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PETER DOOCY: So, a bill requiring the DNI to declassify the COVID origins intel passed the Senate. If it 

passes the House too, would President Biden sign it? 

JOHN KIRBY: I won’t get ahead of the President’s decision-making, Peter, but, look, we — a couple of 

things to keep in mind. Right after taking office, the President declassified and had — and made public 

the DNI’s initial findings here about the source of COVID. So, he already very swiftly and unilaterally put 

information out there. That’s one. Two, the intelligence community continues to assess the origins of 

COVID. I know I’ve seen press reporting about some preliminary findings that — of a classified nature, 

but there’s still no consensus and that’s why the President has directed the team to stay at that work 

because he wants to know. He wants to know as best we can know what the origins were so that we can 

work to better prevent a future pandemic.  

DOOCY: But we’ve got the FBI Director saying, “Most likely a potential lab incident” in Wuhan. If — if a 

foreign country came to the United States and killed 1.1 million Americans with guns, would the 

President just let that slide?  

KIRBY: Nobody is letting anything slide. That’s why the President wants the intelligence community to 

work so hard to — to get to — hopefully, to get some — to some answers that — that we can rely on. 

Right now, there’s just no consensus. It’s hard to take a look at what the President has done here — in 

terms of declassifying and making public information already; in terms of the constant and consistent 

briefings to members of Congress in a classified and unclassified setting in just recent weeks on what the 

origins of COVID were; and on his tasking, again, to the intelligence community to keep at that work — 

and come away from that thinking that he’s not taking this seriously.  

(….) 

3:36:48 p.m. 

5 minutes and 32 seconds 

ZEKE MILLER: The President just tweeted a couple of — maybe two minutes ago regarding the D.C. 

Home Rule, saying he would sign the resolutions, if they pass the Senate, to overturn the changes to 

D.C.’s criminal code. The President has spoken a bit about his support for D.C. statehood in the past, but, 

you know, why does he believe that he should step in where the D.C. — where the residents of D.C.’s 

elected representatives, you know, pass these changes — why does he believe that his — he should 

substitute his wisdom and judgment for theirs? 

JEAN-PIERRE: So, look, I mean, just to double down and triple down on what the President has said for 

decades, which is that he believes every — every city should have their — the right to self-

government. That is — still is the same case.  That hasn’t — that hasn’t changed anything. He has long 

believed that D.C. statehood should be something that the residents of D.C. should be allowed. Again, 

that hasn’t changed, but this is different. The way that we see this is — it’s very different.  This is — the 

D.C. Council put changes forward over the mayor’s objections and the President doesn’t support 

changes like lowering penalties for carjacking, so this piece is different. But, again, it doesn’t change the 



administration strongly supporting H.R. 51, which would have made D.C. the 51st state. That is 

something that he still very much supports and we’re going to continue to call on Congress to provide a 

swift and orderly transition to statehood for the people who live here in D.C. 

MILLER: I was hoping you could explain a little bit why this is different though. Just because it’s different 

— the President believes that every city should have the right to self-government except if he belie- — if 

he disagrees with the outcomes of their — of their governing process?  

JEAN-PIERRE: Look, one thing that the President believes in is making sure that the streets in America 

and communities across the country are safe. That includes D.C. That does not change. That’s why he 

puts forward a historic piece of — a historical plan that he hopes Republicans in Congress would 

support, which is his Safer America plan. That is something that the President has led. When you think 

about keeping communities safe, when you think about making sure that we’re also protecting our law 

enforcement and making sure that we have law enforcement in communities that continue to keep 

communities safe, that’s something that he has led on, so when it comes to what this proposal brings 

forth, which is, you know, really lowering penalties for carjacking, that’s not going to — he doesn’t 

believe that’s going to keep our communities safe, so the — if the bill comes, he’s going to take action, 

as he said. 

MILLER: Just another stab at this, because the principle of the matter — the President is making a 

principled statement that he supports a city self-governing — 

JEAN-PIERRE: I think two — I think those two things — 

MILLER: — and then — and then, he’s over- — trying to overturn — overturn their governing. 

