration? 

Answer. Our sanctions have caused Iran to rely heavily on a ghost fleet that sells 
mostly to teapot refineries in the PRC. This arrangement imposes heavy operational 
and economic costs on Iran. While the Iranian regime strives to evade U.S. sanc-
tions, such evasion is very costly. We assess that the regime receives substantially 
less profit than the market price would indicate for the oil that it can sell. Because 
Iran is engaged almost exclusively in black market oil sales the actual profits it re-
ceives cannot be estimated with accuracy. EIA estimates, assuming the exports were 
sold at prevailing spot prices, Iranian crude oil, condensate, and refined liquid petro-
leum products revenues at approximately $37 billion in 2021, $54 billion in 2022, 
and $46 billion in 2023. The 2023 estimate was made in June 2023 for the full year. 
No EIA estimate is available for 2024. EIA’s total estimate for 2021, 2022, and 2023 
is $137 billion, but includes early January 2021 and does not include 2024. 

Question. How many barrels of oil do you estimate Iran exported in 2023? 
Answer. A commercial source estimates that Iran exported approximately 475 mil-

lion barrels of crude oil, condensate, and refined liquid petroleum products in 2023. 
Question. How many dollars-worth of oil do you estimate Iran exported in 2023? 
Answer. The Energy Information Agency’s (EIA) June 2023 Short-Term Energy 

Outlook estimated Iran’s 2023 oil, condensate, and refined liquid petroleum products 
revenue would be $46 billion. Our sanctions have caused Iran to rely heavily on a 
ghost fleet that sells mostly to teapot refineries in the PRC. This arrangement im-
poses heavy operational and economic costs on Iran. While the Iranian regime 
strives to evade U.S. sanctions, such evasion is very costly. We assess that the re-
gime receives substantially less profit than the market price would indicate for the 
oil that it can sell. 

Question. How do these figures compare with 2022, 2021, and 2020? 
Answer. A commercial source estimates Iran’s oil, condensate, and refined liquid 

petroleum products exports were approximately 273 million barrels in 2020, 421 
million barrels in 2021, and 423 million barrels in 2022. EIA estimates, assuming 
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the exports were sold at prevailing spot prices, Iranian oil, condensate, and refined 
liquid petroleum products revenues at approximately $15 billion in 2020, $37 billion 
in 2021, $54 billion in 2022, and $46 billion in 2023. The 2023 estimate was made 
in June 2023 for the full year. 

Question. If Iranian oil revenue increased from 2022 to 2023, how do you explain 
this increase given your statement that the Biden administration has continued to 
enforce oil sanctions? 

Answer. The most recent EIA estimate showed Iranian oil, condensate, and re-
fined liquid petroleum products revenue decreasing from 2022 to 2023. Iranian oil 
revenue is affected by global crude oil prices that were depressed due to Covid in 
2020 into 2021, driven higher by Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in 2022, and mod-
erated in 2023. 

Question. The Sanctioning the Use of Civilians as Defenseless Shields Act (PL 
115–348), which was signed into law on December 21, 2018, requires the President 
to annually submit to Congress a list of, and to impose sanctions on, individuals in-
volved with the use of human shields by Hamas and Hizballah, as well as foreign 
persons, agencies or instrumentalities that knowingly and materially support or di-
rect the use of human shields by these groups. In October 2023, President Biden 
said, ‘‘the humanitarian crisis in Gaza—innocent Palestinian families—and the vast 
majority have nothing to do with Hamas. They’re being used as human shields.’’ The 
sanctions authority under this act expired on December 31, 2023. Did Hamas use 
innocent civilians as human shields before December 31, 2023? 

Answer. Hamas has repeatedly violated its obligations under international hu-
manitarian law, including through actions such as using civilians as human shields 
and taking hostages. 

Question. If so, did the Administration sanction anyone from Hamas for its use 
of human shields as was required under the Sanctioning the Use of Civilians as De-
fenseless Shields Act? 

Answer. Hamas has been a designated terrorist group for more than 20 years and 
was heavily sanctioned long before October 7. Using its counterterrorism sanctions 
authorities, the U.S. Government has sanctioned Hamas for its terrorist activity, as 
well as its leaders and the supporters who enable that terrorist activity. We remain 
steadfastly committed to countering Hamas and the financial network underpinning 
it, as demonstrated by the five tranches we rolled out sanctioning 35 Hamas-related 
targets since October. 

Question. If the Administration had evidence that Hamas was using innocent ci-
vilians as human shields and did not impose sanctions as a result, what is the ex-
planation for this course of action? 

Answer. Hamas has been a designated terrorist group for more than 20 years and 
was heavily sanctioned long before October 7. Using its counterterrorism authori-
ties, the U.S. Government has sanctioned Hamas for its terrorist activity, as well 
as its leaders and the supporters who enable that terrorist activity. We remain 
steadfastly committed to countering Hamas and the financial network underpinning 
it, as demonstrated by the five tranches we rolled out sanctioning 35 Hamas-related 
targets since October. 

Question. Do you support legislation, such as the Strengthening Tools to Counter 
the Use of Human Shields Act, which would renew this sanctioning authority 
through 2030? 

Answer. The Administration whole-heartedly believes that civilians should not 
suffer the consequences of the inhumanity and brutality of Hamas or any other ter-
ror group. The Executive Branch has sanctions authority enabling it to respond to 
the activity of terrorist groups and their supporters. And, if confirmed, I would con-
tinue to support the use of the most appropriate tools at our disposal to target 
Hamas, its financiers, and its financial transfer mechanisms that funnel funds in 
support of Hamas’s terrorist activities. 

Question. So far, the Biden administration has used the EO to only target four 
Israeli settlers in the West Bank. Does the Biden administration plan to use the 
EO to target the Palestinian Authority, given that its pay-for-slay program 
incentivizes terrorism, and, therefore, threatens the peace, security, andstability of 
the West Bank? 

Answer. Sanctions under Executive Order 14115 target those responsible or 
complicit in or who have directly or indirectly engaged or attempted to engage in 
actions or policies that threaten peace, security, or stability of the West Bank, re-
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gardless of religion, ethnicity, or location. We have a long track record of targeting 
Palestinian terrorist groups such as Hamas and the Palestinian Islamic Jihad. We 
have imposed five rounds of sanctions against Hamas since October 7. 

Question. What is the exact amount that has been transferred from Iraq to Oman 
under the waiver? 

Answer. Since August 2023, 505 million euros have been transferred from Iraq 
to Oman. The Iranian regime does not have direct access to the transferred funds. 
These funds are contained in restricted accounts and can only be used for humani-
tarian and other non-sanctionable purposes. 

Question. In what currencies have the funds been transferred? 
Answer. The funds were transferred in euros. 
Question. Can you confirm the number of transactions and the nature of the 

transactions that have taken place? 
Answer. The Administration has established rigorous oversight mechanisms to en-

sure these restricted funds can only be used for humanitarian trade—food, medicine, 
medical devices, and agricultural items from third-party vendors—as well as for 
other non-sanctionable purposes with authorization by the U.S. Government. Two 
transactions have occurred, both for approved humanitarian goods. 

Question. Can you describe which entities were involved and what the funds were 
used to purchase? 

Answer. The Administration has established rigorous oversight mechanisms to en-
sure these restricted funds can only be used for humanitarian trade—food, medicine, 
medical devices, and agricultural items from third-party vendors—as well as for 
other non-sanctionable purposes with authorization by the U.S. Government. Fur-
ther detail can be provided by the Departments of State and the Treasury in a dif-
ferent setting. 

Question. What specific oversight mechanisms are in place to prevent diversion 
or abuse? 

Answer. The Administration has established rigorous oversight mechanisms to en-
sure these restricted funds can only be used for humanitarian trade—food, medicine, 
medical devices, and agricultural items from third-party vendors—as well as for 
other non-sanctionable purposes with authorization by the U.S. Government. Treas-
ury maintains robust scrutiny over funds linked to Iran, including those overseas. 
Further detail can be provided by the Departments of State and the Treasury in 
a different setting. 

Question. Do you believe that the Administration should renew the waiver as is 
or limit its authority to restrict the transfer of funds to third countries? 

Answer. The Administration fully supports this waiver, which was designed to 
incentivize change in Iraq’s energy sector while reducing Iraqi dependence on Ira-
nian energy. This waiver has been renewed 21 times since 2018, and our strategy 
is working. Over the past year, the Iraqi Government made progress to increase 
electricity imports from its Arab neighbors and signed a landmark $27 billion deal 
with TotalEnergies that will help Iraq significantly reduce its dependency on Ira-
nian energy imports. Iraq is also investing in gas capture, developing natural gas 
fields, and upgrading its power grid. 

Question. Do you believe that renewal poses risks given the fungibility of money? 
Answer. The Iranian Government, at the expense of its own people’s needs, has 

consistently prioritized supporting destabilizing activities in the region. Across ad-
ministrations, including this and the prior one, it has remained a longstanding U.S. 
policy to ensure our sanctions do not prevent food, medicine, and other humani-
tarian goods and services from flowing to ordinary people, no matter how objection-
able their governments. The availability of these funds in Iraq and Oman is con-
sistent with that policy. 

Question. Nearly two years after Russia’s illegal invasion of Ukraine, Rosatom 
raked in $14 billion dollars in annual revenue in 2023. U.S. and European pur-
chases of Russian nuclear commodities likely amounted to over $2 billion of this 
total. Last year, finally, the Administration began to target the company by sanc-
tioning Russian nuclear and Rosatom-linked individuals and entities. However, the 
Administration can and should go further. Do you believe the Administration should 
sanction Rosatom’s senior leadership, including its supervisory and management 
boards, under Executive Order 14024 while also applying OFAC sanctions? 
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Answer. Since 2022, the Departments of State and the Treasury have imposed 
sanctions on over 30 Rosatom-related entities and individuals pursuant to E.O. 
14024—including Rosatom subsidiaries involved in nuclear weapons development, 
nuclear-applicable component manufacturing and quantum computing, and overseas 
corporate development. We do not preview sanctions designations. If confirmed, I 
will continue to use all available tools to continue to constrain Rosatom’s harmful 
activities, as appropriate. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO ROBERT WILLIAM FORDEN BY SENATOR BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 

Question. Do you agree to appear before this committee and make officials from 
your office available to the committee and designated staff when invited? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, I commit to appearing before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee when requested and responding to Congressional inquiries in a 
timely manner. 

Question. Do you commit to keep this committee fully and currently informed 
about the activities under your purview? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, I commit to keeping the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee fully and currently informed about the activities under my purview. 

Question. Do you commit to engaging in meaningful consultation while policies 
are being developed, not just providing notification after the fact? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, I commit to engaging in meaningful consultation with 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee while policies are being developed. 

Question. Do you commit to promptly responding to requests for briefings and in-
formation requested by the committee and its designated staff? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, I commit to promptly responding to requests for brief-
ings and information requested by the committee and its designated staff. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you engage with the Cambodian Government and 
civil society to address the long-standing backsliding in Cambodia’s democratic insti-
tutions, encourage greater pluralism in its political system, and advocate for human 
rights defenders and others that have been wrongfully imprisoned? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will underscore that Cambodia’s new Government has an 
opportunity to improve the country’s international standing and relationship with 
the United States, including by restoring genuine multi-party democracy, ending po-
litically motivated trials, and allowing independent media outlets to reopen and 
function without interference. I will continue to urge the Cambodian Government 
for the release of all individuals who have been unjustly detained. I also commit to 
maintaining the U.S. policy of meeting and partnering with civil society organiza-
tions to address democracy and human rights issues in Cambodia. 

Question. If confirmed, what strategies will you employ to counter PRC encroach-
ment in Cambodia, particularly with regards to its seemingly growing influence over 
Cambodia’s civilian and military infrastructure? 

Answer. I have serious concerns over Cambodia’s growing dependency on the PRC 
and the expanding PLA military presence in the country, including at Ream Naval 
Base. If confirmed, I will urge the Cambodian Government to closely examine the 
agreements its defense officials have made with the PRC to ensure the PRC will 
not be allowed a military presence at Ream or to install sensitive technology at the 
base that undermines Cambodia’s sovereignty, contravenes its constitution, or 
threatens regional stability. If confirmed, I will engage with the Cambodian Govern-
ment as well as with our likeminded and regional partners to increase under-
standing that Cambodia’s autonomy and regional security are at stake. 

Question. What messages do you think will resonate with the Cambodian Govern-
ment regarding the value of engaging with the U.S. and our allies on economic de-
velopment and other goals, compared to other actors in the region? 

Answer. Cambodia’s new Government has expressed its desire to improve bilat-
eral ties, prioritizing the economic and investment aspects of the bilateral relation-
ship with the United States. As the United States and Cambodia explore areas for 
potential expanded economic cooperation, involvement by U.S. public and private 
sector actors that are highly regarded in Cambodia for high standards, trans-
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parency, and respect for rule of law present a viable alternative to engagement with 
other countries in the region, including the People’s Republic of China (PRC). 

Question. If confirmed, how would you revitalize engagement with Cambodian au-
thorities and anti-trafficking civil society organizations to make tangible and sus-
tained progress on this challenge? 

Answer. The Cambodian Government’s insufficient efforts to address human traf-
ficking, including forced criminality in online scam operations, led to its downgrade 
to Tier 3 in the 2022 TIP Report. If confirmed, I will work in collaboration with civil 
society organizations to encourage Cambodian authorities to identify and prosecute 
traffickers and enablers at all levels and identify and refer trafficking victims to ap-
propriate services. 

Embassy Beijing 
Question. Mr. Forden, did you develop any policy to send U.S. personnel to Chi-

nese hospitals while at Embassy Beijing? 
Answer. No. However, we were aware that there was a possibility that a U.S. Di-

rect Hire (USDH) staff member or Eligible Family Member (EFM) may need to 
enter a Chinese hospital during the COVID pandemic were they to fall ill, and we 
discussed contingency plans in such an event. The plan was that should a USDH 
member of our staff or EFM fall seriously ill with COVID and in the opinion of Mis-
sion China medical staff, require immediate and life-saving medical treatment, we 
might have needed to allow admission to a Chinese hospital, including possibly a 
‘‘fever hospital’’ for isolating and treating COVID patients. We were also aware of 
the possibility that a USDH staff member or EFM could arrive at a Chinese port 
of entry on a commercial flight and be confirmed positive for COVID. In this case, 
we were prepared to medically evacuate anyone (within 48 hours) who tested posi-
tive and faced forced admission to a Chinese ‘‘fever hospital’’ for isolating and treat-
ing COVID patients. Fortunately, we never had to activate the contingency plan as 
no USDH staff member or EFM was forced into a Chinese ‘‘fever hospital’’ during 
my tenure at post. 

Question. Were you present at Embassy Beijing in early 2020? What dates were 
you at Embassy Beijing? 

Answer. I was away from post and was not involved in Mission China policy or 
management affairs from January 1, 2020, through July 3, 2020, during which time 
I was in the United States for medical treatment (non-COVID related) and from 
mid-June through July 3 traveling back to Beijing and completing quarantine. Dur-
ing that time, other senior officers at Embassy Beijing were selected by Ambassador 
Branstad to serve as Acting DCM. I reassumed my duties as DCM on July 4, 2020, 
and remained at post through the remainder of 2020 and first half of 2021. 

Question. Were any U.S. personnel (direct hires or family members) sent to Chi-
nese fever hospital due to COVID during your tenure? 

Answer. No. None of the widely publicized cases of our diplomats being subjected 
to confinement to PRC ‘‘fever hospitals’’ and being exposed to unsafe and unaccept-
able conditions happened during my time in China. I cannot speak to events or deci-
sions made after I completed my assignment and left China on July 15, 2021. After 
that date and to the present, I have had no involvement in China policy or manage-
ment issues related to Mission China. Throughout Ambassador Branstad’s and my 
tenure, we maintained a strict policy of removing any staff or family member back 
to the United States—by medical evacuation if necessary—in the event they faced 
forced confinement to a ‘‘fever hospital’’ or exposure to unsafe conditions as a result 
of testing positive for COVID. During my tenure, every member of our staff or fam-
ily member who requested medevac because of a positive COVID test was medically 
evacuated back to the United States. Neither Ambassador Branstad nor I allowed 
USDH staff or family members to be involuntarily confined to a Chinese ‘‘fever hos-
pital.’’ 

There was a case during my tenure that may have caused some confusion. While 
completing her quarantine period in a hotel in Shanghai in April 2021, the spouse 
of a Foreign Service Officer tested ‘‘weakly positive’’ for COVID. PRC health officials 
requested that she go to an ‘‘interim testing clinic’’ for additional tests to determine 
whether she was truly positive for COVID or not. The Embassy and Consulate 
Shanghai offered to request a medevac for her with or without her husband and 
children back to the United States immediately, but she declined and volunteered 
to take the tests. She requested and, after Mission China staff intervened forcefully, 
was allowed to bring her nursing infant with her to the ‘‘interim testing clinic.’’ 
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Because her tests provided mixed results over several days, she and her infant 
ended up spending six nights in the clinic before she was permitted by PRC health 
authorities to return to the hotel to complete her quarantine period. During her 
time in the clinic, in response to her repeated inconclusive tests, including one after 
she had already been returned to the quarantine hotel, PRC health authorities re-
quested that she be transferred to the COVID isolation ward of a PRC ‘‘fever hos-
pital’’ but she refused, and Mission China staff intervened with PRC officials to en-
sure she was not forced to do so. 

Throughout her time in the ‘‘interim testing clinic,’’ we repeatedly offered, and she 
declined to be medevac’d to the United States. During the six nights she spent in 
the clinic, in phone calls with Mission China staff and in a later extended conversa-
tion she had with me personally, she described the conditions in the ‘‘interim testing 
clinic’’ as ‘‘spartan, but clean and acceptable, and that the bed and food were fine.’’ 
She and her infant had a private room and bathroom, could access wi-fi at any time, 
had constant communication with her spouse and family as well as Mission China 
management and medical staff, and could order food and supplies, such as diapers, 
delivered to her room. She confirmed that she was able to accept or decline any tests 
but voluntarily underwent multiple tests to confirm her negative status for COVID. 
She also voluntarily allowed her infant to undergo tests. 

After returning to the hotel, she and her infant completed the quarantine require-
ment, and she went on to join her husband and other child at their post of assign-
ment. They completed one full assignment, successfully traveling in and out of 
China several times since then and accepted a second consecutive assignment in 
Mission China where the family continues to serve today. 

Question. Given the concerns raised about your time at Embassy Beijing and the 
documents cited by the minority at your hearing (which had not been previously 
provided to you or the majority), is there anything else you would like to provide 
for the record? 

Answer. Nothing was a higher priority for Ambassador Branstad and me than the 
health, safety, and security of the almost 2,700 employees of Mission China, includ-
ing nearly 2000 U.S. Direct Hire staff and family members. Many of them were my 
lifelong colleagues and friends with whom I have served in China multiple times. 
Ambassador Branstad, myself, and many members of my team in Beijing and at the 
Consulates worked tirelessly to push back on the PRC’s unscientific and unaccept-
able COVID control protocols throughout my time in China. Ambassador Branstad, 
I, and my political, medical, and management staff, engaged senior PRC officials 
often and forcefully to urge China to back off unacceptable requirements for dip-
lomats, noting in virtually every diplomatic note that these were unnecessary, unsci-
entific, and contrary to China’s obligations under the Vienna Convention on Diplo-
matic Relations and other applicable bilateral agreements on immunities between 
China and the United States. 

Ambassador Branstad, I, and our staff also regularly engaged like-minded foreign 
mission counterparts in efforts to build consensus to confront the PRC on these 
measures and we succeeded in coordinating joint protests to the PRC Foreign Min-
istry on many issues, including on getting PRC officials to concede that they would 
not separate a positive child from his or her parents and vice versa. 

I was not the architect of the policy of waiving diplomatic privileges and immuni-
ties. I was not at post when the policy decision was made in Washington in May 
2020. On June 1, 2020, Mission China brought back the first 100 staff on a charter 
flight to Tianjin, China, providing limited waivers of personal inviolability for one 
or more nasal/throat COVID swab tests. My understanding (though again I was 
away from post for medical treatment) was that the only way the PRC was willing 
to allow our diplomats to enter the PRC, was if the United States allowed testing 
on arrival. Hence, the United States could choose to keep our personnel away from 
post or bring them back, which required a limited waiver of their personal inviola-
bility for the purpose of one or more nasal/throat COVID swab tests. I understand 
that the Department chose the latter given the importance of having U.S. diplomats 
on the ground in China. When I returned to my duties more than a month after 
the arrival of the first charters, I followed Ambassador Branstad’s orders to lead ef-
forts to bring back the rest of our staff following the same protocol dictated to us 
by Secretary Pompeo. I followed that protocol strictly the rest of my tenure as DCM 
and Chargé d’Affaires, successfully returning more than 1,400 staff and family 
members to restaff mission China. 

Ambassador Branstad and I did support Secretary Pompeo’s policy of waiving 
privileges and immunities for COVID tests to allow our staff to return to China as 
it allowed us to safely bring back staff and family members to restaff Mission China 
at a time when our staffing was so depleted, and staff beleaguered that we could 
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not safely fulfill our mission. Ambassador Branstad felt strongly that we needed to 
be able to: provide services to the many tens of thousands of American citizens 
trapped in China during a dangerous epidemic; ensure that the PRC did not cut off 
the supply of PPE, medical equipment, and pharmaceuticals to the United States 
at a time we were struggling to address the rapidly rising death toll from COVID 
in the United States; ensure monitoring and enforcement of President Trump’s 
phase one trade agreement and efforts to stem the flow of fentanyl to the U.S. from 
China; and monitor the spread of COVID in China as the PRC sought to hide its 
complicity in the origins of the pandemic and the realities of COVID spread in its 
own cities. 

I am proud of the work our Mission-wide ‘‘Homecoming Task Force’’ and our man-
agement team did to respond 24/7 to each and every complaint about dirty hotel 
rooms, poor food, and poorly trained PRC medical personnel whose COVID swab 
tests were sometimes clumsily administered. For the small number of the 1,400 staff 
and family members who traveled to China during my tenure and faced sometimes 
difficult and trying conditions with Chinese swab tests and hotels, we did every-
thing in our power to protest, push back against unacceptable conditions, and ad-
dress complaints such as by successfully moving some families to Mission residences 
for quarantine and for those in hotels, for example by providing vacuum cleaners 
and clean linens/towels, addressing wi-fi issues, and helping to arrange food deliv-
eries from outside vendors for families in quarantine. 

In addition, our Mission management staff and Homecoming Task Force worked 
tirelessly to create and rapidly update briefings and materials for all staff and fam-
ily members who were considering and preparing to travel to China. These mate-
rials were briefed in multiple conference calls, townhalls, and phone calls to all trav-
elers and/or their agency representatives before they traveled to China. I myself 
participated in numerous conference calls with those planning/preparing to travel 
to China, those already in quarantine, and to the Mission community at large to 
try to address concerns and provide our personal commitment to not allow, for ex-
ample, the separation of children from parents in the event of a positive COVID 
test. 

Serving as a diplomat in the PRC has never been an easy assignment (I know 
as well as anyone, given my ten years myself in three separate assignments to 
China) but adding an extraordinary pandemic, rapidly changing PRC COVID control 
regulations, staffing shortages, and long separations from family in the U.S., made 
these assignments even more stressful. Ambassador Branstad and I lobbied and suc-
ceeded in getting the State Department to extend financial support for families 
while they remained in the U.S. and raising the hardship differential to 25 percent 
of staff salaries for serving in China. For those who decided to curtail because they 
did not feel comfortable having their families return to China in the midst of the 
pandemic and with the testing and quarantine protocols in place, Ambassador 
Branstad and I were very supportive and the Department of State readily approved 
‘‘no-fault’’ curtailments and cancellations of assignments, and as far as I am aware, 
officers who did curtail or cancel their assignments were able to be reassigned with-
out prejudice to positions of equal or greater responsibilities. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO ROBERT WILLIAM FORDEN BY SENATOR JAMES E. RISCH 

Chief of Mission Responsibilities 
Question. What responsibilities do Chiefs of Mission have to safeguard the privi-

leges and immunities of their diplomats and other personnel? 
Answer. There is no higher priority than the health, safety, and security of the 

members of the Mission, especially U.S. Direct Hire (USDH) staff and family mem-
bers. It is the responsibility of the Chiefs of Mission to ensure that the personnel 
under their authority act in accordance with Department policies. Per Department 
policy, as reflected in the Foreign Affairs Manual (2 FAM 220), any waiver of privi-
leges and immunities of mission personnel must be authorized by the Department 
in Washington. If confirmed, protecting employees and their families would remain 
my highest priority. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Please specifically answer the question as to whether you be-
lieve that the Chief of Mission is responsible for safeguarding the privileges 
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and immunities of personnel at post, and how specifically Chiefs of Mission 
should carry out those responsibilities. 

Answer. I believe it is the responsibility of all Chiefs of Mission to ensure 
that personnel under their authority act in accordance with Department 
policies. The Department has a FAM section on diplomatic immunity. See 
2 FAM 220. Per Department policy, any waiver of privileges and immuni-
ties of mission personnel must be authorized by the Department from 
Washington. Likewise, any demarches and protests invoking the Vienna 
Conventions or diplomatic law must go through Washington. As such, 
Chiefs of Mission rely heavily on the Department’s policymakers and legal 
experts in Washington when it comes to matters of privileges and immuni-
ties. Having said this, I believe all Chiefs of Mission are responsible to en-
sure that the policymakers and legal experts in Washington learn of any 
incidents (e.g., an unlawful search of a diplomat’s residence) or policies 
adopted by the receiving state that violate or implicate privileges and im-
munities of mission personnel so that guidance can be formulated regarding 
any appropriate protests notes or other reciprocal measures that may be 
necessary. I believe Chiefs of Mission must also ensure that any requests 
for waiver of immunity are communicated to Washington for guidance in 
a prompt manner. 

Question. What are the key management lessons you have learned from your 
stewardship over Embassy Beijing during your tenure? 

Answer. The early days of the COVID virus were uncharted territory for all of 
us. Ambassador Branstad and I, along with all Mission China leadership, did our 
best to ensure that all members of Mission China—USDHs, Eligible Family Mem-
bers (EFMs), and Locally Employed Staff (LES)—remained healthy, safe, and se-
cure. If confirmed, I will also work closely with staff and Washington to ensure the 
same in Mission Cambodia. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Please answer the question as to whether you learned anything 
from your time leading Embassy Beijing. 

