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A Note from the Author on the Government Gangsters

			Unsurprisingly, the government gangsters that I expose in these pages didn’t want this book to come out. Yet, by law, I needed their approval before we could publish.

			Contractually, all former government employees with high-level security clearances who write a book must submit the manuscript to the government for prepublication review. Only after a certified review by all agencies and departments that the government chooses did we publish the book you’re now reading. 

			During that review process, government bureaucrats from nine separate agencies and departments attempted to stop me. They delayed publication for almost eight months (stretching out a process that normally takes three to four months) to edit minor parts of ten paragraphs. Only after I filed a federal lawsuit against the government did the Department of Defense (DoD) magically finish its work and “release” my manuscript.

			During the review process, the government often demands unnecessary redactions under the pretext of protecting classified information and—get this—“unclassified information that may lead to the compromise of classified information.” As you will see in this book, abusing the classification system is a common tactic government gangsters use to cover their tracks and bury their own corruption. They used this maneuver to redact some of the material in these pages.

			I could have fought again in court to remove the unnecessary redactions, but at the cost of delaying publication even longer. It was more important to get the truth out as soon as possible, even if I couldn’t expose every last detail.

			Special thanks to Christopher Mills for taking the fight to federal court. 

			This book was not easy to publish. It’s the book the Deep State doesn’t want you to read. But they failed. I will not—and will never—let government gangsters stop me from putting the Mission First.  





 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			To Mummie & Pappa,

			for daring to cross the Earth in search of the American Dream, for providing us with that Dream, and for letting us create our own Dreams. And for everything else, this book is for you, JSK.
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Introduction

			The Deep State and Its Discontents

			Sometimes I wonder how, for the past seven years of my life, I have been on the front lines of every major national security and political battle against what has become known as the Deep State.

			I’m just a guy from Queens and Long Island with the same story as so many others. I didn’t have some special upbringing or education. My parents aren’t rich or famous. They’re just a couple of working-class immigrants from India. Hell, my biggest memories as a kid are going to Disney World and hockey games—pretty much as milquetoast Americana as it can get. Yet somehow I found myself right in the eye of an extended shitstorm that probably did more than anything to rip off the mask of our elites and reveal the rank corruption behind their façade. I guess it all started when I ended up breaking open the biggest criminal conspiracy by government officials since Watergate—Russia Gate.

			Russia Gate was as dangerous to our country as it was convoluted: Agents from the Democrat Party hired a foreign asset to cook up false rumors about the presidential nominee of the Republican Party. Then, crazed partisans hijacked the law enforcement apparatus using those rumors, repeatedly lying to a federal court in order to unlawfully surveil the Republican nominee and rig the election. Targeted disinformation campaigns by government operatives and the jackals in the fake news mafia fueled a “scandal” leading to a witch hunt investigation that consumed years of the nominee-turned-president’s term. I don’t know if a spy novelist could have come up with something more outrageous and tragic. How that scandal came to light—and my part in it—comes later. But that’s only a small piece of this book.

			Ultimately, this isn’t a story about one scandal, or even an exposé on the famous cast of malicious characters in Washington, DC (though trust me, I have a lot to say about them). This is a story about how the American people—myself included—slowly came to realize the truth about those who run our country; how the problems we face are not just the result of our leaders’ incompetence but more so their malice; how the media is not just one-sided but liars; and most of all how what became known as the Deep State isn’t some crazy conspiracy but a real force—and the most dangerous threat to our democracy.

			The Trump era was, more than anything else, an apocalypse in the truest sense of the word. It was an unveiling. It was a time when suddenly we came to see that unaccountable elites in Washington armed with the powers of the state believe that anything is justified—absolutely anything—to preserve their power. This book is about how we discovered that truth and what we should do now that we know what we’re up against.

			For years as a public defender, a federal prosecutor, a congressional staffer, and finally a top aide to President Trump, I was able to observe our elites firsthand and see how the system worked. I fought battle after battle against the spiteful mandarins who continually attempted to subvert the orders of the duly elected president to achieve their own political ends. I made enemies of the most powerful names in the imperial city. Through it all, I refused to play the part of the always-losing loyal opposition. Instead, I learned how to win with the truth, exposing their corruption—and the Deep State has never forgiven me for it.

			What exactly is this “Deep State” that I speak of? Some of the characters in this book are elected leaders. Others are yellow journalists in the media who serve as peddlers of propaganda and disinformation at the behest of the ruling elites. Still others are Big Tech tycoons and actors affiliated with non-governmental organizations, who carry water for the Democrat Party and the radical left. But my most dogged opponents were officials within the executive branch itself—members of the unelected federal bureaucracy who think they have the right to rule America, not Congress or the president. Altogether, these actors have come to be known as the Deep State. A few years ago, most Americans had never heard the term “Deep State,” and those who had would have thought that the idea of some murky shadow government operating behind the curtains in Washington, DC, was just a little too outlandish—something that may exist in other countries but certainly not in the United States in the twenty-first century.

