£1.FBI email, Jane to Steve, NSLU Reesponse, Aug. 29, 2001.“Jane” says she only asked whether there was suf-
ficient probable cause to open the matter as a criminal case and whether the criminal agent could attend any inter-
view if Mihdhar was found. She said the answer she received to both questions was no. She did not ask whether
the underlying information could have been shared. Jane interview (July 13, 2004). The NSLU attorney denies
advising that the agent could not participate in an interview and notes that she would not have given such inac-
curate advice. The attorney told investigators that the NSA caveats would not have precluded criminal agents from
joining in any search for Mihdhar or from participating in any interview. Moreover, she said that she could have
cone to the NSA and obtained a waiver of any such caveat because there was no FISA information invelved in this
case. There are no records of the conversation between “Jane” and the attorney. “Jane” did not copy the attorney
on her email to the agent, so the attorney did not have an opportunity to confirm or reject the advice “Jane™ was
civing to the agent. DOJ Inspector General interview of Sherry 5., Nov. 7, 2002,

“Jane” asked the New York agent assigned to the Mihdhar search to sign a FISA acknowledgment form indi-
cating the agent understood how he had to treat FISA information. Because no FISA information was involved,
she should not have required him to sign such a form. To the extent she believed, incorrectly, that the Attorney
Generals 1995 procedures applied to this situation, there was in fact an exception in place for New York. DO]
Inspector General interview of Sherry 5., Nov. 7, 2002, More fundamentally,”Jane” apparently understood the wel-
ter of restrictions to mean, in workday shorthand, that any information gathered by intelligence agencies should

not be shared with criminal agents. This was incorrect. DO] Inspector General interviews of Jane, July 16, 2003,
[Now, 4, 2002,



