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Robert Mueller’s Michael Flynn misconduct may be the key to his dismissal
If Special Counsel Robert Mueller knew former National Security Advisor Michael Flynn didn’t lie to 
FBI about his conversation with Russian ambassador Sergei Kislyak in Dec. 2016, and withheld 
exculpatory evidence from him and his attorneys, Mueller should be removed from Special Counsel 
Immediately for prosecutorial misconduct.

Cartoon: Clinging Hillary
Some people just don’t know when It’s over.

These are not schools: they are Stalinist indoctrination camps
It has been almost a week since the “student” walkout over school safety. After studying the event 
and the aftermath, It has become Increasingly clear the walkout was nothing more than a political 
stunt. It had nothing to do with safety; it had nothing to do with allowing students to voice their 
opinions, it was all about progressives in national politics and the schoolhouse using children as 
political props. This begs the question, why are we funding these political indoctrination camps?

Daniel Ashman: Robert Mueller has been botching investigations since the Anthrax 
Attacks
“Under Mueller’s management, the FBI launched an investigation lasting ten years. They 
now brag about spending ‘hundreds of thousands of investigator hours on this case. ’ Let’s take a 
closer look at Mueller’s response to understand the context of the investigation — who his people 
investigated, targeted, and found guilty. ”

Robert Mueller’s Michael Flynn misconduct may be the key to his dismissal
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By Robert Romano

Did former National Security Advisor Michael Flynn ever even lie to the FBI on Jan. 24, 2017 about 
his Dec. 22, 2016 conversation he had with Russian ambassador Sergei Kislyak?

The Washington Examiner’s Byron York reported on Feb. 18 that the FBI did not think so, reporting, 
“[Former FBI Director James] Comey told lawmakers that the FBI agents who interviewed Flynn did 
not believe that Flynn had lied to them, or that any inaccuracies in his answers were intentional.”

Ultimately, lying to investigators was exactly the charge brought by Special Counsel Robert Mueller 
that Flynn has pled guilty to. But now, Flynn’s sentencing has been delayed amid reports that the 
Mueller was compelled to turn over exculpatory evidence to Flynn’s attorneys. Before that, the judge 
that was overseeing the case was similarly compelled to recuse himself after it was revealed he was 
the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) court judge who had authorized surveillance on one­
time Trump campaign advisor Carter Page.

The Flynn matter is also presumably what Mueller or Congress will most likely be bringing against 
President Donald Trump for removal on a fanciful charge of obstruction of justice.

I write “fanciful” because nobody at the time thought that Flynn had done anything wrong by having 
the conversation with Kislyak — including the FBI which investigated the conversation concluding no 
crime had been committed, the Washington Post reported a day prior to his Questioning on Jan. 23, 
2017 — even if the conversation did mention the Obama administration’s midnight implementation of 
sanctions against Russia. That was no crime.

Meaning, as of Jan. 24, 2017, there was no crime for the FBI to have been investigating Flynn for 
having committed, by the FBI’s own account, nor one to have questioned Flynn about. If the reporting 
by the Washington Post on Jan. 23, 2017 is correct, there should be a record of the FBI inquiry into
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the legality of the Flynn conversation with Kislyak, calling into question what the purpose of the 
interview was.

Was the Justice Department trying to set Flynn up with a process crime by interviewing him? Either 
way, the public and Congress should be allowed to review the transcript of the interview in its entirety 
immediately so we can make up our own minds about what really happened. No more guessing.

Since that time, the American people have learned that it was Deputy Attorney General Sally Yates 
who was obsessed with the idea that Flynn had committed a violation of the Logan Act by talking with 
Kislyak.

As the Examiner’s York reported on Dec. 3, 2017, “Former Deputy Attorney General Sally Yates has 
told Congress that the Logan Act was the first reason she intervened in the Flynn case — the reason 
FBI agents were sent to the White House to interview Flynn in the Trump administration's early days.
It was that interview, held on Jan. 24, 2017, that ultimately led to Flynn's guilty plea.”

But the Justice Department’s interest in the Logan Act might have predated the Kislyak phone call. As 
York reports: “Starting in the summer of 2016 and intensifying in the transition period, the Logan Act, 
while mostly unknown to the general public, became a hot topic of conversation among some 
Democrats. A number of lawmakers, former officials, and commentators called on the Obama 
administration to investigate the Trump team for a possible Logan Act violations — and to do it while 
Democrats still controlled the executive branch.”