Answer. I have learned many lessons from each position in which I have 
served in my years as a Foreign Service Officer. Some management lessons 
from my time in China include the importance of close and frequent com-
munication with the Department, other agencies at post, and all posts with-
in the Mission. Leading a mission as large with so many different agencies 
in China, spread across six cities, has also taught me much about the im-
portance of ensuring that messaging on policy and procedures is effectively 
communicated throughout the organization. 

Question. Do you take any personal responsibility for the members of the Mission 
China community who suffered greatly during your tenure due to policies that you 
championed and/or implemented? 

Answer. In my capacities as Deputy Chief of Mission and Chargé d’Affaires, I do 
take responsibility for members of the Mission. Nothing was a higher priority for 
Ambassador Branstad and me than the health, safety, and security of the almost 
2,700 employees of Mission China, including nearly 2,000 USDH staff and family 
members. Many of them were my lifelong colleagues and friends with whom I have 
served in China multiple times. Ambassador Branstad, myself, and many members 
of my team in Beijing and at the Consulates worked tirelessly to push back on the 
PRC’s unscientific and unacceptable COVID control protocols throughout my time 
in China. If confirmed, protecting employees and their families would remain my 
highest priority. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Please answer the questions as to whether you specifically take 
responsibility for the suffering that was caused by decisions you made or 
implemented as DCM and CdA of Embassy Beijing. 

Answer. I do take responsibility for the range of experiences, good and 
bad, that Mission China personnel may have had during my time in Bei-
jing. It was an extraordinary time and I and my team faced unprecedented 
challenges. Ambassador Branstad, myself, and our team in Beijing and at 
the Consulates worked tirelessly to push back on the PRC’s unscientific and 
unacceptable COVID control protocols, while also working hard to advance 
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U.S. foreign policy priorities. If confirmed, I will do everything in my power 
to ensure that our employees and their families will be safe and secure. 

Question. Is Mission China now a less desirable post for Foreign Service per-
sonnel? 

Answer. As with serving at any of our many diplomatic posts abroad, there are 
a variety of benefits and challenges to serving in Mission China and those vary for 
each individual based on their background, academic and professional interests, 
family situation and other factors. Given our relationship with the PRC, we face 
many unique challenges in Mission China. It is not possible to attribute changes in 
number of bidders to any single factor. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Please answer the question, citing supporting evidence for your 
position. 

Answer. I do not believe Mission China is now a less desirable post. Dur-
ing the last bidding cycle, all posts in Mission China were over 90 percent 
filled, and currently the Mission has less than five positions remaining 
open. During the pandemic, the Department went to great lengths to pro-
vide incentives to counter the PRC’s COVID response. These incentives 
worked, as the statistics this cycle show. Regardless of the incentives, 
China has many other aspects that Foreign Service Officers and Specialists 
appreciate. The international schools in China remain highly attractive to 
bidders, who also often appreciate the extremely tight-knit Foreign Service 
community in China. 

Question. Do you feel in any way responsible for Mission China now being a less 
desirable post (fewer bidders, now a 2-year tour)? 

Answer. The PRC and zero-COVID policies impacted the morale of Mission China 
employees and families and made living in China difficult. However, Mission China 
and the Department used recruiting and retention tools such as Service Needs Dif-
ferential to retain and recruit talent to Mission China. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Do you feel in any way responsible for Mission China now being 
a less desirable post (fewer bidders, now a 2-year tour)? 

Answer. I do not believe that Mission China is now a less desirable post. 
See above. 

Question. Please answer the question, using the current situation (zero 
COVID is over). 

Answer. I do not believe that Mission China is now a less desirable post. 
During the last bidding cycle, all posts in Mission China were over 90 per-
cent filled, and currently the Mission has less than five positions remaining 
open. During the pandemic, the Department went to great lengths to pro-
vide incentives to counter the PRC’s COVID response. These incentives 
worked, as the statistics this cycle show. Regardless of the incentives, 
China has many other aspects which Foreign Service Officers and Special-
ists appreciate. The international schools in China remain highly attractive 
to bidders, who also often appreciate the extremely tight-knit Foreign Serv-
ice community. 

Question. Do you think Mission China being a less desirable post hurts U.S. na-
tional security? 

Answer. Annually, in the Foreign Service bid cycle we face different challenges 
in filling all open positions with the right people. We have several tools that can 
be used to entice bidders to take assignments in challenging environments, and the 
Department has used those tools extensively to ensure Mission China is attractive 
to our diplomats. Although the Department faced certain challenges in previous 
years in recruiting talent to Mission China, there was a significant increase in bid-
ders the last bidding year, and nearly all positions were filled. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Please answer the question as to whether Embassy Beijing 
being a more difficult post to staff (as evidenced in your response) hurts 
U.S. national security. 
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Answer. I do not believe that Mission China is now a less desirable post. 
China remains an exciting assignment that provides employees the oppor-
tunity to make a significant contribution to U.S. foreign policy objectives. 
Our Mission Team is strong, and their efforts make a real difference in the 
bilateral relationship and in strengthening our national security. I will con-
tinue to advocate, as I have throughout my career, for Foreign Service Offi-
cers to bid on jobs in Mission China. I consider service there to be critically 
important to U.S. national security. 

Blood Tests on U.S. Soil 
Question. Does this mean that after you became aware that China would require 

blood tests, you continued to recommend that Post bring people in on commercial 
flights? 

Answer. In late Fall 2020, the PRC initiated a requirement for all travelers to 
China to obtain a COVID antigen test and submit the test result to the PRC Em-
bassy or Consulate before they would be allowed to board a flight to China. This 
additional antigen test required by China for travelers was notified to the Depart-
ment of State in Washington by the PRC Embassy (I was in Beijing at the time, 
not in Washington). The Department of State reviews and facilities the application 
for visas and other travel requirements for U.S. diplomats out of Washington. The 
PRC Embassy provided a list of U.S. testing facilities from which they would accept 
these test results. These were testing facilities located in U.S. cities and subject to 
U.S. health privacy laws. They took blood samples and provided the traveler with 
a test result document that the traveler could upload and email to the PRC Em-
bassy or nearest consulate to obtain a permit to travel to China that could be pro-
vided to the airline at the time of checking in for the flight. All that was shared 
with the PRC Embassy or consulate was the document with the outcome of the test. 
It would have been a violation of U.S. law if these testing facilities transferred blood 
samples or DNA of travelers to PRC authorities. I am not aware of any information 
that this ever took place. 

I don’t recall if I conveyed a recommendation specifically to the Department about 
COVID antigen tests in the United States, which was something required by China 
as a condition for all travelers worldwide before they would be allowed to board a 
flight to China. However, I did continue to believe that it was safe for staff and fam-
ily members to return to China or arrive in China to begin a new assignment either 
via charter flights which we continued throughout my tenure, as well as commercial 
flights when those were more convenient and more cost-efficient for the traveler. I 
myself returned to China during this period via a commercial flight, following all 
of the protocols the PRC had in effect at that time that applied to all travelers. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS 

In your answers to previous questions, you wrote that: ‘‘This additional 
antigen test required by China for travelers was notified to the Department 
of State in Washington by the PRC Embassy;’’ and that: ‘‘I don’t recall if 
I conveyed a recommendation specifically to the Department about COVID 
antigen tests in the United States.’’ Whistleblowers attest to SFRC that all 
decisions made by the Department in Washington with respect to Mission 
China were done so in conjunction with Mission China and its leadership. 

Question. Did the Department of State in Washington never consult with 
Mission China about this new requirement and ask for your opinion or that 
of anyone on your senior leadership team? 

Answer. They may have asked for input from our management team, but 
I do not recall ever being asked specifically about the new requirement. In 
any event, it was a Washington decision whether to allow our diplomatic 
staff and family members to comply with the PRC’s request that all trav-
elers provide results of an antigen test to board a flight to China. I do not 
recall ever having a specific discussion in our EAC or Country Team about 
these tests, I believe because Washington had already approved to have our 
staff travel to China and fulfill the Chinese Embassy’s requirements for 
antigen test results, like all travelers of all nationalities traveling to China 
at that time. 

Question. Do you recall the EAC meeting where the Mission’s CDC rep-
resentative told you about the new blood testing requirements? Did you ex-
press any concerns about the requirements at that time, either within the 
Mission or to Washington? 
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Answer. Not specifically, but I do recall talking to our CDC and MED of-
ficials about how useful antigen tests were and having the impression that 
they, like many medical professionals at that time, were not sure how reli-
able they were for determining active COVID infection. 

Question. My understanding is that the Embassy did submit a Diplomatic Note 
protesting the blood testing requirement. However, guidance documents obtained by 
the committee from your tenure instructs employees to comply with the blood tests. 
Other than sending a Diplomatic Note and raising the issue with your Chinese 
counterparts, did you do anything to prevent U.S. Government employees from hav-
ing to submit to blood tests at labs in the U.S. chosen by the Chinese Embassy? 

Answer. These were tests conducted in the United States by U.S.-based labs, sub-
ject to U.S. laws. All that was communicated to the PRC Embassy or consulate was 
the outcome of the test. This additional antigen test required by China for travelers 
was notified to the Department of State in Washington by the PRC Embassy (I was 
in Beijing at the time, not in Washington). The Department of State reviews and 
facilities the application for visas and other travel requirements for U.S. diplomats 
out of Washington. Since compliance by U.S. Government employees to the require-
ment to submit to a COVID antigen test in the United States in order to board a 
flight to China was approved in Washington, I did not try to prevent our staff from 
complying with this requirement. In fact, I submitted to an antigen test when I re-
turned from a business trip in the United States in April 2021. We did, however, 
protest repeatedly and vigorously to PRC authorities all of the PRC’s testing and 
quarantine regulations which were unscientific and unnecessary for the purposes of 
controlling the outbreak of COVID. We restated this in almost every diplomatic note 
we sent to the PRC Ministry of Foreign Affairs during my tenure, but it is also 
something we reiterated in most of our engagements with PRC officials by Ambas-
sador Branstad, myself, and my senior staff. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS 

A previous question asked whether you did anything to push back on the 
blood tests other than sending a Diplomatic Note and raising the issue with 
your Chinese counterparts. Your response only mentions diplomatic notes 
and raising concerns in meetings. 

Question. Did you do anything beyond that, or even consider other policy 
options? Repeating that you ‘‘repeatedly and vigorously protested’’ the Chi-
nese Government’s COVID does not provide us with a sense of what you 
actually did. 

Answer. We raised every new PRC COVID quarantine and testing re-
quirement, as well as some rumored to be coming, with our counterparts 
at the PRC Foreign Ministry and in some cases by our CDC and MED staff 
with their counterparts. These discussions came in most of our engage-
ments, whether over the phone during calls to deliver demarches on other 
subjects, in person meetings or, for example, when I hosted PRC Foreign 
Ministry officials, or they hosted me to working meals. We also protested 
in many written communications, including most of our diplomatic notes re-
garding COVID or return of our staff to China, as well as emails sent by 
various sections of the Embassy. Our five consulates likewise raised these 
issues with their local counterparts regularly, especially in meetings to dis-
cuss protocols for incoming flights with our staff. 

Question. Is it correct to assume that the Chinese Government declined 
to change its policy in response to diplomatic notes? 

Answer. For the most part, yes, though with the Department’s support 
we pushed back on a number of the most unreasonable of the Covid-zero 
policies. And we reported back regularly this situation to Washington via 
email, phone calls, conference calls, and cables. 

We did have some success in protesting some discrete issues that were 
rumored or announced for all travelers without exception for diplomats, in-
cluding: the separation of children who test positive from their parents— 
China backed down and exempted diplomats after our protest; the use of 
anal swab testing—after our protest China publicly confirmed that dip-
lomats were exempt; and, requirement for full quarantine in a hotel—early 
on, under pressure from us, China backed down and allowed diplomats to 
quarantine in residences in many cases, though revoked this later when 
they reportedly decided that some third-country diplomats were not fol-
lowing the quarantine rules appropriately. 
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We also had success in pushing back on the Foreign Ministry when we 
had specific cases in which families experienced extreme difficulties in 
quarantine hotels, for example, a case in which a child had severe allergies 
in a hotel—China allowed us to move the family to their residence for quar-
antine. 

Question. Did you protest diplomats being subjected to blood tests, and 
what was China’s response? The Diplomatic Note we have on blood tests 
dates from November 2020. 

Answer. I do not recall specifically protesting to PRC officials the require-
ment for antigen tests for travelers to board flights to China from the 
United States. As this would have been an issue for travelers departing the 
United States coming to China, concerns would have been raised in, or pro-
tested from, Washington rather than Beijing. I and key members of my sen-
ior staff, however, did regularly protest all of China’s COVID control meas-
ures in our engagements with our PRC counterparts. 

Question. Did you and the Mission consider blood tests to be scientifically 
unnecessary? Or did you agree that they were necessary for public health 
reasons? 

Answer. I never had an opinion on the issue as I am not a medical ex-
pert, and the question was not posed to me, but to our medical experts in 
Washington. 

The Diplomatic Note we have on blood tests dates from November 2020, 
before the PRC designated individual labs in the United States where dip-
lomats had to go for COVID testing. 

Question. Did you ever protest against the Chinese Government requiring 
U.S. Government personnel to go to certain labs? 

Answer. I do not recall doing so. In general, protesting such a require-
ment would not be something Mission China would initiate. Rather, we 
would ordinarily protest at Washington’s instruction following a cable or 
other official message instructing and providing language for us to do so. 
I do not recall the diplomatic note you reference. 

Question. Did you ever question why the Chinese Government would re-
quire testing at such a small number of labs? 

Answer. No, I was not generally aware of the details regarding antigen 
testing in the United States as this was an issue that was handled in 
Washington. I do recall that when I had to locate a lab in the United States 
to get an antigen test before returning to China, there were at least 3-4 
labs in the Los Angeles area listed from which I could choose. Also, it is 
fairly routine for countries to require lab tests for immigration purposes be 
conducted from certain labs that they have certified will provide the right 
format test results. The United States does this, for example, for immigrant 
visas overseas, identifying only a few local labs—called panel physicians— 
from which applicants must pass medical examination required by CDC 
regulations for entry into the United States on an immigrant visa. 

Question. Did you ever raise any concerns about blood testing with De-
partment leadership back in Washington? 

Answer. I do not recall specifically doing so. 
Question. Our understanding is that the Chinese Government originally 

allowed blood tests to be done either by finger prick or venous blood draw. 
However, in December 2020, that changed, and finger prick tests were no 
longer allowed. Did you ever raise concerns with the Department in Wash-
ington about this change? 

Answer. I do not recall them allowing a finger prick, but since this was 
part of the process in the United States for travelers to obtain travel docu-
ments to board flights to China, it was Washington offices that were fo-
cused on what was required to obtain antigen tests. 

Question. Did you ever question why the Chinese Government would 
make this change? 

Answer. I was not aware of the change. 
Question. Why would the U.S. Government allow a foreign adversary that is a 

counterintelligence threat to collect U.S. Government employee DNA on our own 
soil? 
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Answer. I have no personal knowledge behind the U.S. Government’s decision to 
allow U.S. Government employees to comply with China’s requirement for a COVID 
antigen test to board flights to China. 

Question. Why did the Embassy tell employees to submit to these blood tests? 
Were national security concerns about biometric data collection on U.S. Government 
employees a factor in that decision? 

Answer. I have no personal knowledge behind the U.S. Government’s decision to 
allow U.S. Government employees to comply with China’s requirement for a COVID 
antigen test to board flights to China. I do not recall any Mission China instruction 
to employees to submit to COVID antigen tests in the United States, but the re-
quirement was included in the Department’s guidance to staff who were planning 
to travel to China along with information about obtaining visas, nasal/throat swab 
COVID tests, self-isolating in advance of flights, and other requirements necessary 
prior to boarding either charter or commercial flights to China. These were tests 
conducted in the United States by U.S.-based labs, subject to U.S. laws. All that was 
communicated to the PRC Embassy or consulates to allow airlines to allow a pas-
senger to board was a document certifying a negative COVID antigen test. I am un-
aware of any report that biological material or other private information was shared 
with PRC authorities by these U.S.-based labs and, my understanding is that if a 
U.S.-based lab had done so, it would have violated U.S. laws and subjected the lab 
to prosecution. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS 

Question. In the earlier batch of questions, you discussed your engage-
ment on throat/nasal swabs, and that you consulted only informally with 
several relevant agency representatives. However, you do not mention at 
any time consulting with the intelligence community and agencies rep-
resented at Post responsible for security on the blood tests. 

Answer. I recall having conversations with some relevant agency section 
chiefs regarding the throat/nasal swabs but do not recall specifically dis-
cussing the blood tests, nor do I recall any of these agency section chiefs 
raising the blood tests with me. 

Question. At the time, was it Mission China’s view that if a private busi-
ness is requiring testing to comply with national and local government pol-
icy, that our diplomats are not protected under VCDR? 

Answer. See my answer above. Mission China did not take an inde-
pendent view. We relied on the Department’s guidance for such determina-
tions. I assume that policymakers at the Department in turn consulted with 
the Office of the Legal Adviser on issues raising legal questions. 

Question. Was that view based on the view of the Department of State 
in Washington? 

Answer. See my answer above. 
Question. According to whistleblower testimony and Department of State 

documents, during your tenure, all U.S. personnel (including children) had 
a downloaded ‘‘Health Kit’’ with a strict green pass/red pass system that 
determine movement. It was a centralized system, rather than being deter-
mined by individual restaurants, grocery stores, barber shops, or other pri-
vate entities. Can you confirm that this Health Kit was a requirement of 
the Chinese Government, not private entities? 

Answer. I do recall the ‘‘Health Kit’’ that individuals who entered China 
needed to download to their phones to record negative COVID tests. It was 
not a centralized system, but one specific to localities. In fact, different lo-
calities often required different applications to be used. During my tenure, 
it was not required to travel within cities but was often required by res-
taurants, barber shops, and grocery and department stores to enter them. 
I recall the system was very unevenly used; often no one asked to see your 
app status. However, it was strictly enforced at airports and train stations; 
you could not travel between cities if your app did not confirm you were 
tested and certified free of COVID. 

Question. Was it your and Mission China’s view that subjecting U.S. dip-
lomats to this health kit and associated contract tracing accorded with their 
diplomatic privileges and immunities? 
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Answer. Mission China did not take an independent view. We relied on 
the Department’s policymakers in DC, who I assume consulted with the Of-
fice of the Legal Adviser when appropriate. 

Question. Were the health kit requirements allowable under the Sep-
tember 2020 LWOI? Or is it your view that the LWOI did not apply? If not, 
why not? 

Answer. They were in no way related to the LWOIs that we submitted 
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for each traveler as they entered China 
and completed a quarantine period. These LWOIs were one-time, narrow 
waivers for the testing upon entry into the country and testing during quar-
antine. They did not apply to anything other than those tests. As for the 
‘‘health kit’’ requirements, again, Mission China did not take an inde-
pendent view but relied on guidance from the Department. 

Question. Were U.S. diplomats free to travel around China or within the 
Chinese city they lived in during your tenure? Please be specific in your re-
sponse. 

Answer. During my tenure, diplomats were free to travel around China 
as long as they had a ‘‘health kit’’ app on their phone that showed them 
to be tested as COVID-free. Many members of our staff traveled for both 
business and leisure during this period, myself included. There may have 
been temporary travel restrictions within some cities during periods of local 
COVID outbreaks, but I do not recall them happening in any of the cities 
in which our staff work. I am not aware of any restrictions on movement 
within the cities in which our staff worked and lived during my time in 
China. Although there was at least one time when there were rumors that 
travel in and out of two districts in Beijing may be restricted, I do not recall 
it ever materializing. There were a few neighborhoods in Beijing that were 
locked down for short periods of time because of minor COVID outbreaks 
but these were far away from where our USDH staff lived or worked. 

Your responses do not directly mention the testing requirements in Shunyi 
District in Beijing during your tenure, which whistleblowers attest were re-
quired by municipal authorities (a government entity). Embassy guidance 
obtained by SFRC notes that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs made the Em-
bassy aware of the testing requirements in Shunyi District. It further notes 
the involvement of local authorities in the testing requirements. 

Question. Does your response to question 13 on week- long movement re-
strictions refer to this case, or is that another case? If it is another case, 
please describe it in greater detail. 

Answer. My response to question 13 was a reference to this case, but I 
do not have a detailed recollection of it. I believe the issue was discussed 
frequently for about a week within the EAC and Country Team, that we 
protested to the PRC Foreign Ministry about it several times, but then it 
ceased to be a major issue as either staff and families complied with the 
testing or did not, but that there were no lasting issues for staff. I do not 
believe any of our staff or family members faced limitations on travel but 
do recall that if you did not test to keep your ‘‘health kit’’ showing that you 
tested negative, you could be blocked from entering some restaurants, 
schools, and some other public venues. 

Question. Was the testing in Shunyi District required by any organ of the 
Chinese Government? Please explain in detail. 

Answer. I do not recall specifically what entity issued the announcement. 
My management team was very active in responding to the reports and 
briefed it to the Country Team. My understanding is that there were some 
members of the community who lived in Shunyi that did submit to free 
testing by the local health authorities, while others obtained tests at Bei-
jing United Hospital, the joint-venture hospital vetted by our Mission Med-
ical Unit staff. I believe our approach was as reported in a cable we sent 
to the Department in December 2020 and conveyed to the Mission Commu-
nity in management notices in which we detailed what was rumored to be 
coming and outlined that we would not require anyone to comply, and it 
was their own decision if they wished to do so. At the same time, we made 
clear to the PRC Foreign Ministry that we believed diplomats could not be 
compelled to comply with a request to test. I do not recall how many of our 
USDH staff and family members complied with the request to test or if any 
did not. I do not believe, however, that any of our Mission China staff or 
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family members were restricted from moving around the city whether they 
tested or not. 

Question. Did this in-country testing exceed what the Department author-
ized in the September 2020 LWOI? If it did exceed that authorization, 
please explain why the Embassy encouraged compliance with the require-
ments. (We are only aware that the Department authorized a second LWOI 
in 2022, over a year after these in-country testing requirements took place.) 

Answer. Again, the LWOIs we issued at the Department’s instructions 
beginning in June 2020 were solely one-time waivers for the purposes of 
testing upon arrival at the airport and during quarantine and nothing else. 
The cable sent by the Department on September 18, 2020, merely restated 
that we should continue to send diplomatic notes for USDH staff and family 
members traveling to China, like those it instructed us to send for the more 
than 900 staff and family members who had already returned to China on 
charter flights prior to that. 

Question. Once in-country testing began in violation of the September 
2020 LWOI, why did you not request a 2nd waiver to cover in- country test-
ing as your successor eventually did? 

Answer. As I mentioned above, the premise of this question is incorrect. 
The Department did not believe that the in-country testing undertaken vol-
untarily by our personnel violated diplomatic law. The Department in 
Washington was aware of the practice and was consulting with the Office 
of the Legal Adviser where appropriate. 

Question. Please answer the question asked, which is about your con-
sultations with respect to blood tests. Did you consult with anyone, includ-
ing any responsibilities related to national security (RSO, RSO/CI, FBI, the 
intelligence community, etc.) on the blood tests? 

Answer. I do not recall initiating such a conversation nor anyone initi-
ating such a conversation with me specifically about blood tests. Had they 
done so, I would have recommended they convey their concerns through 
their agency headquarters to the State Department, which is where the de-
cisions were made on this issue. 

Question. On throat/nasal swabs, in saying your consultations were infor-
mal, does that mean that the potential risks of DNA collection by permit-
ting throat/nasal swab in China were never discussed in an official EAC or 
other senior staff setting wherein a consensus decision was reached? 

Answer. I was not in China in spring 2020 when these issues were pre-
sumably initially discussed in the Beijing EAC or Country Team with Am-
bassador Branstad. Throughout my time in China, however, we did regu-
larly discuss at EAC and Country Team meetings the processes and issues 
involved in bringing staff back to China, and it would have been impossible 
for any agency to not be aware of the details of testing and quarantining 
as they were all represented at Country Team meetings. As for specific con-
versations about the risks of DNA collection, I only recall the several dis-
cussions I had one-on-one with several relevant agency chiefs in which they 
expressed doubt that nasal/throat swabs provided China access to DNA 
samples from our staff that China could not readily access as easily through 
other avenues. 

Question. On throat/nasal swabs, with whom did you consult? Did you 
consult with the RSO, RSO/CI, the FBI, the intelligence community, or any-
one else with responsibilities related to national security? 

Answer. I consulted with several of those entities. 
Question. Did any Embassy employees raise concerns with you or your 

senior staff about the blood tests? If yes, what did you do about those con-
cerns? 

Answer. I do not recall any employee raising concerns with me directly 
about blood tests. I cannot speak to what my senior staff’s conversations 
may have been with others, but none of my senior staff brought any such 
concern to my attention. In any event, this would have been an issue for 
travelers departing the United States coming to China and, for that reason, 
concerns would have been mostly likely to have been raised in Washington 
rather than Beijing. 
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Question. Which U.S. Government agencies at Post did you consult on this issue? 
What kind of consultations were done with the intelligence community and offices 
at Post responsible for security? 

Answer. While I have no personal knowledge behind the U.S. Government’s deci-
sion to allow U.S. Government employees to comply with China’s requirement for 
a COVID antigen test to board flights to China, I did have concerns about whether 
COVID throat/nasal swabs at the Chinese port of entry and in quarantine would 
provide DNA or other biometric data to China that it did not already have ready 
means to access through other avenues. I discussed this informally with several rel-
evant agency representatives at post who assured me that this was not the case. 
More importantly, I was also aware that in Washington all of the proposed meas-
ures to comply with PRC COVID protocols, including nasal/throat swabs upon ar-
rival and in quarantine were discussed interagency, including with relevant agen-
cies, and was told that no objections were raised. As for blood tests, we did not in-
struct any staff or family members to comply with blood tests or any other types 
of tests in China beyond the nasal/throat swabs required for entry into the country 
and during quarantine. 

Question. You said to Senator Hagerty in your hearing that the ‘‘reports of anal 
swabs of U.S. diplomats are completely false,’’ but then highlighted the example of 
someone who did ‘‘incorrectly’’ and ‘‘voluntarily’’ comply. State Department press 
guidance and other documents obtained by the committee indicate that ‘‘several’’ 
U.S. Government employees complied with the test. When you said that ‘‘reports of 
anal swabs of U.S. diplomats are completely false,’’ to what were you referring? 
What were the false reports? 