JEAN-PIERRE: Those two — those two things can both — two things could exist at the same time, 

right?  We’ve heard that throughout our lives, right?  When we hear — when we hear things that we 

may not disagree — we may not agree with, that they both could exist at the same time, which is: The 

President still thinks that D.C. should become the 51st state. That is something that he has supported for 

decades, not just these last couple of years, but there is — he feels, as President, he has the obligation 

as well to keep America’s cities safe, to keep communities safe.  And this is one step and a way to do 

that. That’s it. [TO SINK] Go ahead, Justin. 

JUSTIN SINK: Sorry, I just want to loop back on that really quickly. 

JEAN-PIERRE: Yeah. 

SINK: So, is the principle here that the President believes in self-rule and autonomy, except if he believes 

that D.C. is passing laws that would leave its residents not safe in some way? 

JEAN-PIERRE: I think — I don’t think — I don’t think it’s every piece of legislation.  This is going to come 

to his desk, and he has a decision to make for the people of D.C.  Right? He has — he actually has a 

decision that is going to be put in front of him on — 

SINK: Well, it’s not just a decision now. It’s a precedent that he’s setting. You know, in the — in the SAP 

that you guys issued, it said, “Congress should respect the District’s autonomy to govern their local 

affairs. For too long, Washington residents have been deprived for representation and the principle of 

taxation without representation.” There is obviously a sort of immediate question about whether these 



changes done by the D.C. Council are smart or good policy, but there’s also a principle about when the 

President would intervene to overrule the elected representatives.  

JEAN-PIERRE: I get the que- — I get the question, Justin.  I really do and what I’m saying to you is that 

the President supports D.C. statehood. That has not changed. That is something that he has supported 

for the past two decades or more. Certainly, he’s — he was very clear about that during the 

campaign. We’ve been very clear about that the last two years. The President is being put — this piece 

of legislation is being put forward to him that’s going to become law, clearly — right — once he signs it 

and it’s a decision that he gets to make — right— to protect communities — to protect communities 

across the country and this is a way that he believes that he can do that.  He believes, by signing this into 

law, that it will protect communities and so, that matters. That matters. We — you all were asking me — 

SINK: But it matters more than the self-governance issue. 

JEAN-PIERRE: No, I’m saying — I’m saying both things can exist at the same time. 

SINK: I’m not sure that they can, if I’m being honest. 

JEAN-PIERRE: No, I — no, no.  Look — 

SINK: Either “you can make decisions for yourself” or “I will make decisions for you that I believe are in 

your best interest.” 

JEAN-PIERRE: But he’s — he — the decision that he is making, he’s making — he’s making it for the 

people of D.C. — right? — by making sure — 

UNIDENTIFIED REPORTER: But he’s opposed to that.  He just said that — 

JEAN-PIERRE:  Yeah, but — no, I understand that.  But he — this is being presented to him, right?  This is 

being presented to him on signing this into law and if you look at what is being presented to him, the 

mayor actually disagreed with what the D.C. Council put — put forward. And so now this is an 

opportunity to protect the community. That’s the way the President sees this — to protect the 

community. 

(….) 

3:44:44 p.m. 

3 minutes and 17 seconds 

CNN PRODUCER: Yeah, just back to the crime bill. If the President was planning to sign it, why did the 

administration put out that statement saying that he opposed it? 

JEAN-PIERRE:  So, look, I want to be very clear about this and I think I have. Look, the President does not 

support the D.C. Council — the changes that they — that they put forward over the mayor’s objections 

and those changes, like lowering penalties for carjackings, he thought was — was unacceptable and so, 

he wanted to make sure that, again, we’re keeping communities safe and this is — he believes, you 

know, the D.C. community deserves that; they deserve to feel like — as if they are going to be safe and 

we’ve talked about — just last week, we talked about how the President inherited an increase in crime 

when he walked in, into this administration and this is a President who has led on that, who has led on 

making sure that we keep — that we put forward public safety and law enforcement policies to make 



sure that we keep our communities safe. And so, he’s done that through the American Rescue Plan and 

he’s — he did that with his Safer America plan. Again, you know, Republicans have refused to fund this 

plan and so, he’s going to continue to make sure that he puts Americans first and that’s how he’s seeing 

this — this particular piece of legislation that’s going to come before him. 