So, what if the Logan Act investigation had actually begun months prior to the Flynn’s conversation? 
After all, the investigation of Trump campaign “collusion” with Russia was already active as early as 
July 2016 based on public reporting.

And while the public has been primarily focused on figures such as George Papadopoulos or Carter 
Page as having been the nexus of this investigation, one other figure, almost mentioned in passing in 
the Christopher Steele dossier was Michael Flynn.

Flynn appears in the Steele dossier because of his speaking engagement, which was really an 
interview led by a Russian reporter, Sophie Shevardnadze, in a public forum, at the Russia Today 10- 
year anniversary in Moscow in Dec. 2015. Steele wrote in Aug. 2016: “Kremlin engaging with several 
high profile U S. players, including... former DIA Director Michael Flynn... and funding their recent 
visits to Moscow.”

Apparently, it was not all that controversial at the time of his visit, since Flynn apparently briefed the 
Defense Department both before and after the event and had his security clearance reupped in April 
2017 after the fact.

Raising the question of what eventually made it so suspicious to the Justice Department later? York’s 
reporting puts the interest in the Logan Act dating back to the summer of 2016, not Dec. 2016. 
Perhaps the interest was to justify an ongoing criminal or counterintelligence investigation into Flynn 
with ongoing surveillance. Like the Page FISA warrant, Flynn’s mention in the Steele dossier might 
have fueled the inquiry into Trump’s top foreign policy advisor. Flynn was the main target all along.

Then there was the topic that Flynn spoke of at the Russia Today event, which was the potential for 
U.S.-Russian cooperation to defeat Islamic State, focusing on “mutual interests” and restoring 
“strategic stability” to the Middle East.
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Flynn was there to sell the idea that the U S. and Russia had a common enemy in Islamic State and 
more broadly radical Islam, a proposal candidate Trump would adopt in 2016.

Flynn stated, “This back and forth, and I do appreciate it... and I respect it, because we have to have 
this debate, we absolutely have to have this debate, and we have to have it now. And we can’t—the 
United States—and I’m speaking as a really a private citizen—the United States can’t sit there and 
go, Russia, you’re bad, and Russia can’t sit there and say, the U.S., you’re bad. What we have to do, 
like we have done in the past, and I could go into a couple of historical examples where Europe would 
not be the Europe that it is today, thriving, had it not been for Russia and the United States working 
together 75 years ago, and in other places [is] where we have worked together. So, this idea of us not 
being able to work together is a misnomer, and I think we have to step back and we have to say, 
okay, what are the common interests, and then, what are the common goals that we want to achieve, 
and those goals I believe the number one goal is to... eliminate the cancerous idea that exists inside 
of the Islamic religion, we must do that.”

Flynn called on Arab leaders to work with the U S. and Russia toward that end, and added, “the 
second common goal is to then, to keep some level of stability in the Middle East that creates a new 
set of economic conditions, to deal with these... frankly, theses 15-to-35-year-old young men that 
exist...”

So, in Flynn’s perspective, the destabilizing proxy wars in the Middle East have done much to foster 
the very conditions that are favorable to groups like al Qaeda and Islamic State. So, his program was 
to change the paradigm in the region.

Speaking emphatically to both Russia and the U.S., on how to generate trust between the two 
countries, Flynn flatly stated, “Stop being like two bullies in a playground. Quit acting immature... with 
each other and know that I have... a disagreement with you, you have a disagreement with me. You 
know, this is a funny marriage between Russia and the United States, but it’s a marriage... whether 
we like it or not. And, that marriage is very, very rocky right now, and what we don’t need is we don’t 
need that marriage to break up. We’ve had our break ups in the past, but we need to... look at this, I 
mean, I’m deadly serious about this, because I know this enemy... and I think there’s some in this 
country that know this enemy from having dealt with it in Chechnya and Dagestan and other places. 
This is a very, very deadly enemy.”

Finishing out his interview, Flynn expressed hope that his idea for cooperation would be accepted in 
both Washington, D C. and Moscow to defeat their common enemy and to avoid a larger conflict: “My 
wish and my hope is that we figure out a way strategically to work together, I think that that’s the way 
ahead. Whether or not we work together 20 years from now, I don’t know, but I know if we don’t work 
together right now, the potential for going to a larger conflict against each other or the potential for 
this enemy to do far more damage than they already have is very, very real.”