			Today, it is impossible to deny: America simply doesn’t work the way we were told in Schoolhouse Rock!. All sides of the political spectrum can acknowledge that the people are not the sole sovereigns of America acting through their representatives in Congress and in the White House. The people and their wishes are not even the primary deference point for power in our government. Instead, there are groups of people at the highest levels of government, business, and culture who operate independently of elections and of the people. They aren’t mentioned in the Constitution, and they have their own rules, priorities, interests, and sources of power. As I confronted them time and again, I caught them manipulating the national security apparatus and failing to put our government’s no-fail mission first—the mission to keep the American people safe and secure. Not only that, but they would abuse their power to subvert what the people voted for, twisting reality according to their own purposes and shredding the foundations of our constitutional republic in the process.

			At first glance, they can seem to be everywhere and nowhere all at the same time. Here we see a politicized investigation, and there we see the absence of a needed and legitimate investigation, coupled with failure of oversight, accountability, or even interest from Congress or the press. Here we see a selective leak of classified information to damage a certain political movement or actor, with the establishment media acting in unison—often using the exact same language and phrases—to reinforce the Deep State’s narrative. There we see a seemingly coordinated cover-up where the truth seems to always remain hidden, or even blocked from dissemination by Big Tech. Taken in isolation, every little event is able to be explained away. “It was a bad apple.” “It was an oversight.” “It was a single abuse of authority.” But taken together, a picture emerges of a coordinated, ideologically rigid force independent from the people that manipulates the levers of politics and justice for its own gain and self-preservation. This group is the Deep State.

			It is worthwhile to be very clear who we are talking about. Because the Deep State likes to operate in the shadows using arcane bureaucracy, opaque legal minutia, hidden levers of power, and insider political gamesmanship largely unfamiliar to the American public, it is easy to believe that the Deep State has more power than it really does.

			But the Deep State is not some highly organized international league with regular meetings at Davos, the UN, or the WHO where they plot global domination. Nor is it limited to single bad officers or bad actors within the vast federal government who make wrong decisions that undermine the public trust. Really, the Deep State is the politicization of core American institutions and the federal governmental apparatus by a significant number of high-level cultural leaders and officials who, acting through networks of networks, disregard objectivity, weaponize the law, spread disinformation, spurn fairness, or even violate their oaths of office for political and personal gain, all at the expense of equal justice and American national security. Within the government, they operate at the highest levels of almost every agency, from the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) to the intelligence community to the Department of Defense (DoD). In many ways, this bureaucratic wing of the Deep State is the most dangerous.

			The existence of an independent, unelected, politicized bureaucracy is not new. It has been operating and growing within our government for decades. President Eisenhower warned about it when he spoke of “an immense military establishment and a large arms industry [that] is new in the American experience,” which he dubbed the “military-industrial complex.” Eisenhower warned in his farewell address that “in the councils of government, we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted influence…by the military industrial complex. The potential for the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will persist.”1

			Eisenhower wasn’t the only one to bristle against independent actors within his own government. President Nixon also faced recurring trouble as bureaucrats continually attempted to stymie his initiatives. Almost every Republican president has come across the Deep State within the government in less obvious ways when the bureaucracy that is supposed to be under presidential authority slow-walks direct orders, leaks false information designed to damage the administration, or presents the president with restricted options on key questions that fit into the box the bureaucrats have already designed. In the most extreme circumstances, corrupt bureaucrats imagine a crime and then manufacture the evidence to pin on their opponents. They are thugs in suits, nothing more than government gangsters who act like they are righteous.

			For the most part, this politicized bureaucracy hampers Republicans and supports Democrats. There are many reasons for that. The bureaucracy is centralized in DC, one of the most liberal places in America. Staff is uniformly left wing, and not at all moderate. By its nature, it is made up of pro-government people who are all “educated” at left-wing universities. Not to mention, the left tends to fetishize government power while the right sees the government sometimes as a tool and other times as a barrier to human flourishing. Because of this, Republicans have traditionally been skeptical of, and sometimes even hostile to, the politicized federal bureaucracy while Democrats have supported it. It’s a simple rule that is almost always the case: Democrats and the Deep State are on the same team.

			But for the Democrats, this is a devil’s bargain. Shortly before Donald Trump took office, an unlikely person laid out the threat. Senate Democrat Chuck Schumer warned Trump against crossing a key member of the Deep State—the intelligence community. “You take on the intelligence community?” Schumer said. “They have six ways from Sunday of getting back at you.”

			Senator Schumer said this with obvious glee. His words were a threat that Trump should watch himself. But when you embolden and unleash a power you can’t control, it’s only a matter of time before that power turns on you. Right now, the Democrats and the Deep State are on the same team. Only a fool could imagine that their interests will align forever. But even if Democrats get most every policy they want with the help of the Deep State, will it be worth the cost? The price of rule by the Deep State is high—nothing less than the end of self-government in America.