CNN PRODUCER: And can I ask about a moment in the President’s speech last night in Baltimore? He 

was talking about Marjorie Taylor Greene, and he mentioned a mother that had lost two of her sons to 

fentanyl. He said, “The interesting thing is that the fentanyl they took came during the last 

administration.” And then he seems to laugh. The mother is demanding an apology and I’m wondering if 

he regretted how that came out. 

JEAN-PIERRE: So, you know, I want to be very careful here because this involves a mom, as you just 

stated, who lost two sons and when it comes to this President, I believe the American people knows 

who he is fundamentally, because he’s been around for some time, and they have watched him go 

through grief, they have watched him deal with really personal loss and so, this is a President that 

understands that.  He expressed sympathy for her last night and his heart goes out to any person — any 

person who has to go through that type of trauma, that type of hurt. I will say, his words are being 

mischaracterized by someone who is regularly discredited for things that she says that are, really, 

conspiracy theories and those lies are being parroted by a certain network and — and, you know — and, 

you know, I’ll just leave it there. I’ll say one more thing — is that conservative parents on fentanyl — of 

fentanyl victims have been very clear. They have blasted the congresswoman for these dishonest kinds 

of statements and kinds of attacks. But again, our hearts go out to anyone who loses — who loses a 

person that they love and this is something that you’ve heard from this President over and over again 

when — when that has occurred and has been presented to him. 

(….) 

3:48:54 p.m. 

3 minutes and 13 seconds 

PETER ALEXANDER: I just want to follow up on Kevin’s first question about the D.C. crime law. Again, and 

just to be clear, the White House put out a statement saying that the President did not support it, but 

now from the podium, you’re saying that —  

JEAN-PIERRE: Well, not — the President as well, right? 

ALEXANDER: Well, the — yeah. 

JEAN-PIERRE:  Not just me.  

ALEXANDER: Right. Fine.  

JEAN-PIERRE:  Yeah. 

ALEXANDER: You, the podium — you represent the President but fine.  To be clear, why — 

JEAN-PIERRE:  No, but you heard directly from the President. I just want to make sure — 

ALEXANDER: Understood.  So let me — 

JEAN-PIERRE: — that that is — that is clear.  



ALEXANDER: So I’m following up on his statement. Even better. It makes it even better for me. 

JEAN-PIERRE: That — right?  

ALEXANDER: So why would the — 

JEAN-PIERRE: That’s what I’m saying. It makes it even better. You heard it directly from the President. 

ALEXANDER: I’ll ask you cleanly: Why would the White House say he does not support it and then he 

would say he is not vetoing it — instead, he is signing it? Which is to say, why should Americans believe 

the White House when it says it doesn’t support something if the President is going to sign it no less? 

JEAN-PIERRE: I understand the question, Peter. I’m just telling you, at this moment where we are 

currently with this piece of legislation that is going to be coming — this — that’s coming from the 

Senate, that’s going to be coming to the President’s desk, he will — he will sign it and, you know, it is 

because what is different about this — signing it — is it, as I mentioned before, the D.C. Council put 

forward — was put forward over the mayor’s objections and the President wants to make sure that 

communities, even in D.C. — the Americans in D.C. feel safe.  

ALEXANDER: So let me get to the second half of that question, which is: Why should Americans believe 

the White House when it says it doesn’t support something, when the President is going to sign it no 

less? 

JEAN-PIERRE:  I think what the American people, who I’ve — I just mentioned is to — to one of your 

colleagues, I think the American people know who Joe Biden is. I think they fundamentally — hold 

on. No, let me — wait. You got — you have your eyebrows moving and leading in, so I just wanted to 

make sure you give me a second to answer.  