Can you imagine anyone proposing such cooperation today in the midst of hysteria over all things 
Russia? Moreover, think of the level of advice that President Trump was denied at a time when 
escalation versus Russia would absolutely become a problem in the very regions that Flynn worried 
about in his Russia Today talk.

The conversation was initiated with a question about the incident of NATO member Turkey shooting 
down a Russian helicopter. Flynn warned that because of all the “converging interests” in Syria that 
such incidents were likely and needed to be warded off before they turned into something bigger.
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After last month’s killing of more than 200 Russian soldiers by U.S. forces in Syria after they attacked 
a U.S. base, clearly Flynn’s warnings have turned out to be prophetic.

And at the time in Dec. 2015 and the early days of 2016, Flynn’s ideas might have been seen as 
heresy. They implicate not only U.S.-Russian relations but also the Iran nuclear deal — Iran in many 
ways is a client state of Russia’s — which Flynn opposed. In a similar vein, you don’t deal with radical 
Islam in the region without dealing with Iran. Finally, during the transition it was reported by Reuters 
on Jan. 5 , 2017 that Flynn wanted to reorganize the nation’s intelligence agencies. Together, this 
could amount to a major motive to take out Flynn.

As Trump’s advisor on foreign affairs in the campaign, clearly Flynn had an impact, as the candidate 
Trump talked up the possibility of working with Russia to destroy Islamic State. The Iran deal was in 
the crosshairs. The National Security Council was about to be headed by somebody who had bucked 
the national security establishment. All these things were real possibilities — threats from the 
establishment’s perspective — after Trump won the election headed into 2017.

Which may be what motivated somebody in the Obama administration to leak the Kislyak 
conversation to the Washington Post’s David Ignatius, setting forward the chain of events that would 
ultimately lead to the appointment of Robert Mueller. Likely, if it was not lying to investigators, it would 
have been the Logan Act or something else. Anything to justify an ongoing investigation that Trump 
would be available to “obstruct.”

In context, though, it is hard not to wonder if the plan was to stop Flynn’s radical bid for U.S.-Russian 
cooperation that Trump embraced in the 2016 campaign, to keep the Iran deal intact and to protect 
the status quo in the deep state.

The real question might be when was Flynn put under surveillance by the Obama administration? 
After all, how did the FBI get the transcript of the Kislyak conversation? Can Congress find out? Will 
Mueller tell us?

What if Michael Flynn was not unmasked?

We know based on public reporting that the FBI investigators had a transcript of Flynn’s conversation 
with Kislyak when they went to talk to him. At the time, the Washington Post reported that “The calls 
were picked up as part of routine electronic surveillance of Russian officials and agents in the United 
States, which is one of the FBI’s responsibilities, according to the U.S. officials, who spoke on the 
condition of anonymity to discuss counterintelligence operations.” Based on that account and others, 
everyone tends to assume that Flynn was unmasked.

When you boil it down, the transcript of Flynn and Kislyak likely came into being in one of two ways. 
Either, A) as is widely believed, Kislyak was under Section 702 surveillance, Flynn was minimized, 
and then unmasked via procedures approved by the Attorney General; or B) like Carter Page, Flynn 
himself was under surveillance under Title I of FISA.

When Section 702 was reauthorized, Congressional officials went out of their way to beat back 
opposition to renewing FISA by noting that all the abuses we’ve seen have come out of the FISA 
court abuse scandal — i.e. the Carter Page warrant that used the Steele dossier as evidence — have 
come about because of domestic surveillance, not foreign.

If that proves true in 100 percent of the matters we are considering, then the abuse against Flynn 
might not have been based on foreign surveillance, but based on domestic surveillance.
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So far, over a year in Congress’ intelligence committees looking into the Obama era investigation in 
Trump and Russia, nobody has publicly produced evidence of Flynn being unmasked and if so by 
who.

Meaning, Flynn might have been under surveillance himself. Perhaps there was more than one FISA 
court-ordered surveillance that was abused by federal officials. Recall the fact the conversation had 
occurred was almost instantaneously leaked to the news media. That was clearly a crime, a leak of 
classified information.