Answer. I am aware of only one U.S. diplomat in China during my tenure who, 
during his period in home quarantine and despite instructions to the contrary, com-
plied with a request from a PRC local health official in February 2021 for a self- 
administered ‘‘anal swab’’ for COVID testing. As soon as it came to our attention, 
I believe the same day, we immediately protested to the PRC Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, which apologized and confirmed that foreign diplomats are not required to 
comply with such tests and should not be asked. We immediately reminded all Mis-
sion personnel that they should not comply with any request in quarantine for any 
test beyond a throat/nasal swab COVID test and if they were requested to do any-
thing beyond what the Department authorized as part of the ‘‘on arrival’’ screening 
and quarantine, to refuse and contact the Embassy immediately. 

Changing Conditions in China 
Multiple U.S. Government officials have told SFRC that everything that 

Embassy employees submitted to was ‘‘voluntary’’ and that submitting to 
China’s testing in-country was a ‘‘personal decision.’’ However, over half a 
dozen whistleblowers told the committee that this masks what was actually 
occurring: 

• that the Embassy generally fostered a culture of compliance with PRC 
demands; 

• that non-State officials under COM authority were never told they did 
not have to take COVID tests until they challenged the need to submit 
to China’s COVID testing regime; 

• that non-State officials were not told about the 2020 LWOI; and 
• that State in Washington DC was being told everyone was taking ex-

panded COVID tests voluntarily, but that ‘‘no one [at Mission China] 
saw it that way—it was required to get back into our homes and go to 
school.’’ 

Question. Is something voluntary if you have to submit to it or not be able to en-
gage in your daily life? 

Answer. As part of China’s ‘‘zero covid’’ policy, private entities and businesses, 
who are not parties to the Vienna Conventions, became the indirect enforcers of Chi-
na’s strict measures. As an example, private schools attended by children of our 
mission required contact tracing and testing to gain entry. If a USDH staff or family 
member declined to comply with school requirements for COVID tests, their child 
could have been denied entry into that school, which likely would have resulted in 
the child having to home school or the child and/or entire family having to curtail 
and return to the United States. Many families chose to comply with the school’s 
testing requirements in lieu of curtailment even though post management would 
have absolutely supported a family’s decision to curtail. 
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The compliance with China’s requirements for entry into the country, including 
the COVID antigen test in the United States and the nasal/throat swab tests at the 
port of entry and in quarantine were required if any of our staff or family members 
wanted to travel to or return to China. They were fully apprised of the requirements 
in advance and could opt out of travel to China by arrangement with their agency 
or curtail their assignments. Ambassador Branstad and I always supported per-
sonnel decisions to curtail for these reasons. 

As for testing beyond those required to enter China, we made clear in every com-
munication with staff in management notices, cables, country team meetings, and 
town halls, that compliance with other requirements was a personal decision of the 
employee or family member. We explained that failure to comply could result in cre-
ating issues for children’s ability to attend school, much like vaccine requirements 
for other diseases are a prerequisite for children to attend the international schools 
in China, and we always supported any decision to curtail for those who wished. 

We also noted that there were reports that local PRC health authorities could re-
strict the ability to enter some public venues, like restaurants, only to those who 
could demonstrate a negative test result from a recent COVID test. We noted that 
should an employee or family member choose to comply, PRC local health officials 
may accept test results from a clinic of their choosing, including the joint-venture 
clinics and hospitals that our community commonly used. There were many rumors 
and much speculation regarding possible restrictions on movements within cities 
during my tenure, but most of them proved to be inaccurate and, in the only case 
I recall it did happen in an area in which some of our staff lived in Beijing, I believe 
it lasted only a week, only affected one’s ability to enter restaurants or grocery 
stores in the area, and did not have a major impact on our staff or family members’ 
ability to live their lives normally. However, the rumors themselves did often create 
anxieties among our Mission community. Of course, large-scale local shutdowns and 
movement restrictions did occur after I left China. 

While we left it up entirely to USDH staff and family members to decide whether 
to comply or not, we did recommend to our community that they utilize COVID test-
ing in the event of a local outbreak to support efforts to help ensure that they did 
not expose their colleagues to COVID by coming into the Embassy or consulates 
until they were sure they were not infected with COVID. COVID testing was readily 
available at the joint-venture hospitals and clinics our Mission community used reg-
ularly for healthcare, which were fully vetted by our Mission medical staff. 

Notably, throughout my tenure our Mission medical and CDC experts advised me 
that they did not believe COVID to have spread very widely in the cities in which 
our Mission staff worked and resided during my tenure, with the exception of the 
original outbreak in Wuhan. To the best of my knowledge, no USDH staff or family 
member contracted COVID while in China during my tenure, which is remarkable 
given the degree to which COVID had spread worldwide. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS 

You wrote in response to several questions that in-country COVID testing 
requirements were required by private entities not subject to the Vienna Con-
vention on Diplomatic Relations (VCDR), and that these entities ‘‘became the 
indirect enforcers of China’s strict measures.’’ You also wrote: ‘‘While I am 
not a lawyer, I understood from the State Department’s Office of the Legal 
Adviser that COVID tests undertaken by USDH staff and their families for 
the purpose of accessing schools, restaurants, barber shops, etc., on an indi-
vidual voluntary basis are not inconsistent with a host state’s obligations 
under the VCDR to accord a sending state’s personnel with certain immuni-
ties.’’ 

Question. In doing testing, were the private entities ensuring their own 
compliance with government requirements in pursuit of ‘‘zero COVID’’? 

Answer. Yes, I believe so. 
Question. Whistleblowers with school-age children attest that schools told 

them they were required by the Government to do COVID testing on chil-
dren. In other words, it was not a private directive. Were you aware of this? 
Was it your and the Embassy’s view that such testing—at the direction of 
the Chinese Government but enforced by a school—was not covered under 
VCDR? 

Answer. I was not aware of the specifics behind school requirements. Our 
management team worked to provide all the information it had about such 
requirements to the State Department and relied on the guidance from the 
Department with regard to its assessment of whether such requirements 
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posed safety/security issues or were problematic from a legal perspective. 
We were not advised that they did, and we are required to rely on the State 
Department to advise us on what is and is not consistent with diplomatic 
privileges and immunities. I will note as I did in my original answers, that 
foreign diplomats’ children in the US are required to comply with vaccine 
regulations and during with testing protocols (during COVID) in order to 
attend US public schools. 

Question. Is something voluntary if you do not have appropriate information to 
make an informed decision? 

Answer. All of these issues were discussed regularly in our Country Team meet-
ings at which all sections and agencies had representatives or otherwise partici-
pated and they were asked to ensure that all of their staff were informed. They were 
also discussed thoroughly during our Emergency Acting Committee (EAC) meetings, 
which had broad section and agency representation. These policies were commu-
nicated to all sections and agencies, and I relied on my senior staff to ensure their 
subordinates were fully briefed. In addition, Ambassador Branstad and I partici-
pated in numerous town halls to which all members of the community, including 
USDH staff and family members, were invited to participate in person or virtually, 
and we explained our policies and fielded all questions. 

Question. Is something—like going into a fever hospital—voluntary if you are told 
that the only alternative is going back to the United States potentially for months 
and then possibly losing your job at Post due to extended absence or experiencing 
extended family separation? 

Answer. Ambassador Branstad and I recognized that it clearly was not an easy 
decision for individuals and families to make. For that reason, we worked very hard 
to ensure that all staff and family members understood thoroughly the process in-
volved during the COVID pandemic of entering China and the risks associated with 
that, including that it was our policy to avoid having anyone be forced into a fever 
hospital by having them medevac’d if tested positive. While we did return a small 
number of travelers to the United States when they tested positive upon arrival, 
none of our USDH staff or family members were forced into Chinese fever hospitals 
for treatment during my tenure. I cannot speak to events that occurred nor deci-
sions taken after I completed my assignment and departed China in mid-July 2021, 
however. 

Question. What was the rationale for you and other leadership at Mission China 
characterizing U.S. Government employee’s compliance with China’s COVID proto-
cols as voluntary? 

Answer. Ambassador Branstad and I endeavored to ensure that USDH staff and 
family members were fully briefed on the situation they would face in China if they 
chose to travel to post, including the COVID testing they would be required by 
China to undertake before travel, at the port of entry, and during quarantine. Those 
‘‘upon-arrival’’ requirements were never characterized as voluntary, and Secretary 
Pompeo made the policy decision to waive the personal inviolability of diplomats 
and their EFMs after exhausting all other possibilities and arguments with the PRC 
to get our personnel into the country without testing and quarantine. 

Once our personnel cleared the ‘‘upon-arrival’’ quarantine and testing, living in 
China during the ‘‘zero Covid’’ era posed other challenges to Mission personnel. This 
included the need sometimes to demonstrate a negative test for children to attend 
school, to travel between Chinese cities, and in some locales during local COVID 
outbreaks, to enter for example, some restaurants and barber shops. Many of our 
personnel chose to comply by obtaining a negative COVID test at the joint-venture 
hospitals and clinics that normally provided medical services to our community and 
were fully vetted by Mission medical staff, to access those services. Ambassador 
Branstad and I also supported any decision to curtail or cancel assignments should 
the USDH staff or family decide that they did not wish to voluntarily undertake 
that risk. 

Question. In December 2020, you signed out an EAC cable encouraging U.S. Em-
bassy employees to comply with China’s COVID testing in-country but that it was 
a ‘‘personal decision.’’ After stating it was a choice, the cable warns of restrictions 
of movement and the inability to come to the Embassy if individuals refused to test. 
This is repeated in several management notices that went out around that time. 
Were these additional tests authorized by the September 2020 LWOI? 

Answer. The EAC cable was to inform Washington that we had discussed the pos-
sibility that this issue could arise and that the interagency EAC agreed that our 
management notice was appropriate. While I am not a lawyer, I understood from 



101 

the State Department’s Office of the Legal Adviser that COVID tests undertaken 
by USDH staff and their families for the purpose of accessing schools, restaurants, 
barber shops, etc., on an individual voluntary basis are not inconsistent with a host 
state’s obligations under the VCDR to accord a sending state’s personnel with cer-
tain immunities. Indeed, foreign diplomats in the United States who wish to have 
their children attend school in the United States must get certain vaccinations to 
comply with local school attendance requirements. They do so without a waiver from 
their sending state, but rather by making the personal voluntary medical decision 
for their children in order to access a service they would otherwise be ineligible to 
partake in absence of the vaccinations. 

Question. Was it your recommendation to Main State back in Washington that 
U.S. Government employees comply with these testing requirements? 

Answer. Our EAC cable is clear: We reported to the State Department that, 
though it had not yet occurred, there was a possibility that USDH staff and family 
members could be asked to comply with local health authority or school require-
ments to test as a condition of attending school or entering public places and re-
ported that the consensus of the interagency EAC was to issue the management no-
tice described. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. You do not answer the question. Please answer the question 
asked. 

Answer. I believe I did answer the question. In our management notices 
during that time and the EAC cable sent to the Department in December 
2020, we noted the possibility that our USDH staff and family members, 
in the event of a local outbreak, might be requested to test to prove they 
were not infected with COVID. We encouraged our staff and family mem-
bers to test to be supportive of efforts to control COVID outbreaks and to 
help ensure their colleagues were not exposed to COVID in the workplace. 
However, we emphasized in every case that it was a personal decision 
whether to comply with requests from China’s public health authorities for 
COVID tests, noting that it was possible that failure to do so could create 
obstacles to children being able to attend school or for staff and family 
members to be able to enter some restaurants or other public venues. We 
also noted that those who did wish to comply could get tested at the hos-
pitals and clinics the Mission community used for regular medical care and 
were vetted by the Mission Medical Unit staff. If you believe they were, 
what is the justification for that? 

Question. If you believe they were, what is the justification for that? 
Answer. Our EAC cable is clear: We reported to the State Department that, 

though it had not yet occurred, there was a possibility that USDH staff and family 
members could be asked to comply with local health authority or school require-
ments to test as a condition of attending school or entering public places and re-
ported that the consensus of the interagency EAC was to issue the management no-
tice described. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Please answer the question asked—whether you believed the 
in-country testing requirements was allowable under what the Department 
authorized in the September 2020 LWOI, and if so, what your justification 
is for that view. The response should focus on the following situation, as 
it was notified to the Mission China community in December 2020: ‘‘if Chi-
nese authorities ask members of Mission China to under COVID–19 testing 
as part of a response to a specific COVID–19 exposure or outbreak’’ (20 
BEIJING 2480). 

Answer. The language in the September 18, 2020, cable from the Depart-
ment is not relevant as it merely restated the Department’s instructions in 
effect since June 2020 that we send a diplomatic note to China each time 
a USDH traveler or family member is preparing to enter China to waive 
privileges and immunities for the purpose of one or more nasal/throat swab 
COVID tests upon entry and during quarantine. It does not apply to any-
thing else. 

Our guidance to Mission personnel, after consulting with the Department 
in Washington, was that the decision to test was an individual decision. 
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However, we encouraged testing to help in controlling local COVID out-
breaks and to ensure COVID was not spread within the Mission commu-
nity. We noted to staff and family members that they could obtain tests at 
the hospitals and clinics, like Beijing United Family Hospital, that were 
vetted and used by Mission community members for regular medical care. 

Question. Did someone tell you that they were acceptable under the September 
2020 LWOI? If so, who was that? 

Answer. To be clear, they were not covered under the LWOIs we issued on a one- 
time basis for each individual when they entered the country. I understood from the 
State Department’s Office of the Legal Advisor that COVID tests undertaken by 
USDH staff and their families for the purpose of accessing schools, restaurants, bar-
ber shops, etc., on an individual voluntary basis are not inconsistent with a host 
state’s obligations under the VCDR (just as foreign diplomats in the United States 
who wish to have their children attend school in the United States must get certain 
vaccinations to comply with local school attendance requirements), so they did not 
require a limited waiver of immunities. 

Question. You argued China never violated the September waiver and that condi-
tions after September 2020 did not ‘‘fundamentally change.’’ Please confirm that the 
following changed conditions in PRC mandates happened during your tenure: On 
January 29, 2021, an Embassy Management Notice detailed a quarantine policy for 
Beijing-bound U.S. Government travelers that expanded quarantine and monitoring 
to 28 days. This is beyond the 14 days authorized by State in September 2020, cor-
rect? 

Answer. The waivers we conveyed to the PRC Ministry of Foreign Affairs via dip-
lomatic notes from June 2020 through my departure in mid-July 2021 were one-time 
waivers for each individual for the purpose of allowing one or more nasal/throat 
COVID swab tests upon entry into China and during quarantine. This requirement 
of a nasal/throat swab upon arrival and one or more nasal/throat swab tests during 
a quarantine period never changed during my tenure. There were shifting, often 
temporary or applicable only to certain cities in which COVID outbreaks had oc-
curred, changes in the number of tests administered during quarantine and the 
length of quarantine, as well as the sometimes additional requirement of seven days 
home monitoring after quarantine, all of which were immediately communicated 
back to the State Department via regular email, phone calls, and conference calls 
with relevant bureau staff. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS 

Question. In response to the question above, you wrote: ‘‘The waivers we 
conveyed to the PRC Ministry of Foreign Affairs via diplomatic notes from 
June 2020 through my departure in mid-July 2021 were one-time waivers 
for each individual for the purpose of allowing one or more nasal/throat 
COVID swab tests upon entry into China and during quarantine.’’ In our 
questions, the September 2020 LWOI refers to that requested in 20 BEI-
JING 1690 by Amb. Branstad (a cable you also cleared on). This LWOI— 
according to our review of State Department documentation and interviews 
with more than half a dozen whistleblowers—was a broader LWOI that ap-
plied to any Mission personnel returning to China (as distinct from waivers 
requested for specific individuals in summer 2020). Is the September 2020 
LWOI a single/general waiver that applied to any Mission personnel return-
ing to Mission China? 

Answer. The Department’s instructions to us in its September 18, 2020, 
cable were to continue using the exact same diplomatic note language on 
waiving diplomatic privileges and immunities we had used for each of the 
nine charter flights to date, and use that in diplomatic notes for those arriv-
ing on commercial flights as well. Prior to September 2021, the Department 
had provided tailored language for each charter flight along with the mani-
fest of passengers. Since it would be impractical for the Department to gen-
erate tailored diplomatic note language for the many individuals who would 
arrive on different commercial flights at different times, the Department in 
this cable authorized the Embassy to use the same standard language for 
each individual arriving on commercial air. In effect, this cable did not do 
anything other than to allow us to maintain the same process and use the 
same diplomatic note language as we moved to allow some staff to travel 
to China by commercial air. The diplomatic note language we used to pro-
vide the PRC notification that the United States waived inviolability for an 
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individual arriving on commercial air was no different than that which we 
provided for those who had arrived on charter flights. 

Question. Was every U.S. direct hire and their families informed that the 
Department of State waived their privileges and immunities in the 2020 
LWOI? 

Answer. Certainly, all members of the Country Team were aware of the 
Department’s instructions beginning in the period prior to my return to 
post. We discussed the waivers as well during many if not most of the EAC 
and Country Team meetings during the final year I was in China. In any 
event, every USDH traveler and family member was briefed prior to board-
ing a flight to China during that time that they would be required to take 
a nasal/throat swab COVID test upon arrival and additional such tests dur-
ing the quarantine period, but nothing else. Our diplomatic notes to China 
during this time were primarily intended to notify China that we would 
allow these tests upon arrival and during quarantine but stake out a clear 
position that we were waiving no other rights under the VCDR. 

Question. On March 24, 2021, the U.S. Consulate in Guangzhou sent an email to 
U.S. personnel that they would now be expected to do 4 COVID tests ‘‘upon land-
ing’’—up from 2 tests authorized in the waiver. Is this correct? Were you aware PRC 
health authorities required installation of a special camera and door alarm outside 
the front doors of U.S. Government personnel so the PRC Government could monitor 
their compliance with quarantine mandates? This was not authorized in the original 
2020 waiver, correct? 

Answer. I do not recollect such an email, but to clarify, the fundamental require-
ment of a nasal/throat swab upon arrival and one or more nasal/throat swab tests 
during a quarantine period never changed during my tenure. Cameras in China are 
ubiquitous and part of that authoritarian state’s method of not only monitoring its 
citizens but foreign diplomats as well. Despite our protests, there are cameras that 
monitor the outside of all of our facilities, including residential compounds, through-
out China. However, I do not recall being informed of any special ‘‘COVID cameras 
or door alarms’’ at our diplomats’ residences during my time in China. 

Question. What would you have considered a ‘‘fundamental change’’ in require-
ments that you believe would have required you to submit a front channel cable to 
the Department of State, or that would have changed your recommendation in 20 
BEIJING 1690? 

Answer. One example that could have required a request to the Department to 
reconsider the LWOI would have been a fundamental change in the nature of the 
nasal/throat swab COVID tests or an added requirement that USDH staff and fam-
ily members be confined to Chinese Government facilities rather than commercial 
hotels. Such changes never took place during my tenure in China. The shifting 
modifications to the length and composition of quarantine periods (from one to three 
weeks) and addition of a home monitoring period of a week were reported back to 
Washington immediately in emails, phone calls, and weekly conference calls, as they 
were introduced in some cities for select periods, and sometimes removed or reduced 
at other times. 

Fever Hospitals//Quarantine 
Question. You attested in writing that ‘‘we did not allow any USDH Mission per-

sonnel nor EFMs to be admitted to a Chinese hospital for COVID-related treat-
ment.’’ You also stated that no one was forced into a fever hospital under your lead-
ership, or a ‘‘similar institution.’’ 

Answer. That is correct. None of the widely publicized cases of our diplomats 
being subjected to confinement to PRC ‘‘fever hospitals’’ and being exposed to unsafe 
and unacceptable conditions happened during my time in China. I cannot speak to 
events or decisions made after I completed my assignment and departed China on 
July 15, 2021. After that date and to the present, I have not been involved in China 
policy or management issues related to Mission China. Throughout Ambassador 
Branstad’s and my tenure, we maintained a strict policy of removing any staff or 
family member back to the United States—by medical evacuation if necessary—in 
the event any faced forced confinement to a ‘‘fever hospital’’ or exposure to unsafe 
conditions as a result of testing positive for COVID. During my tenure, every mem-
ber of our staff or family member who requested medevac because of a positive 
COVID test was medevac’d back to the United States. Neither Ambassador 
Branstad nor I allowed any USDH staff or family members to be involuntarily con-
fined to a Chinese ‘‘fever hospital.’’ 
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FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS 

Question. What is an ‘‘interim testing clinic’’? 
Answer. My understanding from our then-Regional Medical Officer was 

that an ‘‘interim testing clinic’’ or ‘‘interim assessment clinic’’ was a testing 
center used to determine whether a suspected COVID positive individual 
was actually infected with COVID or not. Should they be confirmed posi-
tive, they would be transferred and admitted to a ‘‘fever hospital’’ for isola-
tion and treatment. If confirmed negative for COVID, they would be dis-
charged or, if they had just arrived in the country, returned to their resi-
dence or hotel to complete the required quarantine period. 

Question. What is different about this facility from a ‘‘fever hospital’’ or 
‘‘fever clinic,’’ which are the only two terms we’ve seen used in official State 
Department documents or whistleblower testimony to refer to COVID treat-
ment facilities? Please differentiate in terms of living conditions, medical 
treatments provided, and whether U.S. diplomats could leave this facility 
if they wanted to do so. 

Answer. My understanding from our then Regional Medical Officer was 
that the term ‘‘fever hospital’’ refers to the special COVID isolation and 
treatment wards China established, often in existing hospital complexes 
that continued to provide other care. The ‘‘fever hospital’’ referred to the 
ward that housed patients who were confirmed positive for COVID, whether 
symptomatic or not, and where they would be isolated and treated for 
COVID. ‘‘Fever clinics’’ was a term used more loosely and generally referred 
to clinics outside of hospitals that were established to screen and isolate 
COVID patients, but I have also seen it used interchangeably with ‘‘testing 
centers’’ at times. The ‘‘interim testing clinic’’ or ‘‘interim assessment cen-
ter’’ to which I referred was a clinic in or outside of a hospital complex that 
was established to test possible COVID patients and determine whether 
they were truly positive for COVID or not. They did not treat COVID but 
rather worked only to determine whether someone should be transferred to 
the ‘‘fever hospital’’ or be discharged. I understand that patients who were 
referred to these testing clinics were usually suspected to possibly be posi-
tive for COVID and would not be allowed to leave until tests established 
that they were not (or in the case of our staff and family members, medi-
cally evacuated from China). Our Mission Medical Unit staff had toured 
some ‘‘assessment centers’’ in summer and fall 2020, including patient 
rooms, and found them to be clean and well maintained at that time. And, 
as I noted with respect to the spouse of a Foreign Service Officer that spent 
six nights in an ‘‘interim testing center’’ in April 2021, the conditions were 
basic, but acceptable. As for ‘‘fever hospitals,’’ I do not know what the condi-
tions were during my tenure as our staff were not able to visit the inside 
of patient rooms in these facilities during the period I was in China and 
COVID was spreading globally. 

Question. Since your written responses indicated that no one went into 
a fever hospital or ‘‘similar institution,’’ is it your contention that an ‘‘in-
terim testing clinic’’ is not similar to a fever hospital? If so, please explain. 

Answer. Yes, an ‘‘interim testing clinic’’ during my time in China was 
very different from a ‘‘fever hospital.’’ My understanding, based on con-
versations with our then-Regional Medical Officer was that the latter was 
a ward that housed and treated both fully symptomatic and asymptomatic 
patients who were confirmed positive for COVID, while an ‘‘interim testing 
clinic’’ was a clinic where patients were tested to determine if they were 
truly positive for COVID and, if so, needed to be admitted to a ‘‘fever hos-
pital.’’ I cannot speak to what conditions were like in a ‘‘fever hospital’’ dur-
ing my time in China because our medical staff were not able to tour the 
patient rooms in a ‘‘fever hospital.’’ 

Question. Since you were Chief of Mission, what is your explanation for 
not being aware of diplomatic notes sent from U.S. Embassy Beijing and 
U.S. Consulate Shanghai about this case and that the Department referred 
to it as a ‘‘detention’’? 

Answer. It was not routine for me to review each of the hundreds of dip-
lomatic notes that were sent by our consulates or management staff, and 
authorized by senior staff, unless they involved significant policy issues. In 
any event, at that time I was out of the country on a business trip and only 
returned to China at the beginning of April 2021 and then spent 22 days 



105 

in a combination of a quarantine hotel and an Embassy residence. During 
this time, I was briefed in general via emails and phone calls on the case 
of the spouse in the ‘‘interim testing clinic’’ but was not directly involved 
in drafting or clearing diplomatic notes. 

Question. One of several challenges I have in accepting your version of 
events is that the first family we know of that was imprisoned for 60+ days 
in the Ditan facility went into that facility within 10 days of your departure 
from Post. It is difficult to believe that you ably protected our diplomats 
throughout your tenure, but within 10 days of your departure our people 
were placed in horrible facilities for weeks on end, subjected to appalling 
treatment, and unable to leave until they tested negative with no recourse. 
Based on my staff’s investigation, the Chinese Government seemed to be 
operating with impunity. How would you describe the conditions facing U.S. 
Government personnel in China with respect to COVID on the day of your 
departure from Post? 

Answer. The conditions facing U.S. Government personnel in China dur-
ing my final weeks at post were not significantly different than during the 
previous 12 months I was at post. However, I learned after I left that the 
Delta variant of COVID had just begun to spread globally, including in 
China and, as I understand it, had for the first time begun to create in-
creasing numbers of asymptomatic COVID test results. As I understand it, 
later that summer was the first time we had ever seen asymptomatic posi-
tive COVID tests among staff after they had already tested negative at the 
airport upon arrival in China, but I only heard about this long after I de-
parted post. 

Question. What were the state of Chinese requirements of our diplomats 
at the time of your departure? 

Answer. They were not much different than during the previous year, al-
though China had cut back considerably on allowing many of our staff or 
family members to quarantine in Mission China residences and had in-
creased the numbers of tests required during quarantine from one in July 
2020, to two later on, and by the time I left, to once or twice a week while 
in quarantine. 

Question. What was happening in the June/July 2021 timeframe in terms 
of China’s requirements, conditions on the ground, and pressure on the dip-
lomatic community to comply with zero COVID that created the conditions 
for long-term detention of U.S. Government personnel and their families, 
including minor children? 

Answer. I do not recall any major shift in Chinese requirements or pres-
sure of the diplomatic community as I was preparing to depart post in late 
June, my successor arrived and assumed duties as DCM July 1, and I 
packed out in the first weeks of July. I cannot speak to events or decisions 
made after I departed on July 15, 2021. 