			That is not hyperbole. Our battle with the Deep State isn’t just another theater in the fight between Democrats and Republicans. At the root, this isn’t partisan at all. It’s about the nature of our government. The Deep State is a cabal of unelected tyrants who think they should determine who the American people can and cannot elect as president, who think they get to decide what the president can and cannot do, and who believe they have the right to choose what the American people can and cannot know.

			This is a battle between the people and the corrupt ruling class. It’s a choice between whether America decides its policies and direction by vote, or whether we are ruled by the whims, egos, greed, and power struggles of a small body of incestuous, power-hungry, unelected oligarchs in Washington who hate us and play by their own made-up rules. If they win, we don’t have a democracy, a republic, or a sovereign people anymore. We have a tyranny that has arrogated for itself the right to wield absolute control over the American people.

			So while Democrats might enjoy watching the Deep State do battle against President Trump and the America First movement, they—and all Americans—should be very afraid. The shocking and terrible details of what the Deep State has already done to increase its power fill this book. Suffice to say, there are no depths to which the Deep State will not descend, crimes they will not commit, or lives they will not destroy to get their way. But that doesn’t mean they are invincible.

			I have confronted the Deep State as a public defender in Miami and a federal prosecutor at the National Security Department in the Department of Justice (DoJ). I uncovered their inner workings as the lead investigator of the Russia Gate hoax while serving as a staffer in the House of Representatives. And I continued to fight the Deep State as the senior White House counterterrorism official in the Trump administration, the principal deputy to the acting director of national intelligence, and the chief of staff for the Department of Defense. In these pages, I will take you through every stage of my journey, how I battled the agents of the Deep State leviathan, what I did to win, and how we can defeat them for good.

			We have no time to lose. The survival of the American Republic is at stake. bjn





Part I

			The Department of Justice





Chapter 1

			Reckless DoJ

			I wasn’t always a committed warrior against the corrupt permanent bureaucracy in Washington, DC. But looking back, what I learned when I was young—and what I saw throughout my career—led me to become one of the Deep State’s most dogged opponents. In many ways, it was the normalcy of my life that has made me so disgusted with the abnormality of the Deep State. Like so many regular, honest people, I found it hard to believe that anyone in real life could be as treacherous and evil as the villains portrayed in books and movies. Yet my eyes were opened. Let me explain.

			Like most Americans who grew up in the ’80s and ’90s, I was pretty trustful of public officials, if I ever thought of them. Truth be told, I was much more focused on other things. Our home was always busy with my siblings, my parents, my dad’s eight brothers and sisters, and me all living in the same house. But beside the tight quarters, overall it was a pretty milquetoast Americana upbringing. I grew up watching the New York Islanders and playing hockey, a passion I still have today. One of my favorite memories as a kid was when my extended family would take an annual pilgrimage (fifteen-cars-deep) from our home in Queens to Disney World.

			Like a lot of immigrant parents, my mom and dad urged me to focus on my studies and be mindful of religion and my heritage. Because of that, I’ve always had a very deep connection with India. As I was raised Hindu, my family went to temple and prayed at home in our shrine room, making sure to celebrate big holidays like Diwali and Navratri. I remember going to Indian weddings as a kid that were unlike any other party I had been to before—or since. Five hundred people celebrating for a full week was considered a small affair. But some of my favorite memories were more personal. Because my mom didn’t want any meat in the home and preferred to serve vegetarian meals, my dad and I would have to sneak away to get our fix. Every time we wanted some butter chicken, we’d head out to Jackson Heights in Queens over to Little India on 72nd Street. I can still remember all the smells and flavors and how wonderful it was to spend time with my dad. Of course, we weren’t really that sneaky. My mom knew exactly what we were doing and gave us a little wink and nod. Going out for butter chicken became a weekly ritual for me and my dad.

			While I am very close to my parents, growing up we didn’t talk much about philosophy or first principles or anything like that. But my whole childhood was infused with a sort of dispositional conservatism: my family is proud to be American, we value hard work, we cherish fairness, we believe in personal responsibility, and we don’t think anyone has a right to special favors or special treatment. The vast majority of the American people share these values, and we expect those around us, especially our leaders, to do the same.

			Public Defender

			Acting like a stereotypical Indian American, I grew up wanting to be a doctor. Two things disabused me of this idea. First, a guidance counselor in college sat me down and laid out what the next eight years of my life would be like if I decided to pursue medicine. “You know, it’s going to be a lot of hard work,” she told me. “After graduating, you have to apply for medical schools. If you get in, then you have to study again for even more years before you apply to residency. Then if you actually get into a residency program, you do that for a few years before you can finally get out and start your career in your thirties.”