Now, whether it was an unmasking gleaned from surveillance of a foreign actor like Kislyak or was 
targeted directly on Flynn is a highly substantive matter, since it implicates how Special Counsel 
Robert Mueller’s case against Flynn came into being. Was it incidental, or intentional surveillance?

Right now, we don’t know. But Flynn, Congress and ultimately the American people clearly have a 
right to know. If this is what is going to be used to conjure a B.S. charge of obstruction of justice 
against the sitting President of the United States and overturn the 2016 election, we should 
everything there is to know about it, even and especially if certain aspects of how that investigation go 
started are currently classified. There is simply no other way to tell if the investigation into Flynn was 
politically tainted as the other parts of the Russia investigation, even as it appears highly likely it was.

Recall, by Jan. 23, 2017, per the Washington Post, the FBI had already concluded Flynn did nothing 
illegal by talking to Kislyak. A day later, the FBI was sent to question him at the White House by 
Yates. Months later, we learn via the Examiner’s York that the FBI did not think Flynn had lied at that 
meeting. And now, the judge overseeing Flynn’s case has ordered exculpatory evidence to be turned 
over to Flynn.

The misconduct of the Justice Department against Flynn does not suddenly end the moment Mueller 
was appointed. The transcript of the conversation was taken by the nation’s intelligence agencies 
before President Trump was sworn into office and therefore prior to Flynn’s appointment as National 
Security Advisor. Mueller used all this evidence against Flynn.

If Flynn was under surveillance, federal investigators would have had to demonstrate probable cause 
that Flynn was working as a foreign agent. But what if the evidence for doing so was the same as 
Carter Page? That is, the infamous Steele dossier, which similarly named Flynn as having been 
overseas in Moscow? Or rested on some oddball legal interpretation of the Logan Act?

Either way, the fact that Flynn had been in Moscow to speak at the Russia Today 10-year anniversary 
was already a matter of public record. Financial disclosures about it notwithstanding — those can be 
amended — this was not something worthy of a national security investigation. Anyone could have 
just gone to Youtube to see him speaking in a public interview. This was not collusion. It was an 
interview with foreign media. And, again, by April 2016, the Obama administration had renewed 
Flynn’s security clearance.

Somewhere along the way, something changed in the posture toward Flynn. By the time the Russia 
investigation, or should we say, hysteria, was in full swing, Flynn was swept up just as was Trump, 
Page, Papapdopoulos, Paul Manafort and even Attorney General Jeff Sessions. They needed 
something they could stick to Trump — to stop him and the agenda Flynn was pursuing.

This all smells bad. It looks like a dirty trick. If it turns out Mueller deliberately withheld exculpatory 
evidence from Flynn and his attorneys to extract a guilty plea under duress, that guilty plea should be
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thrown out, Flynn should be pardoned and perhaps even reinstated, and Mueller should be removed 
as Special Counsel for yet more prosecutorial misconduct.

Because at the end of the day, it sure is looking a whole lot like Michael Flynn was set up as the 
means to take out President Trump and overturn the result of the 2016 election — come hell or high 
water.

Robert Romano is the Vice President of Public Policy at Americans for Limited Government.

Cartoon: Clinging Hillary
By A.F. Branco

Click here for a higher resolution image.

These are not schools, they are Stalinist indoctrination camps
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C/0 Legal Insurrection 

By Printus LeBlanc

It has been almost a week since the “student” walkout over school safety. After studying the event 
and the aftermath, it has become increasingly clear the walkout was nothing more than a political 
stunt. It had nothing to do with safety; it had nothing to do with allowing students to voice their 
opinions, it was all about progressives in national politics and the schoolhouse using children as 
political props. This begs the question, why are we funding these political indoctrination camps?
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The students didn’t walk out over cellphones and driving. The students didn’t walk out over bullying 
which leads to thousands of teen suicides each year. No, the students walked out over the Second 
Amendment which the progressive left has been trying to eliminate for decades. Following the 
horrendous events in Florida, progressives seized on the opportunity to use the children to get what 
they wanted. A few examples across the nation show just how political the walkout was.

A student in Hilliard, Ohio made the decision he did not want to get involved in the politics of the anti­
gun debate. He chose to stay in class. The student should be celebrated for wanting to concentrate 
on education instead of skipping class time for a political reason. Not so in today’s education system. 
The student was suspended for not partaking in political speech.