Question. Do you take any responsibility for the state of things when you 
left and their proximity to this even worse treatment of U.S. diplomats, or 
does that responsibility fall solely on the new Charge d’Affaires who had 
only just assumed his duties? 

Answer. I cannot recall any signs in my final months in China that would 
suggest a major change was coming either in China’s COVID control poli-
cies or the situation on the ground in China. Of course, throughout the pre-
vious year, we had constantly grappled with ever-changing COVID develop-
ments worldwide and in China, including frequent shifts in how China was 
responding, and Ambassador Branstad, I, and our senior staff spent enor-
mous amounts of time on dealing with COVID issues. I am not surprised 
that the challenges continued after I departed. However, neither Ambas-
sador Branstad nor I ever faced the extraordinary issue that reportedly 
arose after I left, namely, a large number of asymptomatic positive COVID 
tests for USDH staff and family who tested negative before boarding and 
upon arrival. 

At the same time, I cannot speak to events or decisions made by the De-
partment of State or my successor after I departed post. After I left Beijing, 
I went directly to home leave in California and was not aware of any of 
the issues that arose after my departure until many months later. 
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Throughout your verbal and written responses, your words seem carefully 
chosen. We asked you about blood tests. You told us you never allowed them 
in China but did not disclose that all USDHs and EFMs had to do blood 
tests in the United States before going to China. You stated that you did not 
allow people to go into Chinese hospitals, and no one was forced into a fever 
hospital or ‘‘similar institution,’’ but failed to disclose that a mother and in-
fant were held in a medical facility for nearly a week (and you claim to be 
unaware of diplomatic notes that characterize that stay in the medical facil-
ity as a ‘‘detention.’’). 

Question. Why should I believe that you will be open, candid, and 
straightforward with myself and other members of the committee? 

Answer. Throughout this process, I have endeavored to be as open, truth-
ful, and candid, on every one of the questions posed to me. I have tried to 
be careful in my responses to ensure I do not provide misleading or incor-
rect answers about what are sometimes very complex issues. I was sur-
prised in my initial meeting with Minority Staff in September 2022 to be 
quizzed on these issues as no one told me in advance that this would be 
a topic of conversation. I answered as fully and truthfully as I could, relying 
on my memory of events that had taken place years earlier and with which 
I had not subsequently been involved. Following that meeting, I offered re-
peatedly to meet with the staff again and answer any questions and provide 
clarifications. I continue to try to do my best to answer questions based on 
my memory, my discussion with former colleagues who have helped me re-
call some events, and documents I can locate. I pledge to always be open, 
candid, straightforward, and truthful with the committee and committee 
staff. 

Question. Were you not aware of the mother and baby that went into a fever hos-
pital in Shanghai in April 2021? 

Answer. I am well aware of the case to which you refer, especially since I have 
been a close friend of the Foreign Service Officer’s family for more than 35 years. 
While completing her quarantine period in a hotel in Shanghai in April 2021, the 
spouse of a Foreign Service Officer tested ‘‘weakly positive’’ for COVID. PRC health 
officials requested that she go to an ‘‘interim testing clinic’’ for additional tests to 
determine whether she was truly positive for COVID or not. The Embassy and Con-
sulate General Shanghai offered to request a medevac for her with or without her 
husband and children back to the United States immediately, but she declined and 
volunteered to take the tests. She requested and, after Mission China staff inter-
vened forcefully, was allowed to bring her nursing infant with her to the ‘‘interim 
testing clinic.’’ 

Because her tests provided mixed results over several days, she and her infant 
ended up spending six nights in the clinic before she was permitted by PRC health 
authorities to return to the hotel to complete her quarantine period. During her 
time in the clinic, in response to her repeated inconclusive tests, including one after 
she had already been returned to the quarantine hotel, PRC health authorities in-
sisted that she be transferred to a COVID isolation ward (or ‘‘fever hospital’’) for 
monitoring and treatment, but she refused and Mission China staff intervened with 
PRC officials to ensure she was not forced to do so. 

Throughout her time in the ‘‘interim testing clinic,’’ we repeatedly offered, and she 
declined to be medevac’d to the United States. During the six nights she spent in 
the clinic, in phone calls with Mission China staff and in a later extended conversa-
tion she had with me personally, she described the conditions in the ‘‘interim testing 
clinic’’ as ‘‘spartan, but clean and acceptable,’’ and that ‘‘the bed and food were fine.’’ 
She and her infant had a private room and bathroom, had full access to wi-fi, was 
in constant communication with her spouse and family as well as Mission China 
management and medical staff, and could order food and supplies, such as diapers, 
delivered to her room. She confirmed that she was able to accept or decline any 
tests, but voluntarily underwent multiple tests to confirm her negative status for 
COVID. 

After returning to the hotel, she and her infant completed the quarantine require-
ment, and she went on to join her husband and other child at their post of assign-
ment. They completed one full assignment, successfully traveling in and out of 
China several times since then and accepted a second consecutive assignment in 
Mission China where the family continues to serve today. 

There was an earlier case in January 2021 that has also caused some confusion. 
A contractor—not a USDH employee or family member—who worked for a company 
that provided maintenance services to the Embassy and consulates fell ill with 
COVID-like symptoms shortly after arriving in China on a charter flight. After con-
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sulting with Mission China medical staff who were concerned about his symptoms, 
the contractor agreed to be hospitalized for observation while awaiting a medevac. 
His teenage son accompanied him to the hospital. Since he was not a USDH em-
ployee, we had no authority to medevac him, but we supported his company in ar-
ranging a private medical evacuation and he and his son were returned to the U.S. 
within a few days. I am not aware whether he was ever diagnosed with COVID or 
not, however. 

Question. Were you aware of the diplomatic notes about this family’s ‘‘detention,’’ 
which is how the Department described it? 

Answer. I am not familiar with the diplomatic notes to which you refer, but Am-
bassador Branstad, I, and my senior staff regularly protested all aspects of the 
PRC’s unscientific and unnecessary COVID testing, quarantining, and hospitaliza-
tion regulations, including pointing out in diplomatic notes that they were incon-
sistent with their international legal obligations. As for the case you mention that 
involved the spouse of a Foreign Service Officer, because she declined our repeated 
offer to be medevac’d, my staff in Beijing and Shanghai were directly involved 
throughout and protested to PRC officials about nearly every aspect of this spouse 
and her infant child’s time spent in an ‘‘interim testing clinic’’ while local health offi-
cials tried to determine if she was a true positive for COVID. My staff intervened 
with PRC officials to ensure that she and her infant child were not moved into a 
COVID isolation ward (or ‘‘fever hospital’’). 

Although I was away from the Embassy at the time this case occurred (I was in 
the United States for business meetings and then in quarantine in an Embassy resi-
dence for almost the same period as the mother and her child), the Acting DCM at 
the time and our Management Counselor kept me briefed on the situation. 

Question. If you were aware of all this, why did you tell SFRC that no one went 
into a Chinese fever hospital or similar institution during your tenure? 

Answer. As I explained above, no USDH staff or family members, including this 
mother and her child, were admitted to a fever hospital during my tenure. Indeed, 
my staff intervened with PRC officials to ensure that she and her infant child were 
not moved into a COVID isolation ward (or ‘‘fever hospital’’). 

Question. Had anyone from the Embassy visited that hospital to make sure it was 
a safe place for U.S. Government personnel? 

Answer. I understand the medical assistant at our consulate general in Shanghai 
was very familiar with this clinic, had visited it prior to the outbreak of COVID, 
and was in direct contact with doctors in the clinic conducting the tests the spouse 
volunteered to take. In addition, the spouse described the conditions as ‘‘spartan, 
but clean and acceptable, and that the bed and food were fine.’’ She and her infant 
had a private room and bathroom, could access wi-fi at any time, had constant com-
munication with her spouse and family as well as Mission China management and 
medical staff, and could order food and supplies, such as diapers, delivered to her 
room. Had she described any threat to her health or safety or that of her infant, 
we would have insisted on her immediate medevac (recall, she declined our offer of 
a medevac). 

Question. Were you aware of worsening conditions regarding quarantine, testing, 
and U.S. Direct Hires or Eligible Family Members being put into fever hospitals? 
If you were aware, how did you ‘‘push back’’ and by what metrics of success do you 
measure this pushback? 

Answer. I relied on my management staff both in the Embassy and at the con-
sulates to report to me and Ambassador Branstad regularly about testing and quar-
antine conditions, issues that arose, and how they were addressing them. I was 
available 24/7 to address any major issue that arose, including by urgently commu-
nicating with the PRC Foreign Ministry and/or with Washington. Ambassador 
Branstad and I pushed back regularly on our PRC counterparts to address any test-
ing or quarantine issues that arose as did key members of my political, manage-
ment, medical, and CDC staff experts. I believe we were able to resolve fairly quick-
ly the vast majority of issues, although some persisted or took multiple days to get 
full resolution. Ambassador Branstad and I were prepared, and did several times, 
to suspend the return of staff and family members to China or switch the arrival 
of flights to other cities when testing or quarantine issues in a particular city could 
not be resolved quickly. As for issues arising regarding ‘‘fever hospitals,’’ it never 
was an issue during Ambassador Branstad’s or my tenures as we never had a 
USDH staff or family member be sent to a ‘‘fever hospital’’ and maintained through-
out our tenures, with Washington’s support, the policy of immediately requesting 
medevac of any of our staff who faced unsafe or unacceptable conditions as a result 
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of testing positive for COVID, and we had a repeated commitment from the PRC 
Foreign Ministry that it would support and help facilitate such a medevac of our 
staff, whether the staff were located in their residence, quarantine hotel, or medical 
facility. 

State Management and Operations 
Question. What responsibilities do Chiefs of Mission have to safeguard the privi-

leges and immunities of their diplomats and other personnel? 
Answer. There is no higher priority than the health, safety, and security of the 

members of the Mission, especially USDH staff and family members. It is the re-
sponsibility of the Chiefs of Mission to ensure that the personnel under their au-
thority act in accordance with Department policies. Per Department policy, as re-
flected in the Foreign Affairs Manual (2 FAM 220), any waiver of privileges and im-
munities of mission personnel must be authorized by the Department in Wash-
ington. If confirmed, protecting employees and their families would remain my high-
est priority. 

Question. What are the key management lessons you have learned from your 
stewardship over Embassy Beijing during your tenure? 

Answer. The early days of the COVID virus were uncharted territory for all of 
us. Ambassador Branstad, I, and all of Mission China leadership did our best to en-
sure that all members of Mission China—USDHs, EFMs, and LES—remained 
healthy, safe, and secure. If confirmed, I will also work closely with staff and Wash-
ington to ensure the same in Mission Cambodia. 

Question. Do you take any personal responsibility for the members of the Mission 
China community who suffered greatly during your tenure due to policies that you 
championed and/or implemented? 

Answer. Nothing was a higher priority for Ambassador Branstad and me than the 
health, safety, and security of the almost 2,700 employees of Mission China, includ-
ing nearly 2,000 USDH staff and family members. Many of them were my lifelong 
colleagues and friends with whom I have served in China multiple times. Ambas-
sador Branstad, myself, and many members of my team in Beijing and at the Con-
sulates worked tirelessly to push back on the PRC’s unscientific and unacceptable 
COVID control protocols throughout my time in China. If confirmed, protecting em-
ployees and their families would remain my highest priority. 

Question. Is Mission China now a less desirable post for Foreign Service per-
sonnel? 

Answer. As with serving at any of our many diplomatic posts abroad, there are 
a variety of benefits and challenges to serving in Mission China and those vary for 
each individual based on their background, academic and professional interests, 
family situation and other factors. Given our relationship with the PRC, we face 
many unique challenges in Mission China. It is not possible to attribute changes in 
number of bidders to any single factor. 

Question. Do you feel in any way responsible for Mission China now being a less 
desirable post (fewer bidders, now a 2-year tour)? 

Answer. The PRC and zero-COVID policies impacted the morale of Mission China 
employees and families and made living in China difficult. However, Mission China 
and the Department used recruiting and retention tools such as Service Needs Dif-
ferential to retain and recruit talent to Mission China. 

Question. Do you think Mission China being a less desirable post hurts U.S. na-
tional security? 

Answer. Annually, in the Foreign Service bid cycle we face different challenges 
in filling all open positions with the right people. We have several tools that can 
be used to entice bidders to take assignments in challenging environments, and the 
Department has used those tools extensively to ensure Mission China is attractive 
to our diplomats. Although the Department faced certain challenges in previous 
years in recruiting talent to Mission China, there was a significant increase in bid-
ders the last bidding year, and nearly all positions were filled. 

Question. Many U.S. missions have been under enormous stress over the last sev-
eral years. What is your understanding of morale throughout Mission Cambodia? 

Answer. My understanding is that periods of intense workload and special respon-
sibilities, such as Cambodia’s ASEAN Chair Year in 2022, created an especially 
busy work environment during certain periods. However, Embassy Phnom Penh has 
an engaged Locally Engage Staff (LES) Association, First and Second Tour Officer 
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Board, and other active organizations that have played an invaluable role in keep-
ing the morale up. If confirmed, I intend to make mission morale a priority and 
demonstrate leadership that is worthy of our fine staff. 

Question. How do you intend to improve morale at Mission Cambodia? 
Answer. If confirmed, I intend to do everything in my power to ensure that all 

members of Mission Cambodia—U.S. Direct Hires (USDHs), Eligible Family Mem-
bers (EFMs), and LES—understand their value to the Embassy community and find 
meaning in their work. If confirmed, I will also work closely with Washington to 
secure the resources necessary to ensure Mission Cambodia staff are able to achieve 
their professional goals. Wherever appropriate, I will also prioritize mentorship, 
guidance, and good counsel. 

Question. How do you intend to create a unified mission and vision at Mission 
Cambodia? 

Answer. If confirmed, I intend to rally Mission Cambodia around the Integrated 
Country Strategy (ICS) and Washington’s priorities to create a unified mission and 
vision. If confirmed, I will also do my utmost to create a sense of community that 
is guided by the same mission, values, and principles. I will support mission activi-
ties that bring people together. 

Question. Management is a key responsibility for Chiefs of Mission. How would 
you describe your management style? 

Answer. I would describe my management style as one of empowerment, trust, 
respect, integrity, and empathy. In every Mission that I have served, I have sought 
to model the highest possible standards in each of these areas. If confirmed, I aim 
to create an atmosphere of open communication where Mission Cambodia staff feel 
valued and heard in the course of advancing U.S. foreign policy objectives. I will al-
ways hold myself to the highest ethical and moral standards. 

Question. Do you believe it is ever acceptable or constructive to berate subordi-
nates, either in public or private? 

Answer. I do not believe it is ever acceptable or constructive to berate subordi-
nates, either in public or private. If confirmed, I aim to foster professional growth 
and development through an open, consultative, and constructive approach centered 
on the Department’s management and leadership precepts. 

Question. How do you envision your relationship with the deputy Chief of Mis-
sion? 

Answer. As with any work environment in which I have worked, I intend to form 
a strong working relationship with my subordinates based on trust and respect, in-
cluding with the Deputy Chief of Mission (DCM). If confirmed, I will seek the DCM’s 
counsel on policy and management issues, delegate tasks wherever necessary and 
appropriate, and empower the DCM to carry out the position’s core functions. 

Question. If confirmed, what leadership responsibilities do you intend to entrust 
to your deputy Chief of Mission? 

Answer. If confirmed, I intend to entrust my DCM with carrying out duties re-
lated to management and human resources issues, among other things. DCMs 
worldwide are responsible for the important task of mentorship of first and second 
tour officers, and Mission Cambodia will follow this model. If confirmed, we will also 
discuss other areas of interest that the DCM may be well-positioned to cover. In my 
absence, the DCM would be fully empowered to assume the role of Chargé d’Affaires 
as appropriate. 

Question. In order to create and continue employee excellence at the Department, 
accurate and direct employee evaluation reports (EERs) for Foreign Service Officers 
are imperative, though often lacking. Do you believe that it is important to provide 
employees with accurate, constructive feedback on their performances in order to 
encourage improvement and reward those who most succeeded in their roles? 

Answer. The State Department’s EER is a valuable tool to evaluate performance 
and assess employees for possible promotion. If confirmed, I commit to providing 
constructive feedback through formal and informal channels on staff performance to 
encourage improvement and reward those who have excelled in their roles. 

Question. If confirmed, would you support and encourage clear, accurate, and di-
rect feedback to employees in order to improve performance and reward high achiev-
ers? 

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to supporting and encouraging clear, accurate, and 
direct feedback to employees to improve performance and reward high achievers. 
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Question. It is imperative that U.S. diplomats get outside of posts abroad to meet 
with local actors, including host government officials, non-government organizations, 
and local citizens. In your experience, do U.S. diplomats get outside of our Embassy 
walls enough to accomplish fully their missions? 

Answer. It has always been my experience that our diplomats and local staff 
make every effort, within the limits of security measures, to get out as much as pos-
sible. For example, I encourage staff members across all sections and agencies to 
get out for reporting purposes and participate in public outreach, such as meeting 
with students or explaining our travel and contracting regulations to appropriate 
audiences. 

Question. How do you intend to improve the ability of U.S. diplomats to better 
access all local populations? 

Answer. If confirmed, I intend to improve the ability of U.S. diplomats to better 
connect with local communities by ensuring that Mission Cambodia has cultivated 
a broad network of contacts across government, civil society, media, academia, and 
youth. If confirmed, I would also encourage staff to get outside the walls of the Em-
bassy, within the limits of security measures, to engage with contacts not only in 
Phnom Penh but also throughout the countryside. 

Question. Congressional Delegations (CODELs) and Staff Delegations 
(STAFFDELs) serve a critical oversight mission. Do you pledge to support fully 
CODELs and STAFFDELs that seek to travel to post? 

Answer. If confirmed, yes, I pledge to fully support CODELs and STAFFDELs 
that seek to travel to post, as appropriate. 

Question. Do you agree to support fully any CODEL or STAFFDEL, with the only 
exceptions for simultaneous or overlapping visits by the President or First Lady of 
the United States, the Vice President, or the Secretaries of State or Defense? 

Answer. If confirmed, yes, I commit to support, to the fullest extent possible, any 
CODEL or STAFFDEL, as appropriate. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Please confirm that, if confirmed, you agree to support any 
CODEL or STAFFDEL that does not coincide with simultaneous or overlap-
ping visits by the President or First Lady of the United States, the Vice 
President, or the Secretaries of State or Defense. 

Answer. If confirmed, yes, I commit to support any CODEL or 
STAFFDEL as appropriate that does not coincide with simultaneous or 
overlapping visits by the President or First Lady of the United States, the 
Vice President, or the Secretaries of State or Defense. 

Question. In the State Department’s 2023 Trafficking in Persons Report, Cam-
bodia was listed as Tier 3 for its enduring lack of effort to meet the minimum stand-
ards to eliminate human trafficking. Cambodia was also noted for its outsized role 
in cyber scams affecting thousands of people every year. 

Answer. [Please see below] 
Question. If confirmed, what concrete steps could you take to help Cambodia 

operationalize the prioritized recommendations contained in the TIP report? 
Answer. The Cambodian Government’s insufficient efforts to address human traf-

ficking, including forced criminality in online scam operations, led to its downgrade 
to Tier 3 under the Victims of Trafficking and Violence Protection Act. If confirmed, 
I will work in collaboration with civil society organizations to encourage Cambodian 
authorities to identify and prosecute traffickers and enablers at all levels and iden-
tify and provide services to TIP victims. 

Question. If confirmed, do you commit to accurately portraying the realities of the 
trafficking situation on the ground in Cambodia via the annual country report with-
in the Trafficking in Persons report? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed as Ambassador to Cambodia, I commit to accurately 
portraying the realities of trafficking on the ground as it is reported through the 
annual Trafficking in Persons Report. 

Question. In the State Department’s 2023 International Religious Freedom report, 
Cambodia was noted as having a general lack of societal and governmental respect 
for religious freedom. 

Answer. [Please see below] 
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Question. What is your assessment of this particular issue and if confirmed, how 
will you work with the Ambassador-at-Large for International Religious Freedom to 
bolster religious freedom in-country? 

Answer. While Buddhism is the state religion in Cambodia, the Government is 
tolerant of all religions and belief systems and openly celebrates its diversity and 
religious harmony. Despite the country’s tragic past, harmony and solidarity be-
tween different religions is the norm in the Kingdom. If confirmed, I will engage 
with the Cambodian Government and relevant religious communities to promote re-
ligious freedom and highlight the importance of ongoing Cambodian Government 
initiatives to fully integrate religious minorities into society, as well as the benefits 
of respecting the country’s religious pluralism. If confirmed, I will also work closely 
with the Ambassador-at-Large for International Religious Freedom and his office to 
advance respect for freedom of religion or belief for all in Cambodia. 

Question. If confirmed, do you commit to personally engaging with civil society on 
this issue? 

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to maintaining the Department policy of meeting 
and partnering with civil society to promote freedom of religion or belief in Cam-
bodia. 

Question. If confirmed, what concrete steps can you take to help Cambodia in-
crease their societal and governmental respect for religious freedom? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure the Embassy continues to engage with the 
Government and civil society on the issue of religious freedom. The Cambodian Gov-
ernment has an ongoing initiative to appoint more Muslims to roles within local and 
national government, but more can be done to incorporate members of other faiths 
and religions and indigenous groups. I will ensure the Embassy continues to hire 
and develop a Locally Engaged Staff workforce that resembles all of Cambodia 
through outreach activities to underrepresented religious and ethnic minority 
groups and communities throughout the country. 

Question. In the State Department’s 2022 Human Rights Report, Cambodia is 
noted as having significant human rights issues including unlawful or arbitrary 
killings, torture, political prisoners, overly restrictive laws on the operation of non-
governmental organizations and civil society, among others. 

Answer. [Please see below] 

Question. How will you direct your Embassy to work with civil society organiza-
tions to improve the human rights situation on the ground? 

Answer. Civil society organizations are key partners for advancing democracy, 
human rights, and good governance. If confirmed, I commit to maintaining the U.S. 
policy of meeting and partnering with civil society organizations to address democ-
racy and human rights issues in Cambodia. I also commit to protect members of 
civil society, supporting them to continue their important work and to raise aware-
ness on the critical role they play in healthy and robust democracies. 

Question. If confirmed, do you commit to personally engaging with civil society on 
this issue? 

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to personally engaging with civil society to ad-
vance, promote, and protect human rights and fundamental freedoms in Cambodia. 

Question. How can you, if confirmed as ambassador, work alongside IO and USU 
to recruit and retain talented Americans for placement within the U.N. system ei-
ther in appointments, elections, or other roles? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to support the ongoing work of the Bureau 
of International Organizations, Office of Multilateral Strategy and Personnel, and 
their coordination with USUN to find, recruit, and retain qualified U.S. citizens in 
the U.N. system. I will support IO colleagues as they proactively identify openings 
and advocate for more U.S. citizens in key leadership positions across the U.N. and 
across international organizations. I will support efforts to expand existing targeted 
recruitment efforts by increasing outreach through different talent pipelines, con-
necting U.S. citizens already employed by the U.N. with prospective applicants, and 
sharing the IO Careers website as the advocacy portal. 
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RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO ROBERT WILLIAM FORDEN BY SENATOR ROBERT MENENDEZ 

Question. How do you view this upcoming change in leadership? Do you believe 
this is an opportunity to reengage with Cambodia? 

Answer. It is my belief that Cambodia’s new generation of young, mostly western- 
educated leaders represents an opportunity for a possible reorientation in the U.S.- 
Cambodia relationship. However, the U.S.-Cambodia relationship will not reach its 
full potential until there is progress on democracy and human rights in Cambodia, 
as well as efforts to preserve Cambodia’s sovereignty in the face of growing influ-
ence by the People’s Republic of China (PRC). 

Question. How will you work with the Cambodian Government to advocate for the 
reestablishing of democratic norms, the promotion of human rights, and building re-
silience to external influence from the PRC? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will underscore that Cambodia’s new Government has an 
opportunity to improve the country’s international standing, including by restoring 
genuine multi-party democracy, ending politically motivated trials, and allowing 
independent media outlets to reopen and function without interference. If confirmed, 
I will also urge Cambodian authorities to undertake efforts to preserve Cambodia’s 
sovereignty in the face of growing influence by the PRC. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO ROBERT WILLIAM FORDEN BY SENATOR MARCO RUBIO 

Question. In May 2022, Secretary Blinken said that the People’s Republic of China 
(PRC) is the ‘‘only country with both the intent to reshape the international order 
and, increasingly, the economic, diplomatic, military, and technological power to do 
it.’’ The Chinese Communist Party (CCP) clearly holds the reins of power in the 
PRC and has used this power to commit genocide in Xinjiang, flood our communities 
with fentanyl, and emit the largest quantity of greenhouse gases in the world today. 
With their absolute control of Chinese society and industry, the CCP could stop all 
of these destructive actions tomorrow if they so choose to do so. Is the CCP a threat 
to the United States? 

Answer. Last year, the Director of National Intelligence testified that ‘‘the CCP 
represents both the leading and most consequential threat to U.S. national security 
and leadership globally.’’ As Secretary Blinken has said, under President Xi, the 
CCP has become more repressive at home and more aggressive abroad. If confirmed, 
I will advance U.S. national security interests and counter the People’s Republic of 
China (PRC) efforts to expand its problematic influence and use of coercion, through 
diplomatic engagements, public diplomacy, and commercial advocacy to bolster U.S.- 
Cambodia ties. 

Question. Does the CCP undertake any activities that are beneficial to U.S. inter-
ests? If so, please explain. 

Answer. As Secretary Blinken has said, the CCP has become more repressive at 
home and more aggressive abroad. According to the Office of the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence’s 2023 Annual Threat Assessment, the CCP is seeking to ‘‘under-
cut U.S. influence, drive wedges between Washington and its partners, and foster 
some norms that favor its authoritarian system.’’ 

Question. Do you believe that there are any areas within which the CCP that 
would constructively work with the United States in good faith, knowing that at any 
moment Chinese interlocuters with U.S. representatives could be disappeared at a 
moment’s notice? If so, please explain. 

Answer. The United States will work with the PRC to address transnational chal-
lenges, such as climate change, when it is in the U.S. interest to do so. If confirmed, 
I will work with my colleagues across the U.S. interagency and Congress to advance 
U.S. objectives and counter harmful behavior by the PRC. 

Question. If confirmed, will you approve any joint activity with organizations or 
representatives from the PRC in the countries or areas in which you will work? 