			I am very thankful for doctors. That doesn’t mean I want to be one. I took one look at the med school program and said, “Nope, I’m out.”

			The second reason I dropped the idea of being a doctor was because I had another career path unexpectedly planted in my head. In high school, I used to caddy at the Garden City Country Club in Long Island. There were a lot of very wealthy members and important New Yorkers who hit the links there, but a few guys in particular always caught my attention. It was a group of defense lawyers. Of course, when they got on the course, they always talked business, and they had some of the most interesting (and sometimes terrifying) stories about their clients and the high drama of the courtroom. I didn’t understand exactly what they did, but being a lawyer seemed interesting.

			After listening to them and deciding against the medical school route, I figured law school was a perfect option. But truth be told, I didn’t exactly want to be a defense lawyer like those guys on the golf course. In a trial, everyone deserves a lawyer—even criminals. But in my mind, I saw law school as a perfect way to climb the economic ladder. Instead of being a first-generation immigrant golf caddy, I could be a first-generation immigrant lawyer at a white shoe firm making a ton of money. Of course, the image was all the more appealing considering the amount of debt I’d have graduating from law school.

			With that, off to law school I went. Problem was that my dreams of the sky-high salary at the prestige firm never quite materialized. In fact, after all my applications, nobody would hire me. It was certainly humbling, but I think the universe was planning something much better by pushing me in a different direction.

			So why did I eventually end up as a public defender? I enjoyed a class on trial litigation in law school, and the defense lawyers back at the Garden City Country Club were certainly some fascinating characters. I decided it could be worth a shot. On the advice of a buddy of mine, I headed out to Miami to interview as a public defender. Only later did I learn that the public defender office in Miami-Dade, Florida, was the number one defense office in the country. Surprisingly, I got the job, and I would be learning from the very best. So much for the high-rise legal world.

			While I was very excited to start, it was admittedly a strange fit. As I mentioned, I grew up pretty apolitical. Through my college years, I started to move more and more to the right politically. But public defenders are left-wing. Actually, they’re not just left-wing. They are to the far left of the left wing. These are the types of people who often don’t mind letting criminals off the hook because they had a bad upbringing, or because they didn’t hurt the victims that badly. In fact, they are the types of people who usually see criminals as the true victims and American society as the real bad actor (unless, of course, the alleged criminal is a right-winger who participated in the January 6th protest in Washington; public defenders have no kind words for them).

			All that being said, I couldn’t be happier that I became a public defender. Yes, some of my colleagues were crazy. But me, I always cared about justice and wanted those who did good to be rewarded and wrongdoers to be punished. As a public defender, I saw firsthand that results like that don’t just happen. The most effective way to reach the right results in each and every case is to have the right process—to have due process—and public defenders are essential to achieve due process.

			Lawyers, like a lot of professionals, often try to make things overly complicated to prove how smart they are. But for all its complexity in the legal field, the basis of due process is very simple: every single person accused of a crime is presumed innocent until proven beyond a reasonable doubt that he is guilty, and the evidence to prove that guilt has to be laid out openly and fairly in a court of law. Over the centuries, the British and then Americans built upon their experience to create safeguards that would guarantee a fair outcome, developing what we now call due process. For example, in law, like in any field, people can be corrupt or biased. In a court case, a corrupt or biased person serving as the judge can send the wrong person to jail, or worse. To help fix that, our forefathers created the jury system so that no single person’s faults would improperly condemn the accused. Similarly, if innocence is always presumed, then if the federal government is prosecuting someone, and the prosecutor discovers evidence that supports the innocence of the defendant, the prosecutor is obligated to share that with the defense. Imagine you’re accused of robbing a bank, but the person prosecuting you finds video surveillance showing you at a Subway down the street at the same time. This rule means that the prosecutor can’t hide that information in order to secure a conviction. In America, we call that the Brady rule, named after a 1963 US Supreme Court decision.

			All of these procedures are supposed to act as guarantees that innocent people don’t get locked up for crimes they didn’t commit—and to be 100 percent sure that the people who are punished by the law deserve it. Public defenders are a vital part of this system because the average person accused of a crime will have no training in the intricacies of the law and probably can’t afford a high-dollar private defense attorney.

			All that theory aside, I did learn pretty early on that while left-wing public defenders often grandstand about due process and the rights of the accused, they frequently act like hypocrites. The people I worked with in the public defender’s office were totally comfortable representing some criminals, like robbers or murderers. But when it came to more seedy crimes like sexual assault or crimes with children, nobody volunteered. They claimed to believe everyone being prosecuted has a right to a lawyer, but they never actually wanted to personally be that lawyer. I knew that if I was going to be a public defender, I wasn’t going to half-ass it. I figured that if due process is the right of all people in all criminal cases, then that applies to the worst of the worst as well. If my client was guilty and deserved punishment, I completely agreed with the conviction. But at a bare minimum, the prosecutors had to prove guilt beyond a reasonable doubt with all the evidence on the table. With that in mind, I volunteered to represent those whom nobody else wanted to.