ALEXANDER: I haven’t spoken, so go ahead. 

JEAN-PIERRE:  I know. I’m just — you have this — this — you get — you get really excited, Peter.  So, I 

just want to make sure. I — I — 

ALEXANDER: These are exciting briefings. 

JEAN-PIERRE: I know. Oh, my gosh, they’re so exciting. Thrilling. Thrilling. No, but in — with all 

seriousness, look, the — the American people know who Joe Biden is. He’s been around for some time, 

right? They fundamentally know who he is as a person. The President, especially these last two years, 

have always, always put the American people first and that’s what they should know. That’s what they 

should take away that he’s putting, in this case, the safety of the people of D.C. first, and he is always 

going to do that. 

(….) 

3:54:30 p.m. 

3 minute and 13 seconds 

ED O’KEEFE: Would — there is a separate House Republican — congressional Republican proposal that 

would override legislation allowing non-citizens to vote in Washington, D.C., elections.  If that passes the 

Congress, would the President sign it? 



JEAN-PIERRE:  I can say that the President does not support that. 

O’KEEFE: Okay. The reversal here comes in the wake of a handful of senators facing reelection in 2024, 

saying that they were seriously considering supporting this legislation or had planned to vote for it: Joe 

Manchin, Jon Tester, Bob Casey, Angus King. Some might look at this and say the President is choosing 

to give political aircover to vulnerable Democrats in 2024 and make a point on criminal justice issues 

that he has had an opinion on since the 2020 election when there was a disagreement in the Democratic 

Party about whether or not to support defunding the police or whether to be tougher on crime and 

continue to support police agencies. So, is the President playing 2024 politics with this local Washington, 

D.C., issue at the expense of his longstanding, decades-long support of D.C. statehood? 

JEAN-PIERRE: So, what I — what I’ll say here is — I’m not going to get into 2024 analysis or political 

punditry from here. We are covered — I am covered, we are covered by the Hatch Act, as you know, and 

so I’m not — certainly not going to get into analysis from here. I will always be very clear about what the 

President believes. The President believes in making sure he continues to deliver for the American 

people. That his — that is what he wakes up thinking about every day, and you see that in his historic 

pieces of poli- — policies and laws that are now in effect, and it’s going to continue. That’s our — our 

focus at this time. 

O’KEEFE: Related to this, you — a few weeks ago, we talked about whether or not the White House 

would ever swap the D.C. license plates.  And you said you’d get back to us on that.  

JEAN-PIERRE: Oh, yeah, you did ask me that.  I — I — I still have not gotten back to you. We — I will — I 

will work on that. I think we actually were trying to dig in and get some information. We just haven’t 

popped any further information at this time. 

O’KEEFE: And as he left the meeting, he said — about Ohio — he was asked about East Palestine and 

supporting legislation that’s in the works. He said, “I will be there soon.” Is there a plan for him to go? 

JEAN-PIERRE: I don’t have any trips to preview for you at this time. The President also — if I — if I’m 

remembering correctly — moments ago, he also talked about how, essentially, this has been a priority. 

He’s talked to governors, the governor of Pennsylvania, governor of Ohio, the senators at –multiple 

times throughout these past couple of — couple of weeks. As you know, when it hap- — when the 

derailment happened on February 3rd, hours later — within hours, we had folks on the ground from the 

EPA making sure that we were dealing with this chemical spill and making sure — and since then, we 

have had a multi-agency reaction to this, an operation on the ground, making sure that the community 

in East Palestine was getting what they needed to get back on their feet and to make them whole and 

we’re going to — you’ve heard this from Secretary Buttigieg, you’ve heard this from Administrator 

Regan — we are going to make sure that we hold Norfolk Suffolk [sic] accountable and make sure that 

they clean up their mess.  

(….) 

3:59:35 p.m. 

1 minute and 24 seconds 

GREEN KEITH GAYNOR: The COVID-era SNAP benefits expire this week. Some policy experts have 

expressed concern that many households, especially Black and poor and minority communities, will not 



have enough funds to pay for their groceries. What is the White House’s message to those who are 

concerned that they won’t have enough funds to pay for their food? 