Answer. If confirmed, my priority will be advancing U.S. national security inter-
ests in Cambodia and countering efforts by our strategic and regional competitors 
to undermine those interests. The Administration has been clear that the PRC is 
the most consequential geopolitical challenge facing the United States, and that the 
United States is committed to working to strengthen our partners in the region. If 
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confirmed, I will work closely with Department of State and interagency colleagues 
and Congress to address the PRC’s efforts to expand its influence in Cambodia and 
the region. 

Question. As you may be aware, a group of federal employees penned an open let-
ter to President Biden criticizing U.S. support for Israel in the aftermath of Hamas’ 
brutal terrorist attack on October 7, 2023. In addition, on January 16, 2024, employ-
ees from nearly two dozen agencies staged a walkout in protest of the administra-
tion’s Israel policy. Efforts like these directly undermine the duty of our diplomats 
to advance the policies of the President of the United States. Yes or no, did you sign 
the letter to the President expressing opposition to the President’s Israel policy? 

Answer. No, I did not sign the letter. 
Question. Yes or no, did you participate in the January 16, 2024, walkout? 
Answer. No, I did not participate in the January 16, 2024, walkout. 
Question. If confirmed, would you define one of the employees or contractors oper-

ating under your supervision signing an open letter criticizing you, or policies you 
undertake at the instruction of the President, as insubordination as defined by the 
Government Accountability Office? 

Answer. I am a firm believer that an honest exchange of opinion and robust de-
bate creates better policies and serves to rally teams around the same goals and ob-
jectives. However, signing an open letter criticizing U.S. policies is not the method 
I would endorse to bring viewpoints to the attention of leadership. If confirmed, I 
would carefully comply with the U.S. Government’s and the State Department’s per-
sonnel regulations and procedures. 

Question. In your view, are the actions these federal employees took, by anony-
mously signing a letter to the President of the United States, covered as ‘‘whistle-
blowing’’? 

Answer. Since ‘‘whistleblowing’’ is a term and activity covered by legislation and 
regulations, I defer to the Department’s Office of the Legal Adviser to determine 
whether the referenced actions are considered protected whistleblowing activity. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you address discipline issues, such as insubor-
dination, that do not take established dissent channels? 

Answer. If confirmed, I hope to create an atmosphere in which open communica-
tion is welcomed and encouraged. I would encourage employees to use established 
channels to express their views. According to Department regulations, insubordina-
tion is a disciplinary matter related to conduct on the job and may result in coun-
seling and a penalty commensurate with the scale of the offense. If confirmed, I 
commit to addressing insubordination in consultation with the Department’s human 
resources and legal professionals. 

Question. Have you ever expressed support for an Israeli ceasefire in Gaza? 
Answer. No, I have never expressed support for an Israeli ceasefire in Gaza. 
Question. Do you agree that Hamas is an antisemitic entity? 
Answer. Yes, Hamas is an antisemitic entity and a foreign terrorist organization. 
Question. Would a ceasefire allow these groups to reconstitute and attack Israel, 

and Americans, in the future? 
Answer. I understand that the Administration supports humanitarian pauses to 

allow for the safe release of hostages and other vulnerable people, as well as to en-
able the transport of aid. 

Question. Do you agree that calling for a ceasefire in Gaza means calling for Israel 
to stop its pursuit of Hamas, a designated foreign terrorist organization, that or-
chestrated the October 7 attacks and still refuses to release all Israeli and American 
hostages? 

Answer. It is my understanding that the Administration’s stated policy is to sup-
port humanitarian pauses to enable a sustained flow of aid and to allow the vol-
untary movement of civilians seeking safer locations. Working with partners, the 
U.S. Government is attempting to secure the release of all hostages held by Hamas. 
The U.S. Government supports Israel’s right to protect itself from Hamas’s ter-
rorism, consistent with international law. 

Question. Do you believe that Israel, in its operation against Hamas, which is 
known to use civilians as human shields, is taking all necessary steps to minimize 
civilian casualties? 
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Answer. The U.S. Government supports Israel’s right to protect itself, consistent 
with international law. The Administration has urged Israel to differentiate be-
tween civilians and Hamas terrorists and to avoid civilian casualties. Hamas’s use 
of civilians as human shields, a blatant violation of international law, does not less-
en Israel’s obligations under international humanitarian law. 

Question. From July 2020 to July 2021, you were stationed at Embassy Beijing 
as either the Chargé d’Affaires or Deputy Chief of Mission. During your leadership, 
the Mission failed to follow Department guidance regarding the testing and quar-
antine requirements for entry into China including the number of throat/nasal swab 
tests and the length of time in location of quarantine as required. It appears that 
under your leadership, Embassy Beijing went above and beyond the requirements 
and acquiesced several times to the Chinese authorities’ demands, which involved 
invasive testing and quarantine procedures. Why did you fail to formally inform the 
Department via cable, as required, to ANY changes in COVID protocols? 

Answer. During my tenure, the PRC’s protocol for COVID testing and quarantine 
for travelers arriving remained fundamentally the same, with a nasal/throat swab 
test at the port of entry, a quarantine period in a hotel, and additional nasal/throat 
swab tests during the period of quarantine. PRC central Government authorities 
delegated to local health departments the power to implement the protocol as they 
saw appropriate to local conditions and developments, such as local outbreaks or a 
sudden surge in positive COVID cases at ports of entry. During my tenure, the 
number of days required in a quarantine hotel versus home quarantine (total of be-
tween 1-21 days) and the number of nasal/throat swabs given during the quarantine 
period (between 1-5) did vary from city to city depending on local conditions. The 
nature of the tests given upon arrival and in quarantine, and for which the Depart-
ment made the decision to authorize a limited waiver of personal inviolability, how-
ever, never changed from what the Department approved in a cable on September 
18, 2020. 

My staff reported every change in quarantine period and frequency of testing to 
the State Department in almost daily emails, phone calls, and weekly conference 
calls. It was an intense and fluid period in which our staffing was often severely 
depleted, and we relied on these means of communication with Washington to en-
sure rapid consideration and provision of information to staff preparing to travel to 
China. Changes were all also reported by my staff in regular group emails to staff 
and family members who were considering returning to China or preparing to trav-
el, as well as relevant offices at the State Department. I am not aware of any re-
quest during this period from the State Department for us to put in a cable these 
shifts by local health authorities in how they implemented the testing and quar-
antine requirements in various localities. 

Question. Where does it state in the Department’s response cable, 10 STATE 
92790, where it allows FUNDAMENTAL changes without reporting back to the De-
partment? 

Answer. As I explained above, China’s requirement of one or more nasal/throat 
swab COVID tests and a quarantine period in a hotel/residence did not fundamen-
tally change during my tenure. Variations from time to time and locale in the num-
ber of tests and quarantine days were reported to the Department in almost real 
time via emails, phone calls, and conference calls. 

Question. Did you ever draft or send a cable, as required, to inform the Depart-
ment you had approved additional CCP testing and quarantine requirements? 

Answer. My staff reported every change in quarantine period and frequency of 
testing to the State Department in almost daily emails, phone calls, and weekly con-
ference calls. It was an intense and fluid period in which our staffing was often se-
verely depleted, and we relied on these means of communication with Washington 
to ensure rapid consideration and provision of information to staff preparing to trav-
el to China. Changes were all also reported by my staff in regular group emails to 
staff and family members who were considering returning to China or preparing to 
travel, as well as relevant offices at the State Department. I am not aware of any 
request during this period from the State Department for us to put in a cable these 
shifts by local health authorities in how they implemented the testing and quar-
antine requirements in various localities. 

Question. I am concerned with regard to these previously approved blood testing 
requirements of employees and family members, and the fact that those results 
were provided to the Chinese Communist Party. Blood tests were not listed in the 
approved Department COVID testing protocols, yet, they occurred and could be used 
for DNA collection. Additionally, the blood tests, which apparently took place in the 
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U.S., were approved by the CCP. Who approved the blood testing of employees? And 
why were these blood tests approved? 

Answer. In late Fall 2020, the PRC initiated a requirement for all travelers to 
China to obtain a COVID antigen test and submit the test result to the PRC Em-
bassy or Consulate before they would be allowed to board a flight to China. This 
additional antigen test required by China for travelers was notified to the Depart-
ment of State in Washington by the PRC Embassy (I was in Beijing at the time, 
not in Washington). The Department of State reviews and facilities the application 
for visas and other travel requirements for U.S. diplomats out of Washington. The 
PRC Embassy provided a list of U.S. testing facilities from which they would accept 
these test results. These were testing facilities located in U.S. cities and subject to 
U.S. health privacy laws. They took blood samples and provided the traveler with 
a test result document that the traveler could upload and email to the PRC Em-
bassy or nearest consulate in order to obtain a permit to travel to China that could 
be provided to the airline at the time of checking in for the flight. It would have 
been a violation of U.S. law if these testing facilities transferred blood samples or 
DNA of travelers to PRC authorities. I am not aware of any information that this 
ever took place. 

Question. What labs conducted the blood tests? 
Answer. U.S. testing facilities at a number of cities across the United States con-

ducted the blood tests. Travelers could choose from a long list of U.S. testing centers 
that the PRC Embassy provided on its website, test results from which would be 
accepted by the PRC Embassy or consulates for purposes of providing a permit, 
along with the usual passport and visa, for a traveler to board a flight to China. 

Question. Did State do any background vetting on the labs, technicians, or doctors 
involved with the blood testing? 

Answer. These were testing facilities located in U.S. cities and subject to U.S. 
health privacy laws. It would have been a violation of U.S. law if these testing facili-
ties transferred blood samples or DNA of travelers to PRC authorities. 

Question. Does State have a list of the labs, doctors, or technicians who conducted 
the testing? 

Answer. The PRC Embassy posted the list of testing centers/labs on its website. 
Question. Did State conduct a walkthrough or a survey of each lab to ensure prop-

er protections were in place for U.S. Government employees’ and family members’ 
DNA? 

Answer. These were testing facilities located in U.S. cities and subject to U.S. 
health privacy laws. It would have been a violation of U.S. law if these testing facili-
ties transferred blood samples or DNA of travelers to PRC authorities. 

Question. Can you certify or assert with confidence the CCP has not used the 
blood testing for anything but COVID testing? 

Answer. The only information the traveler needed to provide to the PRC Embassy 
or consulate was the test result document from the testing center. If a U.S. testing 
center provided PRC authorities with blood samples or DNA, it would be a violation 
of U.S. laws and subject to prosecution. I am not aware of any reports that this took 
place. 

Question. Can you certify or assert with confidence the CCP destroyed the blood 
samples collected for COVID testing? 

Answer. The only information the traveler needed to provide to the PRC Embassy 
or consulate was the test result document from the testing center. If a U.S. testing 
center provided PRC authorities with blood samples or DNA, it would be a violation 
of U.S. laws and subject to prosecution. 

Question. Did you, or any members of your family, take blood tests prior to your 
arrival in China? 

Answer. In April 2021, I returned to China from a business trip to the United 
States. I had a COVID antigen test completed at a lab in Los Angeles, CA, listed 
on the PRC’s list of accepted labs for this purpose. I received a certificate of a nega-
tive COVID antigen result, uploaded it as required to the website of the PRC Con-
sulate in Los Angeles and received a confirmation that I could present to the airline 
with my passport and visa to allow me to board a flight to Hong Kong and onward 
to Beijing the next day, which I did. 

Question. During your tenure, were you aware of the CCP placing special COVID 
cameras and door alarms at our diplomats’ residences? 
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Answer. Not that I can recall. CCTV cameras in China are ubiquitous and part 
of that authoritarian state’s method of not only monitoring its citizens but foreign 
diplomats as well. Despite our protests, the PRC maintains many CCTV cameras 
that monitor all our facilities, including all of our residential compounds, throughout 
China. However, I do not recall being informed of any special ‘‘COVID cameras or 
door alarms’’ at our diplomats’ residences during my tenure. 

Question. What did you do about it? 
Answer. As I mentioned above, I was not aware of any special COVID cameras 

or door alarms at our residences. 
Question. Did the Department approve of this? 
Answer. As mentioned above, I was not aware of any special COVID cameras or 

door alarms at our residences. 
Question. During your tenure, did you draft, edit, or coordinate any protocol 

changes for testing or vetting for Mission China before or after your departure from 
post? 

Answer. Not that I can recall. 
Question. If so, did post implement any of the changes you advocated for when 

updated COVID requirements for China were released after your departure? 
Answer. I did not draft, edit, or coordinate any protocol changes for testing or vet-

ting for Mission China before or after my departure from post. 
Question. For the past decade, the bilateral U.S. relationship with Cambodia has 

been strained as Cambodia’s relationship with the CCP has expanded. Cambodia’s 
human rights record has deteriorated given their close ties to the CCP and the U.S. 
suspended military joint exercises with Cambodia. The President’s letter of instruc-
tion to Chiefs of Mission and U.S. Code require and find Ambassadors to be respon-
sible in protecting all U.S. Government personnel safety and security. Given your 
poor judgement and lack of taking responsibility in China, why should this com-
mittee trust you to protect employees in Cambodia with the CCP’s strong influence? 

Answer. Nothing was a higher priority for Ambassador Branstad and me than the 
health, safety, and security of the almost 2,700 employees of Mission China, includ-
ing nearly 2000 U.S. Direct Hire staff and family members. Many of them were my 
lifelong colleagues and friends with whom I have served in China multiple times. 
Ambassador Branstad, myself, and many members of my team in Beijing and at the 
Consulates worked tirelessly to push back on the PRC’s unscientific and unaccept-
able COVID control protocols throughout my time in China. Ambassador Branstad, 
I, and my political, medical, and management staff, engaged senior PRC officials 
often and forcefully to urge China to back off unacceptable requirements for dip-
lomats, noting in virtually every diplomatic note that these were unnecessary, unsci-
entific, and contrary to China’s obligations under the Vienna Convention on Diplo-
matic Relations and other applicable bilateral agreements on immunities between 
China and the United States. 

Ambassador Branstad, I, and our staff also regularly engaged like-minded foreign 
mission counterparts in efforts to build consensus to confront the PRC on these 
measures and we succeeded in coordinating joint protests to the PRC Foreign Min-
istry on many issues, including on getting PRC officials to concede that they would 
not separate a positive child from his or her parents and vice versa. 

I was not the architect of the policy of waiving diplomatic privileges and immuni-
ties. I was not at post when the policy decision was made in Washington in May 
2020. On June 1, 2020, Mission China brought back the first 100 staff on a charter 
flight to Tianjin, China, providing waivers for each of their personal inviolability for 
the purpose of one or more nasal/throat COVID swab tests. My understanding 
(though again I was away from post for medical treatment) was that the only way 
the PRC was willing to allow our diplomats to enter the PRC, was if the United 
States allowed testing on arrival. Hence, the United States could choose to keep our 
personnel away from post or bring them back, which required a limited waiver of 
their personal inviolability for the purpose of one or more nasal/throat COVID swab 
tests. I understand that the Department chose the latter given the importance of 
having U.S. diplomats on the ground in China. When I returned to my duties more 
than a month after the arrival of the first charters, I followed Ambassador 
Branstad’s orders to lead efforts to bring back the rest of our staff following the 
same protocol dictated to us by Secretary Pompeo. I followed that protocol strictly 
the rest of my tenure as DCM and Chargé d’Affaires, successfully returning more 
than 1,400 staff and family members to restaff mission China. 
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Ambassador Branstad and I did support Secretary Pompeo’s policy of waiving 
privileges and immunities for COVID tests to allow our staff to return to China as 
it allowed us to safely bring back staff and family members to restaff Mission China 
at a time when our staffing was so depleted, and staff beleaguered that we could 
not safely fulfill our mission. Ambassador Branstad felt strongly that we needed to 
be able to: provide services to the many tens of thousands of American citizens 
trapped in China during a dangerous epidemic; ensure that the PRC did not cut off 
the supply of PPE, medical equipment, and pharmaceuticals to the United States 
at a time we were struggling to address the rapidly rising death toll from COVID 
in the United States; ensure monitoring and enforcement of President Trump’s 
phase one trade agreement and efforts to stem the flow of fentanyl to the U.S. from 
China; and monitor the spread of COVID in China as the PRC sought to hide its 
complicity in the origins of the pandemic and the realities of COVID spread in its 
own cities. 

Ambassador Branstad, myself, and many members of my team in Beijing and at 
the Consulates worked tirelessly to push back on the PRC’s unscientific and unac-
ceptable COVID control protocols throughout my time in China. If confirmed, pro-
tecting employees and their families would remain my highest priority. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you counter the CCP’s military expansion into 
Cambodia, notably the Ream Naval base, among others? 

Answer. I have serious concerns over Cambodia’s growing dependency on the PRC 
and the expanding PLA military presence in the country, including at Ream Naval 
Base. If confirmed, I will urge the Cambodian Government to closely examine the 
agreements its defense officials have made with the PRC to ensure the PRC will 
not be allowed a military presence at Ream or to install sensitive technology at the 
base that undermines Cambodia’s sovereignty, contravenes its constitution, or 
threatens regional stability. If confirmed, I will engage with the Cambodian Govern-
ment as well as with our likeminded and regional partners to increase under-
standing that Cambodia’s autonomy and regional security are at stake. 

Question. Do you support the bipartisan legislation Senator Markey and I intro-
duced to hold Cambodia accountable for their democracy and human rights back-
sliding? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to underscore to the Cambodian Government 
the importance of making progress on democracy and human rights in Cambodia. 
I will continue to use all tools available to promote accountability for those involved 
in human rights abuses and democratic backsliding in Cambodia. The U.S.-Cam-
bodia relationship will not reach its full potential until there is progress on democ-
racy and human rights. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO ROBERT WILLIAM FORDEN BY SENATOR BILL HAGERTY 

Question. Do you stand by your testimony that only a single U.S. diplomat was 
subjected to an anal swab test by Chinese authorities when you were serving as 
Chargé d’Affaires at U.S. Embassy Beijing? 

Answer. Yes. I am aware of only one adult U.S. diplomat in China during my ten-
ure, who despite instructions to the contrary, complied with a request from a Chi-
nese local health official in February 2021 for an ‘‘anal swab’’ for COVID testing. 
As soon as it came to our attention, we immediately protested to the Chinese Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs, which apologized and confirmed that foreign diplomats are 
not required to comply with such tests and should not be asked. We immediately 
reminded all Mission personnel that they should not comply with any request in 
quarantine for any test beyond a throat/nasal swab COVID test that was authorized 
by the Department and if they were requested to do anything beyond that, they 
were to refuse and contact the Embassy immediately. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO B. BIX ALIU BY SENATOR BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 

Responsiveness to Committee and Congress 
First, I have a few questions that speak to the importance that this com-

mittee places on responsiveness by all officials in the executive branch, and 
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that we expect and will be seeking from you. I would ask you to provide just 
a YES or NO answer: 

Question. Do you agree to appear before this committee and make officials from 
your office available to the committee and designated staff when invited? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question. Do you commit to keep this committee fully and currently informed 

about the activities under your purview? 
Answer. Yes. 
Question. Do you commit to engaging in meaningful consultation while policies 

are being developed, not just providing notification after the fact? 
Answer. Yes. 
Question. Do you commit to promptly responding to requests for briefings and in-

formation requested by the committee and its designated staff? Thank you. 
Answer. Yes. 

EU Accession 
Montenegro’s leadership is committed to making progress on their EU ac-

cession effort, but the EU Commission notes that polarization and political 
instability hinder the Government’s ability to carry out required reforms. In 
particular, the EU Commission’s December 2023 report found that no 
progress has been made on justice reform. 

Question. If confirmed, how would you work to help Montenegro overcome these 
obstacles to its European future? 

Answer. In its first 100-days, the Europe Now-led Government has overcome sev-
eral issues addressed in the EU Commission’s December 2023 report by filling va-
cant Constitutional Court, Judicial Council, and Supreme State Prosecutor posi-
tions. If confirmed, I will encourage leaders to strengthen Montenegro’s legal sys-
tems and implement all the necessary rule of law reforms for EU accession. Further, 
I would advocate among our EU partners for clearly stated benchmarks and counsel 
merited enlargement. 

Anti-Corruption 
The EU assesses that corruption and organized crime have infiltrated 

state structures in Montenegro. My Combatting Global Corruption Act 
passed as part of the 2024 National Defense Authorization Act, and would 
require embassies such as Embassy Podgorica to have an anti-corruption 
point of contact, assess Montenegrin efforts to combat corruption, and make 
recommendations to the Secretary of State on Global Magnitsky sanctions 
when appropriate. 

Question. What would be your process for assessing corruption in Montenegro? Do 
you commit to prioritizing Embassy resources for this important work? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would apply a three-pronged approach for assessing cor-
ruption in Montenegro, working with national law enforcement, local and inter-
national civil society organizations like Transparency International and Freedom 
House, and journalists. Moreover, I would maintain the U.S. Embassy’s vigorous ef-
forts to assist Montenegro in fighting endemic corruption. I would prioritize 
strengthening Montenegro’s ability to investigate and prosecute complex organized 
crime and corruption; and continue support for the national anticorruption strategy, 
which includes civil society, to prevent and combat corruption. 

Relations with Serbia 
Montenegro has a complex relationship with Serbia given the role of Ser-

bian businesses in Montenegrin media, the important role of the Serbian Or-
thodox Church in Montenegrin society, and Serbian political pressure on the 
Montenegrin Government on issues like Kosovo’s independence. 

Question. How would you work to ensure respect for Montenegrins’ religious and 
cultural connections to Serbia, while mitigating potential malign influence on inde-
pendent media and foreign policy? 

Answer. The Serbian Orthodox Church (SOC) remains one of Montenegro’s most 
trusted institutions, with 63 percent of all Montenegrin citizens being adherents. 
For many Montenegrins, it is a vital institution that underpins not only faith, but 
major life milestones. However, the SOC is not just a faith community. It also dem-
onstrates clear interest in influencing political outcomes. If confirmed, I will ensure 
that our engagement with all religious groups, including the SOC, will promote free-
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dom of religion or belief even as we work against disinformation and malign influ-
ence. 

Foreign Malign Influence 
China’s financing of a highway segment in Montenegro, the first of four, 

contributed to Montenegro’s public debt hitting 110 percent of GDP at its 
peak. 

Question. If you were advising the Montenegrin Government, how would you rec-
ommend that they proceed on the other highway segments and other infrastructure 
projects financed by China? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would advise that we work with the interagency to imple-
ment programs such as a foreign investment screening mechanism, the Blue Dot 
Network, and the Strategic Ports Initiative. These mechanisms would allow Monte-
negro to better evaluate potential projects through a national security lens to ensure 
that they are adequately protecting their critical infrastructure and promote devel-
opment in accordance with global standards. 

Question. Does the Montenegrin Government understand the risk of large debts 
to the PRC? 

Answer. Yes. Montenegro took a Ö925-million loan from China’s Exim Bank to fi-
nance 85 percent of the Bar-Boljare highway’s first phase constructed by, PRC state- 
owned, Chinese Road and Bridge Corporation. Montenegro has paid down the loan, 
reducing its debt to Ö712 million. The Government entered a hedge agreement with 
several unnamed banks to limit currency exchange risk and renegotiated the terms 
to decrease exposure to PRC economic coercion. The Government renewed the hedg-
ing agreement in late 2023. Montenegro’s Ministry of Finance maintains that the 
transaction aligned with their 2024 budget, which authorizes the Government to 
borrow up to $1.15 billion this year. The Government will likely finance future in-
frastructure projects with this revenue stream while avoiding future loans with the 
PRC. 

Question. Given the concerns raised about your management and the documents 
cited by the minority at your hearing (which had not been previously provided to 
you or the majority), is there anything else you would like to provide for the record? 

Answer. Please find attached award nominations that attest to my leadership- 
style and dedication to both Embassy personnel and the U.S. foreign policy mis-
sion—included are nominations for the James A. Baker, III Award for Outstanding 
Deputy Chief of Mission endorsed by Ambassadors Mosbacher in 2020 and 
Brzezinski in 2022, Edward J. Perkins Memorial Award(s) for Leadership in Diver-
sity and Inclusion in 2021, and Superior Honor Award for outstanding leadership 
at U.S. Mission Warsaw in 2021. 

I would like to respond the concerns expressed by the Minority over the extended 
stay of a foreign national visitor in my residence. I did not initially anticipate my 
guest’s extended stay that European COVID lockdown protocols necessitated. I im-
mediately reported it to the Ambassador and RSO. During my entire 22-year career, 
I have strictly adhered to all reporting requirements with respect to contact with 
foreign nationals and cohabitation. 12 FAM 271.2 defines ‘‘foreign national room-
mates’’ and includes a 30-day calendar stay reporting requirement. However, the in-
clusion of the 30-day calendar stay was established on January 21, 2022, when 12 
FAM 270 was updated by the Department, and was fully implemented later that 
year. Prior to that time, Department policy did not include a time-delineated report-
ing requirement. Even absent this requirement, however, I immediately reported it 
to the Ambassador and RSO. 

The guest in my residence in Poland stayed with me from March 19 to April 25, 
2020. The reason for the extended stay was due to Polish and European COVID– 
19 lockdown protocols at the time. At no time during the stay did I discuss U.S. 
foreign policy regarding Montenegro or Poland. I was unaware that I would be nom-
inated to be ambassador to Montenegro at the time (2020). I never discussed any 
issues related to Saudi Arabia. 

I reported my initial contact with this person in 2014 in line with the FAM. The 
contact was also reported during my periodic DS security clearance verifications. If 
confirmed, I will continue to remain strictly in compliance with all FAM reporting 
requirements. 

On June 1, 2023, the Bureau of Legislative Affairs (H) conveyed to Minority Coun-
sel the Bureau of Diplomatic Security’s confirmation that in this instance I abided 
by applicable security reporting requirements at the time with respect to contact 
with foreign nationals and the temporary stay at my Warsaw residence. 
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RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO B. BIX ALIU BY SENATOR JAMES E. RISCH 

Montenegro and the United States 
Question. How will you work with Montenegro’s Government and private sector 

to increase economic ties with the United States? What would you do differently 
than the current ambassador? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will use the bilateral Economic Dialogue to bolster bilat-
eral trade and investment. I will build on its success to promote a level playing field 
for U.S. companies in key sectors like infrastructure, energy, and IT. I will also 
push for increased economic security cooperation, building on $15 million in Foreign 
Military Assistance funds Montenegro received in 2023 to build an artillery muni-
tions plant, contributing to Allied military production and support for Ukraine in 
its defense against Russian aggression. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Please provide a more fulsome response to the second part of 
the question: what would you do differently than the current Ambassador? 