			Putting my colleagues’ hypocrisy aside, the lawyers I worked with did teach me an extremely valuable lesson: in order to be a good public defender, I needed to be able to walk into a court of law, look a law enforcement officer or a federal prosecutor in the eye, and call him a liar to his face, if the evidence warranted it. Too often, people are afraid to contradict those in authority positions. And of course, the vast majority of law enforcement personnel and federal prosecutors are good people. But some aren’t—and some have absolutely no problem lying or twisting evidence in order to secure a conviction.

			Ultimately, this taught me a lot about human nature, including lessons that helped me during my battles against the Deep State in Washington. I learned that when people think they are in the right, then they can always find a way to make the ends justify the means. If they have to lie, leak, cover up, or twist the truth to accomplish their mission, it often doesn’t matter as long as they are convinced that their mission is righteous. I also learned that if people in authority face no consequences when they break the rules, then they will break the rules. Worse, when people are encouraged to break the rules, they will break them again and again. The lack of accountability breeds contempt for the law and incentivizes bad behavior. Frequently, people with power won’t do what is right when nobody is looking.

			This is exactly how I saw the Deep State operate in its attempt to take down President Trump. Ruling class elites determined that Trump was evil and that they were good, so in their attempts to take him out, nothing was out of bounds. Yet even long before Trump’s election in 2016, these lessons about human nature were hammered home to me in one of my biggest cases as a public defender, a case focused on a Colombian drug cartel.

			Brady Violation

			There is something different about people who spend their lives working for the federal government. There are many great, dedicated federal employees out there. I worked with loads of them in the Trump administration. But there is something about Washington that gives people an air of haughty self-righteousness. In the Department of Justice, it seems the closer one gets to the top, the more shameless and self-righteous one becomes. But even in the lower levels, many federal employees have a chip on their shoulder. That was certainly the case with some federal prosecutors.

			I was a public defender first for Miami-Dade and then in the Southern District of Florida for nearly nine years. As a federal public defender, I regularly stood toe-to-toe in the courtroom against federal prosecutors. Honestly, I can’t tell you how many times I caught the feds abusing due process or lying on the witness stand. The worst instance I ever experienced came in 2013 when I was representing Jose Luis Buitrago, a Colombian national accused of drug smuggling. It was all part of one of the biggest narco-trafficking cases in the history of the US Southern District of Florida.

			Based on everything I had learned during my years as a public defender up to that point, I knew that even if my client was guilty in some way, it was wrong for me to just assume that he was guilty of everything the government asserted. Prosecutors commonly pump up their accusations to the highest degree possible knowing that if they have a lot of claims, they can secure a heavier conviction. It’s not a bad tactic—as long as your claims can be supported with evidence. Speaking of evidence, by that point, I had also learned that evidence of wrongdoing or of innocence doesn’t just appear out of nowhere. It has to be found—and that takes a lot of legwork. So for this case I got myself on a plane and flew to Colombia. Part of the federal prosecutor’s case hinged on Colombian cops who had caught the alleged drug traffickers before they were brought before the court in Florida, so I wanted to talk to those cops.

			After searching out some witnesses in the less-than-glamorous neighborhoods surrounding Bogota, I discovered some bombshell evidence: the Colombian cops who had caught my client and others had their salaries paid by the US government through the US Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA). Not only did the federal prosecutor on the case fail to disclose that these payments had happened when she was explicitly asked, she even denied having known about the payments at all when we caught her. But the Colombian cops I spoke with had clear-as-day testimony. They were paid by the US federal government, they proactively worked with the federal government to entrap my client, and they had discussed this openly with the federal prosecutor on the case.

			Big trials like this take a long time. You have to gather evidence, review a massive amount of documents, interview witnesses, set court dates, and so much more. Over that time, I showed the federal prosecutor how I caught her lying through her teeth. I gave her my witness testimony showing that she was withholding exculpatory evidence about my client—a direct Brady violation that was clearly unconstitutional. As the months and months went on preparing for the trial date, I gave the prosecutor every single out possible, telling her that all she had to do was come clean and admit that they had withheld the information, and we could move on. Truth be told, the prosecutor could have made her case even if she openly acknowledged that the feds had paid the Colombian police. But for some reason the prosecutor just couldn’t admit the truth. Government officials at the DoJ are used to prosecuting those who violate the law. They are not used to being caught violating the law themselves—and when they are, they never like to admit it.