JEAN-PIERRE: Well, this is a White House, as I’ve stated many times before, that really cares about all 

Americans and making sure that no one is left behind and we see that. We’ve seen that time and time 

again in the President’s, you know, pieces of policies and legislation and that’s what the President is 

going to continue to do, whether it’s policy that’s coming out of an agency that we are really dealing 

with communities that are dealing with a hard time, especially as we’ve — as we’ve seen the last three 

years of COVID. That’s why the President passed the American Rescue Plan, to get us back on our feet, 

to deal with — to deal with communities and families who were not able to put food on the table or 

help them put food on the table; making sure that our kids were being taken care of; as — as schools 

were closed, making sure those schools were being open and so, this is — again, from the first piece of 

legislation to policies coming out to different agencies, it has taken this very seriously on making sure 

that families who were hurt the hardest, you know, continue to get that relief.  

(….) 

4:03:38 p.m. 

1 minute and 33 seconds 

ZOLAN KANNO-YOUNGS: I just want to seek to kind of understand the President’s opposition to the bill a 

bit more and the reasons for it. One, is it just the lowering penalties for carjackings, or are there other 

aspects that he disagrees with? On carjackings, too, is it broadly the message that would be sent by 

lowering the mandatory minimum? I’m looking at the bill and, basically, right now the minimum 

sentence is 7 years with a maximum of 21 and the revisions would be 4 to 18. Does he just — does he 

believe that seven years is the minimum sentence someone should receive for carjacking? Or is it more 

so the message that would be sent here? 

JEAN-PIERRE: So, I’m not going to go line by line of — of the — of the legislation. What I can say more 

broadly, to your point, as you are asking me this question, is that the President wants to make sure that 

we have communities — that communities across the country feel safe. He feels that this is an — 

incredibly important for him to do as President. This is an op- — this is something that is being 

presented to him. This is not a piece of legislation that he put forward. This is something that has been 

presented to him, and he’s going to take action on behalf of a community here — right here in D.C. 

KANNO-YOUNGS: Maybe not line by line but, like, just that line — 

JEAN-PIERRE: No, I’m — I’m just — 

KANNO-YOUNGS: — since — since you mentioned carjacking. 

JEAN-PIERRE: No, I know.  I — 

KANNO-YOUNGS: — I just — 

JEAN-PIERRE: I just used carjacking as an example, but I — 

KANNO-YOUNGS: But he also mentioned it in his tweet, so — 



JEAN-PIERRE: No, I — no, totally understand. I’m just not going to go line by line. It was just an easy 

example to give — to give you all and the American people of how he sees this. He wants to make sure 

that communities feel safe and this is a way that he believes that we’ll see — that we will see that. 

(…..) 

4:06:30 p.m. 

4 minutes and 29 seconds 

KAREN TRAVERS: Did the President talk to Mayor Bowser and tell her that he would sign this bill if it 

came to him, if the Senate passed it, before he talked to Senate Democrats about this case? 

JEAN-PIERRE: Yeah, I don’t have any call to preview.  We don’t have a call to preview with — with Mayor 

Bowser.  As you know, she’s mayor of D.C, so we have a close — a close connection with her.  We — my 

— our team here speaks to her often.  Just don’t have anything to preview as a conversation with the 

President or not. 

TRAVERS: And she’s talked to people here at the White House about this legislation? 

JEAN-PIERRE: I can’t speak to this particular legislation. What I can say is that we are in regular touch 

with her. She is — because she is right here in D.C., she is — you know, she’s here often. There’s regular 

conversations that’s had with our team here, with her team. I just don’t have a specific conversation on 

this legislation to read out to you at this time. [TO VISER] Go ahead. 

MATT VISER: So, going back to Zolan’s question — first question. The — if you’re not going line by line, I 

guess my question is: What is it about this legislation specifically that the — is the President opposing, 

other than the broad concept of (inaudible)? 