Answer. I want to note that U.S. Embassy Podgorica is doing an excellent 
job with the recent trade mission to Montenegro and reinvigorating the 
U.S.-Montenegro Economic Dialogue. If confirmed, there are four further 
approaches I would use to increase economic ties and private sector invest-
ments: 1. surge public diplomacy and press on the benefits of working with 
U.S. businesses; 2. engage the U.S.-based diaspora for its support and in-
vestment in Montenegro; 3. collaborate with the Department’s Bureau of 
Economic and Business Affairs and the Department of Commerce to bring 
more trade missions to Montenegro; 4. Work with the Government of Mon-
tenegro and the EU on the Government’s plan to build regional connectivity 
(especially Albani, BiH, Serbia, and others) as part of the EU’s Growth Plan 
expected to begin work in April 2024. 

If confirmed, I would also work with AmCham and Montenegro’s resident 
Embassy to hold trade fairs in Washington, DC. Recognizing that Monte-
negro is a small but growing economy, I would encourage Montenegrin lead-
ers to participate in regional investment opportunities that attract U.S. cor-
porations. I have experience in Poland with Select USA and would support 
such missions if confirmed. 

Finally, if confirmed, I would strongly urge the Montenegrin Government 
to take up foreign investment screening, the OECD’s Blue Dot Network 
(BDN), and the Strategic Ports Initiative (SPI) to protect U.S. national se-
curity interests and lower American companies’ investment risk profiles. 
Some of the most significant investment opportunities for U.S. companies 
are in Montenegro’s infrastructure. Increased U.S. investment will also 
counterbalance activity by PRC state-owned companies in the region. 

BDN is a new initiative set to launch in April 2024. It aims to promote 
infrastructure development that is financially, environmentally, and socially 
sustainable by certifying projects that meet international standards. BDN 
helps signal to American investors that certified projects address the most 
common risk factors and lower risk profiles. The SPI builds foreign port de-
velopment, management, and operational capacity to counter malign influ-
ence or control that could adversely affect U.S. interests, particularly in 
maritime spaces. Smart Port Workshops equip governments with commer-
cial know-how to make better choices when facing port development chal-
lenges and financing gaps. 

SPI’s Transaction Advisory Service advises governments on port financ-
ing and development. If confirmed, I would support activities such as these 
to increase U.S. businesses’ access to the Montenegrin market. 

Question. This week, a Montenegrin court overturned a previous ruling that re-
quired the extradition of South Korean crypto-currency businessman and fugitive 
Kwon Do-hyung to the United States. If confirmed, how would you work with the 
Montenegrin authorities to move the extradition of Mr. Kwon forward? 

Answer. The United States has significant interests in extraditing and pros-
ecuting Kwon in the United States. If I am confirmed and this issue remains unre-
solved, I will work in close partnership with the Department of Justice to ensure 
Montenegro is aware of the advantages of Kwon being prosecuted in the United 
States, including the significant interests that the United States has in extraditing 
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and prosecuting Kwon for his extensive fraud that resulted in billions of dollars of 
losses to investors, including many in the United States. 

Question. How can the United States help Montenegro improve its energy secu-
rity? 

Answer. If confirmed, one of my top priorities will be to help Montenegro further 
diversify its energy supply, develop competitive energy markets, and better inte-
grate domestic and regional energy markets. Montenegro aims to increase renew-
able energy production; the country has excellent conditions for solar and wind 
power. I will also work to ensure a level playing field for U.S. companies seeking 
to invest in the energy sector, particularly in renewable energy, and will highlight 
for Montenegrin interlocutors the risks of PRC investments. 

Montenegro and the EU 
Montenegro has been very clear about its frustration of the slow pace of 

its accession to the European Union. While they began the EU accession 
process at the same time as Serbia, Montenegro has opened 33 of the 35 
chapters for negotiations, while Serbia has only opened 22 chapters. Monte-
negro has provisionally closed three chapters, while Serbia has only closed 
2. 

Question. Do you believe that the U.S. Ambassador to Montenegro or the U.S. 
Government should actively lobby the European Union to move faster on allowing 
Montenegro to join the bloc? Why or why not? 

Answer. The future of the Western Balkan countries lies squarely within the EU. 
The United States has long supported EU accession for qualified aspirants, includ-
ing Montenegro. EU enlargement advances democratic progress and promotes peace, 
stability, and prosperity. 

If confirmed, I will urge EU institutions to prioritize enlargement, sending a sig-
nal to Montenegro and other EU candidate states that accession is possible for coun-
tries that make the necessary reforms. 

Question. Do you believe that the U.S. Ambassador to Montenegro or the U.S. 
Government should actively lobby the European Union to de-link the EU accessions 
of Montenegro and Serbia, allowing Montenegro to accede first? Why or why not? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will urge the EU to consider Montenegro’s accession based 
on the country’s progress and merits, not in relation to any other aspirants. I would 
urge the European Union to prioritize enlargement and make clear that it has 
played a key role in advancing democratic progress and promoting peace, stability, 
and prosperity throughout the region. 

Foreign Influence 
Question. What strategy do you have to engage with pro-Russian parties in the 

Montenegrin Government? 
Answer. Our engagement with the Montenegrin Government and ruling coalition 

will be based on the October 2023 coalition agreement, which commits to accel-
erating Montenegro’s accession to the European Union, staying fully aligned with 
EU Foreign and Security policy, ensuring Montenegro is an active NATO Ally, and 
maintaining friendly relations with all countries recognized by Montenegro, which 
includes Kosovo. If confirmed, I will act to hold political parties accountable to this 
agreement and will not hesitate to call out actions that diverge from these stated 
values of this government. 

Question. How will you engage the Government of Montenegro on the importance 
of countering Russian and Chinese malign influence? 

Answer. As a NATO Ally and the EU-accession front-runner, Montenegro plays 
a pivotal role in a volatile region still struggling to embrace Euro-Atlantic values 
and susceptible to malign foreign influence from Russia and China. If confirmed, I 
will lead the Embassy team to ensure that Montenegro remains firmly on its Euro- 
Atlantic path, and continues its alignment with EU Foreign and Security Policies, 
including sanctions against Russia and China. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Please provide a more fulsome response addressing how you 
will engage with the Government of Montenegro on seizing sanctioned Rus-
sian assets in their jurisdiction and repurposing them to support Ukraine’s 
reconstruction, including the touchpoints in the Montenegrin Government 
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with which you will discuss this issue and the arguments you will present 
to them. 

Answer. As an EU candidate, Montenegro aligns its foreign policy with 
EU foreign policy, including the EU’s sanctions against Russia. If con-
firmed, I would continue the Department’s efforts to utilize foreign assist-
ance to bolster Montenegrin sanctions enforcement capacity, including by 
supporting the development of new legislation to ensure Montenegro has 
the legal framework to enforce the sanctions it has committed to imple-
ment. This legislation is necessary for Montenegro to meet interim bench-
marks in accession Chapters 23 and 24; I would encourage them to expedite 
these measures. If confirmed, I would urge Parliamentary leaders and PM 
Spajic to include a clause in this legislation that allows Russian assets 
seized through sanctions to be used for Ukraine’s reconstruction. To further 
these objectives, I will engage with the Ministries of Foreign Affairs, the 
Interior, Finance, the Tax and Customs Directorate, the Directorate for In-
spections Affairs, and the Directorate for Cadaster and State Property. 

Question. How will you help support free and fair elections in Montenegro and ef-
forts to counter foreign interference in the election process? 

Answer. We are working with Allied partners to counter Russian election med-
dling as part of a broader, global effort. If confirmed, I will use the full range of 
available tools, including sanctions, to expose and counter Russia’s malign agenda. 
In November 2023, the United States imposed sanctions on two Montenegrins whose 
corrupt activities enabled Russia’s efforts to compromise the independence of the 
country’s democratic institutions and judiciary, including its efforts to influence elec-
toral outcomes. 

Defense Cooperation 
Question. How will you encourage Montenegro to fulfill its NATO pledge to spend 

2 percent GDP on defense? 
Answer. Montenegro met the Wales NATO Summit targets in its 2024 budget, 

adopted in December 2023, allocating over two percent of GDP to defense, 30 per-
cent of which is for force modernization. Although actual defense spending has fall-
en short of the two percent target because of unrealized defense contracts, Monte-
negro has several defense capital investment projects underway that will boost ac-
tual spending over the two percent target and enhance Montenegro’s contributions 
to the Alliance. 

Question. As maritime threats rise around the world, including the Red Sea and 
South China Sea, how will you engage with Montenegro on increasing cooperation 
between our navies? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue Embassy Podgorica’s efforts to expand the 
ties between the U.S. Navy and Montenegro through three major investments: deliv-
ery and installation of a maritime radar system that will provide full coverage of 
the Montenegrin coast, delivery of four new patrol boats that increase Montenegro’s 
patrol capabilities by 400 percent, and increased military educational engagement. 
Montenegro’s own planned investments, including the purchase of two offshore pa-
trol vessels, will allow Montenegro to join EU and NATO deployments to the Medi-
terranean by 2030. 

Corruption and Reform 
Montenegro has been well-known as a quiet and welcoming spot in which 

Russians can hide their ill-gotten gains. This connection has continued de-
spite Russia’s 2022 invasion of Ukraine and the resultant sanctions. Accord-
ing to RFE/RL, at least 19,000 Montenegrin properties are owned by Rus-
sians, including a villa owned by U.S. and EU-sanctioned oligarch Oleg 
Deripaska. 

Question. If confirmed, what actions will you take to push Montenegro to enforce 
U.S. and EU sanctions against these individuals? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will work to improve Montenegro’s sanctions enforcement. 
The United States should leverage its foreign assistance to support Montenegrin in-
stitutions responsible for enforcing sanctions. Building on the United States’ robust 
assistance to Montenegro’s criminal justice sector, I would lead Embassy Podgorica 
to similarly engage institutions responsible for sanctions enforcement, which would 
enable greater sanctions compliance efforts against malign Russian actors. 

Question. What can the United States do to support anti-corruption efforts and 
democratic reforms in Montenegro? 
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Answer. If confirmed, I will maintain the U.S. Embassy’s already strong efforts 
to assist Montenegro in fighting endemic corruption and supporting democratic re-
forms. For example, with an annual budget of approximately $4 million in INCLE 
funds, INL Montenegro implements a broad range of programs that enhance 
Montenegro’s rule of law and law enforcement capacities and strengthen its demo-
cratic institutions. INL assistance builds the capacity of Office of the Special State 
Prosecutor and the Special Police to investigate and prosecute complex organized 
crime and corruption. 

Question. How will you encourage Montenegro’s Government to ensure its econ-
omy is not used for sanctions evasion? 

Answer. Montenegro has adopted all EU sanctions related to Russia’s aggression 
in Ukraine. If confirmed, I will maintain the U.S. Embassy’s already strong efforts 
to assist Montenegro in fighting endemic corruption and support democratic reforms 
that deny corrupt actors and sanctions evaders a haven to operate. I will support 
Montenegro in strengthening its legal systems and implement all the necessary rule 
of law reforms required for EU accession, including a strict new anti-money laun-
dering law that will support sanctions enforcement and help prevent sanctions eva-
sion. 

Question. How will you engage with the Government of Montenegro on seizing 
sanctioned Russian assets in their jurisdiction and repurposing them to support 
Ukraine’s reconstruction? 

Answer. As an EU aspirant, Montenegro has fully aligned its foreign and security 
policies with the EU, including sanctions in response to Russia’s brutal war of ag-
gression in Ukraine. If confirmed, I will continue the Embassy’s work to strengthen 
Montenegro’s sanctions enforcement regime through a combination of technical and 
infrastructure support so that Montenegro’s sanctions enforcement will align with 
prevailing standards in policy and practice, yielding improved sanctions compliance 
against Russian malign actors. 

Reform 
In the past ten years, Montenegro has made good reforms, but it has far 

to go. In 2024, Freedom House rated Montenegro as only ‘‘Partly Free’’ and 
as a ‘‘Transitional or Hybrid’’ regime. 

Question. In your opinion, in which spheres has Montenegro made the most 
progress, and in which areas do you believe Montenegro has fallen short? Please 
provide examples to back up your answer. 

Answer. Montenegro has made significant progress in political pluralism and par-
ticipation, as evident in the 2020 and 2023 elections that ushered in a generational 
change in leadership. However, the country faces challenges in areas like corrup-
tion, judicial independence, and electoral reform. 

If confirmed, I will support and encourage key Montenegrin institutions and lead-
ers who are fighting for positive change. 

Question. If confirmed, in which reform areas would you direct Embassy Podgorica 
to concentrate its reform efforts? Why? 

Answer. One of the Embassy’s top priorities is to support the Government’s efforts 
to strengthen the rule of law to advance Montenegro’s EU accession bid. Montenegro 
has made tangible progress on the implementation of Chapters 23 (judiciary and 
fundamental rights) and 24 (justice, freedom, and security) of the EU accession 
framework, areas where Embassy Podgorica has focused its reform efforts. If con-
firmed, I will continue to prioritize our rule of law work as it is essential for 
Montenegro’s EU accession and its political stability. 

Trafficking in Persons 
In the State Department’s 2023 Trafficking in Persons Report, Montenegro 

was noted for its continued failure to meet the minimum standards to elimi-
nate trafficking. 

Question. If confirmed, what concrete steps could you take to help Montenegro 
operationalize the prioritized recommendations contained in the TIP report? 

Answer. Montenegro was ranked as ‘‘Tier 2 Watch List’’ in the latest Trafficking 
in Persons Report in 2023 as it has not fully met the minimum standards for the 
elimination of trafficking but is making significant efforts to do so. 

Through INL assistance programs, the U.S. Embassy is developing Montenegro’s 
investigative capacity to identify trafficking cases and build judicial capacities to 
bring perpetrators to justice. If confirmed, I will urge the Government to inves-
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tigate, prosecute, and convict traffickers and call for improvements to victim identi-
fication, protection, and compensation. 

Question. If confirmed, do you commit to accurately portraying the realities of the 
trafficking situation on the ground in Montenegro through the annual country re-
port on trafficking in persons? 

Answer. The United States is committed to combatting human trafficking because 
it represents an attack on human rights and freedoms. If confirmed, I pledge to en-
sure that Embassy Podgorica’s contributions to the Department’s annual Trafficking 
in Persons Report continue to accurately portray the realities of trafficking in Mon-
tenegro. 

Religious Freedom 
In the State Department’s 2022 International Religious Freedom report, 

Montenegro was noted as lacking overall societal and governmental respect 
for international religious freedom and for its disparate treatment of reli-
gious minorities in country. 

Question. What is your assessment of this particular issue and if confirmed, how 
will you work with the Ambassador-at-Large for International Religious Freedom to 
bolster religious freedom in-country? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure that our engagement with all religious groups 
is in line with our core values, including respect for religious freedom. I will work 
with our Embassy to engage all religious communities and inform the Department’s 
understanding of religious freedom. I will speak out in favor of our fundamental val-
ues on issues like democracy and human rights, including the fundamental freedom 
of religion or belief. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. Please provide a more fulsome response, specifically listing 
ways you will work with the Ambassador-at-Large for International Reli-
gious Freedom to bolster religious freedom in-country? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would lead the Embassy in identifying critical 
touchpoints throughout the year and host engagements between the Am-
bassador-at-Large and Montenegrin religious leaders. I would bolster the 
Embassy’s ongoing collaboration with the Ambassador-at-Large, ensuring 
that annual reporting reflects my meetings with faith actors of all back-
grounds, civil society, and government officials. If confirmed, I will also seek 
opportunities to collaborate with the Ambassador-at-Large to speak out 
against attempts by malign actors to use religion to advance pro-Kremlin 
policies and disinformation to undermine Montenegro’s democracy and 
which are contrary to U.S. values. Public diplomacy will be critical; I would 
work with IRF to engage the Ambassador-at-Large in speaking opportuni-
ties, working with educational institutions and CSOs to enforce religious 
freedom, including the right to practice according to one’s faith. 

Question. If confirmed, do you commit to personally engaging with civil society on 
this issue? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would continue the work already underway at Embassy 
Podgorica to promote religious freedom, including personally engaging with civil so-
ciety organizations that work to promote societal and governmental respect for 
international religious freedom and religious minorities. 

Question. If confirmed, what concrete steps can you take to help Montenegro in-
crease their societal and governmental respect for religious freedom? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure U.S. Embassy engagement with all actors in 
Montenegro is guided by core U.S. values, including the right to freedom of religion. 
In our public messaging and engagements in private, we will take every opportunity 
to clearly communicate the importance of these values and the importance of toler-
ance and multiculturalism, for which Montenegro is known across the Western Bal-
kan region. 

Also, I will speak out in favor of our fundamental values on issues like democracy 
and human rights. 

Human Rights 
In the State Department’s 2022 Human Rights Report, Montenegro was 

noted as having a litany of significant human rights issues, including al-
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leged torture, threats of violence against journalists, limits on the freedom 
of expression, and more. 

Question. How will you direct your Embassy to work with civil society organiza-
tions to improve the human rights situation on the ground? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would continue the work already underway by the Em-
bassy in Podgorica, working with the Government and members of the international 
community and civil society to support democratic growth and promote respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms. 

I will continue to support Montenegro in strengthening its legal systems and im-
plementing all the necessary rule of law reforms for EU accession, measures that 
will bolster rule of law and improve protections for human rights, including freedom 
of expression. 

Question. If confirmed, do you commit to personally engaging with civil society on 
this issue? 

Answer. If confirmed, I am fully committed to engaging civil society and will en-
sure our Embassy’s work in this area is centered on the defense of democracy, pro-
motion of civil liberties, and the protection of human rights. 

International Organizations 
Question. How can you, if confirmed as Ambassador, work alongside IO and 

USUN to recruit and retain talented Americans for placement within the UN sys-
tem either in appointments, elections, or other roles? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to support the ongoing work of the Bureau 
of International Organizations, Office of Multilateral Strategy and Personnel and 
their coordination with USUN to find, recruit, and retain qualified U.S. citizens in 
the UN system. I will support IO colleagues as they proactively identify openings 
and advocate for more U.S. citizens in key leadership positions across the UN and 
across international organizations. I will support efforts to expand existing targeted 
recruitment efforts by increasing outreach through different talent pipelines, con-
necting U.S. citizens already employed by the UN with prospective applicants, and 
sharing the IO Careers website as the advocacy portal. 

State Management and Oversight 
Question. Should Chiefs of Mission (COM) and Deputy Chiefs of Mission (DCM) 

be held to a higher standard of conduct than the rest of post? 
Answer. Yes, absolutely. Leaders should model integrity and need to hold them-

selves to a higher set of standards than others. They must lead by example and 
demonstrate the behavior and conduct expected of others. 

Question. Are COMs and DCMs ultimately responsible for the conduct of those 
they lead? 

Answer. Leaders must understand although they may not be the cause of behav-
ior contrary to mission goals and principles, leaders ultimately have a responsibility 
for the conduct of the organization and people they lead. A leader needs to make 
decisions, be trustworthy, empower others, communicate clearly, and support resil-
ience. COMs and DCMs need to establish and maintain clear standards in line with 
Department policy and the FAM/FAH, enforce that criterion, and address behaviors 
and individuals who are not upholding the organization’s standards. 

Question. Should COMs and DCMs be models of behavior for the rest of their 
posts? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question. Do you believe that relationships with foreigners while serving abroad 

can create counterintelligence issues, particularly when not reported properly? How 
do you think these risks should be mitigated? 

Answer. 12 FAM 270 outlines the guidelines all employees must follow at the De-
partment of State when reporting a foreign contact. The Department of State has 
annual mandatory training for employees, Post holds briefings on CI threats and 
contact reporting requirements particular to Post. All concerns should be reported 
to DS in DC or the RSO at post, who oversee reviewing/investigating and adjudi-
cating each case and following due process. DS is the ultimate decision maker in 
such cases. 

Question. Who at the State Department is the appropriate adjudicator for COMs 
who breaks rules at post? 
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Answer. The A/S, PDAS, and ultimately the Secretary, but it is up to all of us 
to ensure the Ambassador is getting feedback on their performance (you cannot fix 
what you do not know), being told the truth and consequences of actions, and any 
acts of discrimination, harassment or unethical/illegal behavior must be reported via 
outlined procedures to the Department. Due process must be followed. 

Question. Do you believe it is important to uphold the relevant whistleblower pro-
tection laws and refrain from retaliation against employees who file complaints, 
even if those complaints are against you? 

Answer. Yes, completely agree. 
Question. At any point while you were Chargé d’Affaires or DCM at Mission Po-

land, was Embassy Warsaw ever listed by the State Department as a post that is 
‘‘Historically Difficult to Staff’’? 

Answer. Mission Poland was a Historically Difficult to Staff (HDS) post in bid- 
years 2018, 2019, and 2021. I worked to reverse this status by expanding our re-
cruitment efforts; updating data and reports regarding conditions in Warsaw, in 
particular highlighting positive attributes; and interviewing potential staff. 

Posts are designated HDS on an annual basis; GTM analysis determines positions 
as Hard-To-Fill (HTF) if there are fewer than three bids from qualified, at-grade 
bidders; and posts with more than 50 percent HTF positions are considered Most 
Difficult to Staff (MDS). The Department determines a mission is HDS if it has been 
MDS for at least three out of four most recent bid cycles. HDS in not necessarily 
an indicator of morale at post; other elements like the country’s climate, a difficult 
language without incentive pay, and a closed culture may contribute to staffing dif-
ficulties. 

Question. Many U.S. missions have been under enormous stress over the last sev-
eral years. What is your understanding of morale throughout Mission Montenegro? 

Answer. As I understand, morale in Mission Montenegro is positive. In a recent 
survey, +80 percent U.S. direct-hires and locally employed staff members indicated 
that they were satisfied with their employment at the Embassy, and more than half 
reported that they have strong or excellent morale. For those who reported average 
or low morale, the major concerns were: 1. inflation and its impact on purchasing 
power for local staff; 2. overcrowding in the current Embassy building (a move to 
a New Office Building is anticipated in fall 2024); and 3. workload for some offices, 
as demands for the Mission have grown faster than the Embassy’s personnel foot-
print. If confirmed, I will work to address personnel and compensation issues and 
effectively communicate to all Embassy staff the decisions made and the reasons be-
hind those decisions. 

Question. How do you intend to improve morale at Mission Montenegro? 
Answer. I will continue the Embassy’s already ongoing efforts to promote high mo-

rale by prioritizing internal communication with the Mission community, through 
town halls, community events, and team building. I will support a smooth transition 
to the first phase of a New Embassy Office Building, opening anticipated in fall 
2024, which should allow more space for all employees. To address the concerns of 
locally employed staff (LE Staff), I would host our Post Management Officer (PMO) 
and GTM/Overseas Employment analyst to improve communication and trans-
parency in post’s Local Compensation Plan and compensation reviews. Where justi-
fied, I will also advocate with the Department for additional staffing in sections 
most impacted by heavy workload. 

Question. How do you intend to create a unified mission and vision at Mission 
Montenegro? 

Answer. I will create a unified mission and vision at the Mission by working with 
the Embassy team to establish a clear interagency strategy, one that is aligned with 
core U.S. values and policy priorities. Furthermore, I will ensure that Embassy 
team members’ work is prioritized according to that strategy. I will regularly engage 
with all employees about our Mission goals, both communicating my personal view 
and welcoming team members’ feedback on ways that we can all work together to 
advance U.S. goals in Montenegro. 

Question. Management is a key responsibility for Chiefs of Mission. How would 
you describe your management style? 

Answer. I am an empathetic leader who empowers his people, supports and pro-
tects his team, communicates vision, and has as a top priority the physical and men-
tal well-being of his team. As DCM and long-term Chargé, I have implemented 
‘‘Mission Tenet’’ exercises, where the entire community participates in a mission- 
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wide exercise to establish a list of behavioral norms and expectations for the mis-
sion. We all then promise to hold each other accountable to them. ‘‘Be a decent 
human being’’ is almost always at the top. I have spent almost half of my career 
working at the Foreign Service Institute to teach, train and mentor the future lead-
ers of our service, both civil and foreign. I hold our public servants in the highest 
regard, and will always advocate for improved conditions, high-morale, work-life bal-
ance, and esprit de corps. 

Question. Do you believe it is ever acceptable or constructive to berate subordi-
nates, either in public or private? 

Answer. Never. 
Question. How do you envision your relationship with the Deputy Chief of Mis-

sion? 
Answer. As a two-time DCM for 5 ambassadors, both career and non-career, I 

have learned what qualities I wish to emulate and which I do not. Communication, 
confidence, trust, and honesty are a must between the two. The two should be com-
plementary to each-other, but with diverse views and experiences to bring as much 
experience to the table as possible. Each should debate freely and openly when there 
are points of disagreement. They should understand each-others style, personality 
types, and preferred method of communication. They must respect each-other and 
have each-others back to present a united front. However, both individuals should 
be ready and able to tell the other when any red lines are close to being breached. 
If those red lines are crossed, both individuals must have the moral courage to hold 
the other responsible and report any issues when required. 

Question. If confirmed, what leadership responsibilities do you intend to entrust 
to your Deputy Chief of Mission? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will be the CEO, and the DCM will be the COO. Diplo-
macy is an apprenticeship—and I very much look forward to working with the DCM 
and providing them with professional development opportunities in order to prepare 
them to lead their own mission—share contacts, and encourage the DCM to form 
their own; share meetings; prepare the DCM to act as Charge in my absence; ensure 
the DCM has high-level contacts in DC and in-country and help establish their rep-
utation and ability to influence. I will also learn from them—they will have served 
at post longer, and if confirmed, I look forward to their counsel and guidance. I have 
been lucky to have had some excellent relationships with the Ambassadors that I 
have worked with. If confirmed, I commit to working towards the same. 

Question. In order to create and continue employee excellence at the Department, 
accurate and direct employee evaluation reports (EERs) for Foreign Service Officers 
are imperative, though often lacking. Do you believe that it is important to provide 
employees with accurate, constructive feedback on their performances in order to 
encourage improvement and reward those who most succeeded in their roles? 

Answer. Yes, these elements are part of my leadership style. 
Question. If confirmed, would you support and encourage clear, accurate, and di-

rect feedback to employees in order to improve performance and reward high achiev-
ers? 

Answer. Yes, I would support. 
Question. It is imperative that U.S. diplomats get outside of posts abroad to meet 

with local actors, including host government officials, non-government organizations, 
and local citizens. In your experience, do U.S. diplomats get outside of our Embassy 
walls enough to accomplish fully their missions? 