			With that, I had no choice but to represent my client to the absolute best of my ability in accordance with the law. On the first day of the trial, through cross examination of the first witness the government called, I showed the evidence to the judge demonstrating undeniably that the federal prosecutor had lied and committed a Brady violation, a cardinal sin for a prosecutor. The judge was absolutely livid, berated the prosecutor for violating the law, and effectively forced the government to dismiss the case, releasing the client with a sentence of time served. It was a major embarrassment for the federal prosecutor and the Department of Justice. In the end, the DoJ threw out one of the biggest drug prosecutions in history all because they were too proud to admit they were wrong and too self-righteous to follow the rules of due process. True to DC form, the prosecutor was not held responsible or fired for what she did. Sadly, it wasn’t the last time I would catch federal law enforcement trying to bury exculpatory evidence without facing consequences. Soon enough, I would see the failings of the DoJ from the inside.





Chapter 2

			In the Belly of the Beast

			When high-level members of the federal bureaucracy like Sally Yates or James Comey actively undermined President Trump, one of the media’s most common defenses was that these civil officials were defending their institutions—like the DoJ or the FBI—against political manipulation. The truth is that most of these people don’t give a damn about the institutions they are supposed to serve. They only care about themselves. I experienced this personally at the DoJ. After my years as a public defender, I was hired by the National Security Division in DoJ headquarters (commonly referred to as Main Justice) in Washington, DC, as a terrorism prosecutor. I had enjoyed my time as a public defender, and I did a lot of good in Florida. But after nine years, I wanted to help convict terrorists the right way. And then there’s the fact that a job as a federal prosecutor at Main Justice is a dream job for a young and ambitious lawyer.

			Tajikistan

			I started the job in the winter of 2013 to 2014 just as ISIS was beginning to emerge as an international threat. With terrorist attacks continuing around the world, my new job gave me the opportunity to save lives through my prosecutions and make a name for myself within the DoJ. Yet while I was trying to do my best to serve my country and accomplish the mission of the DoJ, I soon realized that my bosses at HQ didn’t have my back. Ultimately, they were more concerned with politics and optics than with defending those who wanted to serve the institution. This hard lesson came after I was unjustly thrown out of a court by a rogue judge. The case involved a man named Omar Faraj Saeed al-Hardan, whom we were prosecuting for working with ISIS. He was in contact with Syrian bomb makers, and we uncovered plans that he was going to attempt to blow up American shopping malls.

			After a yearlong investigation, we finally took the case to the grand jury and received an indictment, formally charging al-Hardan with terrorism-related offenses. After this point, there was a quick arraignment, which I held in Texas (where the case was charged), and then a lengthy recess before we were due back in court. In the meantime, I had other cases I was working and headed to Tajikistan, a Muslim majority country that borders Afghanistan, to track down witnesses as part of my work to take down the ISIS emir of special operations. Out of nowhere, the judge in Texas on the al-Hardan bomb maker case decided to schedule a hearing. The local US prosecutor wasn’t able to handle it because he didn’t do terrorism cases, so Main Justice called me and told me I had to get to the hearing, which was set for less than twenty-four hours from when I got their phone call. It didn’t matter that I was in Dushanbe, Tajikistan, about as far away from the continental United States as it is possible to get. What mattered was that the mission came first, which meant I needed to get stateside fast. So I ran to the airport, hopped on a plane, and barely made it, rushing from the airport to the courtroom with my lead FBI agent providing transport.

			I didn’t have time to prepare. When I travelled to Tajikistan, I had slacks and a blazer, but I left all my suits at home. Tajikistan isn’t exactly a place filled with western wool suits and ties. When I got off the airplane, I didn’t have anything else suitable for court, so I showed up to the judge’s chambers in what I was wearing: pants, a button down, and a blazer. The judge in Houston was having none of it. He started berating me, telling me I had no purpose there, asking why the taxpayers had to waste money to fly me around, and condemning me for coming in without a tie. He demanded to check my passport to ensure I wasn’t lying to him about where I was, as if I wanted to show up without a full suit before a judge who was known to be rather cuckoo. It didn’t matter that all these problems stemmed from my work to peg an ISIS terrorist. The judge had it out for me from the get-go, and the local prosecutors were abject failures to the mission. They didn’t say a word in my defense.

			I put on a perfect face answering with, “Yes, your honor,” and, “No, your honor,” in all the right places, the whole time refusing to let him get under my skin. He eventually threw me out of his chambers. Throughout the entire experience, all I could think was to not blow up or do anything stupid. I wasn’t going to let a hothead judge ruin our case against terrorists. I had to put the mission first. It was way more important to secure a guilty verdict against a criminal than it was to push back against a judge who let his position go to his head.

			Back at Main Justice, folks read the transcript of what happened. I even have emails from Sally Yates—the woman who would later have to be removed by President Trump as the acting attorney general after she infamously refused to enforce travel restrictions on terrorist hotspots—who expressed to me that the judge was in the wrong. Senior leadership at the Justice Department told me they were furious about what the judge did to me and praised me for keeping my cool. In fact, years later the transcript of that conversation was still used to train federal prosecutors on how to avoid being provoked.