What type of message does that send? What kind of bullies run a school system that force students 
to participate in political speech?

The bullies in Ohio must be the same type in California. Julianne Benze, a teacher at Rocklin High 
School in Rocklin, California, was a victim of this bullying. Before the student walkout, Benze 
discussed the situation with her class. The teacher asked the question, "[If] a group of students 
nationwide, or even locally, decided 'I want to walk out of school for 17 minutes' and go in the quad 
area and protest abortion, would that be allowed by our administration?"

This was too much for the administration; no one is allowed to stray from the progressive dogma. 
Benze was suspended for the imagined infraction, not the students that skipped class. Seems 
hypocritical for school administrators to bully a teacher for not adhering to progressive ideals while 
hosting anti-bullying campaigns themselves.

Perhaps the most crystal-clear example of the children being used as political pawns comes from 
Baltimore. Just this past January the Baltimore Teachers Union sent a letter to the CEO of Baltimore 
City Public Schools, Sonja Brookins Santelises, complaining about the lack of heat in many 
classrooms. The teachers called the conditions “inhumane.”

But apparently, there is plenty of money to pull children out of school for the day and send them to 
Washington D C. to participate in political activities. It is estimated the city spent $100,000 to send the 
children to protest. Is that really the best use of taxpayer money? The people of Baltimore believe 
their schools are in disrepair, but the administration somehow finds money for political events.

The actions of the teacher’s unions, progressive leftists, and education officials are not surprising.
The most disturbing event to take place involving politics and schools didn’t happen with this walkout; 
it happened when Chicago teachers walked out on their students in 2012. The highest paid teachers 
in the country didn’t think they were earning enough and went on strike.

They marched through the streets chanting the usual union slogans, but the shirts they were wearing 
stole the show. Teachers, the people Americans entrust their children to, were wearing shirts with 
Che Guevara on them.

In case you don’t know, Guevara was a racist, homophobic mass murderer trying to spread 
communism throughout Latin America including Cuba. Not only did he personally execute people 
without a trial, but he also tried to convince the Soviet Union to use nuclear weapons on New York, 
Los Angeles, or Washington D C. to bring about war. Teachers were celebrating this man by proudly 
wearing his image in front of students they are supposed to be educating.

Is there any wonder the U S. education system is failing?
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The purely political acts prove the U S. school system has nothing to do with education and 
everything to do with political indoctrination. That is why it is clearly time to get the federal 
government out of the education system and return this function to the states. By all measures it has 
failed. Look at what it has wrought: it is overtly political while failing to educate our students. It is time 
to end federal control of education and give the money back to the taxpayers — and end the 
propaganda mills once and for all.

Printus LeBlanc is a contributing editor at Americans for Limited Government.

ALG Editor’s Note: In the following piece from The Federalist, Daniel Ashman destroys the myth of 
the honorable Special Counsel Robert Mueller. He points to investigations botched by Mueller and 
the lack of accountability:

Robert Mueller lias been botching investigations since the Anthrax Attacks
By Daniel Ashman

Mystery surrounds Robert Mueller and his investigation into Russia and President Trump. Some think 
he is the ultimate professional, others that he is a Democrat lackey, still others maintain he is working 
on Trump’s side.

We can see how he works if we look at how Mueller ran his second-most important investigation as 
FBI Director. In September of 2001, an entity began mailing anthrax through the US Postal system, 
hitting such prominent targets as NBC and Senator Daschle’s office. The terrorist attacks killed five 
and left others hospitalized. The world panicked.

Under Mueller’s management, the FBI launched an investigation lasting ten years. They 
now brag about spending “hundreds of thousands of investigator hours on this case.” Let’s take a 
closer look at Mueller’s response to understand the context of the investigation — who his people 
investigated, targeted, and found guilty.

The anthrax letters began just a week after the 9/11 attack. While planning the airplane hijackings, Al- 
Qaeda had been weaponizing anthrax, setting up a lab in Afghanistan manned by Yazid Sufaat, the 
same man who housed two of the 9/11 hijackers. Two hijackers later sought medical help due to 
conditions consistent with infection via anthrax: Al Haznawi went to the emergency room for a skin 
lesion which he claimed was from “bumping into a suitcase,” and ringleader Mohamed Atta needed 
medicine for “skin irritation.” A team of bioterrorism experts from John Hopkins confirmed that anthrax 
was the most likely cause of the lesion. Meanwhile, the 9/11 hijackers were also trying to obtain crop­
dusting airplanes.