Answer. I place high value in engaging with the host government, civil society 
and other organizations, and local citizens. COVID protocols drastically impacted 
person-to-person diplomacy; however, this critical engagement is resuming and, if 
confirmed, I would support a return to interactions that meet or exceed pre-COVID 
activity. My impression is that U.S. Embassy Podgorica has excellent relations with 
all elements of Montenegrin society and the host government, an aspect I would use 
as a springboard to further U.S. foreign policy. 

Question. How do you intend to improve the ability of U.S. diplomats to better 
access all local populations? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will encourage Mission staff take external meetings, de-
velop external contacts, participate in public panel sessions in line with their core 
job functions, and share their stories and American culture at our American Corners 
and at educational institutions as appropriate. 
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The role of every American at post is to represent the best of the United States 
abroad. I would embody that approach and encourage my staff to replicate it. Fur-
ther, in partnership with my Public Diplomacy Section’s exchanges, cultural pro-
grams, and youth engagements, I would build increased support for Diversity, Eq-
uity, Inclusion, and Accessibility, with a focus on improving the treatment of 
marginalized groups. 

Question. Congressional Delegations (CODELs) and Staff Delegations 
(STAFFDELs) serve a critical oversight mission. Do you pledge to support fully 
CODELs and STAFFDELs that seek to travel to post with the only exceptions for 
simultaneous or overlapping visits by the President or First Lady of the United 
States, the Vice President, or the Secretaries of State or Defense? 

Answer. Yes, if confirmed, we would fully support CODELs and STAFFDELs that 
seek to travel to post with the only exceptions for simultaneous or overlapping visits 
by the President or First Lady of the United States, the Vice President, or the Sec-
retaries of State or Defense. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
SUBMITTED TO B. BIX ALIU BY SENATOR ROBERT MENENDEZ 

Question. What are the key tactics Russia has employed in its attempts to in-
crease its influence in Montenegro? 

Answer. Russia works to destabilize Montenegro through disinformation cam-
paigns, election meddling through covert political financing, and espionage. Since 
2022, Montenegro has expelled 11 Russian diplomats and citizens over ‘‘conspiracy 
to make a criminal enterprise and espionage.’’ If confirmed, I will lead the U.S. Em-
bassy team to collaborate with the interagency, EU, and local partners to counter 
disinformation; bolster Montenegrin civil society and independent journalism; am-
plify U.S. messaging on shared transatlantic values; and, when appropriate, we will 
also pursue sanctions. 

Question. How have Montenegro’s historical ties with the West, including its 
NATO membership, contributed its response to Russian aggression and efforts to in-
crease its influence in the country? 

Answer. A majority of Montenegrins see their future in the EU, and Montenegro’s 
leadership is committed to EU accession. Montenegro has fully aligned its foreign 
and security policies with the EU, to include adopting all Russia sanctions. Mon-
tenegrin leaders consider NATO membership to be a pillar in Montenegro’s foreign 
policy. Prime Minister Milojko Spajic has made pointed declarations against Rus-
sia’s unjust war and has committed to supporting Ukraine and all NATO Allies. If 
confirmed, I will lead the U.S. Embassy team to ensure that Montenegro remains 
firmly on its Euro-Atlantic path; continues its alignment with EU Foreign and Secu-
rity Policies, including sanctions against Russia; is a capable NATO Ally; and con-
tinues to assist Ukraine to defend against Russia’s brutal aggression. 

Question. What steps can the European Union and NATO take to support Monte-
negro in resisting Russian influence and advancing its integration into Western in-
stitutions? 

Answer. NATO is a credible deterrent to overt Russian aggression and can help 
mitigate hybrid threats like cyberattacks and disinformation campaigns. For exam-
ple, in the wake of the 2022 cyber-incident on Montenegro’s Government systems, 
France and the United States provided expert support to quell the attack and re-
duce further impact. 

The EU enlargement process has advanced democratic progress and promoted 
peace, stability, and prosperity throughout Europe. If confirmed, I will encourage 
Montenegro’s leaders to work together passing the reforms necessary to meet in-
terim benchmarks and make real advances in rule of law. I will advocate among 
our EU partners for clearly stated benchmarks and encourage merited accession. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
SUBMITTED TO B. BIX ALIU BY SENATOR MARCO RUBIO 

Question. In May 2022, Secretary Blinken said that the People’s Republic of China 
(PRC) is the ‘‘only country with both the intent to reshape the international order 
and, increasingly, the economic, diplomatic, military, and technological power to do 
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it.’’ The Chinese Communist Party (CCP) clearly holds the reins of power in the 
PRC and has used this power to commit genocide in Xinjiang, flood our communities 
with fentanyl, and emit the largest quantity of greenhouse gases in the world today. 
With their absolute control of Chinese society and industry, the CCP could stop all 
of these destructive actions tomorrow if they so choose to do so. Is the CCP a threat 
to the United States? 

Answer. In 2023, the Director of National Intelligence testified that ‘‘the CCP rep-
resents both the leading and most consequential threat to U.S. national security and 
leadership globally.’’ Under President Xi, the CCP has become more repressive at 
home and more assertive abroad, seeking to undercut U.S. influence and alliances. 
If confirmed, I will advance U.S. national security interests and push back against 
PRC efforts to expand its malign influence, through robust and forthright diplomatic 
engagements, public diplomacy, and commercial advocacy to bolster U.S.-Monte-
negro ties. 

Question. Does the CCP undertake any activities that are beneficial to U.S. inter-
ests? If so, please explain. 

Answer. The Administration assesses the Chinese Communist Party’s (CCP) ac-
tivities in the context of the fact that, as Secretary Blinken has said, the CCP has 
become more repressive at home and more aggressive abroad. According to the Of-
fice of the Director of National Intelligence’s 2023 Annual Threat Assessment, the 
CCP is seeking to ‘‘undercut U.S. influence, drive wedges between Washington and 
its partners, and foster some norms that favor its authoritarian system.’’ 

Question. Do you believe that there are any areas within which the CCP that 
would constructively work with the United States in good faith, knowing that at any 
moment Chinese interlocuters with U.S. representatives could be disappeared at a 
moment’s notice? If so, please explain. 

Answer. The United States will work with the PRC to address transnational chal-
lenges, such as climate change, when it is in the U.S. interest to do so. If confirmed, 
I will work with my colleagues across the U.S. interagency and Congress to advance 
U.S. objectives and counter harmful behavior by the PRC and other actors in Monte-
negro. 

Question. If confirmed, will you approve any joint activity with organizations or 
representatives from the PRC in the countries or areas in which you will work? 

Answer. If confirmed, my priority will be advancing U.S. national security inter-
ests in Montenegro and countering efforts by our strategic and regional competitors 
to undermine those interests. The Administration has been clear that the PRC is 
the most consequential geopolitical challenge facing the United States, and that the 
United States is committed to working to strengthen our partners in the region. If 
confirmed, I will work closely with Department of State and interagency colleagues 
and Congress to address the PRC’s efforts to expand its influence in Montenegro 
and the region. 

Question. As you may be aware, a group of federal employees penned an open let-
ter to President Biden criticizing U.S. support for Israel in the aftermath of Hamas’ 
brutal terrorist attack on October 7, 2023. In addition, on January 16, 2024, employ-
ees from nearly two dozen agencies staged a walkout in protest of the administra-
tion’s Israel policy. Efforts like these directly undermine the duty of our diplomats 
to advance the policies of the President of the United States. Yes or no, did you sign 
the letter to the President expressing opposition to the President’s Israel policy? 

Answer. No, I did not sign the open letter to the President. 
Question. Yes or no, did you participate in the January 16, 2024, walkout? 
Answer. No, I did not participate. 
Question. If confirmed, would you define one of the employees or contractors oper-

ating under your supervision signing an open letter criticizing you, or policies you 
undertake at the instruction of the President, as insubordination as defined by the 
Government Accountability Office? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would seek to address employee concerns personally by 
creating an open, trusting, and harassment-free work environment. I am mindful of 
and value Department employees’ right to free speech under the First Amendment. 
Moreover, I understand the expression of disagreement does not in and of itself con-
stitute insubordination. If confirmed, I would work with the Department’s Office of 
the Legal Adviser to determine the proper course of action should such a matter 
arise. 
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Question. In your view, are the actions these federal employees took, by anony-
mously signing a letter to the President of the United States, covered as ‘‘whistle-
blowing’’? 

Answer. I believe these employees were expressing a dissenting view to their lead-
ership. I would hope that employees would feel confident to directly raise their con-
cerns with their supervisors and management rather than signing an anonymous 
letter. ‘‘Whistleblowing’’ is a term and activity covered by legislation and regula-
tions; I defer to the Department’s Office of the Legal Adviser to determine whether 
the referenced actions are considered protected whistleblowing activity. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you address discipline issues, such as insubor-
dination, that do not take established dissent channels? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will make sure that employees know that there are sev-
eral avenues available to express policy disagreements. I would encourage employ-
ees to use established channels to express their views. 

According to Department regulations, insubordination is a disciplinary matter re-
lated to conduct on the job and may result in counseling and a penalty commensu-
rate with the scale of the offense. If confirmed, I would address discipline issues, 
including insubordination, in consultation with the Department’s human resources 
and legal professionals. 

Question. Have you ever expressed support for an Israeli ceasefire in Gaza? 
Answer. No, I have not expressed support for an Israeli ceasefire in Gaza. 
Question. Do you agree that Hamas is an antisemitic entity? 
Answer. Yes, Hamas is an antisemitic entity. Hamas, which is designated by the 

United States as a foreign terrorist organization, seeks to eliminate the State of 
Israel, and its founding charter calls for the killing of Jewish people. 

Question. Would a ceasefire allow these groups to reconstitute and attack Israel, 
and Americans, in the future? 

Answer. The Administration supports humanitarian pauses to allow for delivery 
of humanitarian aid into Gaza and for the safe exit of hostages and other vulnerable 
people. 

Question. Do you agree that calling for a ceasefire in Gaza means calling for Israel 
to stop its pursuit of Hamas, a designated foreign terrorist organization, that or-
chestrated the October 7 attacks and still refuses to release all Israeli and American 
hostages? 

Answer. It is my understanding that the Administration’s stated policy is to sup-
port temporary humanitarian pauses to enable a sustained flow of aid and to allow 
the voluntary movement of civilians seeking safer locations. Working with partners, 
the U.S. Government is attempting to secure the release of all hostages held by 
Hamas. The U.S. Government supports Israel’s right to protect itself from Hamas’ 
terrorism consistent with international law. 

Question. Do you believe that Israel, in its operation against Hamas, which is 
known to use civilians as human shields, is taking all necessary steps to minimize 
civilian casualties? 

Answer. The U.S. Government supports Israel’s right to protect itself, consistent 
with international law. The Administration has urged Israel to differentiate be-
tween civilians and Hamas terrorists and to avoid civilian casualties. Hamas’s use 
of civilians as human shields, a blatant violation of international law, does not less-
en Israel’s obligations under international humanitarian law. 

Question. Department policy requires all employees to report when they live, or 
cohabitate, with a foreign national. This is to protect employees from possible expo-
sure to counterintelligence risks. Employees are advised that failure to comply may 
affect continued access to classified information. How long did you reside with any 
foreign nationals in your government residence in Poland? 

Answer. During my entire 22-year career, I have strictly adhered to all reporting 
requirements with respect to contact with foreign nationals and cohabitation. 12 
FAM 271.2 defines ‘‘foreign national roommates’’ and includes a 30-day calendar 
stay reporting requirement. However, the inclusion of the 30-day calendar stay was 
established on January 21, 2022, when 12 FAM 270 was updated by the Depart-
ment, and was fully implemented later that year. Prior to that time, Department 
policy did not include a time-delineated reporting requirement. Even absent this re-
quirement, however, I immediately reported it to the Ambassador and RSO. The 
guest in my residence in Poland stayed with me from March 19 to April 25, 2020. 
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The reason for the extended stay was due to Polish and European COVID–19 
lockdown protocols at the time. Again, I immediately informed the Ambassador and 
RSO of the visitor. I reported my initial contact with this person in line with the 
FAM in 2014. The contact was also reported during my periodic DS security clear-
ance verifications. If confirmed, I will continue to remain strictly in compliance with 
all FAM reporting requirements. 

On June 1, 2023, the Bureau of Legislative Affairs (H) conveyed to Minority Coun-
sel the Bureau of Diplomatic Security’s confirmation that in this instance I abided 
by applicable security reporting requirements at the time with respect to contact 
with foreign nationals and the temporary stay at my Warsaw residence. 

Question. Did you report the cohabitation, as required, prior to or during the time 
period you had a foreign national living in your residence? 

Answer. Yes, during that period, I reported the stay to the Ambassador and the 
RSO. 

Question. It is my understanding that employees are briefed upon arrival at every 
overseas assignment regarding cohabitation reporting requirements, regardless of 
rank or position. Did you report this living arrangement prior to the foreign national 
living in your residence? 

Answer. I did not initially anticipate my guest’s extended stay. European COVID 
lockdown protocols necessitated it, and when this became apparent during the visit, 
I immediately reported it to the Ambassador and RSO. 

I reported my initial contact with this person in 2014 in line with the FAM. The 
contact was also reported during my periodic DS security clearance verifications. On 
June 1, 2023, the Bureau of Legislative Affairs (H) conveyed to Minority Counsel 
the Bureau of Diplomatic Security’s confirmation that in this instance I abided by 
applicable security reporting requirements at the time with respect to contact with 
foreign nationals and the temporary stay at my Warsaw residence. 

Question. It is my understanding the foreign national was a Montenegrin national 
with ties to Saudi Arabian and Montenegrin businesses. Did you discuss U.S. for-
eign policy regarding Montenegro or Poland, or any Saudi business when you lived 
with the foreign national? 

Answer. No, I did not discuss U.S. foreign policy regarding Montenegro or Poland. 
I was unaware that I would be nominated to be Ambassador to Montenegro at the 
time (2020). I never discussed any issues related to Saudi Arabia. 

Question. Can you comment on the employees who departed the U.S. Embassy in 
Poland early while under your leadership? 

Answer. I want to assure you that during my tenure in Poland, there were no cur-
tailments due to my leadership or management style. Post was operating during a 
time of intense stress—a global pandemic, Russia’s war against Ukraine, and a 
change of administration. Curtailments happen for a variety of personal and profes-
sional reasons. The mental health and the safety of my employees has always been 
a top priority for me, and will remain so, if confirmed. As I noted during my hear-
ing, during my 4-year tenure in Poland, there were five curtailments, three for per-
sonal/family reasons and two that were asked to leave by leadership; a list was pro-
vided to minority counsel. I prioritize the wellbeing and safety of those who work 
for me, and my record shows that this approach has been effective. 

Question. Montenegro is a member of NATO and maintains positive bilateral rela-
tions with the U.S. In late 2022, Montenegro expelled multiple Russian diplomats 
and Russian citizens regarding an espionage investigation. Montenegro adopted 
sanctions against Moscow following the invasion of Ukraine which resulted in 
cyberattack targeting from Moscow. If confirmed, how will you support Montenegro 
in maintaining resilience in the face of Russian aggression? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will lead the U.S. Embassy team to collaborate with the 
interagency, EU, and local partners to counter disinformation; bolster Montenegrin 
civil society and independent journalism; amplify U.S. messaging on shared trans-
atlantic values; build Montenegro’s cyber-resiliency supported by DoD’s cyber secu-
rity cooperation and the Maine National Guard State Partnership Program; and, 
when appropriate, we will also pursue sanctions against malign or corrupt actors. 

Question. Are there any specific programs you will advocate for to reduce energy 
reliance upon Russia energy in Montenegro? 

Answer. Montenegro derives all its power domestically from two hydropower 
plants in Perucica and Piva and the coal-fired Pljevlja thermal power plant (TPP). 
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It has no reliance on Russian gas. If confirmed, the critical energy sector focus will 
be decarbonization, which is in line with Administration priorities. 

If confirmed, I would leverage the Economic Dialogue and other mechanisms to 
continue facilitating private sector participation in renewable energy policy making 
and encourage U.S. companies to bid on renewable energy projects. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO DR. MICHAEL SFRAGA BY SENATOR BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 

Responsiveness to Committee and Congress 
First, I have a few questions that speak to the importance that this com-

mittee places on responsiveness by all officials in the executive branch, and 
that we expect and will be seeking from you. I would ask you to provide just 
a YES or NO answer: 

• Do you agree to appear before this committee and make officials from your of-
fice available to the committee and designated staff when invited? 

• Do you commit to keep this committee fully and currently informed about the 
activities under your purview? 

• Do you commit to engaging in meaningful consultation while policies are being 
developed, not just providing notification after the fact? 

• Do you commit to promptly responding to requests for briefings and information 
requested by the committee and its designated staff? 

Answer. Yes, I agree and commit to all of the above. 

Russia’s Membership 
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine has made itself a pariah on the international 

stage. While the Russian Federation remain a member of the Council, 
though the Arctic Council’s official business has been on pause since Russia 
started its war in March 2022. 

Question. What is the future of the Arctic Council given Russia’s actions in 
Ukraine and the strain it has placed on the Arctic Council’s ability to function as 
a body? 

Answer. Because of Russia’s illegal full-scale invasion of Ukraine—contrary to the 
values of the Arctic Council—the United States and its likeminded Arctic partners 
paused their participation in the Arctic Council during Russia’s chairmanship in 
March 2022. Since then, the Council has taken incremental steps to advance work 
and recently agreed to the gradual resumption of virtual meetings of the Arctic 
Council’s Working Groups and Expert Group to ensure critical Arctic projects can 
advance through the region’s preeminent multilateral forum without returning to 
business as usual with Russia. The United States will continue to adjust its partici-
pation as needed in response to the behavior of the Russian Federation while also 
seeking to sustain the Council, and advance our interests, as outlined in the U.S. 
National Strategy for the Arctic Region. 

Resources in Arctic 
The Arctic is changing more rapidly than any other place on Earth. The 

race to explore and exploit this region as it becomes more accessible certainly 
presents opportunities but also great risks. 

Question. What is your vision for responsible activities and resource management 
in the Arctic? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will work with other federal agencies and the State of 
Alaska, in consultation with Alaska Native Tribes, communities, and corporations, 
to prioritize good governance, environmental responsibility, and sustainable develop-
ment of natural resources in support of the National Security Strategy and the Na-
tional Strategy for the Arctic Region. The Strategy’s Climate Change and Environ-
mental Protection Pillar and the Sustainable Economic Development Pillar empha-
size the importance of reducing emissions, improving scientific understanding, and 
conserving ecosystems, all while supporting the pursuit of economic opportunities 
and sustainable development for local communities, including critical minerals. 

Question. How do the other Arctic nations approach and manage increased human 
activity in the Arctic. In what areas do you think better cooperation is necessary? 
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Answer. Other like-minded Arctic states share similar strategies, and, if con-
firmed, I would work closely with our Arctic allies and partners, as well as our mis-
sions in the region, to manage increased human activity in the Arctic. 

University of Alaska 
Question. Dr. Sfraga, while employed by the University of Alaska, Fairbanks, was 

it your responsibility to negotiate or implement any MOUs with Chinese univer-
sities? Did you negotiate or implement any MOUs with Chinese universities? 

Answer. No. I did not negotiate, sign, or implement any MOUs while employed 
by the University of Alaska, Fairbanks. This was the purview of the Dean and Pro-
vost. 

Question. Senator Risch stated that you ‘‘appeared on a panel with Russians sanc-
tioned by the United States Government.’’ Is that accurate? Can you please re-
spond? 

Answer. In 2021, I spoke on a virtual panel of the Fort Ross Dialogue. To my 
knowledge, other panelists on that panel were not and have not been sanctioned. 
I was also not aware of any sanctioned entities sponsoring the event; to my knowl-
edge neither Transneft nor Sovcomflot were sanctioned at the time of the event. 

In 2017, I participated in-person on a panel at The Arctic: Territory of Dialogue 
event in Arkhangelsk, Russia, as previously reported to the committee. Dr. Elena 
Kudryashova, Rector of the Lomonosov Northern (Arctic) Federal University, mod-
erated the panel and was sanctioned in June 2022. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO DR. MICHAEL SFRAGA BY SENATOR JAMES E. RISCH 

Question. What do you view as the main purpose of this position? What are the 
primary responsibilities you will assume if confirmed? 

Answer. If confirmed as Ambassador-at-Large for Arctic Affairs, I would serve as 
the counterpart to other nations’ Arctic Ambassadors; provide expertise to and facili-
tate communication among our bilateral ambassadors; lead U.S. delegations at 
international Arctic meetings, conferences, or events; inform U.S. Arctic policy; ad-
vance applicable strategies and initiatives; and communicate and project U.S. Arctic 
policy at home and abroad. I would engage with domestic Arctic constituents, uti-
lizing my personal and professional networks throughout the State of Alaska and 
Indigenous communities, to advocate with and for them globally, as appropriate. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

In your initial answer to the question above, you stated that, if confirmed, 
you would ‘‘engage with domestic Arctic constituents, utilizing [your] per-
sonal and professional networks throughout the State of Alaska and indige-
nous communities, to advocate with and for them globally, as appropriate.’’ 
In a later question, you noted your ‘‘decades of experience and leadership in 
Arctic-related issues as well as substantial personal and professional net-
works in Alaska, to include the Alaska Federation of Natives, State of Alas-
ka, Indigenous and rural communities, Native corporations, and industry.’’ 

Question. Please confirm that, if confirmed as a State Department official, 
you would have no remit, authority, responsibility, or other role in U.S. do-
mestic policy beyond those directly connected to relations between the 
United States and foreign governments and other international Arctic 
stakeholders. 

Answer. If confirmed as Ambassador-at-Large for Arctic Affairs, as a 
State Department official, I would have no remit, authority, responsibility, 
or other role in U.S. domestic policy beyond those directly connected to rela-
tions between the United States and foreign governments and other inter-
national Arctic stakeholders. 

Question. If confirmed, what is your plan to establish the format and operations 
of this office and build a foundation and precedent for future successors in the role? 

Answer. The office would serve as a single point of contact with the State Depart-
ment for applicable Arctic matters. The Ambassador’s office would be developed to 
complement and elevate, rather than duplicate existing work across the Depart-
ment. Office staff are already working closely with colleagues in the relevant func-
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tional and regional bureaus and at missions abroad, as well as the interagency, to 
develop policy, plan and lead coordination meetings, and prepare U.S. Government 
representatives for internal and external Arctic engagements. If confirmed, I would 
be eager to benefit from their already-strong working relationships and would bring 
my own expertise and leadership to the position. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION 

Question. How would you avoid potential conflicts of interest involving 
matters related to individuals or organizations with whom you have a prior 
relationship? 

Answer. If confirmed, I will comply with all federal ethics laws, rules and 
regulations. In my ethics agreement, I committed to resigning from all out-
side positions upon confirmation, and I understand my obligation under the 
ethics regulations to recuse from working on official matters involving the 
organizations from which I am resigning. I will not show undue preference 
in my role as Ambassador-at-Large to any organization or individual, and 
I will seek guidance from the Department of State Ethics Office on any eth-
ics issues that arise. 

Question. If confirmed, how to you plan to structure this office? Please describe 
the size and organizational structure of the Arctic Ambassador’s staff as you envi-
sion it, and how it will fit into the broader bureaucratic structure at the Depart-
ment. 

Answer. As of March 2024, the Ambassador’s office has five staffing billets in ad-
dition to the Ambassador: a Chief of Staff, two Senior Advisors, a Public Diplomacy 
Officer, and an administrative support professional. If confirmed, I would lead the 
office and seek opportunities to add to its expertise. I do not foresee changes to De-
partmental organization, but I would seek to coordinate and convene the many 
stakeholders, including our missions abroad and Arctic leaders in other agencies, to 
strengthen unity of effort in a results-driven approach. 

Question. If you are confirmed, how do you view your role as Arctic Ambassador 
in the context of other bodies in the U.S. Government that manage various aspects 
of U.S. arctic policy? 

Answer. The Office of the Arctic Ambassador should add value through leadership 
and its circumpolar foreign policy perspective to elevate and amplify the excellent 
work the U.S. Government and its many Arctic partners already do. If confirmed, 
I would work closely with Arctic leaders across the Executive Branch and the Con-
gress to advance U.S. interests. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you coordinate your work with U.S. Government 
bodies and non-government organizations? Please be specific. 

Answer. The Department is fortunate to already have strong collaborative part-
nerships with the many agencies working on Arctic issues, supported by regular 
interagency coordination calls and detailees who work at the Department of De-
fense’s Ted Stevens Center in Alaska. If confirmed, I would bring to the position 
decades of experience and leadership in Arctic-related issues as well as substantial 
personal and professional networks in Alaska, to include the Alaska Federation of 
Natives, State of Alaska, Indigenous and rural communities, Native corporations, 
and industry. The office of the Ambassador-at-Large would continue to serve as the 
central point of contact to help external entities navigate the Department’s organi-
zational structure on Arctic-related matters under my leadership. If confirmed, I 
would also seek to bring interagency expertise into the Department, either through 
the detail process or other mechanisms. Similarly, I would seek to partner with or-
ganizations focused on Arctic affairs in ways that advance U.S. policy and leader-
ship in the region. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS 

Question. In your initial response to the question above, you described 
your potential role as being, ‘‘the central point of contact to help external 
entities navigate the Department’s organizational structure on Arctic-re-
lated matters under my leadership.’’ What did you mean by this? 

Answer. Within the Department of State, numerous functional and re-
gional bureaus handle respective Arctic-related equities, including bilateral 
relationships with Arctic states, PRC regional ambitions, NORAD, NATO, 
Arctic Council, climate change, energy security, investment screening, and 
critical infrastructure, among many others. If confirmed, the Ambassador’s 
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office will continue to help other federal agencies, Congressional offices, and 
like-minded foreign governments connect to the most appropriate experts in 
the State Department based on the issue at hand. 

Question. What ‘‘external entities’’ are you referring to? 
Answer. ‘‘External entities’’ are those external to the Department. Pri-

mary examples include other federal agencies, Congressional offices, and 
like-minded foreign governments. 

Question. What measures and safeguards would you implement to ensure 
that helping ‘‘external entities navigate the Department’s organizational 
structure,’’ does not enable foreign or external actors to advocate more effec-
tively for policies that are at odds with U.S. national security interests? 