			The problem was, all those officials like Sally Yates refused to say any of that publicly, and the media would report whatever they wanted to. In this case, they had the judge’s side of the story and that was it, so they ran with it and dragged my name through the mud. It was far from the last time the media would slander me. Meanwhile, my superiors at the Justice Department did nothing, effectively letting the judge loudmouth about my allegedly disrespectful conduct while the DoJ was restricted from sharing our side of the story. It all came down to a calculation: they didn’t want to stick their necks out to defend one of their own because they didn’t want to risk bad press or getting in a spat that might tarnish their reputations. Senior DoJ leaders had no problem covering for the rotten federal prosecutor who violated the Constitution in the Colombian narco-trafficking case. That’s because their opponents were an accused drug runner and a lowly public defender. Yet when their own prosecutor was actually in the right, they refused to step up to the plate because their opponent was a federal judge, and nobody wanted to be seen contradicting a federal judge. Cowards.

			For too many at the highest levels of the DoJ, optics, not justice or any consideration of right and wrong, governs decision-making. As I soon experienced, those optics never matter more than when it came to DoJ officials defending their Democrat political allies—especially Hillary Clinton.

			Prosecuting the Benghazi Terrorists

			The September 11, 2012, attack in Benghazi, Libya, that killed four Americans—Ambassador Christopher Stevens, Foreign Service Officer Sean Smith, and two former Navy SEALs named Glen Doherty and Tyrone Woods—was a complete tragedy. It was also completely avoidable. A large group of terrorists associated with al-Qaeda descended on our diplomatic compound and a nearby CIA facility over the course of the night as a result of massive and scandalous intelligence failures and security lapses. Leadership in the State Department, the CIA, and the Obama administration was caught completely unaware.

			The American people were justifiably outraged. How could terrorists kill an American ambassador eleven years after 9/11? What the hell were our leaders doing—or not doing—that allowed this to happen?

			Back in the States, it was clear President Obama thought he had a much bigger problem than the murder of Ambassador Stevens on his watch. He was in the final months of his reelection campaign, and one of his campaign’s core messages was that he had terrorism under control. In fact, he was running on the slogan “bin Laden is dead, and General Motors is alive.” Benghazi blew that narrative to pieces. The terrorist attack was also a massive embarrassment for then secretary of state Hillary Clinton, who, as the head of the State Department, was ultimately responsible for the safety of her diplomats.

			Both Obama and Clinton had to take some of the blame for what happened in Benghazi. But it’s what they did afterward that turned a tragedy into one of the most shameful displays of politicking our nation has ever seen. In order to deflect criticism away from themselves, the Obama administration engaged in a ludicrous disinformation campaign to spread the lie that the Benghazi attack happened because of an anti-Muslim video in another part of the world. How those things were connected they never did say and never could prove. The point was to find some excuse—any excuse—instead of what was obvious: that they failed to provide enough security for their ambassador and that President Obama and Hillary Clinton did not have a handle on terrorism. Ultimately, they lied about what caused the death of four brave Americans for the sake of political expediency.

			In the end, it worked. President Obama won reelection against the Republicans’ very weak candidate, Mitt Romney. Meanwhile, several government entities were still investigating what exactly had happened in Libya. At the Department of Justice, I was part of the team conducting the criminal investigation into the Benghazi attack. This wasn’t the same thing as a congressional inquiry designed to have public hearings and produce a report. This was a real-deal national security investigation created to assemble mountains of evidence in order to prosecute the terrorists who murdered four Americans.

			It was no small task. After I started at the DoJ, I was embedded with America’s top special operations teams, through the US Special Operations Command (SOCOM), to help manage special military operations and maximize impact. As a representative from the DoJ, I was there to help manage the legal side of special operations. For example, if we found a terrorist, I was one of the stakeholders looking at the evidence, helping determine recommendations for what to do next, whether it was a drone strike, a Special Forces raid, or even attempting to capture the terrorist to bring him back to America for prosecution.

			Another important job of the DoJ liaison at SOCOM was to help find evidence in active conflict zones. We called it captured enemy material (CEM). It could be anything from witness testimony to surveillance footage to laptops and hard drives. The point was if we needed to prosecute a terrorist up to the American standards of justice, we needed to line up all of this material and turn it into evidence that was usable in a court of law in America, which was a monster lift. Not every piece of material can be used as evidence. American courts require strict rules to ensure faulty evidence is not used to prosecute anyone, though this cuts against us sometimes in national security prosecutions. One limitation in these prosecutions is that we can’t have our [image: ]Special Forces officers marching into an open US court hearing, [image: ][image: ]. So we have to get creative and abide by due process at the same time. [image: ][image: ].