JEAN-PIERRE: I mean, that’s the answer. The broad — the bro- — 

VISER: What about it does he — do he feel like makes D.C. unsafe? 

JEAN-PIERRE: No, I understand. The broad concept of it is that he wants to make sure that, you know, 

communities feel safe and he feels this is a way — a step forward in doing that and so, look, we u- — I 

used the carjacking as an example — just as a quick example so people can understand.  I’m not going to 

go line by line.  That’s not something that we tend to do here, go line by line on every piece of 

legislation.  We tend to lift up things that make sense, things that can be easily understandable for the 

American people.  So that’s just an example that I used, but, more broadly, this is a President who has 

led on making sure putting forward historic — historic plans to make sure that pub- — there’s — public 

safety is a priority, to make sure that law enforcement are able to — that we have law enforcement that 

go into communities and make — make sure communities feel safe. If you think about it, this is a 

President, during — when he was senator, started the COPS program, right? That is another — another 

kind of apparatus that he put forward to make sure that communities felt safe and that’s what he’s 

going to continue to do. 

VISER: Is there something besides carjackings that make people feel unsafe about this specific piece of 

legislation? 

JEAN-PIERRE: What I can tell you is this is a — this is a piece of legislation that the mayor objected to, 

the D.C. Council moved forward on, but the President feels very strongly on this. He feels that we need 



to make sure that all communities, including D.C., here — the folks who live in D.C. feel safe and he feels 

that this — taking this action does exactly that. 

VISER: So, the other thing I wanted to ask about was conceptually about statehood. There are all kinds 

of instances where legislatures override a governor’s veto; they’re at odds, but a law passes and 

presumably the President doesn’t feel like that imperils their statehood. What is it in this instance that 

— I’m still sort of struggling how he can support statehood for D.C. and their right to be able to pass 

these kinds of laws, even if he disagrees with it, but then, in this instance, he’s deciding not to allow 

them that opportunity.  

JEAN-PIERRE: Because this — this — this is just different. This is different, again, because the D.C. 

Council put these changes forward over the mayor’s objections and so, this is just a uniquely different 

situation that the President has been presented with and is going to take action on. 

VISER: But if they had statehood, then the Council could pass this and it would become law. 

JEAN-PIERRE: And that would be great and that — that would be fine, right? Because the statehood 

would allow them to be the 51st state, and it would allow them to act as their own — as their own 

entity.  And the President is continuing to fight for that.  He’s been calling for that for the past 20 

years. They don’t have that yet, so this is an op- — and — this is a piece of legislation that’s being 

presented to him.  And he’s going to take action on beha — on behalf of the American people, including 

in D.C., on beh — on behalf of keeping the public safe, including in D.C. and that’s what you’re seeing 

the President do. That doesn’t mean he’s not going to call on making sure that D.C. is indeed a 

statehood. So, this — again, this has been presented to him.  He’s going to take action on behalf of the 

American people. But, of course, he wants to make sure that D.C. does have statehood, as he’s been 

calling for – for decades. 

(….) 

4:15:01 p.m. 

59 seconds 

MARY BRUCE: And not to beat a dead horse on the D.C. crime bill, but I think there just still is some 

confusion here because given the difference between the SAP that came out earlier last month and the 

announcement today, what led to this change of heart? Because it does seem there was a change of 

heart. 

JEAN-PIERRE: Look, what I can tell you is what the President said himself and just repeat that, which is 

he — he — you know, he believes that every city has the right to self-govern — government. That never 

changes. He’s been saying that for some time and if the Senate sends the bill — this particular bill to his 

desk — he will sign it and he said that today. I’m repeating it from the podium and he believes, you 

know, this is a way for him to keep the community safe in D.C. and the people of D.C. safe — the 

residents of D.C. safe and protected, so that is why he’s moving forward in this way. 

BRUCE: So, nothing changed in his mindset between February 6 and today? 

JEAN-PIERRE: I’m just going — I’m just laying out where the President is today as this is coming — this is 

going to be coming before him, and he is going to sign it. 