Answer. ‘‘External entities’’ are those external to the Department such as 
other federal agencies, Congressional offices, and like-minded foreign gov-
ernments. Serving as this central point of contact would help the Ambas-
sador’s office maintain awareness of the myriad of Arctic-related activities 
in various offices and bureaus, both to ensure all internal Department 
views are represented and accounted for externally, and also to ensure our 
collective awareness of foreign or external actors aiming to advocate for 
policies at odds with U.S. national security interests. 

In your response to the question above, you stated that you ‘‘would seek 
to partner with organizations focused on Arctic affairs in ways that advance 
U.S. policy and leadership in the region.’’ 

Question. Which organizations did you have in mind? 
Answer. If confirmed, I would fully comply with the Department’s poli-

cies, guidance, and legal requirements related to any potential partnership 
with any organization, including related to the identification and vetting of 
potential partners. 

Question. How would you evaluate these organizations’ goals to ensure 
compatibility with U.S. interests? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would fully comply with the Department’s poli-
cies, guidance, and legal requirements related to any potential partnership 
with any organization, including related to the identification and vetting of 
potential partners. Any potential partner would not only be vetted through 
multiple offices and bureaus with Arctic equities throughout the Depart-
ment, but also through the Under Secretary for Management as well as the 
Bureau of Global Public Affairs as needed. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you coordinate with the Senior Arctic Official? 
Answer. The Senior Arctic Official (SAO), a Senior Foreign Service Officer in the 

Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific Affairs, would 
continue to represent the United States in the Arctic Council and liaise with his or 
her counterparts in other Arctic States. If confirmed, I would build upon and expand 
the already close working and strategic relationship between the Ambassador-at- 
Large office and the SAO and staff, as I would with all Department officials engaged 
in Arctic affairs, to ensure U.S. equities in the Arctic Council both shape and are 
shaped by a holistic view of U.S. foreign policy priorities. If confirmed, I would work 
with the SAO to ensure the Ambassador’s office is effectively supporting U.S. initia-
tives and interests at the Council. 

Question. If confirmed, what role do you anticipate you will play in U.S. participa-
tion in the Arctic Council? 

Answer. The Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific 
Affairs would continue to house the SAO and represent the United States in the 
Arctic Council. If confirmed, I would provide additional expertise on matters in the 
Council’s purview, coordinate with the SAO on specific matters pertaining to the 
Council, as appropriate, and join the SAO at international meetings and fora, when 
needed, to reinforce and enhance our nation’s position in the Arctic and within the 
Council. 

Question. What role, if any, do you believe that the Office of the Arctic Ambas-
sador should play in liaising with indigenous communities in the United States? 
Please explain the reasoning behind your answer. 

Answer. The State of Alaska makes the United States an Arctic State, and our 
northern communities living in the Arctic understand the profound changes hap-
pening there through personal experience. The Administration’s National Strategy 
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for the Arctic Region (NSAR), published in October 2022, notes that coordination, 
consultation, and co-management with Indigenous Peoples should underpin all U.S. 
work in the Arctic. Whether participating in the Arctic Council, cultural efforts such 
as the in Fulbright Arctic Initiative, or other people-to-people exchange programs, 
the Indigenous Peoples of the Arctic must be able to advocate for shared interests. 
If confirmed I would leverage my extensive network to incorporate Indigenous 
knowledge, perspectives, and concerns in policy formation as applicable. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you coordinate with the Arctic Executive Steering 
Committee? 

Answer. In my current position as Chair of the U.S. Arctic Research Commission, 
I am a member of the Arctic Executive Steering Committee (AESC) and the Chair’s 
coordination processes. If confirmed, I would build on my close relationship with the 
team at the White House to ensure the Department of State is robustly represented 
in the interagency and to ensure other agencies have access to the Department’s ex-
pertise and counsel in shaping their own work. I would also work closely with the 
AESC Chair to ensure synergistic efforts, avoid duplication of work, and harmonize 
dovetailing workstreams. 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS 

In your responses to several previous questions, you described your close 
relationships with Native communities. Russia and China have repeatedly 
used Native communities as a conduit for foreign malign investment and in-
fluence that might otherwise be subject to increased regulatory scrutiny. 

Question. If confirmed, how would you work with Allies and other stake-
holders to address this vulnerability? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would work to share best practices and lessons 
learned with like-minded governments on USG efforts to invest in infra-
structure, improve access to services, and support growing economic sectors 
to improve Allied and Arctic community collaboration. I would also work 
with Allies and partners to expand high-standard investment, counter the 
narrative of adversaries, and advance sustainable development across the 
Arctic region. 

Question. In your resubmitted nomination file, you list a new professional 
affiliation as a Senior Fellow at Arctic360. Please describe the nature of 
your role at Arctic360 and your responsibilities. 

Answer. During my approximately one year as a non-compensated Senior 
Fellow, I was not active in the organization. I stepped down in February 
2024. 

Question. Why is your name not listed on the ‘‘Senior Fellows,’’ section 
of the website? See here: https://arctic360.org/senior-fellows. 

Answer. As noted in my previous answer, as of February 2024, I am no 
longer affiliated with the organization. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you prioritize your work on security and non-se-
curity issues related to the Arctic? 

Answer. Russia’s war against Ukraine has upended the longstanding paradigm of 
regular cooperation in the Arctic and made cooperation with Russia in the Arctic 
virtually impossible. Traditional military and other security issues (e.g., energy, 
food, infrastructure) are interconnected in the Arctic, and the Department is fortu-
nate to have a robust collection of Bureaus and offices engaged in the full scope of 
work on U.S. Arctic priorities. If confirmed, I would seek to bring my expertise and 
leadership on these intersecting issues to further advance the full suite of U.S. for-
eign policy objectives in the region. I would leverage the Department’s breadth and 
depth of regional and functional expertise to elevate U.S. leadership in the Arctic 
and ensure security remains at the forefront of our efforts in this region of growing 
geopolitical tensions. 

Question. In general, what do you believe have been the successes and failures 
of the Arctic Council? 

Answer. For nearly three decades, the Arctic Council has been the preeminent 
forum for intergovernmental cooperation on Arctic issues, with the exception of 
those related to military security matters. As a consensus-based forum, the Arctic 
Council has succeeded in advancing circumpolar work on issues of mutual interest 
to all Arctic States while providing a place unique among international fora for In-
digenous Peoples’ participation. It has maintained Arctic State primacy over re-
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gional governance issues and provided space for the genesis of key legally binding 
arrangements on topics such as oil spill response and search and rescue. However, 
in a region of increasing geopolitical competition and global interest, the Council 
will need to reflect on, adapt to, and evolve with these changing circumstances to 
retain its influence and importance. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you work to combat Russian influence in inter-
national engagements focused on the Arctic, including in the Arctic Council? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would elevate U.S. leadership in the Arctic by rep-
resenting U.S. views and priorities through a robust international presence as well 
as strategic domestic participation in related fora. I would stand side-by-side with 
our six Arctic NATO Allies to advance our collective interests. This new ‘‘trans-Arc-
tic’’ alliance reinforces the Transatlantic Alliance. Presenting an unequivocable vi-
sion in support and defense of our nation’s interests—as well as those of our Allies— 
is an important role for the Ambassador to play. Our active, substantive presence 
at the global policy table protects our influence. Strong, persistent, visible U.S. lead-
ership is needed throughout the Arctic. I would leverage the tools at my disposal 
to represent the United States, providing a strong and consistent message to 
counter the narratives pushed by our adversaries. 

Because of Russia’s illegal full-scale invasion of Ukraine—contrary to the values 
of the Arctic Council—the United States and its likeminded Arctic partners paused 
their participation in the Arctic Council during Russia’s chairmanship in March 
2022. Since Norway took over as Chair in May 2023, the Council has taken incre-
mental steps to advance its work, and Arctic states recently agreed to the gradual 
resumption of virtual meetings of the Arctic Council’s Working Groups and Expert 
Group to ensure critical Arctic projects can advance through the region’s preeminent 
multilateral forum without returning to business as usual with Russia. If confirmed, 
I would support the United States interagency as it continues to adjust its participa-
tion as needed in response to the behavior of the Russian Federation while seeking 
to sustain the Council and advance U.S. interests as outlined in the 2022 National 
Strategy of the Arctic Region. 

Question. In general, what do you believe are Russia’s economic, geopolitical, stra-
tegic, and environmental goals in the Arctic? 

Answer. The Arctic remains central to Russia’s economy and national security in 
large part because of its dependence on oil, natural gas, and mineral resources in 
the north. This reality, coupled with the impacts of U.S. and like-minded nation 
sanctions and actions to constrain Russia’s economy, make Russia ever more des-
perate to secure new markets for and investments in its resource development, most 
prominently with the PRC. However, Russia must balance reliance on the PRC with 
its national identity as an Arctic State, viewing Arctic dominance as key to being 
a global superpower. Russia’s north is also home to important Russian strategic as-
sets, and its militarization and expanding collaboration with the PRC presents a 
new frontier of geopolitical challenges for the United States and our allies. 

Question. Russia has floated the idea of leaving the Arctic Council and recently 
removed all mentions of the Arctic Council from its Arctic policy. In your opinion, 
how would the official departure of Russia from the Arctic Council positively or neg-
atively affect the Council? 

Answer. The Arctic Council has, from its inception, included participation by all 
eight Arctic States, which makes it the premier forum for Arctic cooperation and 
maintains Arctic State preeminence over issues of regional governance. If confirmed, 
I would work closely with our likeminded Arctic Allies and partners to sustain the 
Arctic Council, in line with U.S. interests and as outlined in the National Strategy 
for the Arctic Region. 

Question. How do risks posed by the inability to cooperate with Russia on sci-
entific and environmental compare to the risks posed by Russia’s growing influence 
in the Arctic? 

Answer. Russia contains about 45 percent of the geographical Arctic and more 
than half of Arctic coastline. Russia’s north is central to its economy and national 
security, and it maintains a large military presence across the region. Its bases out-
number all combined NATO bases in the Arctic by thirty percent. Furthermore, in-
accessibility of scientific data from this part of the Arctic impedes scientific work 
critical to better understanding climate change and its impacts, while Russia’s ambi-
tion to increase shipping across the Northern Sea Route, accessed through the Ber-
ing Strait, poses increased environmental risks. If confirmed, I would seek to en-
hance our coordination with Arctic Allies to mitigate the impact of Russia’s violation 
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of international principles and provide a bulwark against Russian malign actions in 
the Arctic. 

Question. How should U.S. diplomatic strategy toward the Arctic reflect the rising 
security threats from Russia’s military buildup in the Arctic region? 

Answer. The Arctic has always been a region with military activity. The key to 
ensuring U.S. national security and homeland defense in the Arctic is making sure 
we have adequate domain awareness and capabilities in the region by deepening our 
alliances and partnerships with likeminded states, investing in regional governance 
mechanisms, and ensuring diplomatic, commercial, and military presence. The ac-
cession of Sweden and Finland to NATO opens a new phase of cooperation to 
counter Russia’s activities in the Arctic. If confirmed, my position would elevate U.S. 
leadership and diplomatic presence in the region and support efforts outlined in na-
tional strategies, which acknowledge increasing strategic competition in the Arctic 
and seek to position the United States to both effectively compete and manage ten-
sions. 

Question. In the past, Russia has used its Arctic territories as a testing ground 
for weapons, including nuclear weapons. If such a nuclear test were to occur during 
your tenure in the role to which you have been nominated, how would you advise 
the Secretary of State and President to respond? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would consult closely with relevant State Department of-
fices and leadership, the Department of Defense, and the White House to develop 
a response that includes an Arctic perspective before making any recommendations. 

Question. Do you believe China, as a self-declared ‘‘near-Arctic state,’’ is entitled 
to participation in platforms and international policy discussions about the Arctic? 
If so, what level of participation do you believe they should they have? 

Answer. The PRC is not a near-Arctic State. It does, however, have ambitions to 
increase its regional influence and undermine Arctic State preeminence through 
dual-use scientific research, strategic economic investments, and robust participa-
tion at international events, while remaining the pacing challenge for the United 
States globally. The Arctic Council is the premier forum for Arctic governance, and 
the United States is committed to preserving that status. The PRC is one of 13 non- 
Arctic states accredited as an Arctic Council Observer—a non-decision-making sta-
tus—while other platforms related to Arctic cooperation include more extensive par-
ticipation by non-Arctic states. I share the committee’s concerns about the PRC’s in-
tentions in the Arctic and, if confirmed, would seek to leave no doubt about U.S. 
Arctic leadership and Arctic State primacy over regional governance issues. 

Question. How should the U.S. respond to Chinese attempts to pursue resource 
extraction in the Arctic, including of critical minerals? 

Answer. The vast majority of mineral and other non-living natural resources in 
the Arctic are under national jurisdiction, either land territory or the continental 
shelf of an Arctic coastal state. The small area of Arctic seabed resources beyond 
national jurisdiction is within the competence of the International Seabed Authority 
(ISA). Thus, access to mineral and other non-living natural resources in the Arctic 
is subject to approval by the respective Arctic coastal state or the ISA. It is therefore 
imperative the United States hold the PRC to its international obligations and work 
with other Arctic states to preserve the competencies of the ISA and improve allied 
investment screening mechanisms. 

Question. If confirmed, how do you envision your work on the Arctic influencing 
or affecting broader U.S. strategy toward China? 

Answer. The PRC has ambitions to increase its regional influence and undermine 
Arctic State preeminence through dual-use scientific research, strategic economic in-
vestments, and robust participation at international events, while remaining the 
pacing challenge for the United States globally. If confirmed, I would ensure U.S. 
Arctic policy is consistent with and supportive of overall U.S. policy toward the PRC, 
protect the full breadth of U.S. interests, and work to include U.S. Arctic interests 
in policy formation processes government wide. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO DR. MICHAEL SFRAGA BY SENATOR ROBERT MENENDEZ 

Question. Dr. Sfraga, in your opening statement, you highlighted how Russia and 
the People’s Republic of China are increasing their cooperation to elevate and ad-
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vance their presence and influence in the Arctic. What challenges does Russia face 
in the Arctic region, and why is China seen as a crucial partner for its Arctic devel-
opment? 

Answer. The Arctic remains central to Russia’s economy and national security due 
in large part to its dependence on oil, gas, and mineral resources in the north, the 
increasing accessibility of these resources due to climate change, and the increasing 
need for these resources due to the impacts of U.S. and likeminded nation sanctions 
and actions to constrain Russia’s economy. Russia’s war against Ukraine has upend-
ed the longstanding paradigm of normal cooperation in the Arctic. The United 
States and our partners have isolated Russia diplomatically and worked collectively 
to degrade the Kremlin’s war economy. The PRC has become its principal investor, 
leveraging Russia’s economic challenges to increase the PRC’s influence, including 
its ambitions in the Arctic. 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED 
TO DR. MICHAEL SFRAGA BY SENATOR MARCO RUBIO 

Question. In May 2022, Secretary Blinken said that the People’s Republic of China 
(PRC) is the ‘‘only country with both the intent to reshape the international order 
and, increasingly, the economic, diplomatic, military, and technological power to do 
it.’’ The Chinese Communist Party (CCP) clearly holds the reins of power in the 
PRC and has used this power to commit genocide in Xinjiang, flood our communities 
with fentanyl, and emit the largest quantity of greenhouse gases in the world today. 
With their absolute control of Chinese society and industry, the CCP could stop all 
of these destructive actions tomorrow if they so choose to do so. Is the CCP a threat 
to the United States? 

Answer. Last year, the Director of National Intelligence testified ‘‘the CCP rep-
resents both the leading and most consequential threat to U.S. national security and 
leadership globally.’’ As Secretary Blinken has said, under President Xi, the CCP 
has become more repressive at home and more aggressive abroad. If confirmed, I 
will advance U.S. national security interests and counter the People’s Republic of 
China (PRC) efforts to expand its problematic influence and use of coercion, through 
diplomatic engagements, public diplomacy, and commercial advocacy to bolster U.S. 
ties across the Arctic region. 

Question. Does the CCP undertake any activities that are beneficial to U.S. inter-
ests? If so, please explain. 

Answer. As Secretary Blinken has said, the CCP has become more repressive at 
home and more aggressive abroad. According to the Office of the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence’s 2023 Annual Threat Assessment, the CCP is seeking to ‘‘under-
cut U.S. influence, drive wedges between Washington and its partners, and foster 
some norms that favor its authoritarian system.’’ 

Question. Do you believe that there are any areas within which the CCP that 
would constructively work with the United States in good faith, knowing that at any 
moment Chinese interlocuters with U.S. representatives could be disappeared at a 
moment’s notice? If so, please explain. 

Answer. I believe we are clear eyed about the challenges in the relationship. The 
United States will work with the PRC to address transnational challenges, such as 
climate change, when it is in the U.S. interest to do so. If confirmed, I will work 
with my colleagues across the U.S. interagency and Congress to advance U.S. objec-
tives and counter harmful behavior by the PRC. 

Question. If confirmed, will you approve any joint activity with organizations or 
representatives from the PRC in the countries or areas in which you will work? 

Answer. If confirmed, my priority will be advancing U.S. national security inter-
ests in the Arctic region and countering efforts by our strategic and regional com-
petitors to undermine those interests. The Administration has been clear that the 
PRC is the most consequential geopolitical challenge facing the United States, and 
that the United States is committed to working to strengthen our partners in the 
region. If confirmed, I will work closely with regional and functional bureaus, our 
missions abroad, the interagency, and Congress to address the PRC’s efforts to ex-
pand its influence in the Arctic region. 

Question. As you may be aware, a group of federal employees penned an open let-
ter to President Biden criticizing U.S. support for Israel in the aftermath of Hamas’ 
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brutal terrorist attack on October 7, 2023. In addition, on January 16, 2024, employ-
ees from nearly two dozen agencies staged a walkout in protest of the administra-
tion’s Israel policy. Efforts like these directly undermine the duty of our diplomats 
to advance the policies of the President of the United States. Yes or no, did you sign 
the letter to the President expressing opposition to the President’s Israel policy? 

Answer. No. 
Question. Yes or no, did you participate in the January 16, 2024, walkout? 
Answer. No. 
Question. If confirmed, would you define an employee or contractor, operating 

under your supervision, that signs an open letter criticizing you, or policies you un-
dertake at the instruction of the President, as insubordination as defined by the 
Government Accountability Office? 

Answer. If confirmed, I would seek to address employee concerns personally by 
creating an open, trusting, and harassment-free work environment. I am mindful of 
and value Department employees’ right to free speech under the First Amendment. 
Moreover, I understand the expression of disagreement does not in and of itself con-
stitute insubordination. If confirmed, I would work with the Department’s Office of 
the Legal Adviser to determine the proper course of action should such a matter 
arise. 

Question. In your view, are the actions these federal employees took, by anony-
mously signing a letter to the President of the United States, covered as ‘‘whistle-
blowing’’? 

Answer. I believe these employees were expressing a dissenting view to their lead-
ership. If confirmed, I would work with the Department of State’s Office of the Legal 
Adviser as necessary to understand whether a particular action constituted whistle-
blowing. I would hope that employees would feel confident to directly raise their 
concerns with their supervisors and management rather than doing so anonymously 
or signing a public letter. 

Question. If confirmed, how will you address discipline issues, such as insubor-
dination, that do not take established dissent channels? 

Answer. I am mindful of and value Department of State employees’ right to free 
speech under the First Amendment. If confirmed, I will make sure that employees 
in the office of the Ambassador-at-Large for Arctic Affairs know that there are sev-
eral avenues available to express policy disagreements. I would encourage employ-
ees to use established channels to express their views. 

Question. Have you ever expressed support for an Israeli ceasefire in Gaza? 
Answer. No. 
Question. Do you agree that Hamas is an antisemitic entity? 
Answer. Yes, Hamas is a terrorist group and antisemitic entity. This foreign ter-

rorist organization seeks to eliminate the State of Israel, and its founding charter 
calls for the killing of Jewish people. 

Question. Would a ceasefire allow these groups to reconstitute and attack Israel, 
and Americans, in the future? 

Answer. I have never worked on issues related to the Middle East. It is my under-
standing that the Administration supports temporary humanitarian pauses to allow 
for an influx of aid into Gaza and the safe exit of hostages and other vulnerable 
people. 

Question. Do you agree that calling for a ceasefire in Gaza means calling for Israel 
to stop its pursuit of Hamas, a designated foreign terrorist organization, that or-
chestrated the October 7 attacks and still refuses to release all Israeli and American 
hostages? 

Answer. I have never worked on issues related to the Middle East. It is my under-
standing that the Administration’s stated policy is to support temporary humani-
tarian pauses to enable a sustained flow of aid and to allow the voluntary movement 
of civilians seeking safer locations. Working with partners, the U.S. Government is 
attempting to secure the release of all hostages held by Hamas. The U.S. Govern-
ment supports Israel’s right to protect itself from Hamas’ terrorism, consistent with 
international law. 

Question. Do you believe that Israel, in its operation against Hamas, which is 
known to use civilians as human shields, is taking all necessary steps to minimize 
civilian casualties? 
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Answer. I have no experience on issues related to the Middle East. I understand 
that the U.S. Government supports Israel’s right to protect itself, consistent with 
international law, and that the Administration has urged Israel to differentiate be-
tween civilians and Hamas terrorists and to avoid civilian casualties. Hamas’s use 
of civilians as human shields, a blatant violation of international law, does not less-
en Israel’s obligations under international humanitarian law. 

Question. The Protecting European Energy Security Act (PEESA) required the De-
partment to submit a list to Congress and then sanction all vessels and other enti-
ties involved in pipelaying activities related to Nord Stream 2. Under your capacity 
in the Economic Bureau, the Department chose to look the other way as a Russian 
front organization, continued pipelaying projects, and this Russian entity was ex-
empt from sanctions. Did anyone inform you there were organizations operating as 
Russian front entities? 

Answer. I have not worked in the Department of State’s Bureau of Economic and 
Business Affairs. 

Question. Under your leadership, the University of Alaska apparently almost 
agreed to allow access to the email systems of the university to the CCP. Why did 
you agree to this? 

Answer. I was not involved in or aware of any discussions about allowing the CCP 
access to University of Alaska email systems. 

Question. Do you believe the CCP has the best interest of American’s private in-
formation, including electronic communications they have? 

Answer. No. 
Question. While working in an official capacity, you travelled to China and Russia, 

including sitting on panels with sanctioned individuals, on numerous occasions 
without reporting the trips. Why didn’t you report these trips, as required? 

Answer. I disclosed and discussed my travel with two agents of DSS in connection 
with my nomination. I further appreciated the opportunity to provide additional in-
formation to this committee on my travels spanning decades of engagement on Arc-
tic issues and have disclosed travel throughout the process as the committee re-
quested it. I assure you I share the committee’s concerns about the PRC and Russia 
and did not intentionally withhold information at any time. 

In 2021, I spoke on a virtual panel of the Fort Ross Dialogue. To my knowledge, 
other panelists on that panel were not and have not been sanctioned. I was also 
not aware of any sanctioned entities sponsoring the event; to my knowledge neither 
Transneft nor Sovcomflot were sanctioned at the time of the event. 

In 2017, I participated in-person on a panel at The Arctic: Territory of Dialogue 
event in Arkhangelsk, Russia, as previously reported to the committee. Dr. Elena 
Kudryashova, Rector of the Lomonosov Northern (Arctic) Federal University, mod-
erated the panel and was sanctioned in June 2022. 

Question. Why did you continue to leave out unreported trips from your notifica-
tions when instances of these trips were brought to light? 

Answer. I share the committee’s concerns about the PRC and Russia and did not 
intentionally withhold information or purposefully omit any trips at any point in 
this process. I disclosed and discussed my travel with two agents of DSS in connec-
tion with my nomination. I further appreciated the opportunity to provide additional 
information to this committee on my travels spanning decades of engagement on 
Arctic issues and have disclosed travel throughout the process as the committee re-
quested it. 

Question. In recent years, we have seen an increase in Chinese and Russian mili-
tary ships patrolling Alaska’s coast in the Bering Sea. We know our adversaries 
take interest in the region’s rich mineral deposits and shipping lanes. Why have we 
seen an increase of Chinese and Russian ships coming so close to our sovereign ter-
ritory in recent years? 

Answer. The United States is seeing increased Russia-PRC cooperation in the Arc-
tic, including in the Bering Sea and Strait, a strategic chokepoint. For many years 
Russia-PRC cooperation focused on economic investment in the Russian Arctic, but 
this cooperation is now expanding to joint naval exercises, growing economic ties, 
and cooperation between the FSB and the Chinese Coast Guard in the Arctic. Rus-
sia and the PRC are two competitors who actively seek to challenge sovereignty and 
territorial integrity. If confirmed, I would look forward to supporting existing Ad-
ministration efforts, as well as advocating for an increase in the number of U.S. ice-
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breakers actively deployed in the Arctic and the completion of the nation’s first Arc-
tic deep draft port in Nome, Alaska. 

Question. How does China’s recent self-declaration as a ‘‘near-Arctic state’’ reflect 
its new approach to the region? 

Answer. In the PRC’s 2018 Polar White Paper and its March 2022 Five-Year Plan, 
the PRC outlines its goals to create a Polar Silk Road through economic investments 
and scientific research. It also signaled its intent to play a larger role in oceans gov-
ernance, including in the Arctic. The PRC views the Polar Regions as a ‘‘strategic 
frontier,’’ as it does the deep sea, outer space, and cyber space. The PRC seeks to 
exploit all these domains to their advantage. I share the concerns of the committee 
about the dual-use nature of PRC research in the region and the potential for eco-
nomic coercion and dependence on the PRC. 

Question. In your view, should China be treated as a partner or an adversary in 
the Arctic region? 

Answer. The PRC is the pacing challenge for the United States globally, with am-
bitions in the Arctic to increase its influence through dual-use scientific research 
and strategic economic investments intended to undermine Arctic State preeminence 
in the region. I share the committee’s concerns about China’s activities in the Arctic 
and, if confirmed, would seek to leave no doubt about U.S. leadership in the region 
as an Arctic State and about Arctic State primacy over regional governance issues. 

Question. How do you think great power competition will play out in the Arctic 
region? Do you believe that China and Russia will work together to undermine U.S. 
interests in the region? 

Answer. The PRC’s gateway to the Arctic goes through Russia. This helps explain 
why we are seeing increased Russia-PRC cooperation in the Arctic, expanding from 
economic investment to joint naval exercises off the coast of Alaska. If confirmed, 
I will look to work with the Department of Defense to invest in defense and deter-
rence in the Arctic, while acting in a predictable and transparent manner to reduce 
the risk of miscalculation, build resilient Arctic communities, promote investment 
and sustainable development in the region, and uphold international law, rules, 
norms, and standards in the Arctic. 
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