			Captured enemy material was exactly the type of on-the-ground evidence we were using in the Benghazi prosecution. By the time the DoJ was moving in full force to compile evidence and bring prosecutions against the Benghazi terrorists, I was leading the prosecution’s efforts at Main Justice in Washington, DC. The Benghazi prosecution was a monumental effort involving multiple teams at the department. My job was to help coordinate the efforts, working with the US attorney who would actually go to trial to get search warrants, approve indictments, and do all the necessary background work that has to take place long before a trial ever starts, including turning CEM into usable evidence.

			While at Main Justice, I got a much closer view of the senior leadership of the department and other big names in Washington—people like Obama’s attorney general, Eric Holder, and his successor, Loretta Lynch, as well as other personalities who would soon become household names in America, like FBI Director James Comey and his deputy, Andrew McCabe. When it came to the Benghazi investigation, I saw that these leaders were nothing more than political gangsters, frauds, and hypocrites.

			Despite the fact that we had reams of evidence against dozens of terrorists in the Benghazi attack, Eric Holder’s Justice Department decided to only prosecute one of the attackers. Rank and file lawyers in the DoJ, like myself, told our leadership that we had the evidence to win against all of these terrorists, but they ignored us and only brought the cases that they deemed “fit.”

			Knowing their decision to go soft on terrorists would cause a lot of grumbling, both in the department and among the American people, DoJ leadership then attempted to act tough against the one terrorist we were prosecuting by charging him with crimes that we didn’t have the evidence to support. Because of that decision, when Main Justice asked me if I’d be willing to move to the trial team, I declined. I told them explicitly that I didn’t trust the prosecutorial decisions they were making. I ended up being proven right. On the entire second set of charges where I informed DoJ leadership that we didn’t have enough evidence, the Benghazi terrorist was acquitted on all such counts.

			But it wasn’t just DoJ leadership making bad decisions. It was also the FBI, a sub-agency under the authority of the DoJ. While the DoJ may prosecute cases, the FBI is the entity tasked with collecting evidence. That means outside of the DoJ, the only people who knew the strength and breadth of the evidence we had against dozens and dozens of Benghazi terrorists were the investigators at the FBI. But when Holder’s Justice Department decided not to prosecute, the FBI said nothing. It was easily within the power of people like Comey and McCabe to call up the Department of Justice, lay out the facts of the case, and say that they stood by the FBI’s work and that we had more than enough evidence to lock these terrorists up. But they didn’t. They let the evidence that their agents spent untold numbers of years collecting and processing sit and gather dust while terrorists avoided American justice.

			And it’s not like senior leadership at the FBI was averse to pushing their preferred prosecutorial decisions. Within a few short years, Comey would go on national television and tell the world that he recommended no charges be brought against then presidential candidate Hillary Clinton for her unlawful mishandling of classified information on her private email servers. His actions totally hijacked the role of the DoJ—which has sole discretion to make the decision whether or not to press charges—and politicized the Clinton investigation in an election year. It was not his call to make, but he didn’t seem to care.

			So why was Comey so adamant to publicly and improperly influence the prosecutorial decision-making against Hillary Clinton but deathly silent, even on legitimate internal channels, when it came to Benghazi? Why did the Obama Justice Department decline to prosecute the rest of the Benghazi terrorists and then permit Comey to bandy about on the national stage, doing their political dirty work for them as America’s top cop? Comey’s political grandstanding revealed his true aversion to justice and exposed just how massive an ego he has. It wouldn’t be the last time he’d put on such a display.

			As I sat there in the Department of Justice looking at all the information before me, I could only come to one conclusion: whether it was Eric Holder or James Comey or anyone else with a high-level leadership position in the federal bureaucracy, all of their decisions were 100 percent political. Obama may have won reelection despite the Benghazi scandal, but by the time we were prosecuting some of the terrorists who committed the attack in 2014, Hillary Clinton was preparing her run to succeed Obama and become the next president. A high-profile court case that reviewed all the details of the Benghazi fiasco would hinder Hillary’s political chances, so the Obama administration and their FBI allies beat it all back.

			This was the complete opposite of what I observed in other, less politically charged cases. I served as the lead DoJ prosecutor for the 2010 World Cup bombing in Uganda, which killed an American. The case was a perfect example of the US government and international partners working together to get things done. I had a personal stake in this one too. My father is from Uganda, so I was able to visit his home under police escort while visiting the country. The police escort was necessary because literally the night before the trial started, the lead Ugandan prosecutor on the case was assassinated in front of her children. Despite the grave danger in this case and continued threats from the terrorists, we tracked down every person responsible for the attack and for the assassination of the prosecutor. We were able to prosecute every single one of them. That’s how it’s supposed to be done. But when it came to Benghazi, political leaders at the top kept our hands tied.

			Ultimately, when it came to Benghazi, the Obama administration, the FBI, and the DoJ wanted to seem tough on terrorism, so they kept minimal prosecutions open and brought up big sounding charges that we couldn’t support. But what they wanted most of all wasn’t justice. It was political power. And in an attempt to keep political power, they threw out American justice, and terrorists went free on their watch.
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