So how did Mueller’s investigative team handle the case?
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Mueller issued a statement in October of 2001, while anthrax victims were still dying: the FBI had 
found “no direct link to organized terrorism.” The John Hopkins team of experts was mistaken, the FBI 
continued, Al Haznawi never had an anthrax infection. The crop-dusting airplanes they needed was 
possibly for a separate and unrelated anthrax attack.

A few weeks later, the FBI released a remarkable profile of the attacker. FBI experts eschewed 
analysis of the content of the letters, where it was written in bold block letters, “Death to America, 
Death to Israel, Allah is Great.” Instead, they focused on a “linguistic analysis,” stating that the letter’s 
writer was atypical in many respects and not “comfortable or practiced in writing in lower case 
lettering.” The FBI therefore concluded that it was likely a disgruntled American with bad personal 
skills.

The investigators hypothesized that the attacker was a lonely American who had wanted to kill people 
with anthrax for some undefined time period, but then became “mission oriented” following 9/11 and 
immediately prepared and mailed the deadly spores while pretending to be a Muslim.

Mueller’s FBI honed in on Steven Hatfill as the culprit — a “flag-waving” American, who had served in 
the Army, then dedicated himself to protecting America from bioterrorist threats by working in the 
United States Army Medical Research Institute of Infectious Diseases.

There was no direct link from Hatfill to the attacks, by the FBI’s own admission, and the bureau never 
charged Hatfill. The FBI did however spy on, follow, and harass him non-stop for years. The 
Department of Justice also publicly outed Hatfill as the possible terrorist.

While Hatfill’s dignity and life was being trampled on by America’s secret police, Mueller took a stand. 
But on a different topic. He made front page news for threatening President Bush he would 
resign over NSA policy. All while his own team was trampling on the rights of an American in the 
FBI’s largest-ever investigation.

Hatfill successfully sued the government for its unlawful actions. He won almost $6 million dollars.

After the Hatfill investigation blew up in the FBI’s face, they moved on to Bruce Ivins, another Army 
researcher who had actually volunteered to help the FBI investigate this case, and had been doing so 
for years. It wasn’t until five years after the attack that Mueller’s men decided Ivins was a target.

The FBI case against Ivins, once again, was based on circumstantial evidence.

The prosecution stated Ivins purposefully gave a misleading sample of anthrax spore, but 
Frontline documented this was not true. Ivins was “familiar” with the area from which the anthrax 
letters were mailed, the FBI said, but Pulitzer Prize winning ProPublica lays out the accepted facts of 
the case showing it was impossible for Ivins to make the trip to mail the letters.

The spores used in the attacks were a similar type to the laboratory spores where Ivins worked, but 
that ignored the fact that the anthrax letters had a unique additive — so sophisticated and dangerous 
a scientist commented, “This is not your mother’s anthrax” — that was likely produced by a nation 
state or Al-Qaeda.

Ivins was never indicted, just given the Hatfill treatment. His house was raided, and he was 
threatened with a death sentence, or as his lawyer put it, put under “relentless pressure of accusation 
and innuendo.” He committed suicide.
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One week later, U S. Attorney Jeffrey Taylor stated Ivins was guilty “beyond a reasonable doubt,” and 
they were “confident that Dr. Ivins was the only person responsible for these attacks.”

Democratic Sen. Patrick Leahy, one of the intended victims of the anthrax terror attacks, did not 
believe that Ivins was the sole actor. Mueller ordered an independent audit of the FBI’s case by the 
National Academy of Science, then formally closed the case in 2010, sticking with the conclusion that 
Ivins, and Ivins alone, committed the terror attack. One year later the NAS released their results and 
confirmed what many scientists had been repeating for years: the FBI’s science and conclusions 
were not solid.

A former FBI official involved in the investigation sued the FBI, alleging the FBI concealed evidence 
exculpatory to Ivins.

Mueller made his position known, saying, “I do not apologize for any aspect of this investigation,” and 
stated that the FBI had made no mistakes.

Click here for the full story.
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